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PUBLISHERS’ ANNOUNCEMENT. 


THE special character of the problems involved in “ Pleading” and 
‘‘ Practice’? has been mainly responsible for the publication of this 
volume at the present date and in its present form. 


With the Rules of the Supreme Court showing a constant tendency 
to change from day to day, the Publishers felt that to include a vast 
mass of material under the headings ‘“ Pleading” and “ Practice,”’ 
though a comparatively simple operation from the publishing point of 
view, would not have been conducive to the interests of subscribers 
themselves, accustomed as they have naturally been to some degree of 
permanency in a statement of the law. 


The transitory nature of the title, however, has gradually diminished 
in recent years, and the Rules of the Supreme Court may be said now 
to have taken on a form more or less permanent. The Publishers feel, 
therefore, that the time is now opportune for the publication of this 
volume. 


The volume, which includes in its pages a Part specially devoted 
to the New Procedure (see Practice, Part XCIV), endeavours to place 
before its readers every love English decision on points of ‘ Pleading * 
and ‘‘ Practice.”’ Ancient cases illustrating points of a long-forgotten 
practice have not been included, for their inclusion, whilst affording 
the student of legal history fairly promising material, would scarcely 
have added to the practical utility of this modern volume. 


Where important points of practice are brought out more forcibly 


in judgments than in the headnotes of cases no pains have been spared 
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in examining minutely the whole report, and in making suitable extracts 
therefrom. Every single case included in this volume has a statement 
—whether of the headnote or from the judgment—which justifies its 


inclusion. 


To facilitate a better understanding of the points involved, and 
so that the reader may be provided with a definite statement of the 
law as it stands to-day, practically all the Rules of the Supreme Court 
have been included, each being printed in small type at the head of its 
relevant Part, Section, Sub-section, etc. Similarly, certain sections of 
the Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925, and other 
statutes have been set out for the benefit of those who would know 
both the law as enacted and the law as it has been judicially inter- 
preted, at a single glance. A table of the Rules and statutory quotations 
will be found at the end of the volume. 


Unique in its particular sphere, supplying a want which is both 
teal and insistent, the Publishers are confident that this volume will 
be received with the same enthusiasm which the Profession have been 
good enough to accord to the other volumes of the English and Empire 
Digest. 


BUTTERWORTH & CO. (PUBLISHERS) LTD. 


July, 1932. 
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Lewin’s Crown Cases on the ‘Northern Circuit, 2 vols., 1822—1838 
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Great War, 3 vols., 1914—1922 

Law Keports, Probate, preteen and Admiralty Division, | 15 
vols., 1875—1890 “e 

Prince Edward Island Re ports 

Ontario Practice... 

Peere Williams’ Reports, Chancery and King’ 8 “Bench, 3 vols., 4 
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Part |—Pleadings Generally. 


SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


1. Certainty or particularity of pleading.|—In 
trespass for destroying a weir in pltf.’s fishery a plea 
of justification that the weir was across part of a 
public navigable river & obstructing the naviga- 
tion of the same; a replication confessing that 
the locus in quo was part of a navigable stream, 
but alleging that it was part of the river wholly 
distinct from the channel which the public had 
navigated, & that the said part was not a public 
navigable river :—Held: good, & it was a sufficient 
answer to the plea. 

It is an elementary rule in pleading, that when 
a state of facts is relied on, it is enough to allege it 
simply without setting out the subordinate facts 
which are the means producing it, or the evidence 
sustaining the allegation. ... The certainty or 
particularity of pleading is directed not to the 
disclosure of the case of a party, but to the in- 
forming the court, the jury, & the opponent, of the 
specific proposition for which he contends; & a 
scarcely less important object is the bringing the 
parties to issue on a single & certain point, avoiding 
that prolixity & uncertainty, which would very 
probably arise from stating all the steps which 
lead up to that point (per CUR.).—WILLIAMS v. 
WILcox (1838), 3 Nev. & P. K. B. 606; 8 Ad. & 
E). 314; 1 Will. Woll. & H. 477; 7L.5.Q. B. 229; 
7L. T. 340; 112 E.R. 857. 


2. Pleadings must show cause of action.]—It is 
not the practice of this court to adhere in patent 
cases to the strict forms of pleading used inthe courts 
of common law ; it is only necessary that the points 
in issue appear in substance on the pleadings.— 
NEEDHAM v. OXLEY (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 248; 
2 New Rep. 267; 8 L. T. 532; 9 Jur. N.S. 598 ; 
11 W. R. 745; 71 E.R. 108. 

3. ~}—Upon all sound principles of plead- 
ing it is necessary to allege what must, & not what 
might be the cause of action, & unless the obliga- 
tion alleged in the present instance arose out of 
contract, which had not been alleged in the petition, 
it was clear that no petition of right could be 
maintained (per CUR.).—WEST RAND CENTRAL 
GoLp MINING Co. v. H., [1905] 2 K. B. 301] ; 74 
L. J. K. B. 753; 98 L. T. 207; 53 W. R. 660 ; 
21 T. L. R. 562; 49 Sol. Jo. 552. 

4. Pleadings must be specific—-To enable ex- 
aminer to elicit evidence. ]—-The pleadings in a cause 
must be so specific as to enable, if necessary, an 
examiner to elicit in evidence all the facts of the 
case.—THE CLAUS THOMESEN (1863), 32 L. J. 
P.M. & A. 106; 1 Mar. L. C. 327; 8 L. T. 121; 
9 Jur. N.S. 388; 11 W. R. 538. 

; As to facts relied on & facts denied. ]— 
The rules of pleading are that each side must state 
specifically the facts upon which it relies & speci- 
fically deny any facts which are denied. The 
admissions & denials could, of course, be by 
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implication, but it was not permissible for a party 
especially after pleading lengthy allegations of 
the other side, to make a general denial by refer- 
ring to admissions, as to put the other party to the 
trouble of hunting up the admissions referred to 
(CHITTY, J.).— BRITISH & COLONIAL LAND ASSOCIA- 
pe Lrp. v. FOSTER & ROBINS (1888), 4 T. L. R. 

6. Function of pleadings—To bring parties to an 
issue.]— WILLIAMS v. WILCOX, No. 1, ante. 

7— .]—The whole object of pleadings is 
to bring the parties to an issuc, & the meaning of the 
rules of Ord. XIX. was to prevent the issue being 
enlarged, which would prevent either party from 
knowing when the cause came on for trial, what 
the real point to be discussed & decided was. In 
fact, the whole meaning of the system is to narrow 
the parties to definite issues, & thereby to diminish 
expense & delay, especially as regards the amount 
of testimony required on either side at the hear- 
ing (JESSEL, M.R.).—-Tuorr v. JloLDsworTH 
(1876), 3 Ch. D. 689; 45 L. J. Ch. 4063 8 Char. 
Pr. Cas. 87. 

8. To assist party in framing case—& court 
in investigating truth. |—Pleadings should be framed 
50 as to assist not only the party in his statement 
of the case but also the court in its investigation of 
the truth between the litigants, & deft., in a 
collision case in his answer cannot rely on a 
simple negative, but must enter into a detail of 
the circumstances leading to the collision, & this 
statement must be free from vagueness.—-THE 
Wuy Nor (1868), L. R.2 A. & E. 265; 88 L. J. 
Adm. 26; 18 L. T. 8613; 3 Mar. L. C. 135. 

9. Fair & proper notice of issues.|—Formerly 
great particularity in pleading was required. 
That is so no longer, but the pleadings must con- 
tain certain fair & proper notice of the issues 
intended to be raised. ‘his is essential to prevent 
the other party being taken by surprise (QSWINFEN 
EADY, J.).—PALMER v. GUADAGIN, [1906] 2 Ch. 
494; 75 L. J. Ch. 721; 95 L. T. 258. 

10. Completion of pleadings—Before viva voce 
evidence taken.|—When one party prays that the 
evidence in a suit may be taken viva voce, the court 
will allow it, unless good cause be shown to the 
contrary. In cases where the evidence is taken 
viva voce, the pleadings must be completed before 
any witnesses arc examined.—lFYLER v. FYLER 
(1854), 2 Spinks Ecc. & Ad. 69. 

11. Judicial Committee of the Privy Council— 
Precise forms of pleading not strictly regarded. ]|}— 
Semble: when a case comes before the Judicial Com- 
mittee on appeal, their Lordships will exercise their 
discretion in not regarding strictly the precise 
terms of the pleadings, & in deciding the case 
upon its merits—McLEAN v. McKay (1873), 
a 5 P. C. 327; 29 L. T. 352; 21 W. RR. 798, 

12. —— Interference with judgments on pleading 
points.|}—On a question of pleading the Judicial 
Committee will be very reluctant to interfere with 
the deliberate judgments of the courts below.— 
VERCHERES (CURE) v. VERCHERES CORPORATION 
(1875), L. R. 6 P. CC, 880; 44 L. J.P. C. 345 82 
L. T. 178; 23 W. R. 712, P. C. 

18. Admiralty practice—Pleadings on protest. ]-—— 
Semble: the practice of the Court of Admiralty 
with regard to pleadings on protest is still in force 
in admiralty actions in the High Court of Justice. 
—THE EVANGELISTRIA (1876), 2 P. D. 241; 
46 L. J. P.1; 85 L. T. 410; 25 W. R. 255; 8 
Asp. M. L, C. 264. 

14. County court action transferred to High Court 
——Necessity to deliver pleadings.|—When an action 
has been transferred, under the County Courts Act, 








1865, 8.3, from a county court tothe High Court, the 
action must proceed as if it had been commenced 
in the High Court; &, as a general rule, plead- 
ings must be delivered between the parties.— 
DAVIES v. WILLIAMS (1879), 13 Ch. D. 550; 49 
L. J. Ch. 352; 42 L. T. 469; 28 W. R. 223. 

Civil & criminal pleadings.|—-See Part I., Sect. 4, 
post. 


Secr. 2.—WHAT IS A PLEADING. 


Supreme Court of Judicatura (Consolidation) Act, 1925, 
8.225. ‘“ Pleading ’’ includes any petition or summons, and also 
includes the statements in writing of the claim or demand of 
any plaintiff, and of the defence of any defendant thereto, and 
of the reply of the plaintiff to any counter-claim of a defendant. 


Specially indorsed writs.]—See Part VIII., Sect. 4, 
post ; PRACTICE, Part IV., Sect. 6. 

15. Indorsement on writ.}—The indorsement ona 
writ is not a ‘ pleading ”’ so as to entitle a plitf. 
without the consent of deft. to move thereon for 
an order on admissions under Ord. XL., r. 11, in 
a case where deft. admitting pltf.’s claim has 
given notice that he does not require the delivery 
of a statement of claim.—WaATLLIs v. JACKSON 
(1883), 23 Ch. D. 204; 52 L. J. Ch. 384; 3 
W. R. 519. 

16. Affidavits filed by testator’s late partners— 
After administration decree.]—In 1867 a decree 
was made for the administration of a testator’s 
estate, which directed the ordinary accounts & 
inquiries. After the decree the testator’s late 
partners filed affidavits, in which they alleged that 
the testator had been guilty of fraud. In Dec. 
1871, an order by consent was made, which 
directed that, in addition to the accounts & 
inquiries directed by the decree, the ordinary 
accounts & inquiries should be taken & made 
relating to the partnership dealings & trans- 
actions between the testator & his late partners. 
In 1879 the surviving partner took out a summons, 
asking that, in addition to the accounts & 
inquiries directed by the decree & the order of 
Dec. 1871, an account might be directed of all 
sums in which the testator or his estate was 
indebted to the surviving partner for sums fraudu- 
lently retained or improperly applied by the 
testator, together with interest :—Held: the 
affidavits filed before the order of Dec. 1871, were 
in the nature of pleadings; &, as they had 
raised a case of fraud, it was ordered that the 
additional accounts asked for should be taken.— 
BARBER v. MACKRELL (1879), 12 Ch. D. 534; 41 
L. T. 201; 27 W. R. 894, C. A. 

17. Points of claim & defence & counterclaim— 
With particulars.|—Disputes having arisen between 
the pltfs. & defts., it was agreed between them 
‘‘that all points in dispute in reference to the 
contract for the sale & purchase of S. F.”’ should 
be referred to the arbitration of some practical 
man. Points of claim & defence & counterclaim 
with particulars were delivered & redelivered 
on being amended between the parties :—Held: 
these documents were in the nature of pleadings 
or particulars & could be amended by the arbi- 
trator in his discretion, & all points in dispute 
between the parties relating to the subject-matter 
could be so raised, although not in the first instance 
disclosed by such documents.—LLoyp (EDWARD), 
Lrp. v. STURGEON FALLS Pup Co., Lrp. (1901), 
85 L. T. 162. 

18. Return to writ of mandamus.]—A return to a 
writ of mandamus is not a pleading & cannot 
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Sect. 2.—What is a pleading. Sects. 3, 4 & 5.] 


therefore be struck out under Ord. XXV., r. 4.— 
R. v. CHESHUNT LOCAL BoarD, [1884] W. N. 78 ; 
Litt. Rep. in Ch. 139. 

19. Official Receiver’s special report.]—-On a 
summons taken out by the official receiver & 
liquidator under sect. 10 of the Companies (Wind- 
ing-up) Act, 1890, & adjourned into court, one of the 
respondents was ordered to pay the applicant’s costs. 
The registrar on taxation disallowed or reduced 
(a) instructions for official receivers special report 
under rule 78 of the Companies Winding-up 
Rules, 1890, drawing such report at 1s. per folio, 
& making copy of same for printer; (b) in- 
structions for brief; (c) fees of applicant’s third 
counsel, & costs incidental to his employment ; 
& (d) fees to counsel for consultation (after the 
first) during the hearing, & refreshers to counsel : 
-—-Held: the registrar had rightly refused to 
treat the report as a pleading or equivalent to a 
pleading, that it was not an affidavit or within the 
Ord. LAYV., r. 27, & that it was rightly held to 
be a statement of facts; that the registrar was 
right in holding that the charge for instructions 
for brief could not be allowed, as the hearing of 
the application was not the hearing or trial of an 
action upon notice of trial; that the costs of a 
third counsel might be allowed; but that more 
than one consultation fee would not be allowed 
merely on the ground that the hearing of the 
summons lasted more than one day; & that 
refreshers might, in the registrar’s discretion, be 
allowed.—Re ANGLO-AUSTRIAN PRINTING & PUB- 
LISHING UNION, [1894] 2 Ch. 622; 63 L. J. Ch. 
632; 71 L. T. 331; 42 W. R. 648; 38 Sol. Jo. 
513; 1 Mans. 361; 8 R. 510. 

Particulars as pleadings.|—See Part XIV., Sect. 
1, post. 


SEcT. 3.—FORM OF PLEADING. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r.5. The Forms in Appendices C, D, and 
E, when applicable, and where they are not applicable forms of 
the like character, as near as may be shall be used for all plead- 
ings, ond where such forms are applicable and sufficient any 
longer forms shall be deemed prolix, and the costs occasioned by 
such prolixity shall be disallowed to or borne by the party so 
using the same, a8 the case may be. 


————-—_——- r. 26, No technical objection shall be 
a to any pleading on the ground of any alleged want of 
orm. 


20. Applicability of prescribed forms. ]—It is not 
the practice of this court to adhere in patent cases to 
the strict forms of pleading used in the courts of com- 
mon law; it is only necessary that the points in issue 
appear in substance on the pleadings.—-NEEDHAM 
v. OXLEY (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 248; 2 New Rep. 
267; 8 L. T. 582; 9 Jur. N. S. 508; 11 W. QR. 
745; 71 E. R. 108. 

21. -}-—An answer ordered to be filed though 
the prescribed form not precisely followed.—BOWEs 
v. FARRAR (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 71; 26 L. T. 504; 
20 W. R. 536. 

22. -}—PIitf. issued a writ for the recovery of 
ossession of certain premises against deft. on 
eb. 2, & on the 13th of that month deft. delivered, 

at the office of pltf.’s solicitor, a document dated 
& sence by deft. setting out the terms under 
which he alleged that he held the premises. 
Pitf.’s solicitor thinking that this was a mere 
letter on the subject of the action signed judgment 
on the ground that no statement of defence had 
been delivered. On a motion to set aside the 
judgment as irregular :—Held: the document so 
delivered was not a statement of defence & that 
the judgment must stand. 











The document now before the court cannot 
possibly take the place of the statement of defence, 
& the rules cannot possibly be construed to include 
or refer to such a document. The rules must be 
followed in their entirety, & it is not sufficient to 
say that because the alleged pleading follows the 
rules in one or two particulars, therefore it is a 
good pleading (MATHEW, J.).—MARSHALL v. 
JONES (1888), 52 J. P. 428. 

28. Foreclosure action.}—This was a fore- 
closure action by a mortgagee of real estate, 
against the mortgagor & subsequent incum- 
brancers. The action had been set down for trial 
& now came on upon motion for judgment. There 
was no real defence to the action. The statement 
of claim followed Form No. 65 in sect. 11 of 
App. C. to R. S. C., & did not set out the usual 
mortgagor’s covenant for payment of the mort- 
gage debt & interest. 

I decline to make an order which the pleadings 
did not show pltf. was entitled to. There must 
be the usual judgment for foreclosure, but without 
any order for personal payment against the 
mortgagor (Kay, J.).—WETHERED v. Cox, [1888] 
W.N. 165. 

24. Salvage action. |—A statement of claim 
in a salvage action was drawn in the Form No. 6 
of App. C to the R. 8. C.; on motion by defts. 
under Ord. XIX., r. 7, for a further & better 
statement of claim or particulars :—Held: pltfs. 
must deliver a fuller statement of claim, & that 
in salvage actions a fuller form than that given in 
App. C, No. 6, should generally be followed.— 
THE Isis (1883), 8 P. D. 227; 583 L. J. P. 14; 49 
Z a 444; 32 W. R. 171; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 156, 

See Apps. C, D, & E, Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

25. Use of old forms.}—The old forms may still 
be used where they will serve as models.—BART- 
LETT v. ROCHE (1876), Bitt. Prac. Cas. 121; 2 Char. 
Cham. Cas, 34. 

26. -}—Where in an action for money lent 
the deft. in his defence followed the old form of 
pleading & alleged that he never was lent the 
money, & that if he was he had paid it or been 
released, on a summons to strike out the defence 
as inconsistent it was said that there was no 
objection to the old form of pleading when applic- 
able & that the deft. was entitled to plead as he 
had done.—BARNICOTE v. HANN & Cross (1876), 
Bitt. Prac. Cas. 105; 2 Char. Cham. Cas. 39. 

27. Objections on points of form.]|—A man shall 
not be prejudiced by formality or mispleading, etc.— 
ANON. (1469), Cary, 2; 21 E. HR. 2. 

28. Not encouraged.j—It is sufficient if a 
pleading substantially follows the forms given in 
Sched. B annexed to the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act; & it is no ground of demurrer if it 
departs from the letter of those forms, if in sub- 
stance it states a good cause of action.—FAGa v. 
Mupp (1854), 2 C. L. R. 680; 23 L. J. Q. B. 289; 
sub nom. Faaa v. NupDD, 3 EH. & B. 650; 23 L. T. 
O. S. 91; 18 Jur. 699; 118 H. R. 1286. 

29. ~+—-The court will not encourage 
objections upon mere points of form.—BARRY v. 
CRosSKEY (No. 1) (1861), 2 John. & H. 1; 81 L. J. 
ne 121; 8 Jur. N.S. 10; 10W.R.5; 70 E.R. 




















SecT. 4.—RULES OF PLEADING. 


Function of pleadings, see Part I., Sect. 1, ante. 
Forms of pleading, see Part I., Sect. 3, ante, 
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Rules observed in setting out party’s case, see 
Part III., post. 

Rules observed in answering opponent’s case, 
see Part 1V., post. 

80. Rules of pleading— Whether binding on court.] 
—Where there is right & equity. forms of the court 
& orders shall not hinder.—SHUTER v. GILLIARD 
(1677), 2 Cas. in Ch. 250; 22 E. R. 930. 

31. ——— Law of the land.}—The rules of pleading 
of H. T., 4 Will. 4 are part & parcel of the law 
a a land.—RoFrry v. SmirH (1834), 6 C. & P. 

32. Nature & purpose. |—The rules of plead- 
ing should be clear, well known, & uniformly 
acted upon, that the course of justice might not 
be impeded. The pltf. had, however, placed such 
inconsistent & contradictory statements on the 
record, as to render it impossible for the court to 
afford him any relief; & therefore both his 
original & supplemental bills must be dismissed 
with costs.—BLACKBURN v. STANILAND & SORBY 
(1845), 15 Sim. 64; 9 Jur. 1027; 6 L. T. O. S. 
185; 60 E. R. 540. 

83. Former unwritten rules not affected— 
Where not repugnant.]—The new rules abolish all 
previous written rules of practice, but not un- 
written rules, except so far as they may be repug- 
nant; &, therefore, by implication, repealed.— 
Bueaos v. ForBEs (1854), 138 C. B. 614; 20. L. R. 
856; 23 L. J.C. P. 222; 283 L. T.O. 8. 1593 138 
E.R. 1340. 

34. Followed in their entirety. }—-MArsuALL 
v. JONES, No. 22, ante. 

35. Civil & criminal proceedings. ]—T here is 
no distinction between civil & criminal pleadings 
as to defective allegations which are aided by 
verdict at common law.—HEYMANN v. R. (1873), 
LR. 8 Q. B. 102; 28 L. T. 162; 37 J. P. 565; 
37 J. BP. Jo. 843 21 W. R. 357; 12 Cox, C. GC, 
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.]—I totally disagree that the plead- 














36. ae Pam 
ings at Common Law in a criminal case & a civil 
case were in the slightest degree different. 1 am 
speaking, of course, of the time before the Judica- 
ture Acts passed which swept them all away. 
Many enactments had from time to time been 
passed, relieving the strictness of pleadings in 
civil cases, Which did not relieve them. in criminal 
cases ; but the rules of pleading at Common Law 
were exactly the same in each case (LORD BLACK- 
BURN).—CASTRO v. R. (1881), 6 App. Cas. 243; 
50 L. J. Q. B. 497; 44 L. T. 350; 45 J. P. 452; 
29 W. ht. 669; 14 Cox, C. C. 646, H. L.; affg. 
(1880), 438 L. 1. 78; 44 J. P. 732; sub nom. R. v. 
CasTRO, 5 Q. B. D. 490; 49 L. J. Q. B. 747; sub 
nom. KR. v. ORTON (ALIAS CASTRO), 14 Cox, C. C. 
436, C. A. 

37. .}—The general principle therefore 
is, that civil & criminal pleadings are the same where 
the criminal proceedings are not taken under a 
statute defining the offence in particular language 
(RUSSELL, L.C.J.)—R. v. MUNSLOW, [1895] 1 
Q. b. 758, 763; 64 L. J. M. ©. 188; 72 L. T. 307 ; 
43 W. R. 405; 11 'T. L. R. 2138; 39 Sol. Jo. 264; 
18 Cox, C. C. 112; 165 R. 192, C. C. R. 

88. Orders of court—General rules. |—The orders of 
the court are to be considered as laying down general 
rules, but not as being so imperative as that they 
can, under no circumstances, be departed from. 

The time allowed by Ord. XII. for procuring the 
report as to the insufficiency of an answer extended, 
the drawing up of the order having been delayed 
by the offices being closed, & the pltf. having, 
through inadvertence, omitted to obtain the 
Master's certificate that further time was necessary 
to enable him to make his report.—BURRELL v. 
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NICHOLSON (1833), 6 Sim. 212; 6 C. & P. 202; 
1 My. & K. 680; 1 Mood. & R. 304; 58E. R. 573. 


Secr. 5.—STATUTES IN PLEADING. 


See, generally, STATUTES, Vol. XLII., pp. 601 
el seq. 

Stctamisnt of facts 
Part ITl., Sect. 3, post. 

89. General rule.}]—Unnecessary prolixity, such 
as the setting out of public Acts of Parliament, which 
must be judicially noticed will be visited with the 
censure & reprobation of the court.—BUTLER v. 
Map (1834), 10 Bing. 391; 4 Moo. & S. 258; 3 
L. J.C. P. 1386; 1381 BE. R. 956. 

40. .}—~Prolixity in setting out at length in a 
petition or other pleading, clauses of a public 
statute.—Re MANCHESTER & LEEDS Ky. Co., 
Exp. OSBALDESTON (1849), 8 Hare, 31; 68 E. R. 261. 

41. Recital of statutes. }—Although a petition may 
have embodied in it several clauses out of a public 
Act of Parliament, it will not on that account be 
deemed impertinent for the purpose of fixing the 
petitioners with the costs.— Re LILLEY’s TRUSTEES 
(1850), 17 Sim. 110; 9 L. J. Ch. 329; 15 L. T. 
O.S. 42; 60 E.R. 1069. 

42. .}—An action upon the stat. of H. 8, ch. 9, 
of pretended titles, for that the defts. leased land 
of which neither they nor their ancestors were 
possessed, nor took the profits by the space of a 
vear next before; & adjudged, that a lease for 
years is within the statute, as well as a greater 
estate; that the commencement & end of the 
lease need not be shown by plitf.; that it is not 
necessary for the pitf. to recite the statute, but 
yet if he does & mis-recites it, as in the day of the 
making of it, the count shall abate, & the mis- 
recital of it shall not be aided by the demurrer of 
the adverse party ; that the statute, being penal, 
shall not be taken by equity, that though the 
statute speaks of pretended rights or titles in the 
plural number, yet a pretended right or title in 
the singular number is within the statute; that 
pltf. ought to aver it to be a pretended right or 
title; & if pltf. declares that deft. bargained, 
granted, & demised to farm, these three words 
shall be taken in aggravation of the offence, & 
shall make the count double, by two justices 
against two.—PARTRIDGE v. STRANGE (1553), 1 
Plowd. 77; Dyer, 74, pl. 19; 75 EK. R. 123. 

43. -}—If the deft. had unnecessarily set out 
the Act of Parliament which it seems to me he 
has, I will hold him to half a letter, & as to the 
other objection to the plea, a bond taken for the 
deft.’s appearance at the return of the writ could 
not be for ease & favour, &, therefore, the con- 
dition an averment in the plea were inconsistent 
(MANSFIELD, L.J.).—BOYCE v. WHITAKER (1779), 
1 Doug. K. B. at p. 97; 99 E. R. 65. 

44. General & separate clauses.}—If the reserva- 
tion of rent in a lease refers to a subsequent 
proviso, by which the rent is to be reduced if a 
certain event happens, the pltf. in an action of 
debt for the rent must set out the reservation 
with the proviso in his declaration, although the 
event has not happened. The established rule 
of pee ne in such cases is this: if an Act of 
Parliament, or a private instrument, contains, 
first a general clause, & afterwards a separate 
& distinct clause, which has the effect of taking 
out of the general clause something which would 
otherwise be included in it, the party relying upon 
the general clause in pleading may set out that 
clause only, without noticing the separate & 


in summary form, see 
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Sect. 5.—Slalutes in pleading. 
Part II. Sects. 1 & 2.) 


distinct clause which operates as an exception. 
But if the exception itself is incorporated in the 
general clause the party relying upon it must in 
pleading state it with the exception; & if he 
states it as containing an absolute unconditional 
sir reensy without noticing the exception, it 
will be a fatal variance.—VAVASOUR v. ORMROD 
(1827), 6 B. & C. 480; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 597; 
65L. J. 0.8. K. B. 172; 108 E. R. 509. 

45. Whether whole title stated.j—In reciting a 
statute in pleading, the whole of its title must be 
stated, though it comprise several other subject- 
matters besides that to which the pleading relates. 
—BEcK 1. BEVERLY (1843), 11 M. & W. 845; 1 
L. T. O. S. 386. 

46. Statute ultra vires—Allegation of infirmity.] 
—According to the rules of pleading, an allegation 
of infirmity in a statute on the ground of ultra 
vires is sufficient without assigning any further 
reasons (per CUR.).—BURLAND v. KR... ALLEYN v. 
BARTHE, (1922] 1 A. C, 215, 226; 911. J. PLC. 
$1,85; 126 L. T. 584, 587, P. C. 

Judicial notice—Public acts & acts deemed to 
be public.}—See StTatTutTEs, Vol. NLII., p. 777, 
Nos. 2062-2081. 

Private Acts—Necessity for pleading. ]— 
See STATUTES, Vol. XLII, p. 778, Nos. 2082- 
2089. 

Citation of statutes.]— Sec Vol. 
XLII., p. 779, Nos. 2090-2093. 

Statutes imposing penalty—-Exemption from 
operation.}—See STATUTES, Vol. XLII, p. 733, 
Nos. 1558-1565. 


Sects. 6, 7 & 8. 











STATUTES, 


SEcr. 6.—CONSTRUCTION OF PLEADING. 


47. Construction that will make pleading good. }— 
Where a declaration or other pleading is susceptible 
of a construction that will make it good, it is not 
competent to the party pleading it to insist upon 
a construction that will make it bad.—MOoRE vt. 
FORSTER (1847), 5 C. B. 220; 5 Dow. & IL. 352 ; 
WL J.C. P. 101; 10 L. T. O. S. 186, 113; 136 
i. R. 861. 

48. One plea not construed by another.]}—It isa 
very wholesome rule that one plea shall not be 
construed by another.—ToOURLE v. TOURLE (1858), 
lSw. & Tr. 165; 27 L. J. P. & M. 52; 31 L. T. 
O.S. 89; 6 W. R. 544; 164 E. R. 676. 

49. Taken most strongly against person pleading. } 
—It must be agreed that every plea is to be taken 
strongest against him who pleads it (HARYLETON, 
J.).— HARRIS v. AUSTIN (1615), 3 Bulst. 36; 1 
Roll. Rep. 211; 81 E. R. 31. 

50. -}+-The presumption is always against 
the pleader, because the pltf. is presumed to state 
his own case in the manner most favourable to 
himself.—COLOMBINE v. CHICHESTER (1846), 4 
Ry. & Can. Cas. 432; 1 Coop. temp. Cott. 205; 
15 L. J. Ch. 408; 10 Jur. 606, 626; 47 E. R. 864; 
sub nom. COLUMBINE v. CHICHESTER, 2 Ph. 27; 
41 E. R. 851. 

51. ——-.}—ELLis v. COLMAN, No. 55, post. 

52, ——.}—Everything which is pleaded must be 
taken most strongly against the person pleading.— 
LEWIS v. PENNINGTON (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 670; 2 
L. T. 344; 8 W. R. 465; 6 Jur. N.S. 478. 

58. ———.]—_ EVAN v. AVON CORPORATION, No. 56, 





post. 

54. General & specific allegations.}—Semble : 
general allegations in pleadings referring to 
particular facts, will be limited in the construction 


PLEADING. 


put upon them by the nature of those particular 
facts.—-DOLORET v. ROTHSCHILD (1824), 1 Sim. & 
St. 590; 2L. J. O.S. Ch. 125; 57 E. R. 2838. 

55. ———_.}—A pleading is to be taken most 
strongly against the pleader, & where a bill con- 
tains general & specific allegations as to the same 
matter, the general allegation must be referred to 
the particular & specific one.—ELLIS v. COLMAN 
(1858), 25 Beav. 662; 27 L. J. Ch. 611; 31 
L. T. O. S. 144; 4 Jur. N.S. 350; G6 W. R. 360; 
53 EK. R. 790. 

56. A pleading is to be taken most 
strongly against the pleader, & a general allegation 
of the deft. being a trustee cannot support a bill, 
unless there are facts alleged showing the trust.— 
EVAN v. AVON CORPORATION (1860), 20 Beav. 144 ; 
30 L. J. Ch. 165; 3 L.T. 347; 6 Jur. N.S. 1861 ; 
9W. R. 84; 54 E.R. 581. 

57. Equivocal expression. ]— Where in pleading an 
equivocal expression is used, in Screral that is to 
be construed against the party using it; but if 
the opposite party pleads over, it is to be con- 
strued in that sense which will support the previous 
pleadings.—HoBsSON v. MIDDLETON (1827), 6 B. 
& C. 205; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 249; 5 L. J. 
O.S. K. B. 160; 108 EK, ht. 461. 





Srecr. 7..—WRITTEN AND PRINTED PLEADINGS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r.9. Kvery pleading which shall contain 
less than ten folios (every figure being counted as one word) may 
be either printed or written, or partly printed and partly written, 
and every other pleading, not being a petition or summons, shall 
be printed unless otherwise ordered by the Court or a Judge in a 
proceeding under the rules relating to Poor Persons, 


See, also, RK. S. C., Ord. LAVI., rr. 3, 3A, 7 
(Yearly Supreme Court Practice). 

58. Folios—720 words-——Exclusion of indorse- 
ment. |—Iivery pleading which contains less than 
ten folios imay be either written or printed, or 
partly printed & partly written :—Held : ten folios 
mean 720 words exclusive of the indorsement.— 
BAGoT v. GARDNER (1902), cited Halsbury’s Laws 
of England, title PLEADING. 

-.- See, also, R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27 (14). 

59. Printed pleadings—Paper below regulation 
weight.J—The papers on which the pleadings in 
Chancery are printed must be of the quality pre- 
scribed by Consolidated Ord. LX., r. 3, but need 
not be weighed in the Office of the Record & 
Writ Clerks in order to ascertain the quality. 
The margin of the printed pleadings should be of 
the size prescribed ; but a pleading with a margin 
somewhat smaller may by order be filed. By 
Consolidated Ord. IX., r. 3, bills are to be printed 
on paper 19 Ibs. per mill ream, with an inner 
margin about three-quarters of an inch wide, & 
an outer margin about two inches & a half wide ; 
& by xr. 3 of General Orders of March 6, 1860, 
answers are to be printed in the same way. It 
was stated that a practice had lately been adopted 
in the Record & Writ Clerks’ Office of weighing 
bills & answers, & refusing to file them when the 
individual sheets did not weigh the full pro- 
portionate part of the required weight of the ream. 
—CALTHROP v. RUMMENS (1871), 6 Ch. App. 151 ; 
19 W. R. 337. 

60. Written pleadings—Writing unintelligible. |— 
If the proceedings of the court, as a declaration, be so 
badly written, as to be almost unintelligible, the 
court will in future punish the attorney for the party. 
—ANON. (1824), 2 L. J. O. S. K. B. 154. 


Part I].—ContTENTS OF PLEADINGS. 11 


Sot. 8.—IRREGULARITIES IN PLEADING. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 26. No technical objection shall bo | Shall no 


raised to any pleading on the ground of any alleged want of form. 


61. Irregularity in pleadings—No ground for 
appeal. |—When a trial is over & the facts have been 
gone into an appeal cannot be brought on the 
ground of irregularity in the pleadings. —DUNCOMBE 
v. DAVEY (1887), 3 T. L. R. 359, C. A. 


62. Mispleading—Party not prejudiced.}—A man 
t be prejudiced by formality or misplead- 
ing, etc.—ANON. (1469), Cary, 2; 21 KH. R. 2. 


63. ——— Parties cannot take advantage of own 
mispleading.]—A deft. cannot take advantage of 
own. mispleading.—PETERSON’sS CASE (1588), Cro. 
Eliz. 104; 78 BE. R. 362. 

See, also, Sect. 3, ante. 


Part I1.—Contents of Pleadings. 


SecT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Defence, see Part IX., post. 

Nature & purpose of pleadings, see Part I., 
Sect. 1, ante. 

Form of pleading, sce Part I., Sect. 3, ante. 

Reply & subsequent pleadings, see Part XV., 
post. 

Statement of claim, see Part VIII., poet. 

Statutes in pleading, see Part I., Sect. 5, ante. 

64. Words used in pleadings—-Used in legal sense 
-—Matter connected with Act of Parliament.]—In 
pleading, words must be used in their legal sense ; 
& if the matter pleaded is connected with an 
Act of Parliament, the Act must be looked into to 
ascertain what force the word in question has 
(COLERIDGE, J.).—R. v. SLATTER (1840), 11 Ad. & 
El. 505; 3 Per. & Dav. 263; 9 L. J. Q. B. 115; 
4 Jur. 316; 4 J.P. 73; 113 E. R. 507. 

65. General & separate & distinct clauses — 
Whether general clauses alone set out.J—VaAva- 
SOUR v. ORMROD, No. 44, ante. 


SECT. 2.—ARRANGEMENT OF CONTENTS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 4. Every pleading shall contain, and 
contain only, a statement in a summary form of the material 
facts on which the party pleading relies for his claim or defence, 
as the case may be, but not the evidence by which they arc to be 
proved, and shall, when necessary, be divided into paragraphs, 
numbered consecutively. Dates, sums, and numbers shall be 
expressed in figures and not in words. Signature of counsel 
shall not be necessary ; but where pleadings have been settled 
by counsel or a special poe they shall be signed by him; and 
if not so settled they shall be signed by the solicitor, or by the 
party if he sues or defends in person. 

enema r.11. very pleading shall be delivered 
between parties, and shall be marked on the face with the date of 
the day on which it is delivered, the reference to the letter and 
number of the action, the Division to which the Judge (if any) to 
whom the action is assigned belongs, the title of the action, and 
the description of the pleading, and shall be indorsed with the 
name and place of business of the solicitor and agent, if any, 
delfvering the same, or the name and address of the party 
delivering the same if he does not act by a solicitor. 


66. Signature — Counsel’s signature — Unautho- 
rised.|—-The bill is dismissed, because that Mr. 
Massie’s name was put to the same, as of counsel, 
without his privity —GRIsTING v. Hore (1579), 
Cary, 82; 21 K. R. 44. 











— Contempt of court.|—It is 
an obvious contempt of court to sign the name of 
counsel to any pleading without his authority or 
privity.—FAWcETT v, GARFORD (1789), Oswald on 
Contempt, 3rd ed. 62, 

6 -——~--———. }-—-Complaint that one of 
defts., & solicitor for the rest, put in answers, signed 
with the name of A. as counsel, who appeared this 








day in his place at the bar, & stated, that he had 
not signed any papers in the cause, nor given any 
authority for that purpose. The court issued an 
attachment against B., for not appearing to answer 
this complaint, after an order to doso, & were pro- 
ceeding to order the answers to be taken off the file, 
but it being suggested that the case was set down for 
hearing, & that pltf. would be the sufferer if the 
answers should be taken off the file for the irregu- 
larity, they were ordered to stand, & the cause to 
proceed ; for the court in punishing a breach of its 
rules ought to take care that an innocent party 
shall not suffer.— BULL v. GRIFFIN (1795), 2 Anstr. 
563; 145 EB. R. 967. 

69. Special case. }—In an application by 
an infant for a guardian under the 5th section of 
the 138 & 14 Vict. c. 35, a next friend is not 
necessary. 

Motion to have the special case set down for 
hearing. 13 & 14 Vict. c. 35, s. 10, requires 
that every special case should be signed by 
counsel for all parties; & the 13th section en- 
acted that when an infant is party to a special 
case application should be made to the court for 
leave to set down the same, etc. The learned 
counsel had signed the case as counsel for the 
pitf. & three of the defts.:—Held: sutficient.— 
Rte Crate (1851), 16 L. T. O. S. 481. 

See R. 8. C., Ord. XXXIV., r. 3. 

70. Omission to print.]—The omission 
to print counsel’s name upon a claim requiring his 
signature will not prevent its being filed.—Cop- 
PEARD v. MAYHEW (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 408; 1 
W. R. 157. 

11, Necessity for.}—A claim may be 
filed, under Apr. 22, 1850, for the specific per- 
formance of an agreement relating to real estate, 
without the leave of the court or the signature of 
counsel. But the court does not approve of filing 
any pleadings without the sanction of counsel’s 
signature.—BARFORD v. BARFORD (1854), 3 W. HR. 
41; 24L. T. 0.8, 88. 

See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XIX., vr. 4, supra. 

7 Statement of claim.}—lIt is 
very desirable that every statement of claim should 
be signed by counsel, although, under the R.S.C., 
Ord. XIX., such signature is not obligatory.— 
DUCKITT v. JONES (1876), 33 L. T. 777. 

73. Voucher against case being mere 
fiction.]—The Court of Chancery before any service 
at all was allowed said that the whole of the case 
was stated on the bill, which the court might look at, 
& it was then required that the bill should bear the 
signature of counsel, to which the court was in the 
habit of paying—as it ought to pay & as it always 
will be warranted in paying hereafter, as it has 
done heretofore—the greatest possible respect. 
The signature of counsel to the bill was to that 
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Sect, 2.—- Arrangement of contents. Part III. 


Sect. 1.] 


extent a voucher that the case was not a mere 
fiction (James, L.J.).——-GREAT AUSTRALIAN GOLD 
MINING Co. v. MARTIN (1877), 5 Ch. D. at p. 10; 
- L. J. Ch. 289; 35 L. T. 874; 25 W. R. 246, 

. A. 

74. Petition for advice of the court. }— 
The provisions as to pleading contained in the Judi- 
cature Act, 1873,s. 100, & Ord. XIX., r. 4, have not 
affected the provisions contained in the 9th section 
of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, which enacts that petitions 
for the advice of the court shall be signed by counsel. 
—Re BovuutTon’s TRuSTs (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 493 ; 
30 W. R. 596. 

See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 4, supra. 

75. Solicitor’s signature— Particulars & 
copies.}—The rule requiring particulars & copies 
to be signed by the solicitor in order that he may 
claim costs, is satisfied if the particulars be signed 
by the solicitor’s clerk in pursuance of a general or 
special authority for that purpose.—FRANCE vt. 
DvuTTon, [1891] 2 Q. B. 208; 60 L. J. Q. B. 488 ; 
641 L. T. 793; 39 W. R. 716. 

a Country solicitor—London agent.] 
—BUGLER v. FOSTER (1910), Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

77. Signature affixed by stamp. ]—The ordi- 
nary mode of affixing a signature to a document is not 
by the hand alone, but by the hand coupled with 
some instrument such as a pen or a pencil. I see 














PLEADING. 


no distinction between using a pen or a pencil 
& using a stamp, where the impression is put upon 
the paper by the proper hand of the person signing. 
In each case it is the personal act of the party, & 
to all intents & purposes a signing of the document 
by him. If the objector here had used a pencil or 
a paint brush, it would hardly have been contended 
that he had not signed the notice. I think the 
requirement of the statute has been sufficiently 
complied with (BOvILL, C.J.)—BENNETT  v. 
BRUMFITT (1867), L. RK. 3 C. P. at p. 31; 37 
L. J.C. P. 25; 17 L. T. 213; 31 J. P. 824; 16 
W. R. 131; 1 Hop. & Colt. 48; Hop. & Ph. 407. 

78. ——— Lithographed statement of solicitor’s 
name. ]—lIn order to entitle plitf. in an action in a 
county court to the costs of entering a plaint by a 
solicitor, the solicitor must sign the particulars, & 
a lithographed statement of the solicitor’s name 
on the particulars is insufficient.—lR. v. COWPER 
(1890), 24 Q. B. D. 533; 59 L. J. Q. B. 265; 38 
W. R. 408; 6T. L. R. 179, C. A. 

79. Printed signature. }—A printed signature 
of the clerk to the local authority to notices under 
the Public Health Act, 1875, is sufficient within 
the meaning of sect. 266 of that Act.—BRYDGES 
v. Dix (1891), 7 T. L. R. 215. 

80. Paragraphs—Trustee Acts—Contents of last 
paragraph.|—In all petitions under the Trustee 
Acts, the last paragraph should state the sections 
of the Act under which it is proposed the ordcr 
asked for should be made (per CUR.).—ANON. (1887), 
84 L. T. Jo. 23. 





Part Iil—Setting Out Party’s Own Case. 


SEcT. 1.—STATEMENT OF FACTS, NOT LAW. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XIX., r.4. Jvery pleading shall contain, and 
contain only, a statement in a summary form of the material facts 
on which the party pleading relies for his claim or defence, as the 
case may be, but not the evidence by which they are to be proved, 
and shall, when necessary, be divided into paragraphs, numbered 
consecutively. Dates, sums, and numbers shall be expressed in 
figures and not in words. Signature of counsel shall not be 
necessary ; but where pleadings have been settled by counsel or 
a special pleader they shall be signed by him; and if not so settled 
they shall be signed by the solicitor, or by the party if he sues or 
defends in person. 


Statement of material facts, see Sect. 2, post. 

Statement of claim, see Part VIII., post: 

Statement of legal relationship or inference of 
law, see Sect. 6, post. 

_81. General rule.}—It is one of the first prin- 
ciples of pleading that you have only occasion to 
state facts, which must be done for the purpose of 
informing the court whose duty it is to declare 
the law arising upon those facts, & to apprize 
the opposite party of what is meant to be proved 
in order to give him an opportunity to answer or 
traverse it (per CUR.).—R. v. LYME REGIS CORPN. 
(1779), 1 Doug. K. B. at p. 159; 99 E. R. 55. 

_ 82. -}-—-Under the present system of plead- 
ing, the facts must be stated, & then it is the 
duty of the court to decide upon what is the legal 
result of the facts stated; whereas the former 
system required the parties to set forth the legal 
result of the facts, and not the facts themselves.— 
HANNER (LORD) v. FLIGHT (1876), 35 L. T. 127; 
24 W. R. 346; 2 Char. Cham. Cas. 23; 2 Char. 
Pr. Cas. 236, 246. 

83. ——.}—Statements in pleading which are 





not demurrers, but allege only matters of law 
that might be raised by demurrer, are embarrass- 
ing, & may be struck out under Ord. XXVIL., 
r. 1.— STOKES v. GRANT (1878), 4 C. TP. D. 25; 40 
L. T. 36; 27 W. R. 897. 

84. .}—It is not enough to state an inference 
of law, but the facts should be stated from which 
the court could see pltf.’s title. Pltf. must not 
say simply, ‘‘ Under and by virtue of a certain 
deed I am entitled’’; he must state what the 
limitations of the deed are & the other facts so 
as to enable the court to infer what his title was 
(CoTron, L.J.).—RIDDELL v. STRATHMORE (EARL) 
(1887), 3 T. L. RR. 329. 

85. ——.]—Ord. XIX., r. 4, provides that 
‘‘ every pleading shall contain, & contain only, 
a statement in a summary form of the materia 
facts on which the party pleading relies ... ,”’ 
i.e. the pleader must plead facts, not law, & must 
not plead the evidence in support of his facts. 
RK. 15 provides ‘‘ the deft. or pltf. (as the case may 
be) must raise by his pleading all matters which 
show the action or counterclaim not to be main- 
tainable or that the transaction is either void or 
voidable in point of law, & all such grounds of 
defence or reply, as the case may be, as if not 
raised would be likely to take the opposite by 
surprise, or would raise issues of facts not arising 
out of the preceding pleadings, as, for instance, 
fraud, Statute of Limitations, release, payment, 
performance, facts showing illegality either by 
statute or common law, Statute of Frauds.’’ The 
‘‘ matters’ therein mentioned are matters of fact 
as provided by r. 4. KR. 15 does not abrogate or 
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limit r. 4, but points out that certain facts must be 
pleaded if certain points are raised ; if the contract 
sued on is ex facie illegal or void, there are no facts 
to plead & the defts. are not bound to plead that 
it is illegal, because that is law, not fact; but if 
it is not so ex facie & he desires to raise the plea 
on facts ultra, he must plead those facts (FARWELL, 
J.).—NORTH-WESTERN SALT COMPANY, Lrp. v. 
ELECTROLYTIC ALKALI Co., Lrp., [1913] 3 K. B. 
at p. 425, C. A.; reved. on other grounds, [1914] 
A. C. 461; 83 L. J. K. B. 580; 110 L. T. 852; 
30 T. L. R. 313; 58 Sol. Jo. 338, H. L. 

86. Assertions of legal liability.||—Where a 
declaration, after stating certain facts, alleges that 
it thereupon became the duty of the deft. to do 
a certain act, such allegation is to be understood 
as a mere exposition of the legal liability supposed 
to result from the previously stated facts, as an 
assertion that the deft. became thereby bound by 
law to do the act, & not as a distinct substantive 
allegation. In such a case, the word ‘“ there- 
upon ”’ is to be understood not merely as ‘‘ after- 
wards,’ but as equivalent to “‘ thereby.’’ Unless 
the duty results, in all cases, from the facts, a 
declaration so framed is bad in substance. The 
allegation of duty is superfluous, where the facts 
stated show a legal liability, & it is useless where 
they do not.—BROWN v. MALLETT (1848), 5 C. B. 





599; 17 L. J. Cc. P. 227; 11 L. T. O. S. 64; 12 
Jur. 204; 136 BE. R. 1018. 
87. -]—The declaration stated that the 


defts. were possessed of land with a canal & 
cuttings intersecting the same, & of bridges 
across the canals & cuttings communicating with 
& leading to certain docks of the defts., which 
land & bridges were used with the consent & 
permission of the defts. by persons proceeding to 
& coming from the docks; that they wrongfully 
& improperly kept & maintained the land, canal, 
cuttings, & bridges, & suffered them to remain 
in so improper a state & condition as to render 
them unsafe for persons lawfully passing along 
& over the said land & bridges towards the 
said docks; & that one G. lawfully passing over 
the bridges, through the wrongful, negligent, & 
improper conduct of the defts., fell into one of the 
cuttings & was drowned :—Held: the declara- 
tion disclosed no actionable breach of duty on the 
part of the defts.—GAUTRET v. EGERTON, JONES 
1. EGERTON (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 38713 36 L. J. 
C. P. 191; 15 W. R. 688 3; sub nom. GANTRET v. 
IEGERTON,.16 L. T. 17. 

88. -}~Before dealing with the questions 
of law which were argued before us, we think it 
right to say that we must not be taken as acceding 
to the view that the allegations in the petition 
disclosed a sufficient ground for relief. The 
petition appears to us demurrable for the reason 
that it shows no obligation of contractual nature 
on the part of the Transvaal Government. For 
all that appears in the petition the seizure might 
have been an act of lawless violence. The allega- 
tions that A. seized property belonging to B., & 
that thereupon by law an obligation arose on the 
part of A. to return to B. his property, or pay its 
value, might be truly made in respect of any 
wrongful seizure of A.’s property. We do not 
assent to the proposition of Lord Robert Cecil 
that it is sufficient to allege what may be a ground 
for action if something else be added which is not 
stated. Upon all sound principles of pleading it 
is necessary to allege what must, & not what may, 
be a cause of action, & unless the obligation 
alleged in the present instance arose out of contract 
it is clear that no petition of right could be main- 
tained (ALVERSTONE, L.C.J.)—Wrst RAND 





CENTRAL GOLD MINING Co. v. R., [1905] 2 K. B. 
at p. 399; 74 L. J. K. B. 753; 93 L. T. 207; 53 
W. R. 660; 21 T. L. R. 562; 49 Sol. Jo. 552. 

89. Assertion of legal right.]—Independently of 
the right so alleged I can find pothing in this 
statement of claim to give the right. It is not 
alleged in the statement of claim that deft. did 
either maliciously or with intent to injure pltfs., 
or for any improper motive whatever. It only 
states the fact that he did it ‘‘ without any justifi- 
cation therefor or right to do so,’ & then ‘he 
wrongfully, unlawfully, & improperly changed 
or caused to be changed the name.”’ Of course 
those epithets, under the present system of plead- 
ing, are useless & redundant. They add nothing 
to pltf.’s case. They are now mere epithets of 
abuse. They were formerly in declarations 
essential, because under that form of pleading 
legal rights were stated as facts; but facts alone 
are stated now (JESSEL, M.R.).—Day v. BRown- 
Rica (1878), 10 Ch. D. at p. 302; 48 L. J. Ch. 
173; 27 W. R. 217, C. A.; 39 L. T. 226, 553. 

90. Assertion of title.|—In an action to restrain 
the obstruction of an alleged private right of way 
pltf. ought to show in his statement of claim 
whether he claims the right by prescription or by 
grant. He ought also to allege with reasonable 
certainty the termini of the way & its course. 
If the pltf. omits to do this his statement of claim 
is embarrassing & the court will order it to be 
amended.—HARRIS v. JENKINS (1882), 22 Ch. D. 
481; 52 L. J. Ch. 487; 47 L. T. 570; 31 W. R. 137, 








91. .J—RIDDELL v. STRATHMORE (EARL), 
No. 84, ante. 
92. .|—Pitfs. being the owners of a mill 


claimed to be owners of a watercourse, alleging that 
by a deed of 1805 their predecessors in title became 
possessed of the mill & watercourse, & that the 
watercourse had ever since belonged to the mill. 
Defts., before delivering their defence, applied for 
further & better particulars on the ground that 
pitfs. ought to set out their title & that the 
statement of claim was embarrassing :—Aeld: no 
further particulars were necessary for pleading & 
the statement of claim was not embarrassing.— 
PLEDGE & SONS v. POMFRET (1905), 74 L. J. Ch. 
357; 92 L. T. 560. 

93. Claims by descent.|—Quare: whether in 
ejectment one claiming title as heir is bound to 
deduce any pedigree in proof of his descent.— 
RoE d. THORNE v. LORD (1776), 2 Wm. Bl. 1099 ; 
96 Kk. R. 649. 

94. .J—In the count of a writ of right it is 
not sufficient to state that the lands descended to 
four women as niece & co-heirs of J. without 
showing how they were nieces. The court will 
not give leave to amend the count in a writ of 
right unless a favourable case made out by 
affidavit.—DuMspDayY v. HUGHES (1803), 3 Bos. & 
P. 46563; 127 BE. R. 246. 

95, ——_.}—In an action for recovery of land 
the statement of claim alleged merely that pltf. 
was entitled to possession as heir-at-law of B., 
who died seised in fee of the premises & in- 
testate :—Held: the deft. was entitled as of 
course to particulars showing the links of relation- 
ship on which the pltf. relied as constituting him 
such heir.—PALMER v. PALMER, [1892] 1 Q. B. 
319; 61L. J. Q, B. 236. 

96. Discharge of annuity.}—To debt on bond 
with a condition to show the obligee a sufficient 
discharge of an annuity, etc., a plea that the deft. 
did show the plitf.’s counsel a sufficient discharge 
is bad; the manner of discharge ought to be 
shown.—LISLE’s (LORD) CASE (1482), 9 Coke 25a ; 
Year Book, 22 Edw. 4, 40 B. 
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97. Substitution of lease—Action on covenant in 
first lease not contained in second lease—Plea that 
first lease void.J—In the defence to an action on an 
agreement in a lease for a premium in respect of 
obtaining a spirit licence it was averred that the 
lease in question was void & that a second lease 
had been substituted for it which did not contain 
that agreement; this paragraph was struck out 
as being matter of law & not of fact.—MEN- 
HINICK & ANOTHER v. TURNER (1876), Bitt. 
Prac. Cas. 123. 

98. Vesting of term in personal representatives. | 
—In covenant against L. the surviving executrix 
of K. for breach of one of the covenants in the 
indenture of lease, the declaration alleged that on 
the death of K. all his estate & interest in the 
lands came to & vested in L. & one M., since 
deceased ; which the said L. & M. were execu- 
trixes of the last will & testament of K. by 
reason thereof L. & M. as executrixes as afore- 
said became & were possessed, etc. :— Held: 
a sufficient averment that the term vested in L. 
& M. as executrixes. It was unnecessary to 
aver that the term had vested in L. & M. as 
executrixes; as the vesting of a term in the 
lessee’s personal representatives, together with the 
liability of such personal representatives to be 
sued upon the covenants of the Jessee, is, in effect, 
a@ conclusion of law.—ACKLAND v. PRING (1841), 2 
Man. & G. 937; 3 Scott, N. R.297; Drinkwater, 
189; 10 L. J. C. P. 231; 183 E. R. 1024. 

99. Statute of Limitations—Mere denial of 
application of statute.}—To a declaration on a 
specialty the deft. pleaded the Statute of Limita- 
tions, to which the pltf. replied that the deft. before 
the commencement of the suit made an acknow- 
ledgment that the debt remained unpaid & due 
to the pltf. within the true intent & meaning of 
the statute, & that the action was brought 
within twenty years after such acknowledgment :— 
Held: the replication as a pleading so framed as to 
prejudice the fair trial of the cause, within 15 & 16 
Vict. c. 76, s. 52, & ought to be amended by 
specifying the mode of acknowledgment relied on. 

3.& 4 Will. 4, c. 42, provides three modes by 
which a specialty debt may be taken out of the 
operation of that statute; & it is prejudice to a 
deft. to be compelled to come prepared to meet 
three different matters, when perhaps pltf. intends 
to rely on one only (PARKE, B.).—FORSYTH v. 
BRISTOWE (1853), 8 Exch. 347; 22 L. J. Ex. 70; 
20 L. T. O. S. 226; 17 Jur. 46; 1C. L. R. 262; 1 
W. R. 356; 155 E. R. 1380. 

Pleading Statutes, see Part 1, Sect. 5, ante. 

100. Reasonable & probable cause—Malicious 
prosecution. ]—In an action for malicious prosecu- 
tion, paragraphs were ordered to be struck out of 
a statement of claim which set out evidence & 
not res geste ; instead of saying that there was no 
reasonable & probable cause, the paragraphs in 
question averred that the facts did not amount to 
reasonable & probable cause.—ADERIS _ v. 
THRIGLEY (1876), Bitt. Prac. Cas. 126; 2 Char. 
Cham. Cas. 43. 

101. Donatio mortis causa—Mere allegation in- 
sufficient.|—In an action to enforce a donatio 
mortis causa a statement of claim which alleges 
simply that a good & valid donatio mortis causa 
was made to pltf. without stating the facts which 
constitute it, is demurrable.—Re PARTON, TOWNS- 
ib v. PARTON (1882), 30 W. R. 287; 45 L. T. 

Peerage claims.]—See PEERAGES & DIGNITIES, 
Vol. XXXVII., pp. 29 et seq. 
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See R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 4, p. 11, ante. 
Statement of facts, not law, see Sect. 1, ante. 
Statement of claim, see Part VIII., post. 

102. General rule.J—The fact which constitutes 
the gist of the action must be directly averred.— 
BaLLv. BRIDGES 1600), Cro. Eliz. 746; 78 E. R. 978. 

108. .-+—Each party is at liberty to plead all 
the facts which he thinks are to his benefit, pro- 
vided they be legitimately stated & lead to the 
conclusion to which he seeks to bring the court, 
but that must be done in a plea. The purport of 
the answers is to benefit the party who requires 
the answers, that through their medium he may be 
able either, if the facts be admitted, to dispense 
with evidence which might not be procurable 
except at great expense, or to compel a party to 
disclose on oath those circumstances respecting 
which there can be no other evidence. <A party 
shall not be compelled to admit a fact pleaded 
without also giving, if in his power, an explanation 
of the fact. Whenever requisite for bringing 
forward the whole truth, whether it refers to 
matter pleaded already, or to be pleaded, or matter 
never intended to be pleaded, & which never 
ought to be pleaded, the same observation will 
apply, if the explanation be necessary to the party 
giving in answers it ought to be inserted. Where 
the party giving in answers thinks it necessary to 
go into explanations amounting to facts which are 
capable of proof, such facts, unless set forth in the 
plea & proved by evidence, are to be considered 
as not inserted in the answers.—SAUNDERS v. 
SAUNDERS (1847), 1 Rob. Eccl. 549; 5 Notes of 
Cases, 408; 9 1.. T. O. S. 358; 9 L. T. O. S. 496; 
11 Jur. 738; 163 E. R. 113). 

104. -}—Semble : a claim ought to set forth 
such facts as are necessary to bring forward the 
real point at issue between the parties.—WHIT- 
TINGTON v. CORDER (1852), 16 Jur. 10384; 20 
L. T. O. 8.175; 1 W. BR. 30. 

105. Breach of duty.|—In an action on the 
case, charging a breach of duty, every fact which 
contributes towards showing the duty must be 
expressly stated; & the omission of any one fact 
in the statement cannot be aided by verdict.— 
BANK OF ENGLAND v. DAVIS (1826), 5 B. & C. 185; 
7 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 828;41L. J. 0.8. K. B. 145; 
108 E. R. 69. 

106. ——— Avoidance of unimportant statements 
occasioning expenses.|—Skill & attention were 
required in preparing such documents (the 
petition), some were too short, omitting things 
material to be stated, & required to be amended, 
others again were of unnecessary length, & con- 
tained unimportant statements which occasioned 
unnecessary expense. Care must be taken that 
they be prepared in such a manner as to avoid this 
(LANGDALE, M.R.).—-O’NEILE v. LUCAS (1845), 6 
L. T. O. S. 118. 

107. Effect of omissions. }|}—The presumption 
is always against the pleader, because the pltf. is 
presumed to state his own case in the manner most 
favourable to himself; if, therefore, he has left 
anything material to his case in doubt, the assump- 
tion must be in favour of the other party.—CoLom- 
BINE v. CHICHESTER (1846), 4 Ry. & Can. Cas. 432 ; 
1 Coop. temp. Cott. 295; 47 E. R. 864; sub nom. 
COLUMBINE v. CHICHESTER, 2 Ph. 27; 15 L. J. Ch. 
408; 10 Jur. 606, 626; 41 E.R. 851. 

108. -[—A claim must state all the 
material facts of the pltf.’s case; & if such facts 
be suppressed, the claim will, on that ground alone, 
be dismissed.—Bromitt v. Moor (1851), 9 Hare, 
374; 22 L. J. Ch. 129; 68 E.R. 552. 
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108. ——— Setting out material documents— 
Application for inJunction.]—Where a pltf. applies 
ex parte for a special injunction, he is bound to 
state in his bill every material fact, & set out 
every material document bearing upon the subject- 
matter of the litigation. Where, therefore, a 
pltf. had omitted a material letter written by the 
deft., & the attention of the court was not 
pointedly called to such letter on the application 
for the ex parte injunction, the court immediately 
discharged the order for the injunction, & 
directed restitution of possession of certain 
premises, the question in the suit.—HARBOTTLE v. 
POOLEY (1869), 20 L. T. 436. 

110. ——— Statement of all facts—Further par- 
ticulars rendered unnecessary.]—The statement of 
claim or the indorsement on the writ ought always 
to give full particulars rendering further par- 
ticulars unnecessary (QUAIN, J.).—ANON. (1875), 1 
Char. Cham. Cas. 35. 

111. Recovery of land. |—Pitf. in an 
action for recovery of land must set out all the 
material facts upon which he intends to rely to 
prove his title.—Puiuiprs v. PHILIPPS (1878), 39 
L. T. 3295; on appeal, 4 Q. B. D. 127; 48 L. J. 
Q. B. 1385; 39 L. T. 556; 27 W. BR. 436, C. A. 

112. Fair & proper notice of issues to be 
raised.]—Formerly great particularity in pleading 
was required. That is so no longer, but the plead- 
ings must contain fair & proper notice of the 
issues intended to be raised. This is essential to 
prevent the other party being taken by surprise 
(SWINFEN EaApy, J.).—PALMER v. GUADAGIN, 
[1906] 2 Ch. 494; 75 11. J. Ch. 721; 95 L. T. 258. 

118. Sufficiency of statement—‘‘ Defendant al- 
leges & plaintiff believes the facts to be ’’—- 
Insufficient. |—-A statement ‘ that the deft. alleges 
& the pltf. believes the fact to be” is not a 
sufficient allegation of a material fact.—-HGREMONT 
v. COWELL (1843), 5 Beav. 620; 49 KEK. R. 719; 
subsequent proceedings, 6 Beav. 408. 

114. Accurate & distinct statements.]— The 
pleadings should state the cause of the collision as 
accurately & distinctly as possible, leaving 
nothing to inference.—-THE LADY ANN (1850), 7 
Notes of Cases, 364; 15 Jur. 18; sub nom. THE 
Hopes v. THE LADY ANNE, 5 L. T. 241. 

115. -]—Where the pltf. relies upon a fact, 
such fact should be clearly & distinctly stated in 
the bill.—HENDERSON v. ATKINS (1859), 28 L. J. 
Ch. 9135; 33 L. T. O. S. 159; 7 W. R. 387. 

116. Test of materialty.|—If a deft. answers a 
bill, he must answer fully; & if he is protected 
from answering, he must avail himself of his 
protection by plea or otherwise. 

The test of materialty of a fact alleged by 
the pltf. is the service it would be in proving his 
case if admitted or answered in the affirmative by 
the deft.—-CHaDWick v. CHADWICK (1852), 22 
L. J. Ch. 8329; 20 L. T. O. S. 272; 16 Jur. 1060 ; 
1 W. R. 29. 

117. Premature allegations.|—In assumpsit for 
money due on a promissory note, payable with 
interest; the declaration stated that deft. had 
not paid the amount of the note & interest, 
‘‘ except interest on the said note from its date up 
to a certain day within six years next before the 
commencement of the suit.’’ Deft. pleaded the 
Statute of Limitations in the usual form, & upon 
a demurrer to the plea:—Held: the plea was 
good, because the interest was accessory to the 
principal money; & the allegation of the pay- 
ment of the interest was merely a statement of 
evidence, which might or might not take the case 
out of the statute. 

Semble: the allegation of payment of interest 














was introduced prematurely, & need not be 
noticed in the plea.—HOLLIS v. PALMER (1836), 2 
Bing. N. C. 713; 3 Scott, 265; 2 Hodg. 55; 5 
L. J.C. P. 264; 182 KE. R. 275. 

118. Facts in anticipation of defence—Need not 
be stated.]—A pltf. must state his whole case, 
whether upon a claim or bill; but he need not 
state facts in anticipation of the defence.— 
JACOBS v. RICHARDS, JACOBS v. PORTER (1854), 18 
Beav. 300; 23 L. J. Ch. 557; 23 L. T. O. S. 44; 
18 Jur. 527; 2 W. R. 174; 52 E. R. 118; on 
appeal, 5 De G. M. & G. 55. 

119. .}-—It is no part of the statement 
of claim to anticipate the defence & to state 
what the pltf. would have to say in answer to it. 
(JAMES, J..J.).--HALL v. EVE (1876), 4 Ch. D. 341, 
345, 346; 46 L. J. Ch. 145; 35 L. T. 9263; 25 
W. RR. 177, ©. A. 

120. What are matertal facts—Title made under 
particular estate—Commencement of estate.]—In 
all bars, avowries, & replications, where a title 
is made under a particular estate, the commence- 
ment of that estate must be set forth in the 
pleading.—S1L.Ly v. DaLiy (1698), 1 Ld. Raym. 
3313 Carth. 444; 12 Mod. Rep. 190; 91 E. R. 
1117; sub nom. ScItuy v. DALBY, Comb. 476 ; 
ScILLY v. DALLY, 2 Salk. 562 ; sub nom. STILLY v. 
DALLY, Holt. K. B. 610; affd. sub nom. DALLY v. 
Sinty (1703), 1 Bro. Parl. Cas. 525, H. L. 

121. Custom. |—The rules of pleading require 
that a pltf. should allege with reasonable certainty 
what the custom on which he relies is, including 
the principle or rule of its application. This rule 
of pleading must be adhered to in equity, although 
not with the extreme strictness required by the 
common law courts.—CHAMPNEYS v. BUCHAN 
(1857), 4 Drew. 104; 29 L. T. O. 8.47; 215. P. 
340; 5 W. R. 461; 62 EB. R. 41. 

122. ——— Not facts only important as raising 
point of law—Unreasonable construction of Act. ]— 
The Bristol Improvement Act, 1840, enacts that 
no opening shall be made in any party-wall except 
for communication from one building to another. 
Plitf. had a house, one wall of which was to the 
height of the first storey a party-wall between 
pltf.’s house & a building belonging to defts., 
but above that height had ancient windows .open- 
ing to the external air. Plitf. pulled down his 
house, & proposed to rebuild it with windows in 
the same position as before. Before doing this, 
he gave notice to defts., under the Act, that the 
wall, which he described as a party-wall, was out 
of repair, & a certificate of two surveyors was 
given directing the party-wall to be rebuilt at the 
joint expense of pltf. & defts. Defts. afterwards 
proceeded to erect a building which would obstruct 
the light coming to the ancient windows of the 
pltf. :—Held: the wall above defts.’ building was 
not a party-wall, & that the pltf. was not pre- 
cluded from making windows in it; & an in- 
junction was granted, restraining defts. from 
obstructing his ancient lights. 

Pitf. obtained an ex parte injunction upon the 
filing of the bill; but no mention was made in the 
bill, or in the affidavit in support of the motion, 
of the notice to pull down the wall, or the certificate 
of the surveyors :—Held : inasmuch as these facts 
were only important as raising a point of law, 
based on an unreasonable construction of the Act, 
they were not material facts, & pltf. was justified 
in omitting them.—WESTON v. ARNOLD (1873), 8 
at a 1084; 43 L. J. Ch. 123; 22 W. R. 284, 














"423, —— Facts showing cause of action—Facts 
party entitled to prove at trial.J—The rule (Ord. 
XIX., r. 4] provides that, ‘‘ every pleading shal] 
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contain as concisely as may be a statement of the 
material facts on which the party pleading relies.” 
If those words, ‘‘ material facts,’’ are to be confined 
to matters which are matcrial to the cause of 
action, that is to say, facts which must be proved 
in order to establish the existence of the cause of 
action, then no doubt the facts in this paragraph 
were not properly pleaded. But in my opinion 
those words are not so confined, & must be taken 
to include any facts which the party pleading is 
entitled to prove at the trial (SELBORNE, L..C.).— 
MILLINGTON v. LoRING (1880), 6 Q. B. D. 190; 50 
L. J. Q. B. 214; 43 L. T. 657; 45 J. P. 268; 29 
W. R. 207, C. A. 

124. .}—Allegations in a defence 
which are ambiguous & may or may not raise 
new issues, will be struck out. The words 
‘‘ material facts’? in Ord. XIX., r. 4, do not mean 
merely facts which must be proved in order to 
establish the existence of the cause of action, but 
include also any facts which the party pleading 
is entitled to prove at the trial. 

L. brought an action against B. claiming (1) to 
restrain him from continuing a connection between 
his premises & L.’s private drain; (2) to have a 
building which had been erected by B. pulled down 
as darkening L.’s ancient lights; (3) damages. 
B. by his defence alleged that the drain in question 
did not belong to L., that he, B., had never con- 
nected his premises with any drain belonging to L., 
who, however, had constructed a new drain for 
private purposes of his own, below & in connec- 
tion with the existing main sewer, & he alleged 
that ‘‘the pltf.’s acts aforesaid were in various 
particulars unlawful, but the deft. is in no wise 
responsible for them ”’ :—Held: the latter allega- 
tion was ambiguous, ‘‘scandalous, & embarrass- 
ing’? & must be struck out. 

With reference to L.’s claim in respect of lights 
B. alleged that in another action, a new trial of 
which was still pending, L. had sworn that the 
lights in question were not ancient, & was there- 
fore estopped from alleging in the present action 
that they were ancient :—Held: this was not an 
allegation of a “ material fact’? within the above 
definition, but was calculated to prejudice the fair 
trial of the action, & the paragraph containing 
it must therefore be struck out.—LUMB v. BEAU- 
MONT (1884), 49 L. T. 772. 

125. Violation of Merchant Shipping Act. ]— 
The ship proceeded against, a steamer. on her 
passage down the river T. came into collision with 
a sailing vessel. In answer to the case set up 
against her it was pleaded by the owners of the 
steamer that the sailing vessel, just previously to 
the collision ‘was seen to be suddenly, & in 
violation of the 296th section of the Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1854, approaching the steamer on 
her port bow ”’ :—Held : in pleading, it is necessary 
to state as accurately as the circumstances of the 
case will admit, in what respect it is intended to 
allege that the Merchant Shipping Act has been 
violated ; that in the instance before the court it 
was sufficient to plead that the helm of the sailing 
vessel had not been ported in accordance with the 
terms of the statute.—THE IRONMASTER (1860), 6 
Jur. N.S. 782. 

126. ——— Action for breach of promise of marriage 
-—Venereal disease.}—A statement of claim after 
alleging a promise by deft. to marry pltf. went on 
to allege in paragraph 4 that ‘the pltf. relying 
upon the said promise permitted the deft. to 
debauch & carnally know her, whereby deft. 
infected her with a venereal disease.”’ It then 





no 








alleged a breach of the said promise. An order 
having been made at chambers to strike out para- 
graph 4 of the claim :—Held: the order was 
wrongly made, & upon two grounds, first, the 
facts alleged in the paragraph complained of, were 
‘‘material facts”’ within the meaning of Ord. 
XIX., r. 4, & as such were properly pleadable, 
& secondly, that, even if they were not, the court 
had no power to strike the paragraphs out, the 
statements therein neither being scandalous nor 
tending to prejudice or embarrass the fair trial of 
the action within the meaning of Ord. XXVII., 
r. 1.—MILLINGTON v. LORING (1880), 6 Q. B. D. 
190; 50L. J. Q.B.214; 43 L. T. 657; 45 J. P. 268; 
29 W. R. 207, C. A. 

127. Action for libel.}—Action for libel 
alleging that pltf., a theatrical critic, had en- 
deavoured to extort money by threatening to 
publish defamatory matter concerning a deceased 
actress. Defence that the allegation was true in 
substance & fact :—Held: evidence of rumours 
before the publication of the libel that pltf. had 
committed the offences charged in it & evidence 
of particular facts & circumstances tending to 
show the misconduct of pltf. as a theatrical critic 
could not be admitted in reduction of damages; 
further, assuming such evidence to be material it 
was rightly rejected for the particular facts & 
circumstances were not stated or referred to in the 
pleadings as required by Ord. XIX., r. 4.—Scorr 
v. SAMPSON (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 491; 51 1L. J. Q. B. 
380; 46 L. T. 412; 46 J. P. 408; 30 W. R. 541. 

128. Malicious motives.]—The claim 
was for damages for libel & the statement of 
claim alleged in paragraph 1 that the deft. falsely 
& maliciously printed & published of the pltf. 
in @ newspaper certain defamatory matter, & in 
paragraph 2 that ‘“‘ deft., on previous occasions & 
in furtherance of malicious motives on his part 
towards the pltf., maliciously printed -& pub- 
lished of the pltf. various statements & para- 
graphs in the said newspaper, & these for con- 
venience of reference are set forth in the appendix 
hereto.” The pltf. only claimed damages in 
respect of the libel set out in paragraph 1. In the 
appendix were set forth certain paragraphs, 
twenty-one in all, that appeared from time to 
time in the deft.’s newspaper, both before & 
after the date of the libel for which the pltf. claimed 
damages. Deft. applied to have paragraph 2 & 
the appendix struck out as being embarrassing, & 
as being contrary to the provisions of Ord. XIX., 
r. 4, which says that every pleading shall contain, 
& contain only, a statement in a summary form 
of the material facts on which the party pleading 
relies for his claim or defence, but not the evidence 
by which they are to be proved :—Held: para- 
graph 2 was properly pleaded, as it contained a 
statement of material facts upon which the piltf. 
would rely at the trial as constituting malicious 
motives, but that the appendix must be struck out 
of the statement of claim, as it contained the 
evidence to prove the alleged facts in paragraph 2 
& was, therefore, a violation of the provisions of 
Ord. XIX., r. 4. Pltf. allowed to deliver the 
appendix as particulars of the facts alleged in para- 
graph 2, & the court expressed a strong doubt as to 
whether an appendix to a pleading was in any case 
allowable.—GLossop v. SPINDLER (1885), 20 Sol. 
Jo. 556. 

129. ——— Plaintiff seeking to escape Statute of 
Limitations—Settlement.]—Action brought to re- 
cover possession of some estates. By his state- 
ment of claim pltf. alleges that KE. B. was seised in 
fee in possession of the estates, & that during her 
life she executed a deed of settlement, by virtue of 
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which the property vested on her death in her 
niece, T., the wife of W. D., & her heirs, from 
whom & her successors in title the deft.’s pre- 
decessor in title G. B., well knowing the facts, 
fraudulently concealed the existence of the settle- 
ment & entered into possession of the estates. 
Pitf. claims as purchaser of the property from 
J. D. the eldest son of G. D., who died in 1859, 
whose title is traced through the heir-at-law of 
T. D. Piltf. alleges that the settlement still 
remains in the possession of deft., & that since 
the death of E. B. deft. & his predecessors in 
title have retained it & received the rents of the 
property with full notice that the property right- 
fully belonged to pltf. & his predecessors in title, 
& made it impossible for them to discover their 
right & title to the property until the year 1876, 
when the existence of the deed first came to the 
knowledge of J. D. & pltf. Pltf. claimed to 
recover the possession of the estates & the rents 
or mesne profits. On the application of deft. 
Mr. Justice NORTH ordered the statement of claim 
to be struck out as embarrassing. Pltf. appealed. 

In such a case as this where the pltf. has sought 
to escape from the Statutes of Limitations on the 
ground of concealed fraud, he ought to state his 
case with extreme particularity so as to enable 
deft. to meet the case without disclosing all his 
title. In this case the alleged settlement should 
have been stated so as to enable deft. to raise the 
defence that such a settlement never existed. 
Pitf. had not stated his case in such a way as to 
enable deft. to meet it without embarrassment & 
without disclosing all his title. Under Ord. XTX., 
r. 27, the court had jurisdiction to strike out the 
whole of a statement of claim if the whole of it 
were embarrassing (CorTron, L.J.).—RIDDELL v. 
STRATHMORE (EARL) (1887), 3 'T. 1. R. 329, C. A. 

130. Facts material to claim or defence— 
R. Ss. C., Ord. XXI., Yr. 4.] Ord. AIX., Yr. 4, pro- 
vides that all material facts shall be pleaded. 
That means, to my mind, material to the claim or 
defence. There is also to be no defence as to 
damages. That is by Ord. XXI., r. 4: ‘' No 
denial or defence shall be necessary as to damages 
claimed or their amount; but they shall be 
deemed to be put in issue in all cases,” but, of 
course, subject to the rules of evidence & to the 
law with regard to the admissibility of evidence. 
I do not think that Ord. XIX., r. 4, as to pleading 
material facts, was ever intended to interfere with 
Ord. XXI., vr. 4 (MANISTY, J.).—Woopno v. DURHAM 
(MARL) (1888), 21 Q. B. DD. 501; 57 L. J. Q. B. 
b17; 59 L. T. 1425 37 W. 1. 2223 4 T. L. R. 778. 
_ 181. Immaterial facts struck out. ]— Although the 
Court of Appeal will not readily interfere with the 
discretion of the court of first instance in a matter 
of procedure, it is its duty to exercise its own 
discretion as to whether a pleading is so framed as 
to embarrass the opposite party. In a case, 
therefore, where a statement of claim was in the 
opinion of the Court of Appeal calculated to 
embarrass the defts. by reason of its stating im- 
material facts, & setting out at great length 
documents which could not be inaterial, except 
as evidence by way of admission, it was ordered 
to be struck out, though a motion for that purpose 
had been dismissed with costs by the court below. 
The rule that evidence is not to be pleaded applies 
to admissions as well as to other evidence.—Davy 
v. GARRETT (1878), 7 Ch. D. 4733; sub nom. Davy 
Bros., Lrp. v. GarREtT, 47 L. J. Ch. 2183 38 
L. T. 77; 26 W. R. 225, C. A. 

182, ——.]—A local board discharging duties in 
relation to the protection of public rights of way 
under sect. 26 (1) of the Local Government Act, 











1894, is in the same position as a private individual 
protecting his own property & is not acting 
judicially. Consequently, where an action was 
brought against a local board to restrain the 
removal of posts erected on a public footpath by 
the owners of the adjoining property for the 
purpose of preventing the footpath from being 
used for vehicular traffic, & the statement of 
claim alleged that a member of the board had used 
his influence with the board for his own private 
interest, & that in consequence thereof the pltfs. 
had failed to induce the board to take steps to 
prevent the user of the footpath for vehicular 
traffic :—Held: the real issue was whether or not 
the posts constituted an obstruction to the public 
right of way & that the allegations in the state- 
ment of claim were irrelevant & ought to be 
struck out.—MuURRAY v. Epsom LocaL BOARD, 
[1897] 1 Ch. 35; 661. J. Ch. 107; 75 L. T. 579 ; 
6L J.P. 71; 45 W. R. 185; 13 T. L. R. 113; 41 
Sol. Jo. 157. 

133. Reply leading to immaterial issue.}—To 
scire facias on a judgment deft., an executrix, 
pleaded that she fully administered before she had 
notice of the recovery & that she had had no 
asscts since. Replication, that deft. had notice 
of the recovery on, etc., & had assets after- 
wards :—Held: the mention of notice in the plea 
was surplusage & the replication bad as leading 
to an immaterial issue; for a judgment to be 
entitled to preference in administration must be 
docketed pursuant to 4 & 5 W. & M. c. 20, 
& notice of it in any other way is of no conse- 
quence.—HALL v. TAPPER (1832), 3 B. & Ad. 655 ; 
110 &. R. 239. 


Sucr. 3.—STATEMENT OF FACTS IN SUMMARY 
FORM. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XIX., r. 4, p. 11, ante. 

1384. General rule.]—In an action against a stock- 
broker by his late employer to reopen accounts on 
the ground of fraud, pltf. by his statement of claim 
alleged that the accounts delivered were untrue 
& unfair, that) brokerage & commission had 
been improperly charged, & that excessive & 
unfair profit had been made. Defts. thereupon 
took out a summons for further & better par- 
ticulars as to these charges, or that in default the 
paragraphs containing these charges be struck out. 
Pitf. amended his statement of claim by stating 
that all the accounts rendered were untrue, that 
defts. had particulars of the profits made by him, 
that the improper excessive charges appeared in 
the accounts & that the deft. was well aware of 
them :—Held: this was a mere affectation of 
compliance with the order, & that the para- 
graphs complained of must be struck out, four 
days’ leave to amend being given. 

Semble: though by R. S. C. pleadings must be 
concise & should not contain any unnecessary 
accounts or evidence, a deft. is entitled to have the 
pltf.’s case presented in an intelligible form so 
that he may know how to meet each particular 
charge that is made against him.—HARBORD v. 
Monk (1878), 9 Ch. D. 616; 38 L. T. 4113; 27 
W. R. 164, 

185. Prolixity to be avoided.]—It was formerly 
considered to be contempt of court to be too prolix 
in pleading, & where a replication was contained 
in 120 sheets which might have been done in 16, 
the draftsman was led round Westminster Hall 
with his head through a hole made in the paper, 
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& had among other things to pay a fine & costs to 
deft.—MILWARD v. WELDEN (1565), Toth. 101; 
21 E. R. 136. 

186. ——.]—Judgment may be reversed for 
absurd, prolix, & vitious pleadings, & the clerk 
fined for entering them on record.—FRYER v. 
FAWKENOR (1629), Cro. Car. 164; 79 E. R. 743. 

: —.J—The court will censure an unneces- 
sary length of pleading.--YATES v. CARLISLE 
(1761), 1 Wm. BI. 270; 96 EF. R. 150. 

138. -/—Skill & attention were required in 
preparing such documents (the petition): some 
were too short, omitting things material to be 
stated, & required to be amended, others again 
were of unnecessary length, & contained un- 
important statements which occasioned unneccs- 
sary expense. Care must be taken that they be 
prepared in such a manner as to avoid this 
(LANGDALE, M.R.).—O’NEILE v. Lucas (1845), 6 
L. T. O. S. 118. 

139. ~-F-In an action for unlawful distress, 
a statement of claim which was prolix & obscure 
was ordered to be struck out or amended.—Moonr- 
HOUSE v. COLVILLE (1876), Bitt. Prac. Cas. 93; 1 
Char. Cham. Cas. 95. 

140. ~+—-The first principle of pleading under 
the Judicature Acts is to avoid prolixity (HUDDLE- 
STON, B.).—MARSH 0. PONTEFRACT CORPORATION, 
(1876] W. N. 7; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 753; 1 Char. 
Cham. Cas. 66. 

141, Prolixity in setting forth documents. ]— 
Prolixity in setting forth important documents is 
not impertinence; therefore. where the deft. set 
forth verbatim in his answer a state of facts & 
all the affidavits to show that the demand made in 
this suit had been disallowed by the master in a 
former :—Held: the answer was not impertinent. 
—LOWE v. WILLIAMS (1826), 2 Sim. & St. 574; 
57 E. R. 465. 

142, —— Immaterial documents. ]|—Davy 
v. GARRETT, No. 131, ante. 

143. Prolixity in schedule—Action against 
trustees claiming account. ]|—A., an infant, file a 
bill against trustees wherein she sought, in the 
usual terms, an account of the lands, etec., of which 
B. had died seised, A. claiming to be interested 
therein. The trustees in a schedule of considerable 
length annexed to their answer, set further in 
particular detail the names, acreage, boundaries, 
etc., of all the lands of which B. had died seised :— 
Held: although some parts of the schedule were 
not impertinent, yet the matter contained in the 
schedule being unnecessarily prolix, & tending to 
oppression from its length, was properly excepted 
to by the pltf. as impertinently set forth.—BYpE 
v. MASTERMAN (1841), 10 L. J. Ch. 282; 5 Jur. 
643. 

144. ——— Long & complicated series of facts— 
No cause of action.|—The equity in a statement of 
claim was not apparent, but had to be collected 
from a long & complicated series of facts. Deft. 
put in a general demurrer on the ground “ that 
the facts alleged do not show any cause of action 
to which effect can be given against this deft.’ :—-- 
Held: notwithstanding Ord. XXVIII., rv. 2, a 
demurrer in this form was in such a case sufficient. 
—BIDDER v. MCLEAN (1882), 20 Ch. D. 512; 46 
L. T. 70; 30 W. R. 529, C. A. 

145. ——— Commercial case—Voluminous docu- 
ments—One short point in dispute.]—Where in a 
commercial case an order has been made for the 
delivery of points of claim & defence, & 
voluminous documents have been delivered by the 
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parties having all the vices of the worst forms of 
pleading, & it is plain that there is only one 
short point in dispute, the court will instruct the 
taxing master.—FRIEDLANDER v. SHAW, SAVILL 
& ALBION Co., LTp. (1897), 2 Com. Cas. 124; lo 
T. L. R. 252. 

146. Setting out public Acts of Parliament. |—Un- 
necessary prolixity, such as the setting out of 
public Acts of Parliament, which must be judicially 
noticed, will be visited with the censure & 
reprobation of the court.—BUTLER v. MAP (1834), 
10 Bing. 391; 3L. J.C. P. 186; 4 Moo. & S. 258 ; 
131 E. R. 956. 

147. .J—Prolixity in setting out at length in 
a petition or other pleading, clauses of a public 
statute.—Re MANCHESTER & LEEDS Ry. Co., 
Ky parte OSBALDESTON (1849), 8 Hare, 31; 68 
Ek. R. 261. 

‘See, also, Part I., Sect. 5, ante. 

148. Powers of court in dealing with prolix plead- 
ings. }—Although there is no rule of court specially 
giving power to the court to take pleadings or 
affidavits «ff th. file for prolixity, yet the court has 
an inhere1; power to do so in order to prev: «. is 
records from being made the instrumeu of 
oppression. Where, however, an affidavi’ = -f 
documents was of oppressive length, bu it 
appeared to the court that delay & expense 
would be caused by filing a fresh one, the court 
permittea it te remain on the file, but ordered the 
party filing it to pay the costs of it.—Hut". wv. 
HarRt-Davis (1884), 26 Ch. D. 470; &38 1. J. Ch. 
1012; 51 JU. T. 279, C. A. 

149. Justice of case ascertained by prolix & 
untechnical issues.|—Where issues, though prolix 
and untechnical, have been the means of ascertain- 
ing the real justice of a case they will not be 
displaced or disturbed on appeal. 

Where the judge’s direction, if given, must 
necessarily have been against the complaina . :— 
Held: exception for non-direction was proyerlv 
disallowed.—MACFARLANE v. TAYLOR (1868), 1]. RR. 
1 Se. & Div. 245; sub nom. MACFARLANE W Co. v. 
TAYLOR & Co., 18 L. T. 214, OW. L. 

150. Agreement for settlement of al) matters in 
dispute—right to set out agreement for settlement 
—d& facts leading up to agreement.|—Wherc a 
deft. in an action relies upon a settlement of all 
matters in dispute between himself & pltf., ue 
is entitled to set out in his defence not only the 
agreement for settlement, but also the whole of 
the facts which led up to it.—WEYMOUTH v. RICH 
(1885), 1 T. L. R. 609. 

151. Catching bargains with heirs or expectants. | 
The court allowed a number of paragraphs in a 
statement of defence which stated the existerce 
of various matters which were essential to show 
that the agreement on which the action was 
brought came within the principle on which 
Courts of Equity have granted relief against 
catching bargains with heirs or expectants on the 
life of an ancestor, it not appearing that what was 
so stated was embarrassing in the sense of not 
giving notice to the other side what the deft.’s 
case was, or that there was any allegation which 
could be entirely omitted.—HEAre v. MARRIS 
(1877), 2 Q. B. D. 630; 46 L. J. Q. B. 761. 
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See R.S8.C., Ord. XIX., r. 4, p. 11, ante. 
152. Pleadings must not contain evidence.]—In 
trespass fur destroying a weir in pltf.’s fishery a 
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plea of justification that the weir was across part 
of a Piss navigable river & obstructing the 
navigation of the same; replication confessing 
that the locus in quo was part of a navigable 
stream, but alleging that it was part of the river 
wholly distinct from the channel which the public 
has navigated, & that the said part was not a 
public navigable river :—Held: good, and it was 
a sufficient answer to the plea. 

It is an elementary rule in pleading, that when a 
state of facts is relied on, it is enough to allege it 
simply without setting out the subordinate facts 
which are the means of producing it, or the 
evidence sustaining the allegation. ... The 
certainty or particularity of pleading is directed 
not to the disclosure of the case of a party, but to 
the informing the court, the jury & the opponent, 
of the specific proposition for which he contends, 
& a scarcely less important object is the bringing 
the parties to issue on a single & certain point, 
avoiding that prolixity & uncertainty which 
would very probably arise from the stating all the 
steps which lead up to that point (per Cur.).— 
WILLIAMS v. WILCOX (1838), 8 Ad. & EI. 314; 3 
Nev. & P. K. B. 6063; 1 Will. Woll. & Hf. 477; 7 
L. J. Q. B. 229; 112 EB. R. 857. 

158. -}—On deft.’s application, three para- 
graphs were struck out of a statement of claim as 
infringing the rule that pleadings are not to con- 
tain evidence.—ANON. (1875), Bitt. Prac. Cas. 45. 

154. Positive allegations essential.|—A plea 
in abatement by an Earl, of misnomer in his title 
of dignity, must allege positively, & not merely 
by inference, that he was Ear] at the time of suing 
out the writ.—DIGBY v. ALEXANDER (1832), 8 
Bing. 416; 1 Dowl. P. C. 713; 1 Moo. & S. 559; 
1L. J.C. P. 122; 1381 E.R. 454; subsequent pro- 
ceedings, 9 Bing. 412. 

55. Sufficiency of averment.]—Pleading 
that A. having been lawfully possessed, etc., as 
tenant at will to B., is a sufficient averment that 
A. was tenant at will, etc. Pleading that corn 
which had been cut was left on the ground until it 
was fit in a course of husbandry to be carried is 
sufficient, without saying how long it remained 
there; the reasonableness of the time being a 
question of fact for the jury, & not a question 
of law for the court.—EATON v. SOUTHBY (1738), 
Willes, 131; 7 Mod. Rep. 251; 125 E. R. 1004. 

156. Petition for dissolution of marriage. |— 
A petition for dissolution by reason of the 
husband’s adultery & desertion, directed to be 
amended by a distinct averment of the fact of 
desertion ; some statement of circumstances in 
such a petition may be necessary, but evidence 
should not be pleaded.—-PYNE v. PYNE (1858), 
1 Sw. & Tr. 80, 178; 27 L. J. P. & M. 543; 30 
1. T.O.8. 370; 22 J.P.180; 6 W.R. 507; 164 
HK. R. 687. 

157. Petition for judicial separation. |— A. 
petition by a wife for a judicial separation on the 
ground of adultery, contained a paragraph alleging 
that the respondent had had two illegitimate 
children the issue of an adulterous connexion 
with H. M. born on certain specified days :—Held : 
the paragraph was objectionable as_ pleading 
merely evidence, & should be struck out.— 
MATISON v. MATISON (1860), 29 L. J. P.M. & A. 80. 

158. Motive for fraudulent prospectus. |—In 
an action against a company for issuing a fraudu- 
lent prospectus, it is unnecessary to set out in the 
statement of claim the motives which led to the 
issuing of the prospectus of the scheme of which 
it was part, it being sufficient to state generally 
that the prospectus was to the knowledge of the 
defts. fraudulent without specifying particulars. 
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Pltfs. in the present case were given leave to 
amend.—HERRING v. BISCIHOFFSHEIM, [1876] W. N. 
77; 3 Char. Prac. Cas. 54. 

159. Scandalous & irrelevant paragraphs. ]— 
A statement of claim charged in effect that the 
pltf. being desirous of borrowing money agreed 
with H. to borrow it from him on personal security 
only, & to insure his life in the deft.’s office as 
collateral security for the loan & to pay premium 
on such insurance to the defts. that the pltf. fur 
the purpose of so borrowing, as the defts. knew, 
did so insure & pay a premium. That IH. 
throughout was an agent of the defts. & that the 
transaction was a contrivance of the defts. to 
obtain the said premium. That neither H. nor 
the defts. ever lent or intended to lend any money 
to the pltf., &, further, that this was the usual 
course of conduct of the defts.:—Held: the 
paragraphs stating that it was the usual course of 
conduct of the defts. were scandalous & irre- 
levant, and should be struck out, as amounting at 
the most to mere evidence, which by Ord. XIX., 
r. 4, is not to be pleaded; & further that the 
matter therein contained was not even evidence, 
& that evidence could not be given upon a trial, 
in chief, of such conduct being the usual course 
of conduct of the defts.—BLAKE v. ALBION LIFE 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY (1876), 45 I. J. Q. B. 663 ; 
35 L. T. 269; 24 W. R. 677; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 
136. 

160. Reasonable & probable cause. ]—In an 
action for malicious prosecution, paragraphs were 
ordered to be struck out of a statement of claim 
which set out evidence & not res geste ; instead 
of saying that there was no reasonable & probable 
cause, the paragraphs in question averred that 
the facts did not amount to reasonable & probable 
cause.-—ADERIS v. THRIGLEY (1876), Bitt. Prac. 
Cas. 126; 2 Char. Cham. Cas. 43. 

161. Conversations. |—See DiscovERy, Vol. 
XVITTI., p. 198, Nos. 1457-1459. 

162. Admissions. ]— Where admissions made 
by deft. to pltfs.’ solicitors were pleaded in a 
statement of claim, the paragraph was ordered to 
be struck out. Defts. would be in the difficulty 
of not knowing whether to traverse the admis- 
sions. All that is necessary in a statement of 
claim in ordinary cases is particulars of the demand. 
—ASKEW v. NorTH EASTERN Ry. Co., [1875] 




















W. N. 238; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 52, 82; 1 Char. 
Cham. Cas. 90. 
163. .|—Defts. were entitled to put in 


evidence Jetters written by the pltf. to a person not 
a party to the action, & containing admissions by 
the pltf. material to the questions in issue; but 
that the pltf. must have, if he desired it, an 
opportunity of explaining the letters (Fry, J.).— 
STEUART v. GLADSTONE (1879), 10 Ch. D. 626; 40 
L. T. 145; 27 W. R. 612.—C, A. 

164. -}—Although the Court of Appeal 
will not readily interfere with the discretion of the 
court of first instance in a matter of procedure, 
it is its duty to exercise its own discretion as to 
whether a pleading is so framed as to embarrass 
the opposite party. In a case therefore where a 
statement of claim was in the opinion of the Court 
of Appeal calculated to embarrass the defts. by 
reason of its stating immaterial facts, and setting 
out at great length documents which could not be 
material, except as evidence by way of admission, 
it was ordered to be struck out, though a motion 
for that purpose had been dismissed with costs 
by the court below. The rule that evidence is 
not to be pleaded applies to admissions as well as 
to other evidence.—Davy v. GARRETT (1878), 7 
Ch. D. 473; sub nom. Davy Bros., LTD. v. 
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Sect. 4.— Exclusion of evidence. Sects. 5,6 & 7.] 


GARRETT, 47 L. J. Ch. 218; 38 L. T. 77; 26 
W. R. 225, C. A. 

165. Evidence in appendix to pleading.}— 
The claim was for damages for libel, & the state- 
ment of claim alleged in paragraph 1 that the 
deft. falsely & maliciously printed & published of 
the pitf. in a EA nes certain defamatory matter, 
& in paragraph 2 that “‘ deft., on previous occasions 
& in furtherance of malicious motives on his part 
towards the pltf., maliciously printed & published 
of the pltf. various statements & paragraphs in the 
said newspaper, & these for convenience of reference 
are set forth in the appendix hereto.’ The pltf. 
only claimed damages in respect of the libel set 
out in paragraph 1. In the appendix were set 
forth certain paragraphs, twenty-one in all, that 
appeared from time to time in deft.’s newspaper, 
both before & after the date of the libel for which 
the pltf. claimed damages. Deft. applied to have 
paragraph 2 & the appendix struck out as being 
embarrassing & as being contrary to the provisions 
of Ord. XIX., r. 4, which savs that every pleading 
shall contain, & contain only, a statement in a 
summary form of the material facts on which the 
party pleading relies for his claim or defence, but 
not the evidence by which they are to be proved :— 
Held: paragraph 2 was properly pleaded, as it 
contained a statement of material facts upon 
which the pltf. would rely at the trial as con- 
stituting malicious motives, but that the appendix 
must be struck out of the statement of claim, as it 
contained the evidence to prove the alleged facts 
in paragraph 2 & was, therefore, a violation of 
the provisions of Ord. XIX., r. 4. Pltf. allowed 
to deliver the appendix as particulars of the facts 
alleged in paragraph 2. The court expressed a 
strong doubt as to whether an appéndix to a 
pleading was in any case allowable.—GLOssopr v. 
SPINDLER (1885), 29 Sol. Jo. 556. 





SECT. 5.—APPLICABILITY OF PRESCRIBED FORMS. 


See Part I., Sect. 3, ante. 


Srcr. 6.—STATEMENT OF LEGAL RELATIONSHIP 
OR INFERENCE OF LAW. 


Statement of facts, not law, see Part III, 
Sect. 1, ante. 

166. Sufficiency of statement—Legal relationship 
—Claim as heirs.}—Quere: whether, in ejectment, 
one claiming title as heir is bound to deduce any 
pedigree in proof of his descent.—Ror d. THORNE 
v. Lorp (1776), 2 Wm. BI. 1099; 96 E. R. 649. 

167. -}—In the count of a writ 
of right it is not sufficient to state that the lands 
descended to four women as niece & co-heirs of J. 
without showing how they were nieces. The 
court will not give leave to amend the count in 
a writ of right unless a favourable case be made 
out by affidavit—Dumspay v. HuaueEs (1803), 
3 Bos. & P. 453; 127 E. R. 246. 

}~—In an action for recovery 
of land the statement of claim alleged merely that 
pitf. was entitled to possession as heir-at-law of B., 
who died seised in fee of the premises & intestate : 
~—-Held: the deft. was entitled as of course to 
particulars showing the links of relationship on 











which plté. relied as constituting him such heir.— 
PALMER v. PALMER, [1892] 1 Q. B. 819; 61 L. J. 
Q. B. 236. 

169. —— Limitations in will—Effect of 
limitations briefly set out.}—The pltfs. in an action 
for the recovery of land having in their statement 
of claim briefly stated the effect of certain limita- 
tions in a will, as alleged by them, without setting 
out the precise words of the will:—Held: they 
were entitled so to do under Ord. XIX., r. 21, 
although a question arose as to the construction 
of the will.—-DARBYSHIRE v. LEIGH, [1896] 1 Q. B. 
554; 65 L. J. Q. B. 8360; 74 L. T. 241; 44 W. R. 
452, C. A. 

170. ——— Inference of law—Facts leading to 
inference must be stated—Collision cases.]—The 
pitf. in a cause of collision is bound to plead 
facts from which the law will infer that the 
collision was occasioned by the default of the deft., 
but not to plead the legal inference.—THE East 
LOTHIAN, KILGOUR v. ALEXANDER (1861), 14 
Moo. P. C. C. 271; Lush. 241; 4 L. T. 487; 1 
Mar. L. C. 76; 15 E. R. 271, P. C. 

171. —— Material representation in inducing 
contract.|—When a person makes a material 
representation to another to induce him to enter 
into a contract, & the other enters into that con- 
tract, it is not sufficient to say that the party to 
whom the representation is made does not prove 
that he entered into the contract, relying upon the 
representation. If it is a material representation 
calculated to induce him to enter into the con- 
tract, it is an inference of law he was induced by the 
representation to enter into it, & in order to take 
away his title to be relieved from the contract 
on the ground that the representation was untrue, 
it must be shown either that be had knowledge of 
the facts contrary to the representation, or that 
he stated in terms, or showed clearly by his con- 
duct, that he did not rely on the representation 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—REDGRAVE v. HuRD (1881), 20 
Ch. D. 21, C. A.; 51 L. J. Ch. 113; 45 L. T. 485; 
30 W. R. 251, C. A. 

172. —-— Action upon contract—Statement of 
legal effect—Matters implied by law.]—It is not 
necessary in declaring upon a written contract 
to use a single word that is in the contract itself 
provided its legal effect be properly stated. Nor 
is it necessary to aver any matter which happens 
to be part of the contract, if such matter would be 
implied by law. 

In an action on a guarantee to pay, in case the 
principal should not, it is not necessary to set out 
the contingency that the principal should pay, that 
being an implied exception in law, from the nature 
of the guarantee. Nor in such an action is it 
necessary to prove a demand of payment from the 
principal, unless the making of such demand were 
a part of the contract.—MaGorR v. WILKS (1827), 
5L. J. O.S. K. B. 308. 

173. ——— ——— General allegation of contractual 
relationship—Or trusteeship.}|—It was argued by 
the pltf.’s counsel that, although it might be that 
all that appeared in the statement of claim in 
respect of these claims was a general allegation of 
trusteeship or of a contractual relation, yet that 
was sufficient, & that it would be time enough if 
the action went on to give in evidence some facts 
which should in some way or other support the 
general allegation. Now, according to my view, 
this contention must fail (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, 
L.J.).—-SALAMAN v. SECRETARY OF STATE FOR 
Inpi14, [1906] 1 K. B. at p. 681; 75 L. J. K. B. 
418; 94 L. T. 858, C. A. 

174. ——— Statement of facts from which duty 
implied.J—An Act of Parliament constituted a 
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company for the purpose of making & maintaining 
a navigable canal, which all persons were to be 
allowed to use on payment of certain tolls. The 
Act also provided in case of obstruction by any 
sunken vessel the owners of which should not 
weigh it up without loss of time, that it should 
be lawful for the company to do so, & to keep the 
same till payment made of the expenses of so 
doing :—Held: the Act did not make it com- 
pulsory upon the company after notice, so to 
weigh up a sunken vessel, but that, as the company 
had made the canal for their profit & opened it to 
the public upon payment of tolls, a duty was 
imposed on them at common law to take reasonable 
care to prevent danger to the navigation & that, 
therefore, they were liable in case for neither 
weighing up nor giving notice of a sunken vessel, 
which damaged a boat navigating their canal. 
Such a common law duty need not be expressly 
alleged in the declaration, it is sufficient to allege 
facts from which the duty can be necessarily 
implied.—PARNABY wv. LANCASTER CANAL CoO. ; 
LANCASTER CANAL Co. tv. PARNABY (1839), 11 
Ad. & El. 223; 1 Ry. & Can. Cas. 696; 3 Per. & 
Dav. 162; 91. J. Ex. 388; 113 EF. BR. 400; affg. 
S.C. sub nom. BARNABY v. LANCASTER CANAL Co., 
273. P. 679. 

175. Breach of duty—-Necessity to state 
facts upon which duty founded. ]—-The declaration 
stated that the defts. were possessed of land with 
a canal & cuttings intersecting the same, & of 
bridges across the canals & cuttings communica- 
ting with & leading to certain docks of the defts., 
which land & bridges were used with the consent 
& permission of the defts. by persons proceeding 
to & coming from the docks ; that they wrongfully 
& improperly kept & maintained the land, canal, 
cuttings & bridges, & suffered them to be in so im- 
proper a state & condition as to render them 
unsafe for persons lawfully passing along & over 
the said land & bridges towards the said docks; & 
that one G. lawfully passing over the bridges, 
through the wrongful, negligent, & improper con- 
duct of the defts., fell into one of the cuttings & 
was drowned :—Held: the declaration  dis- 
closed no actionable breach of duty on the part 
of the defts.—GAUTRET v. EGERTON, JONES v. 
EGERTON (1867), L. R.2C. P. 3713 3861. J.C. Pb. 
191; 15 W. R. 688; sub nom. GANTRET v. EGER- 
TON, 16 L. T. 17. 

176. -/—-A. petition of right 
alleged that, before the outbreak of war between 
the late South African Republic & Great Britain, 
gold, the produce of a mine in the Republic owned 
by the suppliants had been taken from the sup- 
phants by officials on behalf of the Government of 
the Republic; that the Government by the laws 
of the Republic was liable to return the gold or its 
value to the suppliants, & that by reason of the 
conquest & annexation of the territories of the 
Republic by Her late Majesty the obligation of the 
Government of the Republic towards the suppliants 
in respect of the gold was now binding upon His 
Majesty the King. On demurrer :—Held: the 
petition disclosed no right on the part of the sup- 
pliants which could be enforced against His Majesty 
in any municipal court. 

Before dealing with the questions of law which 
were argued before us, we think it right to say 
that we must not be taken as acceding to the view 
that the allegation in the petition disclosed a 
sufficient ground for relief. The petition appears 
to us demurrable, for the reason that it shows no 
obligation of a contractual nature on the part of 
the Transvaal Government. Yor all that appears 
in the petition the seizure might have been an act 











of lawless violence. The allegations that A. seized 
roperty belonging to B., & that thereupon by 

w an obligation arose on the part of A. to return 
to B. his property, or pay its value, might be truly 
made in respect of any wrongful seizure of A.’s 
property. e do not assent to the proposition 
of Lord Robert Cecil that it is sufficient to allege 
what may be a ground for action if something else 
be added which is not stated. Upon all sound 
principles of pleading it is necessary to allege what 
must, & not what may, be a cause of action, & 
unless the obligation alleged in the present instance 
arose out of contract it is clear that no petition of 
right could be maintained (ALVERSTONE, L.C.J.).— 
West RanD CENTRAL GOLD MINING Co. v. K., 
[1905] 2 K. B. 391, p. 399; 74 L. J. K. B. 753; 
93 L. T. 207; 53 W. R. 660; 21 T. LL. R. 562 ; 
49 Sol. Jo. 557. 

177. Recovery of land of which plaintiff 
never in possession—Facts showing plaintiff’s title 
must be set out.|—In an action for the recovery 
of land of which pltf. has never been in possession 
the statement of claim must allege the nature of the 
deeds & documents upon which he relies in deduc- 
ing his title from the persons under whom he 
claims, & a general statement that by assurances, 
wills, documents, & Crown grants in the- pos- 
session of defts. without further describing them, 
pltf. is entitled to the land, is embarrassing & 
liable to be struck out under Ord. XXVII., r. 1.-— 
PITLLIPPS v. PoHtILipps (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 127; 48 
L.J.Q. B. 1385; 39 1. fT. 556 ; 27 W. R. 436, C. A. ; 
subsequent proceedings (1879), 40 L. T. 815. 

178. Donatio mortis causa—Facts con- 
stituting validity must be pleaded.|—In an action 
to enforce a donatio mortis causa, a statement of 
claim which alleges simply that a good & valid 
donatio mortis causa was made to pltf., without 
stating the facts which constitutes it, is demurrable. 
—-Re ParToN, TOWNSEND v. PARTON (1882), 45 
L. T. 755 ; 30 W. R. 287. 

179. Action by assignee of reversion to lease 
—Facts showing vesting of reversion must be 
pleaded.|-—In an action upon covenants in an 
expired lease, pltf. stated the lease, that the term 
had expired, that at its expiration defts. were the 
assigns of the lease, & liable to perform the 
lessee’s covenants, that pltf. became, & at the 
expiration of the term was entitled to, the im- 
mediate reversion in the demised property, subject 
only to the term, that he was & is entitled to 
enforce all the lessee’s covenants, & that the 
defts. had for eight years paid him rent :—Held: 
such pleading was insufficient, & the pltf. ought 
also to have shown what the reversion was which 
the lessor had, & how pltf. derived his title to 
that particular reversion. Accordingly, a state- 
ment of claim containing the statements so held 
to be insufficient was ordered to be struck out 
under Ord. XIX., r. 27, as a pleading tending to 
embarrass the fair trial of the action.—DAvIS v. 
JAMES (1884), 26 Ch. D. 778; 53 L. J. Ch. 528 ; 
60 L. T. 115; 32 W. R. 406. 











SECT. 7.—PARTICULARS OF MISREPRESENTATION, 
FRAUD, ETC. 

R.S. C., Ord. XIX.,r.6. In all cases in which the party plead- 
ing relies on any misrepresentation, fraud, breach of trust, wilful 
default, or undue infinence, and in all other cases in which 
particulars may be pee A beyond such as are exemplified in 
the forms aforesaid, particulars (with dates and items if neces- 
sary) shall be stated in the pleading; provided that, if the 
particulars be of debt, expenses, or damages, and exceed three 
tolios, the fact must be so stated, with a reference to full par- 
ticulars already delivered or to be delivered with the pleading. 
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Sect. 7.—Particulars of misrepresentation, fraud, 
etc. |} 

R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 15. The defendant or plaintiff (as the 
case may be) must raise by his pleading all matters which show the 
action or counterclaim not to be maintainable, or that the transac- 
tion is either void or voidable in point of law. and all such grounds 
of defence or reply, as the case may be, as if not raised would be 
likely to take opposite party by surprise, or would raise issues of 
fact not. arising out of the preceding pleadings, as for instance, 
fraud, Statute of Limitations, release, payment, performance, 
facts showing illegality cither by statute or common law, or 
Statute of Frauds. 


See, gencrally, MisREPRESENTATION & FRAUD, 
Vol. XXXYV., pp. 6 et seq. 

See, also, R.S. C., Ord. XIX... r. 5. Appendices 
C.. D. & K., Yearly Supreme Court. Practice. 

Undue influence. see ExXEcuTors, Vol. XXIII., 
pp. 128-130, Nos. 1269-1281. 

180. Whether definite and precise allegation 
essential.}—An allegation of fraud should, if 
relied upon, be distinctly pleaded.—THE EMILIEN 
MARIE (1875), 44 L. J. Adm. 9; 32 L. T. 435; 
2 Asp. M. L. C.S. 514. 

181. -}+—Plitfs. sav that fraud is intended 
to be alleged yet the statement of claim contains 
no charge of fraud. In the common law courts no 
rule was more clearly settled than that fraud 
must be distinctly alleged & as distinctly proved, 
& that it was not allowable to leave fraud to be 
inferred from the facts. It is said that a different 
rule prevailed in the Court of Chancery. I think 
this cannot be correct. It may not be necessary 
in all cases to use the word “ fraud ’’—indeed 
in one of the most ordinary cases it is not necessary. 
An allegation that the deft. made to the pltf. 
representations on which he intended the pltf. 
to act, which representations were untrue, is 
sufficient. The word “fraud” is not used, but 
two expressions are used puinting at the state of 
mind of deft.—that he intended the representations 
to be acted upon, & that he knew them to be 
untrue. It appears to me that a pltf. is bound to 
show distinctly that means to allege fraud 
(THESIGER, L.J.).—Davy Bros., Lip. v. GARRETT 
(1878). 7 Ch. D. 478, 489; 47 L. J. Ch. 218; 
38 L. T. 77; 26 W. BR. 225, C. A. 

182. -|—Should the pltf.’s claim to land be 
barred by the Statute of Limitations, unless he 
can show that he has been fraudulently deprived 
of it within the 26th section it is essential for him 
to prove that he, or some person through whom he 
claims, has been deprived of his land by the par- 
ticular fraud proved, & further, that) it could 
not with reasonable diligence have been known 
or discovered for a longer period than the statutory 
one before the action was brought :—Held: the 
allegations of fraud in such an action must be 
definite & precise leading to the reasonable 
inference that the fraud complained of was the 
cause of the deprivation. In the absence of such 
averments the court may dismiss the action as an 
abuse of the powers of the court.-—LAWRANCE v. 
NORREYS (LorRD) (1890), 15 App. Cas. 210; 59 
L. J. Ch. 681; 62 L. T. 706; 38 W. R. 753; 54 
J.P. 708; 67T. L. R. 285, H. L. 

183. -+—This was a motion to strike out 
the statement of claim in the above-named action. 
Pltfs. claimed an injunction & damages against two 
persons, A. & B., in respect of acts of trespass alleged 
to have been committed by them prior to Jan. 6, 
1876, when they were owners of mines adjoining 
those belonging to the pltfs. In the same action 
the pltfs. claimed similar relief against deft. com- 
pany, who on March 7, 1882, were stated to have 
succeeded defts. A. & B. as owners of the mines, 
& were alleged to have committed similar acts, 
Objection was made on behalf of defts. to the 
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terms of an averment of fraud in the statement of 
claim. It was also submitted that pltfs. had 
joined in one claim different causes of action 
against different persons not having anything to 
do with cach other except by way of historical 
connection, & that what Ord. XVIII, r. 1, 
authorised was the joinder, not of several actions 
against distinct parties, but of several causes of 
action against the same party, while Ord. XVI., 
r. 4, did not meet the case, as pitfs. had not asked 
for alternative relief. Curry, J., accepted the 
view taken by the defts., & the order thereupon 
made was that, the pitfs. electing to continue the 
action against the other defts., deft. company be 
struck out, the pltfs. to pay all costs of the com- 

any & the costs on the motion of the other defts. 

is lordship gave the pltfs. general leave to amend 
their statement of claim as against the last- 
named defts.—ABERDARE & PLyMOUTH CO., 
Lrp. v. Nrxon’s NAVIGATION COLLIERY Co., LTD. 
(1892), 37 Sol. Jo. 79; 9 T. L. R. 96. 

184, .}—A mere general allegation of fraud, 
without particulars, cannot avail.—BIRCH  ¥. 
Bircn, [1902] P. 130, 1388; 71 L. J. P. 58; 86 
L. T. 364; 50 W. R. 437; 18 T. L. R. 485; 46 
Sol. Jo. 393, C. A. ; 

185. .}+—The rule in respect of allegations 
of fraud in an action to open settled accounts is 
the same in that the allegations of fraud must be 
supported by a statement of specific instances 
but is different in that the statement of one or 
more specific cases will, as a general rule, entitle 
pltf. to full discovery not limited to the specific 
cases only. 

These particulars, which are part of the plead- 
ings, in substance charge the pltfs. with being 
fraudulent dealers in stocks & shares, for whatever 
uncertainty there may be as to the meaning of the 
word ‘ bucket-shop ” the defts.’ counsel in the 
course of the argument before us himself averred 
that in these particulars the word ‘‘ bucket-shop | 
was used in this sense. Now as the defts. by their 
pleading rely on fraud, the particulars must allege 
the fraud distinctly, for ‘‘ general allegations, 
however strong may be the words in which they 
are stated, are insufficient even to amount to an 
averment of fraud of which any court ought to 
take notice,”’ Wallingford v. Mutual Society, No. 
224, post (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—ARNOLD 
& BUTLER v. BOTTOMLEY, [1908] 2 K. B. 151; 
77 iL. J. K. B. 584; 98 L. T. 777; sub nom. 
ARNOLD v. BoTToMLEY & ODHAMs, Lrp., 24 
T. L. R. 365; 52 Sol. Jo. 300, C. A. 

186. -}+—P. & M., who had been partners as 
garage proprietors, agreed to dissolve the partner- 
ship as from March 4, 1929, on the terms, as was 
found, that M. should take over all labilitics of 
the firm incurred after March 4. LP. informed his 
father, who was a solicitor, of the dissolution of 
the partnership, & the father prepared a written 
agreement to carry it out. By this document M. 
was made liable to indemnify P. in respect of all 
rent due before March 4. This agreeinent was 
handed to M., who was asked to read it, & he 
looked through it & signed it, although he said 
he could not understand it. On a claim by P. 
to be indemnified in accordance with the written 
agreement in respect of rent accrued due before 
March 4, M. pleaded that he signed the agreement 
under the belief that it embodied the oral agree- 
ment of March 4, that it was drawn up under a 
mutual mistake of fact, & that the only agreement 
arrived at was that M. should indemnify P. to the 
extent agreed upon orally. Fraud was not 
pleaded, nor was rectification claimed in the 
pleadings. 
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At the trial MAcKiInNon, J., found that M. 
signed the agreement handed to him with prac- 
tically no consideration of its terms, & that as a 
stipulation had been inserted therein which he had 
not orally agreed to, that term could not be relied 
upon, &, accordingly, that the written agreement 
must be rectified to make it conform to the oral 
agreement. P. appealed :—Held: (1) that as M. 
knew that the agreement which he signed was an 
agreement for the dissolution of the partnership 
between him & P., it was not open to him, in the 
absence of fraud or misrepresentation by P. as to 
the legal effect of the document, to rely on the 
plea of non est factum merely because if he had 
carefully read & understood the document he would 
have objected to one of its terms as not in accord- 
ance with the oral agreement; (2) that in the 
absence of any allegation of fraud or conduct 
amounting to fraud, & in the absence of any claim 
for rectification, it was not open to the judge to 
rectify the written agreement; & (3) that there 
was no evidence of mutual mistake. 

Cases must be decided on the issues on the 
record. If it is desired to raise other issues they 
must be placed on the record by amendment 
(ScruTTonN, I..J.). 

As regards the second contention, I think the 
learned judge was not entitled to consider this, 
as it involved, if the facts raised it at all, a 
charge of fraud against one of the parties, & it is 
absolutely essential that where a charge of fraud 
is made any one of the parties to litigation against 
the other it should be raised with particularity. 
No amendment of the pleadings was asked for & 
no amendment was in fact made. On the pleadings 
as they stand I think the learned judge was not 
entitled to consider the application of what 1 
may call the principle of Smith v. Hughes [MisTakk, 
Vol. XXXV., p. 107, No. 125] to the present case 
(GREER, [.J.).—BLAY v. POLLARD & MorRRIs, [1930] 
1 K. B. 628; 99 L. J. K. B. 421; 143 L. T. 92; 
74 Sol. Jo. 284, C. A. 

187, Solicitor & client—-Opening accounts. | 
As to the question upon the account, admitting 
that a settled account is not to be opened, unless 
specific errors are pointed out, will this court 
permit an account to stand where upon the face 
of the account the attorney admits that he has 
not given credit & produced that state of his 
affairs, that the client was entitled to have? It 
is the business of the attorney to keep his clients’ 
accounts (LOUGHBOROUGH, L.C.).—MATTHEWS v., 
WALLWYN (1708), 4 Ves. 118 at p. 125; 31 E.R. 62. 

188, —— ——— ———.]}—The law of this court is, 
that a general charge like that in this case is 
sufficient, & that as between solicitor & his client, 
his accounts, though he may have securities, must 
be vouched & the items in the account proved by 
receipts & evidence, independently of the instru- 
ments. <A solicitor will not be allowed to say 
‘“here is a bill settled & admitted by you on a 
former occasion; disprove the debt, or any of 
the items, if you can.’”’ The same as to a general 
charge was laid down in Matthews v. Wallwyn, 
No. 187, ante, where Lord LOUGHBOROUUH says 
‘‘as to the question upon the account admitting 
that a settled account is not to be opened unless 
specific errors are pointed out, will this court 
permit an account to stand, where upon the face 
of the account the attorney admits that he has not 
given credit & produced that state of his affairs, 
that the client was entitled to have? It is the 
business of the attorney to keep his client’s 
accounts.””’ But in truth, this rule does not 
require confirmation (per CuR.).—LAWLESS v. 
MANSFIELD (1841), 1 Dr. & War. at p. 611. 
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189. —— -}—Bill to set aside a security 
for a sum therein expressed to be due, but which 
was in fact the estimated amount of past costs in 
a suit, executed by a client in favour of his then 
solicitor pending the suit, & without the inter- 
vention of another legal adviser, dismissed with 
costs; there being no evidence of pressure or 
improper conduct on the part of the solicitor, & 
no evidence or averment of any specific error 
in the bill of costa; & it appearing that the deft. 
had delivered the bill of costs at the time agreed 
on between him & the pitf., & five years & a half 
before bill filed, & that the pltf. had had ample 
opportunity for discovering the errors, if any. 

The proposition in Lawless v. Mansfield, No. 188, 
ante, that a general charge is sufficient to open 
accounts between a solicitor & his client is in 
conflict with the rule of the Court of Chancery 
in England which is that, if the party seeking to 
set aside a security for the amount of a bill of 
costs relies on fraud, or error amounting to 
evidence of fraud, in the bill of costs, he must 
aver & prove the specific items, upon which he 
means to rely, to be fraudulent or erroneous.— 
BLAGRAVE v. RoutH (1856), 2 K. & J. 509; 69 
E. R. 884; affd. 8 De G. M. & G. 620, L. JJ. 

190. Plaintiff in trover claiming under sale. ] 
—Where pltf. in trover claims under a sale, deft., 
under a plea that the goods are not pltf.’s property, 
cannot show the sale to have been fraudulent, 
the fraud must be pleaded.—HOWELL v. WHITE 
(1834), 1 Mood. & R. 400. 

191 Quality of goods sold.|—A deft. in an 
action for goods bargained & sold at a specific price, 
will not be allowed to show, either in bar of the 
action or in mitigation of damages, that there was 
a false representation of the quality of the goods, 
unless it be specially pleaded. Where timber 
was sold warranted ‘‘ sound,’ & an issue was 
taken as to whetber it was sound or not, evidence 
was allowed to be given, with a view of showing 
that in the timber trade the word ‘‘ sound ’”’ had 
a technical & conventional meaning. By the cus- 
tom of the trade the term soundness means 
soundness after making fair & reasonable allow- 
ance for unsound parts.—WOODHOUSE v. SWIFT 
(1836), 7C. & P. 310. 

192. Four pleas of fraud pleaded together. | 
—In an action on a policy of insurance effected 
on a ship & cargo, deft. proposed to plead, among 
other things, first, that the policy had been made 
by fraud, secondly, that deft.’s promise & sub- 
scription to the policy had been obtained by fraud ; 
thirdly, that an inconsiderable portion only of the 
cargo was put on board as a cloak & defence for 
effecting the policy, & with an intent of defrauding 
the underwriter in the event of the loss of the ship ; 
fourthly, that an inconsiderable portion only of 
the cargo was loaded on board, with intent that it 
might appear to constitute a valuable cargo & with 
the intent that it should be lost by fraud :—Held : 
these four pleas were substantially pleas of fraud, 
& ought not to be allowed to be pleaded together.— 
REID v. REw (1842), 6 Jur. 999. 

193. Fraud charged against banker.]—If a 
case of fraud on the part of a banker is intended 
to be charged against him, it must be distinctly 
alleged in the bill, so that it may be completely 
put in issue.—FoLEY v. HILL (1844), 1 Ph. 399; 
13 L. J. Ch. 182; 2L. T. O. 8.513; 8 Jur. 347; 
41 KE. R. 688, L. C. 3; on appeal (1848), 2 H. I. Cas. 
28, H. L. 

194. ——— General charge of fraud—Specific case 
as ground for relief.}—Where a bill alleges a 
specific case as a ground for relief & then makes 
a general charge of fraud, the court is bound to 























24 


Sect. 7.—Particulars of misrepresentation, fraud, 
etc. | 


consider the general charge of fraud with reference 
to the particular allegations of the bill. Where 
there is a general charge of fraud & the deft. 
demurs. he must be considered as admitting the 
charge, & the demurrer must be overruled ; but if the 
allegation is so vague that it is impossible to make 
out a case of fraud the court will treat the general 
charge of fraud as too indefinite & uncertain to be 
regarded.—MuUunbDay v. KNIGHT (1844). 3 Hare, 
497; 3L. T. O.S. 99; 8 Jur. 904; 67 E. R. 477. 

195. Setting aside deeds after long period. |— 
Deeds will not be set aside after thirty-seven & 
thirty-nine years from their dates, on the grounds 
of misrepresentation & concealment, unless the 
averments in the pleadings & proof of fraudulent 
representations & concealment are precise in their 
character.— IRVINE (OR DOUGLAS) v. KIRKPATRICK 
(1850), 17 L. T. O. S. 32, H. L. 

196. Charges must not be raised by infer- 
ence.}—Charges of fraud must be supported by 
distinct averments & not. raised by inference 
merely.— KELLY v. ROGERS (1855), 3 W. R. 442 ; 
25 L. T. O.S. 189; 1 Jur. N.S. 514. 

197. Injunction. ]}—Semble: a general aver- 
ment of fraud is sufficient to support a bill for an 
injunction._-FARINA wv. SILVERLOCK (1855), 1 
K. & J. 5093 3 Eq. Rep. 883; 24 L. J. Ch. 632; 
25 L. T. O.S. 211; 3 W. R. 532; 69 E. R. 560; 
subsequent proceedings (1858), 4 K. & J. 650. 

198. Cancellation of agreements. |—1It is the 
duty of the court in suits for the cancellation of 
agreements on the ground of fraud, to maintain 
the principle that no relief be given unless a 
sufficient case of fraud is distinctly alleged in the 
pleadings & proved as alleged.—MARTYN v. 
WESTBROOK (1862), 7 L. T. 449, C. A. 

199. Setting aside will— Undue influence. |— 
Where it is intended to invalidate a will on the 
ground of fraud, or of circumstances tantamount 
to a charge of fraud, there should be a plea on the 
record alleging that the execution of the will has 
been obtained by fraud. A plea of undue influence 
is sufficient to let in a charge of fraud against the 
party propounding the will.—WHITE v. WHITE 
& CaTo (1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 504; 31 L. J. P. M 
& A. 215. 

200. .}—Although the preparation 
of a will by a person interested thereunder is an 
element of suspicion, charges of undue influence 
or fraud by which it is sought to set the will aside 
must be made in plain terms & proved & it is open 
to the person who drew the will to explain & 
justify his action.—Low v. GUTHRIE, [1909] A. C. 
2783; 781.3. P. C. 126, H. L. 

As to particulars of undue influence, see 
EXEcuTors, Vol. X XIII., p. 129, Nos. 1276-1280. 

201. Collusion & conspiracy—Effect of 
allegation against one defendant only.}]—lFraud 
must be charged distinctly & precisely. There- 
fore, a general charge of collusion & conspiracy 
against all the defts. to a bill will not save it on 
demurrer. A bill charging a fraud against one 
deft., in which another deft. is not distinctly 
alleged to be implicated, is multifarious as against 
the latter deft.—ERNEST v. PARTRIDGE (1863), 
1 New Rep. 425. 

202. Fraud in prospectus.|—Where a pltf. 
seeking to set aside an allotment of shares relies 
on fraud in the prospectus, it must be distinctly 
alleged in the bill, and the court will not listen tu 
a charge of fraud against any statement in the 
prospectus which the bill itself does not specifically 
impeach.—KIscH v. CENTRAL RAILWAY OF VENE- 
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ZUELA (1865), 12 L. T. 801, C. A.; 11 Jur. N.S. 
646; on appeal CENTRAL RAIL. Co. OF VENEZUELA 
(DIRECTORS, ETC.) v. KiscH (1867), L. R. 2 H. L. 


99, H. L. 
208. ——- ——--.]-——-H ALLOWS ». FERNIE, No. 

221, post. 
04. —~—-.]—I consider that it is unneces- 





sary for the statement of claim to state the motives 
which led to the issuing of the prospectus, or the 
scheme of which it was a part; it would be 
sufficient to state generally that the prospectus 
was, to the knowledge of the defts., fraudulent 
without specifying particulars (JessmeL, M.IR.).-— 














Herring tv. Brscuorrsikim, [1876] W. N. 773 
3 Char. Pr. Cas. 54. 

205. ——— .}—Symonpbs v. Crry BANK, No. 
225, post. 

206. Priority required by registration —Post- 
ponement. ]—Pltfs., who were solicitors, obtained 


from their client an equitable charge on lands in 
Middlesex which they failed to register, the title 
deeds remaining in their possession. The client 
then sold the land to the deft. who duly registered 
his conveyance. Pltfs. claimed priority on the 
ground that deft. had notice of their claim, but 
the bill alleged only that deft. knew that pltfs. 
held the deeds & that he neglected to inquire with 
regard to them, although he was aware of the 
client’s position, & knew that the deeds were 
invariably pledged to secure advances :—Held : 
this only amounted to a charge of constructive 
notice by neglect or omission to inquire, & in 
order to postpone a person who has acquired 
priority by registration, actual notice to him or 
his agent is necessary, or if it is sufficient to allege 
anything other than actual notice, the allegation 
must amount to a clear charge of fraud & not of 
omission to inquire only. Leave to amend by 
introducing a charge of fraud refused, the court 
not being satisfied that such a charge was or could 
be proved.—LEE v. CLtuTron (1875), 45 L. J. Ch. 
433; 33 1. T. 717; 24 W. RR. 1063 affd. (1876), 
46 L. J. Ch. 48, 

207. Action for specific performance— 
Counterclaim for rescission.]—Pltf., a solicitor, 
published in the Law Times an advertisement 
headed ‘‘ Law Partnership,’’ stating that the 
advertiser, an elderly solicitor of moderate practice, 
with extensive connections, shortly retiring, & 
having no successor, would first take as partner 
an efficient lawyer who would not object to pur- 
chase the advertiser’s suburban residence, value 
£1,600. Deft. answered the advertisement, & had 
an interview with pltf., at which the latter stated 
that his business brought in about £300 a year. 
Deft. wrote saying that he should like to have 
some idea of the amount of business done for the 
last three years, & asking an interview for the 
purpose. At this interview pltf. produced three 
summaries showing a business of not quite £200 
a year. Deft. asked how the difference was made 
up, & the pltf. showed him a number of papers 
which he said related to other business not included 
in the summaries. ‘These papers, which deft. did 
not examine, showed only a most trifling amount 
of business, & the gross returns of the business 
were in fact only about £200 a year. Deft. shortly 
afterwards signed an agreement to purchase the 
house for £1,600, & paid a deposit, pltf. refusing 
to have any reference to the business inserted in 
the agreement. Deft. took possession, but finding, 
as he alleged, that the business was worthless, 
refused to complete. Pltf. brought his action for 
specific performance. Deft. put in a defence, in 
which he disputed the right to specific performance 
on the ground of misrepresentations as to the 
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business, & by counterclaim claimed on the same 
ground to have the contract rescinded, & to have 
damages on the ground of the expenses he had 
been put to & the loss incurred by giving up his 
own practice. He did not in his counterclaim 
specifically state what representations had been 
made, nor allege that they were false to the pltf.’s 
knowledge :—Held: the deft. having had oppor- 
tunity afforded him by ascertaining the truth of 
the representations made to him as to the amount 
of the business, & having to some extent, though 
carelessly & inefficiently, inquired into it, must be 
taken not to have relied on the representations, & 
that pltf. was entitled to specific performance :— 
Held: (on appeal) where one person induces 
another to enter into an agreement. with him by a 
material representation which is untrue, it is no 
defence to an action to rescind the contract that 
the person to whom the representation was made 
had the means of discovering, & might, with 
reasonable diligence, have discovered, that it was 
untrue ; further, it is no defence in such an action 
that deft. made a cursory & incomplete inquiry 
into the facts, for that if a material representation 
is made to him he must be taken to have entered 
into the contract on the faith of it, & in order to 
take away his right to have the contract rescinded 
if if, is untrue, it must be shown cither that he had 
knowledge of facts which showed it to be untrue, 
or that he stated in terms, or showed clearly by 
his conduct, that he did not rely on the representa- 
tion; therefore, deft. was entitled to have the 
contract rescinded, & the deposit returned, but 
that as he had not pleaded knowledge on the part 
of pitf. that the statements as to the business were 
untrue, & had not specifically alleged the state- 
ments in his counterclaim, he could not recover 
damages.— REDGRAVE v. HuRD (1881), 20 Ch. D. 
1; 651 L. J. Ch. 113; 45 L. T. 485; 30 W. R. 
251, C. A. 

208. ——— Statement by which plaintiff deceived 
ambiguous—Meaning attached to statement by 
plaintiff.}—If a statement by which the pltf. 
says he has been deceived is ambiguous, pltf. is 
bound to state the meaning which he attached to 
it, & cannot leave the court to put a meaning 
upon it.—SMITH v. CHADWICK (1882), 20 Ch. D. 
27; 61 L. J. Ch. 597; 46 L. T. 702; 30 W. R. 
661, C. A.; affd. (1884), 9 App. Cas. 187, H. L. 

209. Goods purchased by agent—Particulars 
not given before discovery.|—Pltfs. employed 
defts. to purchase goods as their agents at the 
lowest possible prices. Pltfs. sued for an account, 
& in their statement of claim alleged that defts. 
had purchased goods higher than the current 
prices & had secretly received from the vendors 
allowances or commissions. The charges against 
the defts. were stated in general terms, no par- 
ticulars being mentioned. Defts. denied the 
charges & pleaded settled account. Pltfs. applied 
fur production of documents :—Held: pltis. were 
not bound to give particulars of fraud under Ord. 
XIX., r. 6, before obtaining discovery of docu- 
ments. The allegations of fraud in the pleadings 
not being sufficient to enable pltis. to open a 
settled account, discovery ought to be refused 
until the allegations had been made sufficient. 
WuytTE v. AHRENS (1884), 26 Ch. D. 717; 54 
L. J. Ch. 145; sub nom. WHYTE (R.) & Co. v. 
AHRENS & Co., 50 L. T. 344; 32 W. R. 640,C. A. 

210. Defence of 18 Eliz. c. 5, by holders of 
bill of sale—Prior deed of gift.)}—On Dec. 8 T. 
executed a deed of gift of certain furniture to 
H., his wife. This deed was not registered as a bill 
of sale. On April 5, 1886, T. gave a bill of sale 
of the same furniture to defts. as security for a 
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loan. On July 80, 1886, defts. took possession. 
On J wee 31 T. died On Aug. 4 his widow 
brought‘an action to restrain defts. from entering 
into possession & for damages. The defence was 
that none of the furniture was the property of T., 
but belonged to defts. under their bill of sale :— 
Held: defts. could not raise the defence of the 
statute 13 Eliz. c. 5 because they were not defend- 
ing as creditors, but as persons entitled to the 
possession of specific property & had not raised 
the point in their pleadings. The point should 
have been raised by way of counterclaim or 
separate action by defts. for themselves & all other 
creditors.—TuckK v. SOUTHERN COUNTIES DEPOSIT 
ree Lrp. (1889), 60 L. T. 885; affd. 42 Ch. D. 
471, C. A. 

Claim for rescission or rectification of 
agreement.|—By an agreement dated April 27, 
1911, pltf. agreed to sell & deft. to purchase, in 
pursuance of an option granted a year previously, 
property, the four dimensions of which were set 
out in the agreement, which also incorporated a 
compensation clause as to errors in the description 
or mistakes or errors in the measurement. 'Two 
of the dimensions stated were inaccurate. Pltf. 
brought an action claiming rescission or rectifica- 
tion of the agreement, on the ground of mistake 
at the date of signing the agreement; & deft. 
counterclaimed for its specific performance, with 
compensation. During the reply of counsel for 
plitf. it was pointed out that to succeed pltf. must 
show that deft. had actual knowledge before the 
agreement of the shortage in the measurements, & 
leave to amend the pleadings was asked. Objection 
was taken that this case had not been made on 
the pleadings, & that the pleadings did not allege 
that, knowing the measurements were not accurate 
& intending to take advantage of plitf.’s want of 
knowledge, deft. allowed pltf. to enter into the 
contract. In support of the application it was said 
that the facts as to the alleged knowledge had only 
been ascertained at the trial from a letter from 
deft.’s solicitor to one of the parties interested in 
the option :—Held: the allegation now relied on 
by pltf. ought to have been pleaded specifically. 
It was founded on fraud, & as an amendment 
which would admit evidence on a point which, if 
the evidence had been strictly confined to the 
points pleaded, would not have been raised, it 
could not be allowed at the present stage.—BEHN 
v. BLoom (1911), 132 L. T. Jo. 87. 

212. -—-— Action for rectification of company 
register. |—The shares of the deft. company were 
£10 preference & £100 ordinary shares on which 
£80 had been paid up. Pltfs. were managers whose 
remuneration was chiefly in shares. By art. 59 
on & manager ceasing to be such, the directors 
might require him to transfer his ordinary shares. 
By art. 125 before recommending a dividend the 
directors had power to set aside a benevolent 
fund & a reserve fund. Subject to the rights of 
preferential shareholders & to the benevolent & 
reserve funds, the shareholders were entitled to the 
company’s profits. Pltfs. held ordinary shares 
from which they had received dividends constitut- 
ing most of their remuneration. On their refusin 
to give transfer notices the company transferre 
their shares. The company dismissed the pltfs. 
at the end of 1918. The pltfs. brought an action 
for rectification of the secistet & damages. They 
alleged that the three directors who were not 
parties to the action had from 1916 to 1918 been 
. _ din manipulating’ the accounts ‘ calcu- 

to prevent’’ & preventing the pltfs. as 
managers from receiving proper dividends or 
consideration for their shares on dismissal by 


26 


Sect. 7.—Particulars of misrepresentation, fraud, 
ate. : 

carrying profits to special reserve or depreciation 
accounts & concealing & holding back by various 
devices & pretences undisclosed profits & building 
up secret reserves, & also holding back profits on 
rice sales by subsidiary companies & other stocks 
on various pretences. Defts. moved to strike out 
the statement of claim as embarrassing on the 
ground that it did not make it clear whether a 
charge of fraud was made or intended. It was 
decided by Eve, J., that the statement of claim 
was not embarrassing; that the relief sought by 
the pltf. was not founded on the fraud of the deft. 
company, but on their breach of contract; that 
neither would the trial of the action be embarrassed 
by the pleading nor the defence to alleged breach 
of contract be impeded by the statement. of claim 
being in terms which might wound the suscepti- 
bility of defts., & no order would be made to strike 
it out. Defts. appealed :—Held: the application 
of the defts. to strike out the statement of claim 
must be acceded to. Appeal allowed.—MoyLAN 
v. STEEL Bros. & Co., Lrp. (1920), 149 L. T. Jo. 
229, C. A. 

Actions on bills of exchange, cheques, 
notes, etc.}—See BiLLs oF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., 
p. 166, Nos. 1053 et seq. 
Resisting production of documents on 
ground of privilege. |—See DISCOVERY, INSPECTION 
& INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII, p. 145, Nos. 
939-943. 

213. Whether bare allegations sufficient—Fact or 
facts in support.}-—Where fraud is charged the 
particular facts must be stated on which that 
charge is grounded.—PRICE v. HARTLEY (1841), 10 
L. J. Ex. Eq. 24. 

214. ——.}—Semble: in a plea of fraud 
or misrepresentation the circumstances of the 
fraud or misrepresentation should be fully stated. 
—ROBSON v. LUSCOMBE (1845), 2 Dav. & L. 859. 

2165. -+—A bare allegation of fraud & 
collusion is not a sufficient averment, without some 
fact or facts being stated in support of it.—Evans 
v. CARRINGTON (1859), 1 John. & H. 598; 29 
L. J. Ch. 3880; 1 L. T. 229; 24 J. P. 147; 6 
Jur. N. S. 268; 8 W. R. 113; 70 E. R. 8838; 
ate proceedings (1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 


216. -+ Action on a covenant, in a 
separation deed, to pay C. £100 a year. Pleas on 
equitable grounds that the deed & covenant were 
made by deft. with pltf. as a trustee for C. & for 
her sole use & benefit, & that pltf. has not & never 
had any beneficial interest in the covenant or 
deed, but is & was in the action as a mere trustee 
for C. & not otherwise. & that pltf. was induced 
to & did make the deed by the fraud & covin of 
C. & others in collusion with her. A summons 
was taken out to strike out the pleas, & for par- 
ticulars of the alleged fraud. Deft. put in an 
affidavit, in which he swore that C. was his wife, 
& that he had reason to believe that in a certain 
way described he had been deceived by her & 
A. B. at the time of making the deed, A. B. having 
acted as his agent in the transaction. 

Pitf. is entitled to particulars; but it may be 
enough to refer to the affidavit stating that it is 
intended to rely on the facts set forth in the 
affidavit ; or to state generally the kind of fraud 
intended to be set up (BLACKBURN, J.).—PITTs v. 
CHAMBERS (1859), 1 F. & F. 684. 

217. —— -}+—Fraud is a conclusion of law, 
& it is insufficient to allege that a deed had been 
obtained by fraud, unless the things done con- 
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stituting the fraud are stated on the face of the 
bill.—G1ILBERT v. LEWIS (1862), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 
18; 1 New Rep. 111; 32 L. J. Ch. 347; 7 1. T. 
341; 9 Jur. N. S. 187; 11 W. R. 228; 46 KE. R. 
55, L. C. 

218. .}—It is the bounden obligation 
on all parties concerned with pleading to abstain 
from charges of fraud unless they are most fully 
—not only legally, but morally—justified by the 
evidence.——-BLEST v. BROWN (1862), 4 De G. F. 
& J. 367; 6 L. T. 620; 8 Jur. N. S. 602; 10 
W.R. 569; 45 BE. R. 1225, L. C. 

219. -—A court of equity will not 
relieve on a gencral charge of fraud, but it must be 
alleged in what the fraud consists.—NEW BRUNS- 
WiIcK & CANADA Ry. & LAND Co. v. CONYBEARKI 
(1862), 9 H. L. Cas. 711; 31 L. J. Ch. 297; 6 
L. T. 109; 8 Jur. N. S. 575; 10 W. R. 305; 
11 EK. R. 907, H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. CoNny- 
BEARE v. NEW BRUNSWICK & CANADA Ry. & LAND 
Co. (1860), 1 De G. F. & J. 578, L. JJ. 

220. -I—To an action, commenced by 
a joint stock company & continued by the official 
manager under the Winding-up Acts, for calls on 
shares held by deft. in the company, he pleaded 
that he was induced to become the holder of the 
shares by fraud, & within a reasonable time after 
he had notice of the fraud, & before he received 
any benefit from the contract, he repudiated it :— 
Held: pitf. was entitled to particulars of the acts 
of fraud & repudiation.—-M‘CREIGHT v. STEVENS 
(1862), 1 H. & C. 454; 31 iL. J. Ex. 455; 6 
L. T. 503; 10 W. R. 798; 158 EF. R. 963. 

221. .J—It is not sufficient, in a bill 
praying to be relieved from a contract for shares, 
on the ground of its being induced by misrepre- 
sentation in a prospectus, to allege generally that 
the prospectus contains false statements. The 
precise misrepresentation must be distinctly 
stated, & also that it formed a material inducement 
to plitf. to take the shares.—HALLows v. FERNIEK 
(1868), 3 Ch. App. 467; 18 L. T. 340; 16 W. R. 





























873, L. C. 

222. ——-.]—HERRING v. BISCHOFFSHEIM, 
No. 47], post. 

223. ~-—A fully paid up shareholder 








who presents a petition to wind up the company 
must allege in his petition & show by evidence 
that there are assets of the company of such an 
amount that in the event of a winding up he 
would have a tangible share of surplus to receive. 
On a winding-up petition, as well as in an action, 
a@ vague allegation of fraud is not sufficient, but 
the facts which constitute the fraud must be 
stated, & if there is only a vague general allegation 
of fraud, evidence of the acts of fraud is not 
admissible—Re Rica GOLD WASHING Co. (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 36; 40 L. T. 5381; 27 W. R. 715, C. A. 
224. .J—A general allegation of fraud, 
however strong the words used, when there is no 
statement of the circumstances relied on as con- 
stituting the alleged fraud, is insufficient even to 
amount to an averment of fraud of which any 
court ought to take notice.—WALLINGFORD 1, 
MvutTuauL Society (1880), 5 App. Cas. 685; 50 
L. J.Q.B. 49; 43 L. T. 258; 20 W. R. 81, H. 1. 
225. -]l—The statement of claim for 
fraudulent misrepresentation in a prospectus 
relating to a company contained a general allega- 
tion that the prospectus comprised many untruc 
& misleading statements & then set out certain 
specific instances of alleged misrepresentation. 
Not only ... must it be alleged that a fraud has 
been committed but the facts establishing such 
fraud must be specifically stated. . . . Ord. XIX., 
r. 6, applies, & under that rule particulars ought 
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to be entered in the pleadings. They were given 
in this statement of claim, but not to the extent 
which the defts. contend they ought to have been 
given—that is to say, in respect of the particular 
misrepresentations now alleged. I am, therefore, 
of opinion that on the pleading as it stands, 
evidence of these alleged misrepresentations, viz. 
those not specifically pleaded, cannot be admitted 
(NortTH, J.).—SYMONDS v. CiTy BANK (1886), 34 
W. HR. 364, 365; 2 T. L. R. 380. 

226. -}—The pltfs. have furnished a 
long list of entrics which they allege to be false, 
but the mere statement that they are false does 
not inform the defts. what case they have to meet. 
... The pltfis. must state very shortly what is 
the nature of the impropriety, falsehood, or fraud 
alleged against each item, & they are to be at 
liberty to withdraw any items as to which they 
cannot make such statement (Cotton, I..J.).—— 
NEWPORT (MONMOUTH) Sripway Dry Dock & 
ENGINEERING Co., Lrp. v. PAYNTER (1886), 34 Ch. 
D. 88, 93, 94; 56 L. J. Ch. 1021; 55 L. T. 711, C. A. 

227. -J—ARNOLD & BUTLER v. BOTTOM- 
LEY, No. 1615, post. 

228. Sufficiency of statement—Concealed fraud— 
Wrongful entry under false claim.]—Pltf. brought 
an action of ejectment in 1892 & alleged by his 
statement of claim that he was the heir-at-law of 
W., who died intestate in 1798, & that on his 
death his real estate was wrongfully taken pos- 
session of by the mother of G., an infant, in his 
name under false pretence that GG. was the heir- 
at-law of W.; that G. died an infant & that his 
mother continued to hold possession of the estate 
in the name of R.,an infant, whom falsely asserted 
to be the brother of G., but who was really a 
suppusititious child ; that R. held possession of the 
estates after he came of age & that he & his 
successors in title, including deft., fraudulently 
concealed these facts from the true heir of W.; 
that pltf. & his predecessors in title had been 
deprived of the estates by such concealed fraud 
& that the same could not with reasonable diligence 
be discovered before 1879, when they became 
partially known; that pltf. was an infant at that 
time & did not attain his majority until 1887. 
Deft. moved to have the statement of claim struck 
out as frivolous & vexatious, & filed an affidavit 
showing that the story of RK. being a supposititious 
child was publicly spoken of in newspapers & 
otherwise as early in 1853 & had been made the 
ground of previous unsuccessful actions of other 
claimants against deft. & his predecessors :— 
Held: the allegations in the statement of claim 
as to the entry in 1798 on behalf of G. did not 
show a case of concealed fraud within sect. 26 of 
3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, but only a wrongful entry 
under a false claim; that the statute began to run 
against pltf.’s predecessors in title in 1798, & 
that as the possession had been adverse to pltf. & 
his predecessors ever since, the operation of the 
statute had not been suspended by the alleged 
fraud in 1805 & that pltf. or his predecessors might 
with reasonable diligence have discovered the 
concealed fraud, if any, more than twelve years 
before the commencement of the action. On these 
grounds the statement of claim was struck out & 
the action was dismissed as frivolous & vexatious. 
—WILLIS v. HOWE (EARL), [18938] 2 Ch. 545; 
62 L. J. Ch. 690; 69 L. T. 358; 41 W. RR. 483; 9 
T. lL. R. 415; 2 R. 427, C. A. 

229. Debentures—False statements set out 
consecutively—Statements in letter & prospectus. | 
~—Where in an action for false representation with 
respect to certain debentures pltf. set out false 
statement A., false statement B., & so on, without 

















specifying which were in a letter & which were in 
the prospectus, as false representation was the 
main question & the differentiation would be 
matter of evidence the summons to strike out the 
statement of claim failed.—WeEir v. BARNETT 
(1875), Bitt. Prac. Cas. 69 ; 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 93. 

230. Proof in support of statement-——Whether 
essential—Facts otherwise sufficient to entitle 
plaintiff to relief.J}—A declaration alleged that 
deft., a barrister, was retained by pltf. to conduct 
a cause, & undertook to perform his duty as 
pltf.’s counsel; that during the progress of the 
cause, well knowing that he had no authority 
from pltf. to enter into any terms of compromise, 
he wrongfully & fraudulently entered into what 
purported to be a compromise of the cause & 
withdrew a juror, alleging, as special damage, 
that proceedings were taken to procure an attach- 
ment, etc., against pltf. to enforce the compromise, 
whereby she was put to expense. At the trial 
pltf.’s counsel opened & endeavoured to prove 
that deft., to serve his own purposes & from 
improper motives, entered into the compromise. 
When the summing up of the learned judge was 
almost concluded, & not before, pltf.’s counsel 
urged that deft. was liable even if he acted bond 
fide, & offered to tender a bill of exceptions to the 
judge’s ruling, which however was afterwards 
abandoned :—Held: as the point was suggested 
before the case was finally left to the jury it was 
in time. If a declaration discloses a state of facts 
upon which an action may be maintained although 
there be neither malice nor fraud, pltf. is not bound 
to prove either though both be alleged, & may 
recover on the liability which the facts disclose 
though both fraud & malice be disproved. 
SWINFEN v. CHELMSFORD (LORD) (1860), 5 HE. & N. 
S90; 29 L. J. Ex. 382; 2 L. 'T. 406; 6 Jur. N.S. 
1035; 8 W. R. 545; 157 E. R. 1437. 

231. What particulars essential.|—In an action 
against bankers by a customer for an alleged 
balance, the question being as to alleged over- 
charges by way of discount, interest & com- 
mission, pltf. having before action applied for, 
but failed to obtain any other information than 
was afforded by his pass-book, & having delivered 
general particulars claiming the whole amount of 
the gross balance :—Held: defts. were not 
entitled to any further or better particulars, but 
pitf. was entitled to particulars of gross charges 
for ‘interest’? & ‘* commission.’’—ADAMS  ¥v. 
ASTON (1859), 1 F. & F. 608. 

232. -]—The statement of claim alleged that 
the directors of pltf. association were shareholders 
of deft. association, & had instigated & concurred 
in the hquidator’s application for the purpose of 
escaping from their liability to calls which, as 
members of deft. association, they would be under 
if the claim of pltf. association were enforced ; & 
that the hquidator & the directors of deft. associa- 
tion & their solicitors knew that the directors of 
pitf. association were also shareholders of deft. 
association, & also the improper motives which 
actuated the said directors. A summons was 
taken out by deft. association asking that pltf. 
association might be ordered to give particulars 
whether the application for the order was instigated 
by the directors of pltf. association verbally, or 
in writing, or otherwise, &, if verbally or otherwise, 
the words used, & the means used or adopted by 
the directors of the pltf. association to instigate 
such application, stating in detail how such applica- 
tion was instigated ; & also what were the improper 
motives actuating the directors of the pitf. associa- 
tion, & how & in what manner were such motives 
known to the liquidator. 
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Secl. i—Particulars of misrepresentation, fraud, 
etc. Sects. 8 & 9.) 


The pleading in the present case was designedly 
vague, & although the summons went too far he 
thought that pltf. association ought to state 
whether the instigation alleged in paragraph 12 
of the amended statement of claim to have been 
made by the board of directors of the plitf. associa- 
tion was verbal or in writing, & if verbal by whom 
it was made, & if in writing the date of the writing ; 
& should also give particulars of the improper 
motive alleged in the same paragraph which 
actuated the board of directors of pltf. association 
(Ixay, J.).—-BRITON MEDICAL & GENERAL LIFE 
ASSOCIATION, LTD. v. BRITANNIA FIRE ASSOCIA- 
TION & WHINNEY (1888), 50 L. T. 889, 890. 

233. -J—One G. lived for some years at 
New York & died there in 1883. During his life 
he had relations with two young women named 
W., & after his death his relatives could not find 
his property, consisting chiefly of bonds, & sus- 
pected the W.s of having acquired it, & they 
professed to have acquired it by gift from him. 
They were prosecuted for forgery & in the course 
of the hearing W. & Co., their solicitors, were 
examined as witnesses. They were acquitted, 
but on account of the disclosures made by the 
solicitors they were served with a writ in this 
action, an action by G.’s administrators, in which 
they were sued for that they detained from the 
pltf., the administrator of G., certain securities 
& documents & alleged that the bonds & securities 
thus detained were the proceeds of bonds, moneys 
& securities fraudulently & feloniously taken by 
the W.s from G., who was then an imbecile 
lunatic, & were handed by the W.s to the defts., 
& they received the same with notice of the fraud 
& pltf. claimed return of the securities. Defts. 
desired to have particulars (1) of the bonds men- 
tioned, the proceeds of which were the bonds 
claimed ; (2) the bonds feloniously taken; (3) of 
the acts of fraud of felony imputed to the W.s & 
of which defts. were said to have had notice ; 
(4) of the class & character of the imbecility or 
lunacy of G. & the time at which such imbecility 
or lunacy existed ; & (5) the dates. The master 
allowed particulars under the first head, but not 
of the others. The judge at chambers upheld this 
decision. Defts. appealed :—-Held: pltf. must give 
the best particulars he could of the bonds, securities 
or documents stated in the claim to have been 
feloniously taken. From the nature of the case 
it is Impossible that pltf. can give any more than 
general particulars of the bonds or securities 
claimed & the general nature of the case alleged 
between certain dates, etc.—HIGGINS v. WEEKES 
(1889), 5 T. L. R. 238. 

234. -}—In an action on two promissory 
notes deft. pleaded that for a long period he had 
been under the improper influence of certain 
persons who had fraudulently conspired to obtain 
large sums of money from him, & that the two 
notes sued on were so obtained from him. He 
did not allege that pltfs. were parties to this fraud, 
or were other than bond fide holders of the notes 
in due course of business. With his defence he 
delivered particulars of these other numerous 
transactions. Pltf. moved that all these particulars 
should be struck out, & the Master ordered deft. 
to deliver fresh particulars confined to the fraud 
involved in the inception of the two promissory 
notes sued on :—Held: the order of the Master 
should be restored. 

Although I think the order directing that the 
particulars should stand as originally delivered 











was wrong, it was not to be understood from the 
fact that this House restored the order of the 
Master that deft. must not at the trial give 
evidence of the whole history of the alleged 
fraudulent conspiracy (HEREFORD, L.J.).—STAF- 
FORDSHIRE FINANCIAL Co., Lyrp. v. Hitn (1909). 
53 Sol. Jo. 446. 

235. Postponement of particulars till after dis- 
covery.]—WHYTE v. AHRENS, No. 209, ante. 

236. ———.]}—There is here a general allegation 
of fraud, & pltf. wants the discovery to enable him 
to prove his allegation. It may be that he will 
afterwards have to amend his pleadings, but to 
say that he must give details of the fraud in the 
first instance would be to reduce the right of 
discovery in cases of fraud to very narrow limits 
indeed. Pltf. may hereafter have to condescend 
to particulars, but, in my opinion, it would be 
wrong to say that he is not entitled to have this 
discovery now, because he has not given full 
details of the fraud which he alleges. We may 
possibly have to decide to what extent deft. is 
obliged to go into all these matters, but, in my 
opinion, it would be wrong to say that the court 
has a discretion to deprive pltf. of discovery 
altogether, either until the trial of the action, or 
until he has given details of the fraud which he 
alleges. He wants the discovery in order to enable 
him to give those details, & to establish his right 
to relief at the trial. 1 think, therefore, that deft. 
must give a further answer to the interrogatories 
2, 8, & 4 (CoTron, L.J.).—LEITCH v. ABBOTT 
(1886), 31 Ch. D. 374, 376, 377; 55 L. J. Ch. 460 ; 
54 L. T. 258; 50 J. PR. 441; 34 W. BR. 506, 
Cy As 
237. -}—There is no hard & fast rule as to 
the class of cases in which particulars will be 
ordered to be delivered before discovery, or dis- 
covery to be given before particulars ; the court 
will exercise its discretion upon all the circum- 
stances in each case. 

In an action by a colliery company against coal 
merchants, in which pltfs. alleged that they had 
lost business by reason of the fraudulent acts of 
defts., giving one specific instance of fraud in 
their statement of claim, which was admitted by 
defts., & alleging that ‘‘ on divers other occasions ”’ 
defts. had taken orders from ‘ divers other per- 
sons ”’ for coal from pltfs.’ colliery, & fraudulently 
supplied coal not purchased from pltfs. :—Held : 
as defts. had means of ascertaining from their 
books whether other frauds of the kind alleged had 
been committed, which pltfs. had not, defts. were 
not entitled to particulars before giving discovery. 
-—-WAYNES MERTHYR Co. v. RADFORD & Co., 
[1896] 1 Ch. 29; 65 L. J. Ch. 140; 73 L. T. 624 ; 
44 W. R. 103; 40 Sol. Jo. 85. 

238. Order for particulars—Mere affectation of 
compliance—Re-opening of account.|—PItf. insti- 
tuted proceedings against deft. for the purpose of 
re-opening on the ground of fraud certain settled 
accounts resulting from the dealings by pltf. 
with deft., as his stockbroker. 

There has been an order made in chambers that 
pitf. should give further & better particulars, & 
the precise parts in pltf.’s claim that are complained 
of are distinctly pointed out in the order... . It 
cannot be difficult for pltf. to point out in the 
accounts the items of which he complains, or at 
any rate, to make his pleading plain & unambigu- 
ous. J find here an order in plain terms, not dis- 
puted, & a mere affectation of complying with it ; 
those paragraphs mentioned in the summons must 
therefore be struck out & the pltf. may then have 
four days to amend & he must pay the costs of 
the adjournment (Bacon, V.-C.).—HARBORD v, 
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Monk (1878), 9 Ch. D, 616; 38 L. T. at pp. 411, 
412; 27 W. R. 164. 

289. Wide & embarrassing.J—An order 
of a master that pltfs. amend the 4th para- 
graph of their statement of claim by stating 
therein, pursuant to Ord. XIX., r. 6, particu- 
lars of the false & fraudulent representations 
therein alleged, & whether the representations 
first therein alleged were oral or in writing, & 
when & where made, & what was the nature of 
the false & fraudulent representations second 
therein & whether oral or in writing & when & 
where made, is neither tuo wide nor was em- 
barrassing :—Held: order affirmed.—SELIGMANN 
v. YOUNG, [1884] W. N. 93; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 154. 

240. Further particulars—Misrepresentation 
alleged in particulars of objections. |—Pltfs.’ pre- 
decessor in title W. in 1920 applied for & was 
granted a British patent in pursuance of sect. 91 
of the Patents & Designs Act, 1907, in respect of 
an original patent applied for in the United States 
of America in 1916. In this action for infringement 
of the patent defts. denied the validity of the 
letters patent & in their particulars of objections 
alleged, inter alia, that the patent was invalid on 
the ground that the patent was granted upon 
representations made in the course of the applica- 
tion & prior to the grant & that each of such 
representations was untrue, but defts. were unable 
until after discovery to give further particulars of 
the manner of the representations, & by reason 
of such representations the Crown was misled 
& the grant was void. They also alleged that the 
acceptance of the application & the extension of 
the time for filing the same in purported pursuance 
of the provisions of sect. 1 of the Patents & Designs 
(Temporary Rules) Act, 1914, & the rule made 
thereunder were ultra vires. On an application by 
the pltfs. alleging that defts. had not complied 
with Ord. AXIX., r. 6, & asking for an order for 
further particulars of the representations alleged, 
the Master & EvE, J., in Chambers, refused to 
order further particulars to be given. Plitfs. with 
the leave of Eve, J., appealed :—WHeld: defts. 
relying on musrepresentations must in order to 
comply with Ord. XIX., r. 6, give particulars with 
dates & items, & as, in this case, defts. had given 
no single instance of any alleged misrepresentation, 
there must be an order that particulars of misre- 
presentation alleged in the particulars of objec- 
tions should be delivered, & as to each such alleged 
misrepresentation, whether the same was made 
orally or in writing &, if orally, the terms thereof 
& so far as possible the dates & the persons by 
& to whom they were respectively made, &, if 
in writing, identifying su far as possible with dates 
& parties all material documents.—TUCALEMIT v. 
EXx-a-GuN (1926), 44 R. P. C. 62, C. A. 

Particulars generally, sce Part XI1V., post. 

Concealed Fraud, see LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, 
Vol. XXXII., p. 520, No. 1762. 








Srct. 8.—PRESUMPTION OF LAW IN PARTY’S 
OWN FAVOUR. 


R. §. C., Ord. XIX., r. 25. Neither party need in any pleading 
allege any matter of fact which the law presumes in his favour 
or as to which the burden of proof lics upon the other side, unless 
the same has first been specifically denied (e.g. consideration for a 
bill of exchange where the plaintiff sues only on the bill, & not 
for the considcration ag a substantive ground of claim), 


241. Need not be alleged —- Contemporaneous 
agreement in writing—Action on bill of exchange. ] 
—To a declaration on a bill of oxchange by the 


drawer & payee against the acceptor, deft. 
pleaded that he accepted the bill on a condition 
then agreed on between him & pltf., viz. that in 
a certain event, which occurred, pltf. would renew 
the bill. The plea did not aver that this agree- 
ment was in writing :—Held: as the agreement 
would not be a defence unless it was in writing, 
the plea must be construed as alleging a written 
agreement, & that the plea was therefore good.— 
Youna v. AUSTEN (1869), lL. R. 4 C. P. 553; 38 
lL. J.C. P. 238; 20 L. T. 3965 17 W. RR. 706. 

242. Compliance with Statute of Frauds. |]— 
A contract for the sale of land in which the vendor 
is not named, but is stated to be “‘ a trustee selling 
under a trust for sale,’ is sufficient within the 
Statute of Frauds. A defence founded on the 
Statute of I’rauds cannot now be raised by de- 
murrer.—CATLING v. KING (1877), 5 Ch. D. 660 ; 
4617. J. Ch. 384; 36 L. T. 526; 41 J. P. 692 5 25 
W. R. 550, C. A. 

243. ~]—In an action brought upon an 
alleged breach of agreement it appeared from the 
statement of claim that the agreement was one 
which was not to be performed within one year 
from the making thereof, but there was nothing 
in the statement of claim or the particulars to 
indicate the existence of any memorandum or 
note of the agreement in writing to satisfy the 
requirements of sect. 4 of the Statute of Frauds. 
Upon an application by the deft. that the state- 
ment of claim should be struck out under Ord. 
XXV., r. 4:—Held: the statement of claim dis- 
closed a reasonable cause of action & therefore 
ought not to be struck out.—-FRASER v. PAPE 
(1904), 91 L. T. 310; 20 T. L. R. 798, C. A. 

24-4. Action against husband & wife for 
wife’s ante-nuptial debt—Allegation that husband 
received wife’s assets unnecessary.|—In an action 
against a husband & wife married sincc the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1874, for the 
recovery of a debt of the wife contracted before 
the marriage, it is not necessary that the state- 
ment of claim should allege that the husband had 
received assets of the wife; it is sufficient that he 
should simply allege that the husband is liable for 
the debt, leaving 1t to the husband to exercise his 
option of pleading non-liability under the pro- 
visions of the Act. A demurrer by the husband 
to pltf.’s statement of claim in such an action on 
the ground that pltf. had failed to allege that the 
husband had received assets, was therefore over- 
ruled.—MATTHEWS v1. WHITTLE (1880), 13 Ch. D. 
811; 49 L. J. Ch. 359; 43 L. T. 114; 28 W. R. 
822. 














Sect. 0.—DAMAGES—-AGGRAVATION AND MITI- 
GATION. 


R.§. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 37. In actions for libel or slander, 
in which tho defendant does not by his defence assert the truth of 
the statemcnt complained of, the defendant shall not be entitled 
on the trial to give evidence in chief, with a view to mitigation 
of damages, as to the circumstances wnder which the libel or 
slander was published, or as to the character of the plaintiff, 
without the leave of the Judge, unless sevcn days at least before 
the trial he furnishes particulars to the plaintiff of the matters 
as to which he intends to give evidence. 


R. S.C. Ord. XXI., r. 4. No denial or defence shall be necessary 
as to damages Claimed or their amount; but they shall be deemed 
to be put in issue in all cases, unless expressly admitted. 


245. General rule—-Damages in issue without 
plea.j|—It never was, & is not now, necessary to 
plead to damages; they are always in issue with- 
out plea, see Ord. XXI., r. 4 (LAWRENCE, J.).— 
GOLDREI, FoucarD & SON v. SINCLAIR & RUSSIAN 
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Sect. 9.—Damages— Aggraration and mitigation.] 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE IN LONDON (1917), 87 
L. J. K. B. 261; 118 L. T. 147; 33 T. lL. BR. 318 ; 
affd., [1918] 1 K. B. 180, C. A. 

246. Matters in mitigation—Admissibility of— 
Matters which could have been pleaded.}—In 
trespass for assault & battery & not guilty pleaded, 
the jury are not at liberty to take into considera- 
tion the circumstances of the assault & battery, 
with a view to reduce the verdict below the 
amount of the damage actually sustained, if those 
circumstances could have been pleaded.—WaATSON 
v. CHRISTIE (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 224; 126 BK. R. 
1248. 

247, ——— ——— Facts which would bar action— 
Plea admitting plaintiff’s right of recovery. }]— 
Where a deft. pleads only a plea which admits 
the pltf.’s right to recover, evidence of facts which 
would be a bar to the action 1s not admissible in 
mitigation of damages. Thus, where to an action 
for wrongfully discharging pltf. from deft.’s 
service, deft. pleads only payment into court 
he cannot prove, in mitigation of damages, 
that he discharged pltf. for misconduct.— SPECK 
vt. PHILLIPS (1839), 5 M. & W. 279; 7 Dowl. 470 ; 








SL. J. N.S. Ex. 249, 277; 3 J. PP. 421; 1851 
E. R. 119. 
248. No plea of justification.}—In an 


action for libel where there is no plea of justifica- 
tion, questions cannot be asked tending to show 
pitf..s previous bad character in mitigation of 





damages.—BRACEGIRDLE tv. BAILEY (1859), 1 
FF. & F. 536. 
249. -—— ——— -l—In an action for libel 





pltf. set out in his statement of claim the alleged 
libel, & in a separate paragraph alleged an 
innuendo which practically repeated, but some- 
what extended, the statements in the alleged 
libel. Defts. did not plead justification or fair 
comment, but paid 20s. into court in respect of 
the alleged libel as sufficient damages ; they made 
no payment into court in respect of the innuendo ; 
& they gave notice under Ord. XXXVI., r. 37, of 
their intention to give in evidence certain matters 
in mitigation of damages. At the tmal the pltf. 
gave evidence that save for one lapse he was a 
man of unblemished reputation. Thereupon he 
was cross-examined as to specific incidents not 
mentioned in the hbel or in the particulars served 
under Ord. AAXXVI., vr. 37, it being suggested 
that he was a man of bad reputation. This line 
of cross-examination was objected to, but was 
allowed. Before the conclusion of the = cross- 
examination the Jury intervened with an intima- 
tion that they desired to find for the defts., which 
they then did without any summing-up. On 
appeal :—Held: (1) the cross-examination was 
admissible as cross-examination to credit, but 
that if the incidents were denied by pltf. no further 
evidence could be called to rebut pitf.’s denials, & 
that the jury should have been told that while 
they were not bound to accept pltf.’s denials, 
those denials, though unaccepted, afforded no 
evidence that the incidents had taken place; 
(2) the cross-examination was not admissible to 
mitigate damages, & that the jury ought to have 
been directed to this effect; (3) the jury should 
have been told that their intervention was pre- 
mature & that they must hear pltf.’s case to the 
end & be directed as to the issues they had to 
try; & (4) the trial having been in those respects 
unsatisfactory there must be a new trial. 

Deft. may mitigate damages by giving evidence 
to prove that pltf. is a man of bad general reputa- 
tion, & pltf. may rebut it by ‘“‘ coming prepared 


PLEADING. 


with friends who have known him to prove that 
his reputation has been good.’’ On the other hand, 
deft. may not give evidence of rumours at the time 
of publication to the same effect as the libel, nor 
may the deft. give evidence of specific facts & 
circumstances to show the disposition of pltf., as 
distinct from general evidence that he has that 
reputation. If those specific facts are to the same 
effect as the libel, which he has not justified, he 
cannot justify under the plea of mitigation of 
damages. If those facts are different from the 
libel they do not prove actual reputation, which 
can be proved under the first head, but that he 
ought not to have such a reputation. Lord 
ABINGER said in Speck v. Phillips (No. 247, ante): 
‘It is a principle as old as my recollection of 
Westminster Hall, that matter of justification 
cannot be given in evidence in an action, in order 
to mitigate the damages.” Lord HALSBURY 
repeated it in Jatt v. Watt (No. 253, post): ‘‘ Even 
in mnitigation of damages it is well settled you 
cannot go into evidence which, if proved, would 
constitute a justification. Nor does it appear to 
me that it makes any difference that the evidence 
is offered in cross-examination.”’ 

In my opinion, just as you cannot prove in 
chief specific instances of misconduct, as dis- 
tinguished from general reputation, whether 
involved in the libel or not, in order to mitigate 
damages, so also you cannot achieve that purpose 
by cross-examination as to such specific instances 
(SCRUTTON, L.J.).—HOBBS v. TINLING (C. T.) & 
Co., Lrp., HOBBS v. NOTTINGHAM JOURNAL, 
Lrp., [1929] 2 K. B. 1, 2. 17-18; 98 L. J. K. B. 
421; 141 L. T. 1213 45 T. L. R. 8283; 73 Sol. Jo. 
220, C. A. 

250. Necessity for pleading. ]— Action 
for libel alleging that pltf., a theatrical critic, had 
endeavoured to extort money by threatening to 
publish defamatory matter concerning a deceased 
actress. Defence that the allegation wus true in 
substance and fact :—Held: evidence of rumours 
before the publication of the libel that pltf. had 
committed the offences charged in it & evidence 
of particular facts & circumstances tending to 
show the misconduct of pltf. as a theatrical critic 
could not be admitted in reduction of damages ; 
further, assuming such evidence to be material, 
it was rightly rejected, for the particular facts & 
circumstances were not stated or referred to in the 
pleadings as required by Ord. XIX., r. 4. 

As to the second head of evidence of rumours 
& suspicions to the same effect as the defamatory 
matter complained of, 1t would seem on principle 
such evidence is not admissible, as only indirectly 
tending to affect the pltf.’s reputation. If these 
rumours & suspicions have, in fact, affected the 
pitf.’s reputation, that may be proved bya general 
evidence of reputation. If they have not affected 
it they are not relevant to the issue. To admit 
evidence of rumours & suspicions [in mitigation 
of damages] is to give any one who knows nothing 
whatever of the pltf., or may cven have a grudge 
against him, an opportunity of spreading through 
the means of publicity attending judicial pro- 
ceedings what he may have picked up from the 
most disreputable sources, & what no man of 
sense, who knows the pitf.’s character, would for 
a moment believe in. Unlike evidence of general 
reputation, it is particularly difficult for the pltf. 
to meet and rebut such evidence: for all that those 
who know him best can say is that they have not 
heard anything of these rumours. Morcover, it 
may be that it is the deft. who has started them. 
.. . There is, however, still another ground on 
which, even assuming the evidence to have been 
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material, it was rightly rejected. The deft. pro- 
posed to prove certain facts which he alleged were 
material, but these facts were not stated or referred 
to in the pleadings as required by Ord. XIX., 
r. 4, & it appears to me that on that ground their 
rejection might have been supported had they 
been material, which, however, I have said, I 
think they were not (CAVE, J.)—Scott v. SAMPSON 
(1882), 8 Q. B. D. 491; 51 L. J. Q. B. 3803; 46 
L. T. 412; 46 J. P. 408; 30 W. R. 541. 

2 -]—An action by a pro- 
fessional jockey against the publisher of the 
Licensed Victuallers’ Gazette & Hotel Courier for 
libel. The alleged libel was published in these 
terms: ‘‘ How about the running of Success at 
Leews & Alexandra Park, when Charley Wood 
nearly pulled its head off on each occasion ’’— 
which was alleged to mean that he had unfairly 
& dishonestly ridden a racehorse called Success in 
certain races run at Lewes & Alexandra Park, & 
had unfairly & dishonestly prevented the horse 
from winning the race. Deft. justified the libel 
& made an application at chambers to add the 
following to the defence: ‘' That at the date of 
the publication the pltf. had been, & was, 
commonly reputed to have been in the habit of 
so unfairly & dishonestly riding racehorses in 
horse-races as to prevent them from winning races 
which, but for the pltf.’s unfair & dishonest riding, 
they would have won.’’ The master & a judge at 
chambers had declined to allow this to be added 
to the defence, & the deft. appealed. 

For the deft. it was argued that the defence in 
substance which it was desired to set up was that 
pltf. had no character to be injured, for that his 
reputation had already been most seriously im- 
peached—that is, even if the particular libel should 
turn out not to be proved to the satisfaction of the 
jury, it was contended that the reputation of the 
pltf, was not such as to entitle him to recover 
damages for supposed injury to it. At all events 
it must be material to damnages. 

The pltf. contended that the proposed addition 
to the defence was really contrary to the decision 
in Scott v. Sampson, No. 250, ante, as it was not 
as to general reputation but as to specific facts. 

In reply, counsel for deft. said that all that was 
desired was to raise the question of general 
character & reputation, and on counsel for pltf. 
agrecing not to object to evidence as to general 
character, viz., that it had not been pleaded, the 
court dismissed the appeal.— Woop vr. Cox (1888), 
1T. L. R. 550. 

252. Mere denial or defence as to 
damages claimed-—Not statement of material facts 
or ground of defence.|—Pltf., a professional 
jockey, sued to recover damages for a libel charging 
him with unfairly & dishonestly riding the horses 
in a particular stable. Deft. pleaded a justification 
& afterwards applied to amend his defence by 
adding a paragraph alleging that at the date of 
the publication the pltf. was commonly reputed 
to have been in the habit of unfairly & dishonestly 
riding horses in races, so as to prevent them from 
winning :—Held: as general evidence of the 
plitf.’s bad reputation (if admissible) could only 
be given in reduction of damages, & not in answer 
to the action, the paragraph did not contain a 
statement of material facts on which the deft. 
relied for his defence, within the meaning of 
Ord. X1X., r. 4, or a ground of defence which must 
be raised under Ord. X1X., r. 15, but was a denial 
or defence as to damages claimed or their amount, 
within the meaning of Ord. XXI1., r. 4, & there- 
fore ought not to be pleaded, & leave to amend 
must be refused.—Woop v. DURHAM (EARL) 

















(1888), 21 Q. B. D. 501; 57 L. J. Q. B. 5473 59 
L. T. 142; 37 W. R. 222; 4 T. L. R. 778. 

2538. Evidence amounting to justifica- 
tlon—Cross-examination.}—When in an action of 
tort the jury find a verdict for pltf. for a sum 
which the Court of Appeal considers unreasonable 
& excessive, that court has no jurisdiction, without 
the deft.’s consent, to order that unless the pltf. 
consents to reduce the damages there shall be a 
new trial. 

Even in mitigation of damages, it is well settled 
you cannot go into evidence which, if proved, 
would constitute a justification. Nor does it 
appear to me that it makes any difference that the 
evidence is offered in cross-examination. See this 
question discussed in Watson v. Christie (No. 246, 
ante ; Speck v. Phillips (No. 247, ante). Of course, 
speaking generally, parties take their risk of such 
a course, & inflame damages against themselves 
by such proceeding ; but in extreme cases, such 
as this, I think the courts ought not to allow such 
an extravagant result, even though the parties 
have procured it by the conduct of which their 
representatives have been guilty (HALSBURY, 
L.C.).—Watr v. Watt, [1905] A. C. 115; 74 
L. J. K. B. 438; 92 L. T. 480; 69 J. P. 249; 53 














W. RR. 547; 21 T. L. R. 386; 49 Sol. Jo. 400, 
Ht. L. 
254. Effect of R.S.C., Ord. XXXVI., 


r. 37.]-——Ord. XXXVI., rv. 37, has not altered the 
common law with reference to the admissibility 
of evidence of the pltf.’s bad character in mitiga- 
tion of damages in an action of libel—MANGENA 
v. WRIGHT, [1909] 2 K. B. 958; 78 L. J. K. B. 
$79; 100 L. T. 960; 25 T. L. R. 534; 53 Sol. Jo. 
185. 

——- Breach of promise of marriage. ]— 
See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVILI., p. 35, Nos. 
106-112. 

255. Matters in aggravation—Malicious motive— 
Evidence establishing another cause of action. |— 
In an action for defamation, either party may, 
with a view to the damages, give evidence to 
prove or disprove the existence of a malicious 
motive; but if the evidence given for that pur- 
pose establishes another cause of action, the Jury 
should be cautioned against giving any damages 
in respect of such other cause of action.—PEARSON 
uv. LEMAITRE (1843), 5 Man. & G. 700; 6 Scott, 
N. R. 607; 12 L. J.C. P. 253; 1. T. O. S. 170; 
7 J. P. 336; 7 Jur. 718; 134 E. R. 742. 

256. Material to issue—Striking out.]—A 
statement of claim after alleging a promise by 
deft. to marry pltf. went on to allege in paragraph 4 
that ‘‘the pltf. relying upon the said promise 
permitted the deft. to debauch and carnally know 
her, whereby deft. infected her with a venereal 
disease.”’ It then alleged a breach of the said 
promise. An order having been made at chambers 
to strike out paragraph 4 of the claim :—Held: 
the order was wrongly made, & upon two grounds, 
first, the facts alleged in the paragraph complained 
of, were ‘‘ material facts *’ within the meaning of 
Ord. X1X., r. 4, & as such were properly pleadable ; 
& secondly, that, even if they were not, the court 
had no power to strike the paragraphs out, the 
statements therein neither being scandalous nor 
tending to prejudice or embarrass the fair trial of 
the action itl the meaning of Ord. XXVII., 
r. 1.—MILLINGTON v. LORING (1880), 6 Q. B. D. 
190; 50 L. J. Q. B. 214; 43 L. T. 657; 45 J.P. 
288 ; 29 W. R. 207, C. A. 

257. ~+—A paragraph in a state- 
ment of claim in an action for a libel published in 
a newspaper stated that deft. knew that the words 
published would be, & the same in fact were, 
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repeated & published in other editions of the same 
newspaper :—Held: evidence of the facts stated 
in the paragraph would be admissible at the trial, 
& therefore the paragraph was properly pleaded 
& ought not to be struck out.—WHITNEY vv. 
MoIGNARD (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 630; 59 L. J. Q. B. 
324; 6T. L. R. 274. 

258. ——— Jury may consider whole conduct of 
defendant—From time of publication of libel to 
time of verdict.}—Where the pltf. has obtained 
a@ verdict in an action for libel, the court will not 
grant a new trial on the ground of excessive 
damages, unless they think that, having regard to 
all the circumstances of the case, the damages 
are so large that no jury could reasonably have 
given them. In assessing damages the jury are 
entitled to take into consideration the whole 
conduct of the deft. in the matter from the time 
the libel was published down to the time their 
verdict is given.—PRAED r. GRAHAM (1889), 24 
a B.D. 53; 50 L. J. Q. B. 230; 38 W. R. 108, 
pe 

259. ——— —— Before and after publication of 
libel to time of verdict—Circumstances not treated 
as giving separate right to damages. }—In assessing 
damages fur libel the jury may have regard to the 
whole conduct of the deft. before & after the publi- 
cation of the libel down to the verdict as showing 
the existence of a malicious motive, but the Jury 
ought not to treat such prior or subsequent cir- 
cumstances as giving a separate & independent 
right to damages, & the judge should caution 
them against dving so. The omission of the judge 
at the trial to direct the jury sufficiently that, 
though they might give punitive damages for 
malice, they must not give damages for another 
cause of action :—Held: in the circumstances, 
not a ground for granting a new trial, by 1eason 
of Ord. XXAIX., vr. 6. ANDERSON v. CALVERT 
(1908), 24 T. L. R. 309, C. A. 

Breach of promise of marriage. |—Sce 
ere & Wire, Vol. XXVII., p. 35, Nos. 102- 
ao. 

Special damage must be pleaded. }—-See DAMAGES, 
Vol. XVII, p. 153, Nos. 549-554; Lipe, & 
SLANDER. Vol. XXXII, pp. 169-170, 175, Nos. 
2082-2084, 2153-2155. 


SEcT. 10.—-CONDITIONS PRECEDENT. 


R. 5S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 14. Any condition precedent, the per- 
formance or occurrence of which js int iden to be contested, 
shall be distinctly specified in his pleading by the plaintiff or 
defendant (as the case may be); and, subject thereto, an aver- 
ment of the performance or occurrence of all conditions precedent 
necessary for the case of the plaintiff or defendant shall be 
implied in his pleading. 


260. Whether pleading must specify performance 
or occurrence—Interest or estate commencing 
upon condition.}—It was resolved that in all 
cases where an interest or estate commences upon 
a condition precedent, be the condition or act to 
be performed by pltf. or deft. or by any other, & 
be the condition in the afilirmative or negative, 
pitf. ought to show it in his declaration and aver 
the performance thereof. But when the interest, 
or estate passeth presently, & vest in the grantee, 
& is to be defeated by matter ex post facto or con- 
dition subsequent, be the condition or act to be 
abr iiahi by pltf. or by deft., or by any other, & 

the condition in the affirmative or negative, 
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pitf. may declare generally without showing the 

rfourmance thereof.—UGHTRED’s Case (1601), 

Co. Rep. 9b; Jenk. 260; 77 E. R. 4265. 

261. Sale of goods—Delivery subject to 
approval.}—A declaration on a promise to deliver 
so much corn if the pltf. liked thereof, must show 
that the pltf. gave notice of his approbation.— 
BRABLE v. HOLLYWELL (1591), Cro. Eliz. 250; 78 
KE. R. 505, 

262. »+—A declaration stated that 
by a certain contract the pltf. agreed that they 
would during a certain term supply to the defts. & 
that the defts. would take from them all the coke 
the defts.’ company should require at L. according 
to the capacity of certain ovens, provided that 
the said coke should be of the best quality; the 
pitfs. on their part engaging that the same should 
be large, & of the best aca. & equal to that 
made from the best B. coal, & be to the satisfaction 
of the said company’s inspecting officer for the 
time being; & agreeing that the said company 
should have power to refuse to accept coke of 
inferior quaJity or small in its pieces; & to pur- 
chase what they might elsewhere if the pltfs. did 
not. supply coke of the best quality, & equal to 
that above described, & to the satisfaction of the 
said company’s said officer, & to charge the pltfs. 
with the excess of price beyond the said contract 
price. The declaration then contained an aver- 
ment, that, during the term, the pltfs. manu- 
factured & supplied to the defts. in the manner 
provided by the said agreement, certain coke 
which they required at lL... which was of the quality 
required by the agreement, & equal to that made 
from the said B. coal, & large in its pieces & laid 
as a breach the refusal of the defts. to accept the 
said coke :—Held: according to the true con- 
struction of the agreement, it was a condition 
precedent to the right of the pltfs. to insist upon 
the defts.’ acceptance of the coke, that it should 
be to the satisfaction of their inspecting officer ; 
& consequently that the declaration which omitted 
that allegation, was bad in substance.-—GRAFTON 
v. EASTERN COUNTIES RAIL. Co. (1853), 8 Fxch. 
699; 1C.L. R. 578; 155 Is. R. 15338. 

2638. Readiness & willingness to pay. |— 
A declaration on a contract for a sale of goods 
contained an averment of the performance by the 
pltf. of all the conditions precedent, but not of 
his readiness & willingness to pay :—Held: 
sufficient.— BENTLEY v. DAWES (1854), 9 Exch. 
666; 2 C6. L. R. 10703 23 L. J. Ex. 220; 23 
L. T.O.S. &23; 156 E.R. 285. 

Cf. No. 290, post. 

264. Naming of ship.}—The declaration 
stated that the pltf. had agreed to buy & the 
defts. to sell from 300 to 550 bales of wool, to 
arrive, at 104d. per pound, laid down either at 
Liverpool, Hull, or London, deliverable at Odessa 
during August, to be shipped with all despatch, 
warranted fine average quality, but if otherwise, 
to be taken with fair allowances as decided by 
a named referee, ‘ subject to the safe arrival of 
the wool in good condition at any of the ports 
stated, & the name of the vessel to be declared as 
soon as the wools are shipped ; payment, cash in 
fourteen days, less £1 108. per cent. discount, 
from the date of finishing loading.” It then 
averred that the wool was shipped during August 
& arrived at aad te in November, & general 
performance of conditions precedent by the pltf., 
& stated the breach to be the non-acceptance of 
the wool & non-payment. Plea, that the defta. 
agreed to buy the wool for the purpose of re-sale ; 
that wool varies in price, & that it could not be 
re-sold before the name of the vessel by which it 
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was shipped was declared according to the con- 
tract; that the pltf. had notice of the premises, 
& that the name of the vessel upon which the wool 
was ot nar was not declared as soon as it was 
shipped, but was delayed for a long & unreasonable 
time, during which period the price of wool fell ; 
& because of the delay of the pltf. in declaring the 
vessel, the defts. refused to accept or pay for the 
said wool :—Held: according to the true con- 
struction of the agreement, taken with the facts 
stated in the plea, & in the absence of any act by 
the defts. amounting to a waiver, the declaring 
the name of the vessel was a condition precedent, 
& the plea, therefore, good—GRAVES v. LEGG 
(1854), 9 Exeh. 7093 283 1. J. Ex. 228; 23 L. T. 
O. S. 254; 2 C. 1. R. 1266; 156. R. 304; sub- 
sequent proceedings (1857), 2 TT. & N. 210, Ex. Ch. 

Cf. No. 286, post. 

265. ——-— Contract repudiated by buyer—— 
Consignment not in accordance with conditions. |— 
The defts. contracted to buy from the pltf. a 
quantity of Honduras rosewood to be shipped by 
instalments, cash against bills of lading. Plt. 
shipped the wood in two consignments, & while 
the first consignment was on the voyage the 
defts. repudiated all obligation to take any wood 
under the contract upon a ground which was 
afterwards found to be wrongful. Upon the 
arrival of the bill of lading of the first consignment 
it was tendered to & refused by the defts. upon 
the same ground, & the pltf. at once sold the wood 
in the market, at the best price obtainable. Upon 
the arrival of the bill of lading of the second con- 
signment it was tendered, & refused on the same 
ground, & the plitf. at once sold the wood in the 
samme way. In an action for breach of the contract 
the defts., having discovered that a considerable 
percentage of the first consignment did not con- 
form to the conditions of the contract, pleaded 
(inter alia) that they were entitled to repudiate 
the contract with respect to that consignment 
upon the ground that the wood was materially 
different from that which the pltf. had contracted 
to deliver :—-eld: deft. by the repudiation of 
the contract, which the pltf. accepted by at once 
selling the first consignment, absolved the pitf. 
from the performance of the conditions precedent 
to the enforcement of the contract against them, 
& therefore could not rely upon the defence 
pleaded, & that the true measure of damages was 
upon the footing that the first consignment was 
in accordance with the conditions of the contract. 
—BRAITUWAITE v. FOREIGN HARDWOOD Co., 
[1905] 2 K. B. 548; 7t L. J. K. B. 6885; 92 
L. T, 6387; 21 T. lL. R. 418: 10 Asp. M. 1. C. 52 ; 
10 Com. Cas. 189, C. A. 

266. Promise to pay upon request—Request 
part of contract.|—Where there is a promise to 
pay upon request, the request is part of the con- 
tract, & there is no Gicach without a request first 
made, hence the request must be laid in the 
declaration with particularity.—PECcK v. METHOLD 
(1625), 3 Bulst. 297; 81 bh. R. 247. 

267. Collateral sum. ]— Asswmpstt on 
®% promise to pay a collateral sum on request : 
actual request is necessary before action brought, 
& the declaration must aver a special request.— 
BIRKS v. TRIPPET (1666), 1 Saund. 28; 1 Sid. 308 ; 
85 E. R. 32. 

268. Negative & affirmative conditions. }— 
UGHTRED’S CASE, No. 260, ante. 

269. -j—In pleading conditions per- 
formed, the rule is, that where there is a negative 
& affirmative, the having performed the negative 
must not only be shown, but likewise the aflfirma- 
tive; therefore, in an action of debt upon bond 
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conditioned that a receiver should duly account 
& should in all respects behave himself as a 
receiver ought; & the deft. pleads, that he never 
received but one penny, which he had paid to the 
obligee; but did not allege that he did in all 
respects behave himself, etc., such plea is bad 
upon general demurrer.—FLETCHER v. RICHARD- 
SON (1736), Lee, temp. Hard. 322; 95 E. R. 209. 

270. Promise to deliver up bond—On pay- 
ment of money.]}—Spccial action upon the case 
upon a promise to deliver up a bond pledged upon 
payment of money borrowed of the deft. Breach 
assigned, that deft. refused to deliver up the bond 
& held well enough, although it is not laid that the 
money was paid or tendered, it having been proved 
at the trial that the money was tendered & 
refused.—ALCORN v. WESTBROOK (1745), 1 Wils. 
115; 05 E.R. 524. 

271. Bond conditioned for performance of 
several matters.J—To an action on a bond, con- 
ditioned for the performance of several matters, 
it is requisite to set forth in the plea with par- 
licularity the manner in which the terms of the 
condition were complied with.—RHREYNALD . v. 
REYNALD (1756), 1 Keny. 357; 96 E. R. 1020; 
sub nom. RENNELL v. RENNELL, Day. 316. 

272. Readiness to perform.]—Condition 
precedent must be averred to be performed, or 
that the pltf. was ready to perform it.—COLLINS 
7, GIBBS (1759), 2 Burr. 897; 97 I. R. 623. 




















273. Implied. }|—J EFFERSON tv. PASKELL, 
No. 290, post. 
274. Negotiable instruments—Conditional 


acceptance. |—.An order for the payment of a sum 
of money, in the event of a certain contingency, 
cannot be declared upon as a bill of exchange, 
though accepted by the drawce; but if a con- 
ditional acceptance is declared upon, 1t must be 
set forth specially, with an averment that the 
condition has been performed.—RALLI 1, SARELL 
(1822), Dow. & Ry. N. P. 33. 

275. Writ indorsed with claim for 
amount of dishonoured cheque—Notice of dis- 
honour.]—To maintain an application for final 
judgment under Ord. XI1V., r. 1. upon a writ 
indorsed with a claim for the amount of a dis- 
honoured cheque, the indorsement must contain 
an allegation that the drawer of the cheque has 
received notice of dishonour.—FRUHATF tv. GROS- 
VENOR & Co. (1892), 61 L. J. Q. B. 717; 67 L. T. 
350; 8 T. L. R. 744. 

276. ——.]—U pon an application 
under Ord. XIV., r. 1, for leave to enter final 
judgment upon a writ specially indorsed with 
a claim for the amount of a dishonoured cheque. 
the affidavit verifying the cause of action need 
not contain an allegation that notice of dishonour 
has been given to the drawer.— May v. CHIDLEY, 
[1894] 1 Q. B. 451; 63 L. J. Q. B. 355 ; 38 Sol. Jo. 
82; 10 R. 433. 

277. ——- ———- ——— ———.]— Where the special 
indorsement of the writ in an action on a cheque 
did not allege that due notice of dishonour had 
been given, but the indorsement was amended 
without leave after taking out a summons for 
judgment & before the making of the order for 
judgment :—Held: the amendment was rightly 
made, & that there was power to make the order.— 
ROBERTS v. PLANT, [1895] 1 Q. B. 597; 64 L. J. 
Q. B. 347; 72 L. T. 181; 438 W. R. 308; 14 R. 
222, C. A. 

278, ——— —— Writ indorsed with claim for sum 
due on delivery up of acceptances—No averment 
of delivery up.]—The indorsement upon a writ 
of summons stated that the pltf.’s claim was for 
a sum of £210 payable under an agreement, which 
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was set out, & by which the deft. undertook, 
upon the pitf. delivering up to the deft.’s husband 
certain acceptances, to pay the pltf. on demand 
£210 owing by her husband to the pltf. for cash 
advances :—-Held: the indorsement constituted 
a good special indorsement within Ord. III., 
rr. 4, 6, although it contained no averment that 
the bills had been delivered up by the pltf. to the 
deft.’s husband.— BRADLEY tv. CHAMBERLYN, [1893] 
1 Q. B. 439; 68 L. T. 413; 41 W. RB. 300, C. A. 

279. Indorsement upon writ claiming sum 
due as assignee—Notice of assignment.}—The 
indorsement: upon a writ of summons stated that 
pltf.’s claim was for a certain sum for principal & 
interest due to him as the assignee of a mortgage 
debt due from the deft... but did not state that 
express notice in writing of the assignment was 
given to deft.:— Held: the writ was specially 
indorsed within Ord. LII., r. 6, & therefore leave 
could be given to enter final Judgment under 
Ord. XIV... r. 1.—SATCHWELL v. CLARKE (1892), 
66 L. T. 641 3; 2 T. LL. R502 5 36 Sol, Jo. 521, C. A. 

280. Bye-law of company providing for 
dinner—-Allowance out of stock of company.}—bLy 
letters patent of Charles LI., the Coopers’ Company 
were einpowered to make such reasonable orders 
& ordinances as to the master & wardens should 
seem mect, for the good order, rule, & government 
of the company. By a bye-law in the reign of 
George IL., the master & wardens were yearly 
to elect three persons of the livery to be stewards, 
who were to provide a dinner for the whole of the 
livery on Lord Mayor's Day, with such allowance 
out of the stock of the company as the master ~ 
wardens for the time being should think fit; & 
if any person clected steward should refuse to 
provide the dinner he was to forefeit £20, to the 
use of the company, unless he would make oath 
in writing before a magistrate, that he was not 
worth £300 at the time of his election or taking 
the oath :—Held: such bye-law was bad. & that 
the allowance tu be made by the company being 
a condition precedent, the declaration was in- 
sufficient for want of an averment to that effect.— 
CARTER v. SANDERSON (1828), 2 Moo. & P. 1064; 
5 Bing. 79; 6 L.J.O.S.C, P. 2323 130 E. R. 99. 

281. Parol contract—Waiver of condition. ] 
—The second objection is, that pltfs. ought to 
have declared specially upon the contract, & that 
a performance of the condition precedent should 
be averred, or a waiver of it be shown. But this 
was not a contract by deed, but was a parol contract, 
containing a condition precedent, which was after- 
wards waived. A contract must be declared 
upon according to its legal effect, & here the effect 
of all the circumstances is to make it a contract 
without a condition.—ALEXANDER v. GARDNER 
(1835), 1 Bing. N.C. 6715 1 Hodg. 117; 1 Scott, 
630; 4L. J.C. P. 2233; 131 E.R. 1276. 

282. Absolute covenant—Not amounting to 
condition precedent.|—A declaration in covenant 
stated that the deft. covenanted that she would 
within 18 months from the date of the indenture 
erect certain buildings ‘‘ the whole of which were 
to be left to the superintendence of the pltf. & 
S. J., the deft.’s son.” The breach alleged was 
that though the 18 months had expired the deft. 
had not erected the buildings :—AHeld : the declara- 
tion was good although it contained no averment 
that the pitf. was ready & willing to supcrintend 
the erection of the buildings; for that the cove- 
nant to erect the buildings was an absolute 
covenant, & the clause respecting the super- 
intendence merely granted a liberty to the parties 
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to superintend, but did not impose any duty so as 
to make the superintendence a condition pre- 
cedent or concurrent.—JONES v. CANNOCK (1850), 
5 Exch. 713; 19 L. J. Ex. 371; 16 L. T. O.S. 
88; 155 BE. R. 812, Ex. Ch. 

288. ——— Refusal by clergyman to solemnize 
marriage—-Request by both parties. |—Case against 
a clergyman for refusing to solemnize a marriage. 
The declaration alleged, that the pltf. had obtained 
a licence, which it set out; that the deft. was 
rector of B. & that no impediment existed to the 
marriage; & that by reason of the premises it 
became the duty of the deft. upon notice of the 
licence to solemnize the marriage in the manner 
é& time specified in the licence, when thereunto 
requested ; that the deft. had the licence & the 
notice & that afterwards, to wit, etc., he, the 
deft., was requested by the pltf. to solemnize the 
said marriage in the manner & time specified in the 
said licence, but that the deft. wrongfully & 
ilegally refused so to do :—Held: the declaration 
was bad, for not alleging that there was a request 
by both parties or that both were ready & willing 
to be married, & this was a defect not cured by 
verdict. 

Semble: it was also bad for not averring that 
the request & refusal were within the time (three 
months) specified in the licence, & for not averring 
malice, or want of reasonable & probable cause.— 
Davis v. BLack (1841), 1 Q. B. 900; 1 Gal. & 
Dav. 432; 10 L. J.,Q. B. 338; 6 Jur. 55; 1138 
EK. R. 1376. 

284. Recovery of paving expenses—Notice. | 
—A declaration in debt by pltfs., as commis- 
sioners, to recover from deft. his share of the 
expenses of paving a certain street in S., stated 
that. deft. was owner of land within the said 
street; that the commissioners paved the 
same; that his share of the expenses amounted 
to £217, & alleged as a breach that he had not 
paid the same :—Held: the giving a notice to deft. 
to pave the streets was a condition precedent to 
the pltf.’s right of action; & therefore, that the 
declaration was bad, for not containing such an 
averment.—SALFORD CORPORATION tv. ACKERS 
(1846), 16 M. & W. 85; 16 L. J. Ex. 63 7 
L. T. O.S. 341; 10 J.P. Jo. 359; 1583 E. KR. 1009. 

285. Lease of shooting rights—Agreement 
for compensation—Appointment of valuers.|— 
Declaration on a written agreement not under 
seal by pltf. to Iet land to deft. with right of 
sporting, deft. to make satisfaction to pltf.’s 
tenants for damage done by game on their farms, 
the amount to be ascertained by a valuer to be 
chosen by each party & an umpire; averment 
that deft. entered & preserved the game which 
did damage to the tenants; that deft. was re- 
quested by pltf. to appoint a valuer; breach 
that, although within reasonable time a valuer 
was appointed by pltf. & notice thereof given to 
deft. & pltf. requested him to give the name of 
a referee on his part & fix a time, etc. of meeting 
to ascertain the damage, ctc., in default of which 
plitf.’s valuer would alone ascertain the damage 
done, yet deft. did not give notice to pltf. of any 
valuer chosen by him nor has ever made satis- 
faction, etc. :—Held: although the right to shoot 
did not pass under this contract being an incor- 
poreal hereditament, yet the agreement to make 
compensation was valid & good ground for an 
action, deft. having had the full benefit of such 
agreement & for the same reason the declaration 
was not bad for not averring performance of a 
condition precedent.—THomas »v. FErREDRICKS 
(1847), 10 Q. B. 775; 161. J. Q. B. 398; LL Jur. 
012; 116 BK. R. 204. 
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286. ——— Delivery of goods free on board ship—. 
Naming of ship. |— Declaration upon an agreement, 
whereby pltf. undertook to conduct the sale of 
defts.’ coals for three years, in consideration of a 
certain yearly salary. Averment, that ‘the 
defts. further agreed to give yearly, free, to the 
pltf., during the said three years, twenty tons of 
coals to be put free on board ship at Cardiff, for 
the use of the pltf., in lieu of all charges of stationery 
& 80 forth.” Breach, “ that the defts. would not give 
yearly to pltf. or at any time during the said three 
years, twenty tons of coals, or any coals whatever, 
free, on board ship at Cardiff ; but, on the contrary 
thereof, defts. wholly neglected & refused sv to 
do, & have not at any time given or delivered to 
plitf., at Cardiff or elsewhere, any coals whatever ”’ : 
—Held: cither the naming of a ship, or readiness 
or willingness to do so, was a condition precedent 
to the pltf.’s right to recover, &, there being no 
averment of either in the declaration, that the 
breach was insufficient.— ARMITAGE 0. INSOLE 
(1850), 14 Q. B. 728; 19 L. J. Q. B. 2023 14 
L. T. O.S. 489; 14 Jur. 619; 117 I. R. 280. 

287. Covenant not to do act under increased 
rent—Accruing & non-payment of increased rent. | 
— Declaration, that deft. covenanted with pltf. 
not to sell or carry away from the demised premises 
any manure, made, etc., on the premises, without 
the consent of pltf., under the increased rent of 
£10 for every ton so given, sold or carried away ; 
& further covenanted that he would pay all the 
increased rents. HKreach: that deft. sold a large 
quantity of manure made on the premises, to wit 
160 tons, and did allow the same to be carried away 
from the premises ; & pltf. claims £2,000. Plea: 
that deft. brought upon the premises a quantity 
of manure larger & better in quality than that 
carried away :—Held: (1) the plea was bad ; 
(2) the declaration was bad for not alleging that 
the increased rent was due or that it was unpaid. 
It is a mere question of the construction of the 
covenant, which is to be determined by consider- 
ing the ordinary and natural meaning of the words. 
—LEGH (LEIGH) v. LIne (1860), 6 HH. & N. 165 ; 
30 L. J. Ex. 25; 25 J. P2118; 9 W. R. 553 158 
EK. RR. 69. 

288. Water supply—Unperformed condi- 
tions.|—This was an appeal from an order of 
Master Butler that paragraph 2 of the statement 
of defence should be amended or struck out. The 
statement of defence contained the following state- 
ment :—PItf. from Christmas 1882 during all 
material times accepted & used water with know- 
ledge & notice of the rates of payment claimed by 
defts., & without disputing such rates, or the values 
on which the same were computed, or paying or 
tendering any rates or payments in advance, & 
without taking or requesting defts. to take any 
Ateps to have the amount of such rates or values 
settled under the company's Acts, & when called 
upon for payment at the usual time for the water 
sv accepted & used, refused to pay for the same, 
& did not take any of the steps necessary to entitle 
him to a further supply, & in particular did not. 
pay or tender any rate or sum in advance, or take 
any steps to have the rates or sums payable or 
the value of pltf.’s tenements determined by 
justices, wherefore defts. refused to continue to 
supply water to pltf. until he should do all thin 
necessary to entitle him to demand a further supply 
& stopped their water from flowing into pltf.’s 
premises. Defts. stated that pltf. did not pay or 
tender any sum in advance & did not take any steps 
to have the question determined by justices, & 
that those are two things necessary to entitle him 
to have a further supply. All the steps to be taken 











are prescribed in the company’s Acts which are 
referred to. I have not to decide whether this 
is a good or bad defence, but only whether it is an 
infringement of the rule. The appeal must be 
allowed (MATHEW, J.).—WHITING v. East LONDON 
WATERWORKS Co., [1884] W. N. 10; Bitt. Rep. 
in Ch. 156; 1 Cab. & El. 33). 

289. Action for recovery of land—Reason- 
able time to remedy breaches.|—In 1906 a local 
authority under the statutory powers obtained 
compulsorily a lease of land & sublet it in allot- 
ments to numerous persons. The lease contained 
covenants by the local authority to keep the land 
clean & in good heart & condition. In June, 1909, 
the lessor served the local authority with a notice 
under s. 14 (1) of the Conveyancing & Law of 
Property Act, 1881, directed to the whole of the 
land, & alleging generally, breaches of the said 
covenants & requiring the same to be remedied 
within a reasonable time, & in the following 
November he issued a writ alleging that the 
breaches had not been remedied & claiming to 
re-enter. The local authority denied the breaches. 
At the trial of the action the lessor’s evidence 
showed that all the allotments were in bad con- 
dition when the notice was given, that some of 
them were clean at the date of the writ, but that 
it would take at least a year from the date of the 
notice to put the whole of the land in good con- 
dition. On this the local authority objected that 
a reasonable time had not been allowed to remedy 
the breaches :—Held: the objection that a 
reasonable time had not been allowed was not an 
allegation in the nature of a condition precedent 
within the meaning of Ord. XIX., r. 14, & one 
which ought as such to have been pleaded by the 
local authority in their statement of defence. —- 
HopLey rv. TARVIN (CHESTER) PARISH COUNCIL 
(1910), 71 J. P. 209. 

290. Condition implied—Readiness & willing- 
ness to perform—Breach of promise.|—I think 
that a pitf. in an action of breach of promise, as 
in any other action of breach of contract must 
prove that she is ready & willing to perform the 
contract, & an allegation to that effect was always 
contained in the older & more precise pleadings 
& is now, according to Ord. XIX., r. 14, to be 
implied (PICKFORD, L.J.).—JEFFERSON v. PASKELL. 
[1916] 1K. B. 57; 85 L. J. K. B. 398; 113 L. T. 
1189; 32 T. L. R. 69, C. A. 

291. Notice under Conveyancing Act, 
1881, s. 14.]—-The service on a lessee of the notice 
required by s. 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
& his non-compliance therewith being a condition 
precedent to the lessour’s right of action to recover 
possession of the demised premises, the due per- 
formance by the lessor of the statutory condition 
is of necessity implied & need not be specially 
pleaded in his statement of claim in such an action. 

Under s. 1! of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, a 
notice has to be served on the lessee specifying 
the particular breaches of covenant complained 
of, & unless & until such a notice is served & the 
lessee fails within a reasonable time to remedy the _ 
breaches & to make reasonable compensation, the 
lessor cannot enfurce his right of re-entry. There- 
fore there is under s. 14 a condition precedent to 
be performed before an action for recovery of 
possession will lie. Mr. L. has argued that under 
r. 14 of Ord. XIX., an averment of the performance 
of that condition is implied in his statement of 
claim & need not be specifically alleged. On the 
other hand Mr. B. has urged that the non-aver- 
ment in the statement. of claim of the performance 
of the condition renders the pleading demurrable. 
In my judgment the concluding words of r. 14 
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Sect. 10.—Conditions precedent. Sects. 11 & 12.] 


of Ord. XIX. mean that an averment that the 
notice was given, although not specifically pleaded. 
must be implied. In other words the statement 
of claim must be read as if it contained an allega- 
tion that the pltfs. had given the necessary notice 
under s. 14 of the Act before the commencement 
of the action (LAWRENCE, J.).-—GATES v. JACOBS 
(W. A. & R. J). Lrp., [1920] 1 Ch. 567, 569, 570 ; 
89 L. J. Ch. 319; 123 L. T. 238: 64 Sol. Jo. 420. 

292. Non-performance of condition-— Necessity to 
plead specially—Notice under statute. |—Where an 
Act provided that a pltf. should not recover in 
any action for anything done in pursuance of the 
Act, unless twenty-one days’ notice of action 
should be given :- Held: deft. must plead the 
want of such notice, or he could not avail himself 
of it.— DAVEY r. WARNE (1845), 1£ ML & W. L199; 
16 L. J. Ex. 258; 51. T. OLS. 242: 105. P. 1078 ; 
153 E.R. 448. 

2938. ——_—- —---. Allegation not in nature of con- 
dition precedent.}—HopLrey v. TARVIN (CHESTER) 
PaRIsu Counc, No. 289, ante. 

._—— Debentures payable at fixed 
place.J—A company having borrowing powers 
limited to £5,000 procured an overdraft from their 
bankers on the guarantee, up to £3,000 of the pltf. 
* two others. When the overdraft was nearly 
£3,000, each guarantor at the request of the com- 
pany gave the company his cheque for £1,000, 
& the company afterwards paid off the overdraft 
with these cheques. The company issued to each 
guarantor a debenture for £1,000, & interest with 
conditiuns which made the principal payable. 
inter alia, if the holder should serve a notice on the 
company requiring payment of principal «& 
interest & the company should make default 
fur three days in payment of any part thereof, & 
thet the principal should be paid at Lloyds Bank. 

~Me  & 4h =~ debenture-holder gave the 
company notice to pay off the principal & interest ; 
the company made default for three days & there- 
upon the pltf. brought this action te enforce the 
debentures, asking the usual relief. The principal 
defence pleaded was that the limit had been 
exceeded. No demand for payment had been 
made at Lloyds Bank. This objection was not 
pleaded, but was raised at the hearing. Semble : 
the first objection ought to have been pleaded 
as “‘any condition precedent, the performance 
- . . of which is intended to be contested ’’ under 
Ord. XIX., vr. 14.—/te Harris CALCULATING 
MACHINE Co., SUMNER tv. L[ARRIS CALCULATING 
MACHINE Co,, {1914] 1 Ch. 920; &3 L. J. Ch. 545; 
58 Sol. Jo. 455; 110 L. J. 997, C. A. 


SEctT. 11.—CONTENTS OF DOCUMENTS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIX., r. 21. 
documents are material, it shall be sufficient in any pleading to 
state the effect thereof as briefly as possible, without setting out 
the whole or any part thereof unlese the precise words of the 
document or any part thereof are matcrial. 


295. General rule.]—Ord. XIX., r. 21, provides 
what is to be the proper method of pleading where 
a material fact is evidenced by a document. By 
that rule it is provided that ‘‘ wherever the con- 
tents of any document are material it shall be 
sufficient in any pleading tu state the effect thereof 
as briefly as possible without setting out the whole 
or any part thereof, unless the precise words of 


Wherever the contents of any 





PLEADING. 


the document: or any part thereof are material.” 
The pltfs. here have complied with the words of 
the first part of the rule, by briefly setting out what 
they allege to be the effect of the will, but it is 
argued that the case falls within the latter part of 
the rule, & that pltfs. were bound to set out tho 
precise words of the will as being materia]. There 
is no doubt that in the case of a document alleged 
to be a libel the latter part of the rule would apply, 
because in that case it is clear that it would not 
suffice to state the effect of the document, but the 
precise words must be stated. I will not say that 
this part of the rule is confined to tho case of libel. 
Possibly there may be other cases to which it 
may apply, but the question is whether it is applic- 
able in the present case. I do not think it is. 1 
think pltfs. have pleaded properly by stating the 
effect of the document upon which they rely 
(Esuer, M.R.).—DARBYSHIRE v. LEIGH, [1896] 
1Q. B. 554, 5573 65 L. J. Q. B. 8603; Tt I. T. 
2413; 44 WLR. 452, CA. 

296. Whether precise words material---Written 
contract—Sufficient to state legal effect.J]—It is 
not necessary in declaring upon a written contract, 
to use a single word that is in the contract itself 
provided its legal effect be properly stated. Nor 1s 
it necessary to aver any matter which happens to 
be part of the contract, if such matter would be 
implied by law. 

In an action on a guarantee to pay, in case the 
principal should not, it is not necessary to set out 
the contingency that the principal should pay, that 
being an implied exception in law, from the nature 
of the guarantee. Nor in such an action is it 
necessary to prove a demand of payment from the 
principal, unless the making of such demand were 
a part. of the contract.—MaAGor rv, WILKS (1827), 
OL. J. OS. K. B. 308. 

297. Libel. |—A claim alleged that the deft. 
wrote & sent to a chief constable letters charging 
the pltf. with a murder & required his arrest ; 
also, that the deft. sent to a superintendent of 
police charging the pltf. with the murder, -. 
required his arrest; & that the superintendent 
in consequence endeavoured to arrest the pitf. 
on several occasions but was unable to meet with 
him; that the deft. had no reasonable or probable 
cause for making the charge, & the same was false 
& made maliciously & with intent to injure the 
pitf. whose credit & reputation were thereby 
injured :—Held: the claim was bad, because if it 
was for libel or slander, the defamatory words 
were not set out as even in pleading under the 
Judicature Act they ought to be; if for malicious 
prosecution, none had been instituted before a 
judicial oflicer.—HARRIS v7. WARRE (1870), 4 
(. PP. D. 125; 48 L. J. Q. B. 310; 40 1. T. 429; 
43 J. P. 5445 27 W. RR. 461. 











298. -}—DARBYSHIRE 0. LEIGH, No. 
205, ante. 
299. Will — Question of construction — 





Material portions in inverted commas. ]—Semble : 
In a question of construction of a will no man 
was content except with the actual words of the 
will itself. Wither it should be stated that the 
testator made his will of such a date, a copy of 
which accompanies ; or that he made his will in 
the following words, & the material portions should 
be set out in inverted commas.—He BENcE, 
SMITH v. BENCE (1891), 64 L. T. 282; affd., 
[1891] 3 Ch. 242, C. A. 

300. ——.}—DARBYSHIRE v. LEIGH, Nos. 
169, 295, ante. 

301. Title to land—Whether deeds or wills set 
out at length—-Legal effect.|—A party cannot, in 
deducing title in pleading, set out a deed or will 
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at length, with averments as to the meaning of 
i ve ; he must state it according to its legal 
effect. 

To an action of detinue for title deeds, deft. 
pleaded that K. was seised of the messuages to 
which they related, & devised them to D. for 
life, who agreed with deft. to sell him all her 
interest therein; but before this agreement, the 
deeds were in the custody of deft. as D.’s agent, 
& that, upon the making of the agreement, J). 
left them in the possession of deft., that he might 
hold them until the agreement was performed, 
etc. :—Held: this statement did not show with 
sufficient certainty any contract whereby deft. 
acquired a lien on the deeds.—ROBERTSON v. 
SHOWLER (1845), 13 M. & W. 609; 2 Dow. & Ih. 





687; 14 L. J. Ix. 120; 5 1L. T. O. S. 58; 153 
E. R. 254. 

802. General statement as to documents 
insufficient.] — PHiniprps +v. PuHiuipeps, No. 177, 
ante. 

303. Title to reversion. ]—In an action 











upon covenants in an expired lease, pltf. stated 
the lease, that the term had expired, that at its 
expiration defts. were the assigns of the lease, & 
liable to perform the lessee’s covenants, that pltf. 
became, & at the expiration of the term was 
entitled to, the immediate reversion in the demised 
property, subject only to the term, that he was 
& is entitled to enforce all the lessee’s covenants, 
and that the defts. had for eight years paid him 
rent :-—Held: such pleading was insufficient, & 
the pltf. ought also to have shown what the 
reversion was which the lessor had, & how pltf. 
derived his title to that particular reversion. 
Accordingly, a statement of claim containing the 
statements so held to be insufficient was ordered 
to be struck out under Ord. XIX., r. 27, as a 
pleading tending to embarrass the fair trial of the 
action.—DAVIS v. JAMES (1884), 26 Ch. D. 778; 
63 L. J. Ch. 523; 50 L. T. 115; 32 W. RR. 406. 

304. Prolixity in setting forth documents—Effect 
of.J—Prolixity in setting forth important docu- 
ments is not impertinence; therefore, where the 
deft. set forth verbatim in his answer a state of 
facts & all the aflidavits to show that the demand 
made in this suit had been disallowed by the 
master in a former :—Held: the answer was not 
impertinent.—LOWE v. WILLIAMS (1826), 2 Sim. 
& St. 574: 57 E.R. 465. 

Statement of facts in summary form.]—Sce 
Part IIT., Sect. 3, ante. 

Objections to unnecessary matter.]— See Part 
VI., Sect. 2, post. 


SECT, 12.—CONDITION OF MIND— ALLEGATIONS 
OF MALICE, FRAUDULENT INTENT, ETC. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 22. Wherever it is materlal to allege 
malice, fraudulent intention, knowledge, or other condition of 
the mind of any person, it shall be sufficient to allege the same 
as a fact without setting out the circumstances from which the 
same is to be inferred. 


prea, misrepresentation, etc.]—See Sect. 7, 
ante. 

Libel & slander.]—See Linen & SLANDER, Vol. 
XXXII, p. 154, Nos. 1855 et seq. 

_Slander of title.|— See LinEL & SLANDER, Vol. 
AXXII., pp. 206-208, Nos. 2565-2590. 

Malicious prosecution.]—See MALICIOUS PROSE- 
one Vol. XXXTTI.. pp. 514, 515, Nos. 589- 


805. Knowledge—-Particulars in defence & affi- 
davit of documents.|—The pltf., as the successor 
in title of the lessors, alleged that the deft. com- 
pany had for each year since the date of the lease 
(except two) declared & paid a dividend on their 
stock or shares, & that for most years declared & 
paid a dividend greater than £5 per cent., but had 
not paid any part of the additional rent in respect 
of the years for which they declared a dividend 
of £5 per cent. per annum free of tax, & she sought 
a declaration that on the true construction of the 
lease the additional rent, exceeding the £2,500, 
should be increased by the amount of the income- 
tax as well as the declared rate of interest when 
that rate was £5 per cent. or upwards. The deft. 
company pleaded certain circumstances under 
which the lease had been executed. The lease 
having been executed subsequent to similar agrce- 
ments existing between the parties, the defts. 
contended that between 1889 & the date of the 
lease certain shares were held by two sets of 
trustees for the pltf.’s predecessor in title with 
the knowledge of the footing on which the addi- 
tional rent was paid; in other words, that for 
vears the dividends declared exceeded £5 per 
cent.; that they were declared free of tax & that 
the additional rent was based on the declared 
rate of dividend irrespective of tax. The com- 
pany further pleaded in paragraph 3 (j) of the 
defence that the rent was so received by the 
pltf.’s predecessors in title with knowledge of the 
footing on which the additional rent was paid, & 
also by paragraph 9 that if it did make a mistake 
in paying such dividends, such mistake was 
always known to the trustee predecessors of the 
pitf., who encouraged the company to deal with 
its profits on the footing that the rent under the 
1891 lease had been paid on the proper basis. 
Under these circumstances the pltf. asked for 
further & better particulars of (inter alia) the 
knowledge alleged by the deft. company in para- 
graphs 3 (7) & (9) of the defence & how such 
knowledge was obtained, & whether by means of 
documents or verbally. The matter having come 
before the master, who made the order as asked, 
it was adjourned to the judge for hearing as a 
procedure summons. 

The only two matters left in dispute are whether 
the deft. company can rightly & fairly be asked 
to give particulars of how the knowledge referred 
to in paragraphs 3 (j) & 9 of the defence came to 
exist, whether by means of documents or verbally, 
& soon. The deft. company, on the other hand, 
contended, & I think rightly, that it had set out 
in detail in the defence the circumstances under 
which such knowledge ought to be assumed. It 
has also made an affidavit of documents & admitted 
that any document going to assist in the plea of 
‘‘ knowledge’ would be a relevant document & 
would have to be included in the affidavit of 
documents. Under these circumstances, the ques- 
tion is whether any such particulars of this know- 
ledge as are asked should be directed, having 
regard to the circumstances that have been men- 
tioned, & also having regard to Ord. XIX., r. 22. 
I do not propose to discuss whether these were 
questions in which knowledge pleaded should be 
the subject of further particulars ordered. In the 
ae case, under the circumstances mentioned, 
1aving regard to the pleadings & to the fact that 
an affidavit of documents had been made, I think 
pltf. has no right under the rule to obtain the 
particulars asked for, & they must be refused 
(ASTBURY, J.).—SARGEAUNT v. CARDIFF JUNCTION 
Dry Dock & ENGINEERING Co., Lrp., [1926] 
W.N. 263, 
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Sect. 13.—ALLEGATION OF NOTICE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 28. Wherever it is material to allege 
notice to any person of any fact, matter, or thing, it shall be 
sufficient to allege such notice as a fact, unless the form or the 
precise terms of such notice, or the circumstances from which 
such notice is to be inferred, be material. 


SrecT. 14.—ALLEGATION OF IMPLIED CONTRACT 
OR RELATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 24. Whenever any contract or any 
relation between any persons is to be impHed from a series of 
letters or conversations, or otherwise from a number of circum- 
stances, it shall be sufficient to allege such contract or relation 
asa fact, and to refer generally to such letters, conversations, or 
circumstances Without setting them out in the detail. And if 
mp such case the person so pleading desires to rely in the alterna- 
tive upon more contracts or relations than one as to be implied 
trom such circumstances, he may state the same in the alterna- 
tive. 


SEcT. 15.—PLEADING STATEMENT OF ACCOUNT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XX., r. 8. In every case in which the cause of 
action is a stated or settled account, the same shall be alleged 
With particulars, but in every case in which a statement of 
account is relied on by way of evidence or admission of any 
other cause or action which is pleaded, the same shall not be 
alleged in the pleadings, 


1.0.U.—Whether evidence of account stated.]-— 
Sce BILLS OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., p. 459. 

Account stated, see CONTRACT, Vol. XII, p. 571, 
Nos, 4761 et seq. 

Exclusion of evidence, see Sect. 4, ante. 


SEcT. 16.—DISTINCT CLAIMS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XX., r. 7. Where the plaintiff seeks relief in 
respect of several distinct claims or causes of complaint founded 
upon separate and distinct grounds, they shall he stated, as far 
as may be. separately and distinctly. And the same rule 
shall apply where the defendant relics upon several distinct 
grounds of detence. set-off, or counterclaim founded wpon 
separate and distinct facts, 


Part IV.—Answering 


SEcT. 1.—FAILURE TO DENY ALLEGATIONS— 
ADMISSIONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 13. Every allegation of fact in any 
pleading, not being a petition or summons, if not denied specific- 
ally or by necessary implication, or stated to be not admitted in 
the pleading of the opposite party, shall be taken to be admitted. 
except as against an infant, lunatic, or person of unsound mind 
not so found by inquisition. 


Voluntary admissions & admissions pursuant to 
notice to admit, are Part XVI., post. 

307. Presumption that allegations admitted. |—If 
a plitf. who is of age does not reply, it is an admis- 
sion of the facts in the answer; but an infant can 
admit nothing, & therefore his not replying does 
not affect him.—LEGARD v. SHEFFIELD (1742), 
2 Atk. 377; Dick. 87; 26 E. R. 628. 

808. -+—-Facts averred in pleading & not 
traversed must be taken as facts admitted & 
received as facts in considering the particular 
issue on which the jury are to find, but do not 
entitle the opposite party to reply (PATTESON, J.). 





PLEADING. 


806. Joinder of separate defences in one plea— 
Plaintiff’s right to have grounds stated separately 
& distinctly—Particulars.|—An alleged libel was 
capable of meaning either that a charge had been 
made against pltf., or that the charge had been 
made & was true. Deft. pleaded the truth of the 
libel. PItf. applied for particulars of the plea of 
justification :—Held: pltf. was entitled to infor- 
mation whether deft. intended to justify one or 
both meanings. 

Ord. XX., r. 7, says: ‘‘ Where the pltf. seeks 
relief in respect of several distinct claims founded 
upon separate & distinct grounds, they shall be 
stated, as far as may be, separately & distinctly, 
& the same rule shall apply where the deft. relies 
upon several distinct grounds of defence, .. . 
founded upon separate & distinct facts.’’ Now 
this is a case in which the two defences, though 
put together in one plea, really are distinct grounds 
of defence, & founded on separate & distinct 
facts; & if one were to go by the hard & fast 
line, this is a case in which the pltf. would have 
had a right, it seems to me, to have the grounds 
of defence stated separately & distinctly. That 
has not been done. It may be said on behalf of 
the deft. that this is an objection to pleading. 
Yes; but objections to pleading have always, 
from. time immemorial, been cured, when the 
objection is to the generality of the pleading, by 
delivery of particulars. This is an apt way in 
the conmon law division of curing the objection 
caused by the gencrality of the plea. It seems 
to me, therefore, that the order for particulars is 
based upon good practice, & certainly is required 
by the justice of the case (BOWEN, L.J.).—HEN- 
NESSY v. WRIGHT (1888), 57 I. J. Q. B. 594, 


596; 59 L. T. 795; 36 W. R. 878; 4 T. LR. 
Gols Cy aX. 
SrecrT. 17.—PARTICULARS. 
See Part XIV., post. 
’ 
an Opponent’s Case. 
—GALE v. LEWIS (1846), 9 Q. B. 730; 16 L. J. 


Q. B. 1193; 11 Jur. 7380; 8 1. T. O. S. 158; 115 
E. R. 1455. 

309. -+—The presumption is always against 
the pleader, because the pltf. is presumed to state 
his own case in the manner most favourable to 
himself; if, therefore, he has left anything 
material to his case in doubt, the assumption must 
be in favour of the other party.—COLUMBINE v., 
CHICHESTER (1846), 2 Ph. 27; 41 E. R. 851; 
sub nom. COLOMBINE v. CHICHESTER, 4 Ry. & 
Can. Cas. 4382; 1 Coop. temp. Cott. 295; 165 
L. J. Ch. 408; 10 Jur. 626, L. C. 

310. -}—By the modern rules of pleading in 
actions for libel, all the inducement is admitted 
if it be not traversed.—FRADLEY v. FRADLEY 
(1838), 8 C. & P. 572. 

311. »}—By Ord. XIX.,r. 17, parties are not 
allowed in their pleadings to deny generally allega- 
tions pleaded laa them, & are required to deal 
specifically with each allegation of fact of which 
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the truth is not admitted. In this case a state- 
ment of claim of voluminous length had been 
delivered by pltfs. & had been met by deft. R. 
with a statement of defence of great length. The 
pitf. moved under Ord. XIX., r. 27, to strike out 
the final paragraph as embarrassing. 

The rules of pleading are that each side must 
state specifically the facis upon which it relies 
& specifically deny any facts which are denied. 
The admissions & denials could of course be by 
implication, but it was not permissible for a party, 
especially after pleading lengthy allegations of 
the other side, to make a general denial by referring 
to admissions, as to put the other party to the 
trouble of hunting up the admissions referred to 
(Critry, J.).—BRITIsH & COLONIAL LAND ASSOCIA- 
oe LTD. v. Foster & ROBINS (1888), 4 T. L. R. 
) . 

312. ~}—This was an action for specific per- 
formance of an alleged contract to purchase 
twenty-five shares in a company, & for damages. 
Motion by the pltfs., who were share dealers, for 
judgment for the relief claimed on admissions 
of fact by the deft. Paragraph 2 of the 
statement of claim stated: ‘‘ On Feb. 9, 1889, the 
deft. authorised one E., a stockbroker, to pur- 
chase on the London Stock Exchange on his 
behalf twenty-five shares in the Snyder Dynamite 
Company, Limited’’; & paragraph 3 stated: 
‘The said IX. accordingly, on behalf of the deft., 
on Feb. 9, 1889, contracted to purchase of the 
pltfs. twenty-five shares in the said company.” 
The defence stated: (1) The deft. denies that he 
authorised FE. to purchase twenty-five or any shares 
in the said company as alleged, or at all. (2) The 
said EK. was not deft.’s agent, or authorised as 
alleged. (3) Deft. does not admit any or either of 
the other allegations in the statement of claim, 
& traverses them severally, as though he denied 
them herein seriatim. 

As to whether the 3rd paragraph of the state- 
ment of claim has been admitted by the defence, 
it is contended by the pltfs. that ‘‘ specifically ”’ 
by Ord. X1X., r. 13, which says, ‘‘ allegations of 
fact in any pleading, if not denied specifically 
... or stated to be not admitted ... shall be 
taken to be admitted ...,” refers not only to 
denials, but also to non-admissions. In my 
opinion this is not so. ‘ Specifically ’? must not 
be read with ‘ admitted.”” But, looking at 
Ord. XIX., r. 19, which says, ‘When a party in 
any pleading denies an allegation of fact in the 
previous pleading of the opposite party, he must 
not do so evasively, but answer the point of 
substance ...,’’ I think there has been a 
lumping together in the defence, & it would be 
quite consistent with it to say that, if, it were 
distributed amongst the paragraphs of the claim, 
there might be found admissions on the part of 
the deft. In my opinion, then, this rule has not 
been complied with (Nortu, J.).—BurRDETT & 
ILARRIS v. HUMPHAGE (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 293. 

$18. -l—By a specially indorsed writ, dated 
July 30, 1918, pltf. claimed £132, the amount 
owing from deft. to pltf. ‘‘ under an agreement in 
writing signed by deft., & dated May 25, 1915.” 
The indorsement was headed ‘‘ Statement of 
claim.” Deft. did not enter an appearance, & 
on Aug. 24, 1918, judgment was signed against 
him in default of appearance. On the same day 
plitf. took out a summons under the Courts (Emer- 
gency Powers) Acts, 1914-1917, for leave to 
proceed to execution on, or otherwise to enforce, 
the judgment. This application was made because 
pitf. was uncertain whether deft. had or had not 
joined His Majesty’s Forces. 








For the purposes of this action under rules of 
court which governed the matter every allegation 
of fact in a pleading, if not denied, must be taken 
to be admitted. In the statement of claim 
contained in the indorsement on the writ the sum 
of £132 was alleged to be due under an agreement 
of May 25,1915. That allegation for the purposes 
of the present action must be taken as admitted. 
If it were necessary I would be prepared to say that 
the document of May 25, 1915. was upon its face 
a good agreement made for good consideration, 
& not a mere acknowledgment of a sum due, 
because the sum due was settled by agreement & 
deft. undertook to pay that sum by instalments. 
The appeal therefore failed (BANKES, [..J.).— 
CRIBB v. FREYBERGER, [1919] W. N. 22, C. A. 

314. Material allegation.]|—-Every material 
allegation upon pleadings, which is not answered, 
is admitted.— BLAKE v. West (1699), 1 Ld. Raym. 
504; 91 E. R. 1236. 

315. .}—In pleading, whatever is 
materially alleged & not traversed is admitted.— 
NICHOLSON v. SIMPSON (1720), 11 Mod. Rep. 
336; 1 Stra. 297; 88 EK. R. 1075. 

316. -I—An admission made in the 
course of pleading, whether in express terms or by 
omitting to traverse a previous allegation, is an 
omission for all purposes of the cause, whether 
the facts relate to the parties or to third persons, 
provided the allegation be material.--BINGHAM v. 
STANLEY, No. 1777, post. 

317. ——.}—It is an established rule of 
pleading, that by pleading over every traversable 
allegation is admitted, but an immaterial allega- 
tion is not admitted. If what is not material is 
traversed & not admitted, it cannot be taken as 
admitted if not traversed. The general rule of 
pleading undoubtedly is, that a party shall not be 
allowed to take a traverse in such a form as to 
make a matter which is immaterial part of the 
issue.—KING v. NORMAN (1847), 4 C. B. 881; 17 
LJ.C. Po. 238; 01. T. O. S. 4833; 11 Jur. 824; 
136 BE. R. 757. 

318. Whether proof dispensed with. |— 
Where a material fact alleged in pleading is not 
traversed by subsequent pleading, it is not there- 
fore admitted as a fact, so as to dispense with proof 
of it before the jury. 

To a declaration in assumpsit by indorsee 
against maker of a promissory note, deft. pleaded 
that the note was indorsed & delivered to pltf. 
by his indorser in violation of good faith & in fraud 
& contempt of an order for referring the claim 
of that indorser to arbitration, & that pitf. took the 
note with full knowledge of the premises.  PItf. 
replied that he had not, when he took the note, 
any knowledge of the premises in the plea 
mentioned :—Held: upon these pleadings the 
deft. was bound to begin at the trial & to prove the 
pltf.’s knowledge of the fraud, & pltf. was not 
bound in the first instance to prove consideration 
given for the indorsement to him.—SMITH vv. 
MaRTIN (1842), 9 M. & W. 304; 1 Dowl. N. S. 
418; 111. 3. Ex. 129; 152 FE. R. 129. 

319. Foreign regulations—Inference of 
effect.]|—Admission by pleading extends to matters 
of fact, not of law. Foreign regulations set out. 
in plea & not traversed are thereby admitted, but 
an inference of the effect of such regulations, 
though pleaded & not denied, being a matter of 
judicial construction, is not admitted.—THE 
PEERLESS (OWNERS) v. THE JASON (OWNERS) 
(1860), 1 Lush. 108; 30 L. J. P. M. & A. 89; 3 
L. T. 125, P. C. 

820. Extent of admission.]—A plea never 
admits more than must have been proved if the 
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allegation supposed to have been admitted had 
been traversed.—KInG & BULWER v. WALKER 
(1863), 2 H. & C. 384; 33 L. J. Ex. 167; 9 
L. T. 259; 9 Jur. N. S. 1157; 1 Mar. LL. C. 384 ; 
159 E. R. 1583; on appeal (1864), 3 H. & C. 209, 
Ex. Ch. 

321. Breach of trust. |— Where in his defence 
a trustee had not specifically denied that he had 
been guilty of breach of trust with regard to certain 
funds, he was ordered at the instance of infants 
cestui que trustent to pay these funds into court, 
for a trustee with trust money in his hands is 
presumed still to have it until he has properly 
discharged himself of it.—SyYMONDs 1. JENKINS 
(1876), 3 Char. Prac. Cas. 78; 34 L. T. 277; 24 
W. R12. 

322. Allegations not admitted must be so 
stated separately.]—What amounts to admissions 
of fact in a pleading is defined by Ord. XIX..r. 17: 
‘Every allegation of fact in any pleading... 
if not denied specifically or by necessary implica- 
tion, or stated to be not admitted in the pleading 
of the opposite party, shall be taken to be 
admitted.” Consequently, all you have to find 
is no specific denial or no definite refusal to admit. 
Then the question is what “if not denied 
specificially "’ means. & that is again defined in 
subsequent rules. The 20th rule says: * It shall 
not be sufficient for a deft. in his defence to deny 
generally the facts alleged ... in a defence by 
way of counterclaim, but each party must deal 
specifically with each allegation of fact of which 
he does not admit the truth.’ There, it will be 
secn, it is not merely denial which is mwneant, but 
the rule covers non-admission, for each party is 
to deal specifically with every allegation of fact 
of which he does not admit the truth. Therefore, 
he must be quite as specitic under the 20th rule 
when he says ‘‘ I do not admit ’’ as when he says 
“I deny.’ In fact, they are both covered by 
the 20th rule. Then, in order that there shall be 
no mistake as to the meaning of the word * speci- 
fically ” in the 20th rule, the 22nd rule says this: 
‘When a party in any pleading denies an allega- 
tion of fact in the previous pleading of the opposite 
party, he must not do so evasively, but answer 
the point of substance. Thus, if it be alleged that 
he received a certain sum of money, it shall not be 
sufficient to deny that he received that particular 
amount, but he must deny that he received that 
sum, or any part thereof, or else set out how much 
he received. And so, when a matter of fact is 
alleged with divers circumstances, it shall not be 
sufficient to deny it as alleged along with those 
circumstances, but a fair & substantial answer 
must be given” (JESSEL, M.R.).—Tnorr v. 
HOLDSWORTH (1876), 3 Ch. D. 637, 640; 45 L. J. 
Ch. 406; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 87. 

3823. .J—LIvery allegation of fact stated 
in a pleading not to be admitted must be so stated 
separately. HARRIS v. GAMBLE (1878), 7 Ch. D. 
acne 47 L. J. Ch. 344; 38 L. T. 253; 26 W. R. 

ol. 

324, -—— Impossibility of ascertaining in- 
ferential denials.|—The usual & most convenient 
form of pleading is to negative expressly every 
important matter intended to be denied, the rule 
applicable to pleading in an act on petition being, 
that what is not denied is to be considered & taken 
as truc, & if such rule be departed from, there 
will be a great danger of the case being prejudiced, 
for it will often be impossible to ascertain what is 
an inferential denial. There are many circum- 
stances of considerable importance in this original 
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action of petition, of which no notice whatever is 
taken in the answer, & whether they are true or 
not the court has to collect from the whole case, 
instead of having either an admission or a direct 
denial.—THE GLASGOW PackET (1843), 8 Jur. 
674. 

$25. Amendment to dispute point admitted 
—Whether permitted.j—In an action for damages 
for an alleged infringement in pltf.’s copyright in a 
song, deft. by his statement of defence alleged that 
the song had not been registered at Stationers’ 
Hall until Dec. 9, 1876, & added, ‘‘the deft. 
denies that the song has been duly registered. 
The time of the first publication thereof is not 
truly entered on the register ’’ :—Held: on this 
pleading deft. was only entitled to prove that the 
time of first publication had been untruly entered 
& he was not at liberty to prove that the name of 
the publisher had been untruly stated ; also that 
leave to amend the statement of defence so as to 
raise the latter point ought not to be given, even 
though by pltf.’s own evidence at the trial it for 
the first time appeared that) the name of the 
publisher had been untruly entered in the register. 

1 do not think I ought to allow an amendment 
for the mere purpose of enabling deft. to raise a 
purely technical objection to pltf.’s title to sue, 
an objection which deft. never intended to raise, 
but of which he now adroitly secks to avail himself. 
1 think pltf. had a right to rely upon that which 
is in effect an admission in the statement of defence, 
that in every respect. but that one which is 
mentioned, the registration was duly made 
(Fry, J.).—-COLLETTE v. Goopt (1878), 7 Ch. D. 
$42; 47 L. J. Ch. 370; 38 L. T. 504. 

326. .}-—By a building agreement 
it was stipulated that as soon as R. should have 
roofed-in the houses to be erected by him on 
certain plots of ground belonging to H., H. would 
grant & R. would accept a separate lease for ninety- 
nine years, at the rent therein mentioned, of each 
house when & so soon as the roof was completed, 
& the plot of ground on which it stood; the 
leases to be in the form of a draft annexed to the 
agreement. There was a proviso that the lessor 
‘in respect of any of the plots not previously 
demised,” might re-enter, in the event of the rent 
being in arrear for twenty-one days, or if at anv 
time the works were not regularly proceeded with 
for twenty-one days. The form of lease contained 
a covenant to complete the house within a certain 
period, & a proviso for the re-entry or non-pay- 
ment of rent, or breach of covenant, but no power 
of re-entry was given if the works were not pro- 
ceeded with for twenty-one days. In June, 1887, 
EK. assigned to lL. the benefit of the agreement as 
to four houses which he had roofed-in. kK. died 
in July, 1887, & after his death building opera- 
tions stopped for more than twenty-one days. 
In Oct. 1887, L.. brought his action to compel H. 
to grant the leases. H., by his defence, denied 
the right of L. to leases, on the grounds that the 
works had been stopped for more than twenty- 
one days, & that rent was in arrear. L. by his 
statement of claim alleged that the houses were 
ruoofed-in by March, 1887, & H. did not by his 
defence traverse this statement. The evidence 
at the trial showed that the main buildings of the 
houses were completely roofed-in before June, 1887, 
but the flat wooden roofs of some annexes had up 
to the time of the trial not been covered with zinc. 
If. then applied for leave to amend his defence, 
that he might contend that the buildings had not 
been roofed-in within the meaning of the agree- 
ment. KEKEWICH, J., refused leave, & held that 
H. must be bound by his admission on the 
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pleadings, & that the evidence must be disre- 
garded :—Held: that as H. had been almost 
constantly on the property about the time of 
R.’s death, & had been perfectly aware of the 
state in which it was, he ought not now to be 
allowed to amend for the purpose of taking this 
point, which he had not thought fit to raise on the 
pleadings.—LOWTHER v. HEAVER (1889), 41 
Ch. D. 248; 58 L. J. Ch. 482; 60 L. T. 310; 37 
W. RH. 465, C. A. 

827. ——— Absence of specific denial—Judgment 
as upon admission of fact. |—Unless the allegations 
in a statement of claim arc specifically denied, pltf. 
is entitled to move for judgment as upon admission 
of fact in the pleadings.—RUuTTER v. TREGENT 
(1879), 12 Ch. D. 758; 48 L. J. Ch. 7901; 41 L. T. 
16; 27 W. R. 902. 

328. Frivolous & vexatious defence.]— 
Action to restrain personal libel & slander of title. 
Application to strike out statement of defence 
& counterclaims & for judgment on pltf.’s plead- 
ings, which were in effect admitted by deft. 
having pleaded & not denied, but justified the 
allegations in the statement of claim. 

The statements in the defence & counterclaim 
were frivolous & vexatious & the defence showed 
no answer to the claim, & the counterclaim 
showed no cause of action, & the allegations in the 
statement of claim being admitted were valid 
ground for giving judgment for the pltf., & the 
deft.’s\ pleading should be struck out under 
Ord. XXV., r. 4 (NorTH, J.).—SALOMONS v. 
KNIGHT, [1891] 2 Ch. 294; 60 L. J. Ch. 743; 64 
L. T. 589; 39 W. R. 506, C. A. 

329. Form of order.]—On a motion for 
judgment in default of defence in a foreclosure 
action the pitf.. an equitable mortgagee of lease- 
holds, asked for a personal judgment against 
the deft.. the mortgagor, for the amount which 
the pltf. by his statement of claim alleged to be 
due, on the ground that the deft. by not putting 
in a defence, had admitted that that amount was 
due from him. The pltf. had not asked for a 
personal judgment by his statement of claim. 
The deft. did not appear at the hearing :—/leld : 
the deft.’s admission by not pleading could only 
be treated as made for the purpose of the relief asked 
by the statement of claim. The court, therefore. 
merely directed an account of what was due to the 
pitf. for the principal & interest under his mort- 
gage,—FAITHFULL v. WOODLEY (1889), 48 Ch. D. 
287; 591. J.Ch. 304; 61 T. T. 808 ; 38 W. R. 826. 

330. Denial of particular fact—Whether other 
immaterial allegations admitted.]—Declaration in 
assumpstt stated that the defts. were the owners 
of a vessel lying in a certain river, & bound to 
Liverpool; that the pltf. caused to be shipped 
on board her a quantity of potatoes to be safely 
carried by the defts. as owners of the said vessel, 
to Liverpool; &, in consideration thereof, & 
of certain freight, the defts. promised the pltf. 
to take proper care of & safely carry the said 
goods as aforesaid: with a breach that, through 
the defts.’ negligence, they were damaged. Plea, 
non-assumpserunt :—H eld: the ownership of the 
defts. was not admitted by the plea. 

A plea denying a particular fact alleged in the 
declaration docs not admit other immaterial 
allegations in the declaration.—BENNION v. DavI- 
SON (1838), 3 M. & W. 179; 7 L. J. Ex. 116; 
150 E. R. 1106. 

831. Withdrawal of admission—Admission made 
by mistake.]—The cestu: que trust under a settle- 
ment sued B. & J., who were in partnership as 
solicitors, to recover a sum of trust money alleged 
to have been received by the firm & not duly 

2™ 











invested. J. was the sole trustee of the settle- 
ment, & was in difficulties. B., by his defence 
admitted that J. had paid the moncy into the 
banking account of the firm, but without B.’s 
knowledge; & he made a like admission in his 
answer to interrogatories. J. made a like admis- 
sion. Upon these admissions, an order was made 
in chambers for B. & J. to pay the money into 
court. B. moved to discharge this order so far 
as it affected him on the ground that this admission 
had been made by mistake, & he adduced evidence 
which showed conclusively that the money never 
had come into the banking account of the firm. 
STIRLING, J., held that B. ought to have leave to 
withdraw his admission as made by mistake & 
to amend his defence, & discharged as against B. 
the order for payment into court on the ground 
that there was no such admission in B.’s affidavits 
as to justify the order. The pltf. appealed :— 
Held: as the admission was shown to have been 
made by mistake, it was right that B. should be 
allowed to amend his defence for the purpose of 
withdrawing it; & that on the materials before 
the court apart from the admission, there was no 
such admission by B. of receipt of the money as 
would justify an order on him for payment into 
court: but as on these materials there was still 
a strong case for contending that the firm had 
received the money, the order to amend ought not 
to have been made, except on the terms of the 
money being brought into court.—HOLLIs v. 
BuRTON, [1892] 3 Ch. 226; 67 L. T. 146; 40 
W. R. 6103; 36 Sol. Jo. 625. C. A. 

332. Admission of statements alleged by way of 
counterclaim.|— Deft. to an action delivered a 
statement of defence & counterclaim. The defence 
contained various admissions & allegations of fact, 
& then, by way of counterclaim, deft. repeated 
‘‘the several matters hereinbefore stated & 
admitted ’? & claimed certain relief. Pltf., by 
his reply, after making certain admissions & 
joining issue on the rest of the statement of defence, 
‘‘in reply to the statements alleged by wav of 
counterclaim ’’ repeated ‘‘ the several matters 
stated in the statement of claim & the admissions 
hereinbefore made,” & said that ‘‘ save as stated 
in the statement of claim or hereinbefore admitted, 
each of such allegations is untrue”: —HMeld: this 
amounted to an admissiuon of all the statements 
alleged by way of counterclain)y.— GREEN tv. 
SEVIN (1879), 13 Ch. D. 589; 19 L. J. Ch. 166 ; 
41 L. T. 724; 44 5. P. 282. 

333. Failure to plead in actions against infants— 
Allegations not thereby admitted.]|—An infant can 
admit nothing & therefore his not replying dues not 
affect him.—LEGARD v. SHEFFIELD, No. 307, ante. 

334. Whether judgment obtainable on 
motion for judgment—Cause set down for trial. |— 
On motion for judgment the court has no power, 
under the R. S. C. of 1875, to order that the 
evidence shall be taken by affidavit. Accordingly, 
where a consent action, in which an infant & a 
married woman were defts.. & in which the 
evidence had been taken by affidavit. was set down 
on motion for judgment, the court gave judgment, 
but directed that notice of trial should be given 
to the infant & married woman, & that the action 
should be placed in the paper again pro forma.— 
ELLIs v. ROBBINS (1881), 50 L. J. Ch. 512. 

335. .-|/—An action against several 
defts., one of whom was an infant, was, where 
no defences had been put in, directed by the court 
to be set down for trial, on notice of trial against 
the infant, & on motion for judgment against the 
other defts——-NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK Uv. 
EVANS (1881), 51 L. J. Ch. 97; 30 W. R. 177. 
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836. —— Affidavit verifying statement of 
claim.]—In an action for sale in lieu of partition 
the sole deft. was aninfant. The facts were simple, 
& no defence was put in. Plitfs. moved for judg- 
ment, & supported their motion by affidavits which 
verified the statement of claim. The guardian 
ad litem did not object to the proposed minutes 
of judgment :—Held: under the circumstances, 
pitis. had taken the proper course, & that notice 
of trial need not be given.—Re FITZWATER, FITZ- 
WATER t. WATERHOUSE (1882), 52 L. J. Ch. 83. 

: -]—The defence of two infant 
defts. in an ejectment action was withdrawn under 
an order of court. The other defts. having made 
admissions, judgment was moved for, supported 
by an affidavit proving the statement of claim :— 
Held: the correct course where infants are parties 
& their defence is withdrawn & judgment is moved 














for, is to prove the statement of claim by affidavit. . 


—GARDNER v. TAPLING (1885), 33 W. R. 473. 

338. -/—Ona motion for judgment 
in default of pleading by the pltfs. in a partition 
action, some of the defts. being infants :—Held: 
it was not necessary that any affidavit should be 
made verifying the statements in the statement of 
claim.—RIPLEY v. SAWYER (1886), 31 Ch. D. 494 ; 
55 L. J. Ch. 407; 54 L. T. 204; 34 W. R. 270. 

339. ——- ——— ——.}--In an action for sale in 
lieu of partition, where all persons interested (some 
being infants) asked that an inquiry as to title 
might Le dispensed with, & for an immediate sale 
by auction & out of court, an order was made upon 
motion for judgment for an innmediate sale & out 
of court, subject to directions for fixing a reserve 
price & the auctioneer’s remuneration in chambers, 
& for the conditions of sale to require the purchaser 
to pay into court his purchase money. 

Having regard to the fact that infants were 

interested, & to rule 9 of the Rules of Dec. 1888, 
which modifies Ord. LI., r. la, of the Rules of 
Court, 1883, the court required the allegations in 
the claim to be verified by affidavit, notwithstand- 
ing that such allegations were admitted by the 
deft. in his pleading.—WILLIs v. WILLIS (1889), 
61 L. T. 610, 611; 38 W. R. 7. 
-/—In an action by a widow 
against four defts. to set aside a written agreement 
alleged to have been obtained by them from her 
by misrepresentation & under pressure, one of 
the defts. was an infant & a guardian ad litem had 
been appointed for him. The guardian ad litem 
& the other defts. appeared to the writ, but put 
in no defence to the pltf.’s statement of claim. 
Pitf. moved under Ord. XXXVI., r. 6, for judg- 
ment against all the defts., & as against the infant 
deft. filed an affidavit verifying the allegations in 
the statement of claim. 

1 will follow the cases cited, otherwise great 
expense might have to be incurred if, in the case 
of an infant deft. like the present, the action had 
to be set down for trial & the claim proved by 
evidence of witnesses. You may take your order 
(NEVILLE, J.).—CHEEK v. CHEEK, [1910] W. N. 87. 
: str aac on admission.]—See Part XVI., Sect. 

9 post. 




















Secr 2.—GENERAL DENIALS. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XEX., r. 17. It shall not be sufficient for a 
defendant in his defence to deny wenerally the grounds alleged 
by the statement of claim or for a plaintiff in his reply to deny 


generally the grounds alleged in a defence by way of counter- 
claim, but eac party must deal specifioally with each allegation 
of fact of which he does not admit the truth, except damages. 


341. Insufficient—Denials must be specific. }—The 
plea must precisely answer the allegations in the 
declaration.—GoopDay wv. MICHELL (1595), Cro. 
Eliz. 441; Owen, 71; 78 E. R. 681. 

342. Particular & special] allegations of 
notice of title.}—Where the bill charges particular 
& special instances of notice of pltf.’s title on the 
deft., his denial of notice generally is not sufficient. 
—RADFORD v. WILSON (1754),3 Atk. 815; 26 H. R. 


1265. 

343. ———— Sums alleged to have heen received 
by defendant—Reference to schedule insufficient. |— 
Where sums are specifically charged in the bill 
to have been received by the deft., he must answer 
specifically to them; & it is not enough to refer 
to a schedule of all sums received.—HEPBURN v. 
DURAND (1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 508; 28 E. R. 1262. 

344, —————— Partnership accounts. ]—A bill was 
filed, stating a partnership, & praying an account. 
Defts. by their answer, denied the partnership, 
& refused to set forth any account. Exceptions 
were taken to the answer, for insufficiency, in not 
having set forth the accounts :—Held: if a deft. 
answers, he must answer fully.—-—-— v. ILARRISON 
(1819), 4 Madd. 252; 56 E. R. 699. 

345. ——— Negative plea not going to material 
collateral charges. ]|—-Negative plea, to belief, of no 
mortgage, not going to material collateral charges 
tending to that pvint, too loose & general, & over- 
ruled.—ARNOLD v. HEAFORD & NICHOLSON (1825), 
M‘Cle. & Yo. 330; 148 E. R. 439. 

346. Allegations of particular facts— 
Inquiries.|—Where particular facts are alleged & 
there are sifting inquiries founded on them, a 
general denial is insufficient.—JODRELL v. SLANEY 
(1847), 10 Beav. 225; 16 L. J. Ch. 195; 9 L. T. 
O. 8.49; 11 Jur. 5380; 50 BE. R. 5869. 

347. Collision cases. }—Pleadings should 
be framed so as to assist not only the party in 
his statement of the case but also the court in its 
investigation of the truth between the litigants, 
& deft. in a collision case in his answer cannot rely 
on a simple negative but must enter into a detail 
of the circumstances leading to the collision & 
this statement must be free from vagueness.— 
Toe WuHy Nor (1868), L. R.2 A. & E.265; 38 L. J. 
Adm. 26; 18 1s. T. 861 ; 3 Mar. Ll. G. 135. 

348. ——— General denial of all knowledge of 
transactions. ]—A bill was filed to set aside certain 
contracts between pltf. & a person deceased. 
Delay occurred in putting in defts.’ answer, & a 
peremptory order was made by the judge in 
chambers that the answer should be filed by a 
certain day. On the day after that limited by 
the order defts. filed an answer denying generally 
all knowledge of the transactions stated in the bill. 
On motion to take this answer off the file as 
delusive and evasive :—Held: the answer ought 
to be taken off the file of the court with costs.— 
JOHNSON v. BOVILL (1869), 19 L. T. 811. 

: —— Object of rule.}—The statement 
of claim in an action for specific performance 
stated that the predecessor in title of the pltf., 
by his agent lawfully authorised, signed an agrec- 
ment with H., the predecessor in title of the deft. 
The statement of defence denied this in words 
following the words of the statement of claim & 
then proceeded to state that H., the predecessor 
in title of the deft., was of unsound mind & did not 
lawfully authorise any one as his agent to sign 
an agreement, & in asubsequent paragraph denied 
that any agreement was signed by H., or any person 
by him lawfully authorised :—Held: under the 
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statement of defence, the deft. could only enter 
into evidence to show the unsoundness of mind of 
H., & could not enter into evidence to show that 
the agent was not duly authorised. 

This statement of defence was contrary to the 
spirit of the Rules of Court, Ord. XIX., rr. 17, 
20, 28. The object of these rules was to insure 
a proper statement of the issues intended to be 
raised in the defence, in order that the other party 
might know to what to direct his evidence (BAG- 
GALLAY, L.J.).—Byrp v. Nunn (1877), 7 Ch. D. 
oon 47 L. J.Ch.1; 371. T. 585; 26 W. R. 101, 

350. —-— ——— Facts not to be admitted. ]|—-What 
amounts to admissions of fact in a pleading is 
defined by the 17th rule of Ord. XTX.: ‘ Every 
allegation of fact in any pleading... if not 
denied specifically or by necessary implication, 
or stated to be not admitted in the pleading of the 
opposite party, shall be taken to be admitted.” 
Consequently, all you have to find is no specific 
denial or no definite refusal to admit. Then the 
question is what ‘if not denied specifically ”’ 
means, & that is again defined in subsequent rules. 
The 20th rule says: ‘“ It shall not be sufficient for 
a deft. in his defence to deny generally the facts 
alleged . . . in a defence by way of counterclaim, 
but each party must deal specifically with each 
allegation of fact of which he does not admit the 
truth.’ There, it will be seen, it is nut merely 
denial which is meant, but the rule covers non- 
admission, for each party is to deal specifically 
with every allegation of fact of which he does not 
admit the truth. Therefore, he must be quite as 
specific under the 20th rule when he says ‘‘T do 
not admit ’”’ as when he says “I deny.’’ In fact, 
they are both covered by the 20th rule. Then, in 
order that there shall be no mistake as to the 
meaning of the word ‘ specifically’ in the 20th 
rule, the 22nd rule says this: ‘‘ When a party 
in any pleading denies an allegation of fact in 
the previous pleading of the opposite party he 
must not do so evasively, but answer the point 
of substance. Thus, if it be alleged that he received 
a certain sum of money, it shall not be sufficient 
to deny that he received that particular amount, 
but he must deny that he received that sum, 
or any part thereof, or else set out how much he 
received. & 80, when a matter of fact is alleged 
with divers circumstances, it shall not be sufficient 
to deny it as alleged along with those circumstances, 
but a fair & substantial answer must be given ”’ 
(JESSEL, M.It.)—THorpP v. HOLDSWORTH (1878), 
3 Ch. D. 637, 640; 45 L. J. Ch. 406; 3 Char. Pr. 
Cas. 87. 

351. .]—Every allegation of fact 
stated in a pleading not to be admitted must be so 
stated separately.—HARRIS v. GAMBLE (1878), 
7 Ch. D. 877; 45 L. J. Ch. 344; 38 L. T. 253; 26 
W. R. 351. 

352. ~]—The usual & most con- 
venient form of pleading is to negative expressly 
every important mattcr intended to be denied, 
the rule applicable to pleading in an act on petition 
being, that what is not denied is to be considered 
& taken as true, & if such rule be departed from, 
there will be a great danger of the case being 
prejudiced, for it will often be impossible to 
ascertain what is an inferential denial. There are 
many circumstances of considerable importance 
in this original action of petition, of which no 
notice whatever is taken in the answer, & whether 
they are true or not the court has to collect 
from the whole case, instead of having either an 
admission or a direct denial.—THE GLasGow 
PACKET (1884), 8 Jur. 674. 
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853. Denials & refusals to admit. ]— 
Discovery by a railway company of the contents 
of books in the possession of themselves & their 
agents extending over a series of years to show 
the receipt of goods specifically described, delivered 
to them for carriage, ordered. 

There is no difference between a denial & a 
refusal to admit under the present pleadings 
(GROVE, J.).— HALL v. LONDON & NORTH WESTERN 
Ry. Co. (1877), 35 L. T. 848. 

354. »-}—An action against the 
executors of a testator for goods sold & delivered 
to their testator. The statement of defence was 
as follows: ‘‘ defts. do not admit paragraphs,” 
the paragraphs stating the sale & delivery. Pitfs. 
now moved for judgment upon the admissions of 
fact in the pleadings under Ord. XI., r. 11 :— 
Held: although the defence might have been 
evasive if it had been that of the testator himself, 
it was not evasive on the part of defts. who were 
his executors, & could not know the sale & delivery 
of the goods.—SMITH v. GAMLEN, [1881] W. N. 110. 

355. Application of rule to replies—As 
to facts alleged by way of counterclaim.|—A 
reference in a pleading to an independent docu- 
ment as cuntaining the facts which the pleader 
relies on, is not a proper pleading of such facts, 
& is embarrassing within the meaning of Ord. 
XXVIL., rv. 1. Semble: it is embarrassing & 
improper to raise by reply fresh claims for relief 
distinct from that sought by the statement of 
claim. <A reply improper in the above respects, 
& also containing matter of mere evidence & 
argument, was ordered to be struck out, with 
liberty to deliver a fresh reply. Ord. XIX., r. 20, 
requiring denials by pleading to be specific, is 
inapplicable to a reply except as to facts alleged 
by way of counterclaim.—WILLIAMSON v. LONDON 
& NortTH WESTERN Ky. Co. (1879), 12 Ch. D. 787 ; 
48 L. J. Ch. 559; 27 W. KR. 724. 

356. ——- ——- ——— ———..]—It is not sufficient 
for a pltf. in his reply to deny generally the facts 
alleged in a defence by way of counterclaim, & a 
reply joining issues generally will be struck out 
or amended upon the application of deft., if it 
does not deal specifically with the allegations of a 
counterclaim.—BENBOW v. Low (1880). 13 Ch. D. 
553; 49 L. J. Ch. 259; 42 L. T. 14; 28 W. RR. 384. 

357. Action for libel.]—In an action 
for libel the deft. may not deny generally in his 
statement of defence that ‘“‘ the deft. wrote or 
published the same falsely or maliciously, as 
alleged,’” but must set out the facts upon which 
he relies either to show justification or privilege.— 
BELT v. LAWES (1882), 51 L. J. Q. B. 359, D. C. 

358. ——- ——— ———.]}-By paragraph 3 of a 
statement of claim the pltf. alleged that ‘‘ on or 
about May 25, 1915, the defts. falsely & 
maliciously wrote, printed & published ” of the 
pltf. a handbill containing defamatory matter. 
Defts. by paragraph 1 of their defence said that 
“the defts. deny the facts alleged in paragraph 3 
of the statement of claim ” :—Held: although the 
pleading of the defence was loose & irregular it 
did not admit that the defts. had published the 
handbill, & there must be a new trial for the 
verdict of the jury to be returned on that point.— 
GRocoTT v. LOVATT (1916), 61 Sol. Jo. 28, C. A. 

359. General denial by referring to 
admissions.]|—The rules of pleading are that each 
side must state specifically the facts upon which it 
relies & specifically deny any facts which are 
denied. The admissions & denials could, of course, 
be by implication, but it was not permissible for 
a party, especially after pleading lengthy allega- 
tions of the other side, to make a general denial by 
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Sect. 2.—General denials. Sects. 3 & 4.) 


referring to admissions, as to put the other party 
to the trouble of hunting up the admissions referred 
to (Cuitry, J.).—BritrisH & COLONIAL LAND 
ASSOCIATION, LTD. 1. Foster & ROBINS (1888), 4 
T. L. R. 574. 

860. ——-—-—— Denial of ‘‘ each & all the several 
statements & allegations set out in paragraph ’’— 
Effective denial of material allegations. |—Pltf. set 
out in his statement of claim several allegations 
of fact on which to support a claim for personal 
injuries & damage against defts. owing to their 
alleged negligence. Defts. in their statement of 
defence simply stated that they ‘‘ denied each & 
all the several statements & allegations set out 
in paragraph 2 of the statement of claim,” & 
repeated the same form of denial to paragraph 3 
of the same. Pltf. applied to strike out or amend 
such statement of defence, & appealed from the 
refusal of both the Master and the judge in 
chambers to allow his application :—Held: the 
appeal must be dismissed, on the ground that, 
though the defence did not strictly comply with 
the words of Ord. XIX., r. 17, requiring a specific 
traverse of each allegation denied, yet it was 
intended to deny & did in effect specifically deny 
each & every material allegation of the statement 
of claim; that it was not embarrassing & that it 
could be amended by repeating the denial specifi- 
cally to each allegation if that were really required 
by pltf.—ADKINS v. NORTH METROPOLITAN TRAM- 
WAYS Co. (1893), 63 L. J. Q. B. 361; 10 T. L. R. 
173; 10 R. 600. 

361. General answer including answer to all 
particular charges—Sufficient.]—-A gencral answer, 
if it include an answer to all the particular charges, 
is sufficient.—ANON, (1836), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 310; 
160 Ie. kh. 415. 

362. General denial as to possession of deeds & 
documents.}—To a bill for an account of tithes, 
charging that the deft. had in his possession deeds 
& documents relating to the matters in the bill 
mentioned, or which would furnish evidence 
material to the pltf.’s case, the deft. pleaded no 
titheable matters, & traversed, by answer, the 
general charge as to possession of deeds & docu- 
ments :—Held: such plea & answer was sufficient. 
Where a negative plea is pleaded, the charge as to 
deeds & documents, though general in its terms, 
must be answered, if it clearly apply to the 
principal matter put in issue in the suit.—CLAYTON 
v. WINCHELSEA (EARL) (1840), 3 Y. & C. Ex. 683 ; 
9L. J. Ex. 18; 160 E. R. 876. 

363. General denial followed by particular denial. ] 
-——-COLLETTE v. GOODE, No. 325, ante. 


Sect. 3.—DENIAL OR DEFENCE AS TO DAMAGES. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXI., r.4. No denial or defence shall be neces- 
sary as to damages claimed or their amount; but they shall be 
deemed to be put jn issue in all cases, unless expressly admitted, 


Setting out matters in aggravation & mitigation 
of damages, see Part III., Sect. 9, ante. 

864. No denial or defence necessary as to damages 
—Effect of R. 8. C., Ord. XIX., r. 4.}—Ord. XIX., 
r. 4, provides that all material facts shall be 
pleaded. That means, to my mind, material to 
the claim or to the defence. There is also to be 
no defence as to damages. That is by Ord. XXI., 
r.4: ‘‘ No denial or defence shall be necessary as 
to damages claimed or their amount; but they 
shall be deemed to be put in issue in all cases,’’ 


PLEADING. 


but, of course, subject to the rules of evidence & 
to the law with regard to the admissibility of 
evidence. I do not think that Ord. XIX., r. 4, 
as to pleading material facts, was ever intended 
to interfere with Ord. XXI., r. 4. That is the 
main point, no doubt, & it was urged that the two 
orders have to be taken together, &, therefore, as 
to damages, everything must be stated which it 
is intended to rely upon. I do not think that is a 
proper construction of the rules, & it comes there- 
fore to what was contended for the pltf., that if 
this is pleaded evidence could not be admitted, & 
if evidence could not be admitted it ought not to 
be pleaded. I am very much inclined to think 
that is correct, but, for the reasons which I have 
already given, it seems to me that this goes beyond 
anything which has ever been suggested. It would 
simply exclude a man from his remedy for damages 
for a particular libel, by saying he has done some- 
thing else, which is a sufficient answer to the 
action, or, at all events, would disentitle him to 
damages (MANISTY, J.). 

My whole concern here is to examine whether 
or not this proposed paragraph ought to be added 
to the record under the circumstances which are 
now before us. My opinion is that it ought not, & 
I think that this 4th rule of Ord. X XI. is express 
upon the subject: ‘‘ No denial or defence shall 
be necessary as to damages claimed or their 
amount, but they shall be deemed to be put in 
issue in all cases unless expressly admitted.” I 
suppose that would imply where damages must of 
necessity form a part of the cause of action, as, 
for instance, where damages are special. Special 
damage is particularly a part of the cause of action 
itself. But then the rule says further, ‘“‘ No 
denial or defence shall be necessary as to damages 
claimed,” that is to say, the total amount claimed, 
‘‘or their amount,’ that is to say, the defence as 
to any part of the amount of damages claimed 
(HIAWKINS, J.).—Woop v. DURHAM (EARL) (1888), 
21 Q. B. D. 501, 506, 508; 57 L. J. Q. B. 547; 
59 L. T. 142; 37 W. R. 222; 47. L. R. 778, D.C. 

365. .-|—It never was & is not now necessary 
to plead to damages; they are always in issue 
without plea, see Ord. XXI.,r. 4 (LAWRENCE, J.). 
—GOLDREI, FoucaRrD & Son v. SINCLAIR & 
RUSSIAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE IN LONDON 
(1917), 87 L. J. K. B. 261; 118 L. T. 1473 33 
T. L. R. 318; affd., [1918] 1 K. B. 180, C. A. 

866. Special damage.|—-A plea in bar which 
merely denies that pltf. has sustained special 
damage is bad, where the words are actionable in 
themselves. 

In an action for slander the declaration alleged 
that the deft. falsely & maliciously spoke certain 
words insinuating that pltf. was in embarrassed 
circumstances & unfit to be trusted in his business. 
The plea justified the speaking of the words in a 
communication by deft. to a tradesman who made 
inquiries of him in the way of his trade, respecting 
the state of pltf.’s affairs, & it was alleged that 
deft. believed: the statement to be true :—Held: 
the plea was insufficient because it neither ex- 
pressly denied malice nor stated the publication 
to have been made honestly & bond fide, which 
might have amounted to an implied denial of 
malice. 

The plea must be an answer to the action ; there 
is no such thing as a plea to the damages. 

The allegation of special damage in a declaration 
of slander is intended only as notice to the deft. 
in order to prevent his being taken by surprise 
at the trial. Where the words are actionable in 
themselves it is not the gist of the action but a 
consequence only of the right of action. If plté. 
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payee his special damage, he may recover it; if 
e fails in proving it, he may still resort to, & 
recover, his general damages. A traverse, there- 
fore, of such an allegation isimmaterial & improper, 
as a aprrewes ti as it either way will have no effect 
as to the right to the verdict (TinDAL, C.J.).— 
SMITH v. THOMAS (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 372, at 
p. 380; 4 Dowl. 333; 1 Hodg. 353; 2 Scott, 
546; 5L. J.C. P. 62; 132 RB. R. 146. 

867. -]—In a declaration on a chartcr-party, 
by which the ship was to sail from Hamburgh, 
being tight, staunch, strong, & every way {fitted 
for the voyage, in the course of the next November, 
& proceed to Lima, & having discharged her out- 
ward cargo, forthwith to be made ready & proceed 
to Costa Rica, & there take on board a cargo, & 
then proceed to Liverpool, breaches were alleged 
as follows: That the vessel was not in November 
or afterwards, until or when she sailed, to wit, on 
Dec. 20, tight, staunch, strong, or in any way 
fitted for the voyage; & that though she did then 
sail from Hamburgh, yet by reason of her not 
being tight, etc., when she so sailed, she was 
obliged to, & did, put back into Altona, & was 
detained there for a long time, to wit, until, etc. ; 
though she did then again set sail on her voyage 
from Altona, she did not proceed on the voyage 
according to its due course, or with proper dispatch, 
but was unnecessarily delayed, & deviated, etc. ; 
by means of which several premises the vessel did 
not arrive at Lima until, etc., & pltf. lost the 
benefit of a homeward cargo from Costa Rica, etc. 
Deft. pleaded, amongst other things, as to so much 
of the declaration as related to the vessel not 
being fitted for the voyage, & by reason thercof 
being obliged to put back into Altona, & being 
detained there for such time as was necessary to 
put further ballast on board, payment into court 
of 1s., and no damages ultra ; & as to so much as 
related to her being detained at Altona beyond 
the time necessary to put the ballast on board, 
that she was not detained there by reason of her 
not being tight, staunch, ctc., modo et forma :— 
Held: the latter plea was bad, as answering only 
a part of the breach to which it applied, viz. the 
detention at Altona, & the subsequent delay & 
deviation ; even if that was a breach, & was not 
merely a statement of special damage.—-PORTER 
v. Izat (1836), 1 M. & W. 381; 2 Gale, 54; Tyr. 
& Gr. 639; 150 KH. R. 481. 

368. Essential part of cause of action. ]— 
ScoTT v. SAMPSON, No. 250, ante. 

369. Plea to damages only — Insufficient.] 
SMITH v. THOMAS, No. 366, ante. 

370. -l—Declaration stated, that by 
agreement made between pltf. & deft. it was 
witnessed that deft. agreed to be, during a certain 
term of years, assistant to pltf. in the art of photo- 
graphic painter, & to give up his whole time to 
superintending the same, in retouching such 
portraits as pltf. should require to be done, & 
that deft. should not during the said term take 
employment from any other person, & also that 
deft. should during the said term perform all such 
acts relating to the said art as pltf. should direct, 
& should not, without the consent in writing of 
pltf., divulge any secret relating to the said art, 
& that he, deft., would during the said term be 
faithful to pltf. in all his dealings connected with 
the said art; & that it was thereby further 
witnessed, that in consideration of the said agree- 
ment on the part of deft., pltf. agreed to pay to 
deft. a weekly remuneration for every portrait 
which he should retouch to the satisfaction of 
pltf., after certain rates specified in the said 
agreement, & to guarantee that deft. should be 
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continually supplied with portraits to be retouched, 
in pursuance of the said agreement; & that lastly, 
it was thereby agreed between pltf. & deft. that 
they should respectively forfeit £500, to be paid 
to the other of them as liquidated damages, in the 
case of any breach being made by either of them 
in the true performance of the terms of the said 
agreement. The declaration afterwards alleged 
breaches by deft. of everything which deft. had 
so agreed to do or not to do as above mentioned, 
& then stated that “‘ by reason of which said 
several premises deft. forfeited & became liable 
under the said agreement to pay to pltf. the said 
sum cf £500 as liquidated damages, but he, deft., 
had not paid the same,” & pltf. claimed £500. 
Plea ‘“ to pltf.’s claim of £500 as & for liquidated 
damages ’’ set out the agreement, & stated that 
the £500 was a penalty, & not liquidated damages : 
—-Held: the averment in the declaration of the 
non-payment of the £500 as liquidated damages 
was immaterial, the agreement as declared on not 
being one to pay a sum by way of liquidated 
damages, & that pltf. was therefore entitled to 
judgment, as the plea was bad for being pleaded 
to the damages only.— REINDEL v. SCHELL (1858), 
4 C. B. N.S. 97; 27 L. J. C. P. 146; 4 Jur. 
N.S. 310; 140 E. R. 1018. 

371. -}—A public right of way having 
been obstructed by the owner of the land through 
which it ran, the county council passed a resolu- 
tion, under sect. 26 of the Local Government Act, 
1894, that the powers & duties of the district 
council, who had failed to take proceedings to 
protect the right of way, should be transferred to 
them. The county council then, under an arrange- 
ment with the owner of the land, directed the 
defts., two of their officials, to drive along the way 
so as to enable the question of the public right to 
be raised. The landowner brought an action of 
trespass against the defts., in which the latter 
obtained judgment. The court held that the 
defts. in committing the alleged trespass by the 
direction of the county council were acting in 
pursuance of the public duty of protecting public 
rights of way imposed upon the local authority by 
sect. 26 of the Local Government Act, 1894, & 
were therefore entitled to their costs as between 
solicitor & client under sect. 1 of the Public 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893. 

It is said that it was not pleaded that the defts. 
were acting under the directions of the county 
council. To my mind, it was not necessary, nor 
would it have been good pleading, to have pleaded 
that fact, because it was not a defence to the cause 
of action. It would have been like a plea to 
damages, which has always been held to be 
improper (A. L. SmirH, L.J.).—-GREENWELL v. 
HowE.u (1900), 16 T. L. R. 2385; 48 W. R. 307, 
C.A. 








Sect. 4.—DENIAL OF ALLEGATIONS OF FACT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 19. When a party in any pleading 
denies an allegation of fact in the previous pleading of the 
oi aaa party, he must not do so evasively, but answer the 
point of substance. Thus, if it be alleged that he received a 
certain sum of money, it shall not be sufficient to deny that he 
received that particular amount, but he must ueny that he 
received that sum or any part thereof, or else set out how much 
he received, And if an allegation {s made with divers circum- 
stances, it shall not be sufficient to deny it along with those 
circumstances. 


General Denials, see Sect. 2, ante. 
372. Must not be evasive.|—What amounts to 
admissions of fact in a pleading is defined by the 
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17th rule of Ord. XIX.: ‘‘ Every allegation of 
fact in any pleading . . . if not denied specifically 
or by necessary implication, or stated to be not 
admitted in the pleading of the opposite party, 
shall be taken to be admitted.’’ Consequently, all 
you have to find is no specific denial or no definite 
refusal to admit. Then the question is what ‘‘ if 
not denied specifically ’’ means, & that is again 
defined in subsequent rules. The 20th rule says: 
‘* It shall not be sufficient for a deft. in his defence 
to deny generally the facts alleged ...in a 
defence by way of counterclaim, but each party 
must deal specifically with each allegation of fact 
of which he does not admit the truth.’’ There, 
it will be seen. it is not merely denial which is 
meant, but the rule covers non-admission, for 
each party is to deal specifically with every allega- 
tion of fact of which he does not admit the truth. 
Therefore, he must be quite as specific under the 
20th rule when he says ‘*' I do not admit ’’ as when 
he says ‘‘I deny.’’ In fact, they are both covered 
by the 20th rule. Then, in order that there shall 
be no mistake as to the meaning of the word 
‘specifically ’? in the 20th rule, the 22nd rule 
says this: ‘* When a party in any pleading denies 
an allegation of fact in the previous pleading of 
the opposite party, he must not do so evasively, 
but answer the point of substance. Thus, if it be 
alleged that he received a certain sum of money, 
it shall not be sufficient to deny that he received 
that particular amount, but he must deny that 
he received that sum, or any part thereof, or 
else set out how much he received. And so, when 
a matter of fact is alleged with divers circum- 
stances, it shall not be sufficient to deny it as 
alleged along with those circumstances, but a 
fair & substantial answer must be given ”’ (JESSEL, 
M.R.). 

In an action for dissolution of partnership pltfs. 
by their statement of clam alleged that they & 
defts. had agreed to take a lease of certain premises 
& to enter mto partnership that draft articles of 
partnership were considered & approved by pltfs. 
& deft. at an interview on a day named, subject 
to their being finally revised by deft.’s solicitor ; 
that the draft articles had not yet been revised 
nor the articles executed, that although the draft 
articles were only settled subject to revision, the 
terms of the arrangement between pltfs. & deft. 
as therein provided were definitely agreed upon 
at the said interview ; that deft. had not intimated 
any objection to the terms of the articles; that 
it was soon afterwards agreed that certain sums 
should be brought in by the pltf. & deft.; that 
they had proceeded with the partnership under- 
taking & deft. had taken an active part in it, but 
that he had not contributed his share & notice 
had been given him to withdraw from the under- 
taking. Deft. in statement of defence admitted 
that he had agreed to enter into the partnership 
as alleged, & added ‘‘the deft. denies that the 
terms of the arrangement between himself & pltfs. 
were definitely agreed upon as alleged ” :—Held: 
the denial was evasive under Ord. XIX., r. 22. 

Upon a motion for judgment on admissions of 
fact in the pleadings under Ord. XL., r. 11 :— 
Held: there should be a decree for dissolution, 
with an inquiry if desired by deft. as to terms of 
the arrangement for partnership.—THoRP  v. 
HoLpswortH (1876), 3 Ch. D. 687, 640; 45 
L. J. Ch. 406; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 87. 

373. ——— Allegation of fact by which third person 
not necessary party——Plea that third party necessary 
without denying allegation of fact. |—If a bill states 
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a fact, according to which A. would not be a 
necessary party, a plea that A. ought to be a party, 
not denying the allegation of that fact, is bad.— 
BLACKMORE v. SHIRLEY (1826), 4 L. J. O. S. 





Ch, 111. 
374. Denial of fact must deny allegations 
tending to prove fact.]— Where a bill alleges a fact, 


& alleges other circumstances calculated & tending 
to prove that fact, the deft. cannot plead the 
negative of the fact without denying the state- 
ments & allegations in the bill which have a 
tendency to prove it.—DENyYs v. SHUCKBURGH 
(1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 830, 

375. ——— Denials in defence lumped together. |— 
BuRDETY & HARRIS v. HUMPHAGER, No. 812, ante. 

376. Notice.j—-Notice must be denied 
positively, not evasively.—Cason v. RounpD (1703), 
Prec. Ch. 226; 24 E. R. 110. 

377. -}—In a plea of purchase for 
valuable consideration without notice, it is enough 
to deny notice generally in the plea; unless facts 
are specially charged in the bill as evidence of 
notice.—PENNINGTON v. BEECHEY (1825), 2 Sim. 
& St. 282; 57 1. R. 354. 

378. Defamation—Divisible allegation. |— 
Declaration alleged that before the publishing of 
the libel, a carriage, in which one S. was riding, 
was passing on a certain highway, & that pltf. 
was there driving another carriage, & that it 
happened, without any negligence, fault, or 
furious driving on the part of pltf., that the two 
carriages came in contact together, whereby the 
carriage in which S. was riding was overturned, & 
the said S. was injured. The declaration then pro- 
ceeded to allege that deft. published a libel of & 
concerning pltf.. & of & concerning the said 
accident, & that allegation was made in every 
count of the declaration. Deft. pleaded, Ist, not 
guilty ; 2ndly, justification to the whole of the 
libel in the first count of the declaration, & stated 
that the accident mentioned in the supposed libel 
was the same accident mentioned in the intro- 
ductory part of the declaration, & that it was 
occasioned by the careless & furious driving of 
pltf. Deft. then pleaded a justification only as 
to part of the libel contained in the second count, 
that the said S. had been thrown from a chaise, 
owing to the hard driving of pltf.; but there was 
no justification as to the other part. The jury 
found a verdict for deft. on the justification ; & 
they found a verdict for pitf. as to that part of the 
libel to which no justification was pleaded :— 
ffeld: the word ‘ accident” in this declaration 
meant the collision of the carriages only, & that 
the allegation that that collision was occasioned 
by the furious driving of pltf., was a separate & 
distinct allegation, & that the verdict therefore was 
right.—CHURCHILL (LORD) v. Hunt (1819), 2 
B. & Ald. 685; 1 Chit. 480; 106 E. lh. 515. 

379. Justification of part of libel.]— 
Defts. justified & proved the truth of a libel, 
charging pltf. with having acted in a grand 
swindling concern at Manchester; but omitted 
any justification of the following passage in the 
libel: ‘‘ As we have already stated, C. had been 
at Leeds for one or two days before his arrival in 
this town, & is supposed to have made consider- 
able purchases there; it is hoped, however, that 
the detection of his plans in Manchester will be 
learnt in time to prevent any very serious losses 
from taking place.’’ ‘‘ We have already stated, 
that C. referred N. to a stockbroker in London, 
P., we believe, to whom N. wrote for information 
respecting C.’s circumstances. He received a 
reply from P. stating that C. had been introduced 
to him by a very respectable party ; that he had 
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sold stock for C. amounting to £1,700, & had 
introduced him to Messrs. J., L., & Co., with 
whom he had opened an account by depositing 
£2,000. We believe there is not the slightest 
reason to doubt the truth of P.’s statement; & 
the probability is that C. had been furnished with 
the stock, & an introduction had been obtained 
to the stockbroker for the purpose of giving colour 
to his proceedings here & in Yorkshire.’’ A jury 
having found for defts. on the part of the libel 
which was justified, the court refused to enter a 
verdict for pltf. on the passage not justified.— 
CLARKE v. TAYLOR (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 654; 2 
Hodg. 65; 3 Scott. 95; 5 L. J. C. P. 235; 132 
K. R. 252. 

880. ——- ——— Plea of justification to whole of 
libel——Payment into court in respect of part.]— 
Deft. in an action for libel, after admitting publica- 
tion, pleaded that, except as afterwards admitted, 
the words used by him were fair comment on a 
matter of public interest, & to the extent of the 
facts to be stated afterwards, were true in sub- 
stance & in fact. He then proceeded to justify 
the various statements in the alleged libel, but 
admitted that he had used words of pltf., being 
the words complained of, which were not wholly 
justified by the facts, & could not be considered 
in every respect fair comment, & he paid the sum 
of forty shillings into court, & said the same was 
sufficient to satisfy pltf.’s claim :-—-Held: as deft. 
had pleaded justification to the whole of the libel, 
& had paid money into court in respect of a por- 
tion, such a plea was both embarrassing & con- 
trary to the provisions of Ord. XXII., r. 1, & 
ought to be struck out. 

Semble : where the charges in a libel are clearly 
divisible, deft. may plead justification as to some, 
& pay money into court in respect of others.— 
FLEMING v. DOLLAR (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 388; 58 
lL. J. Q. B. 5183 387 W. R. 684; 5 T. L. R. 589; 
61 1, T. 230. 

381. Amendment.] —Appeal from an 
order of the masters ordering certain paragraphs 
of the defence to a libel action to be struck out. 
Paragraph 2 was as follows: ‘' They deny that 
they published the said words falsely or maliciously, 
or with any of the meanings in the statement of 
claim alleged, or with any defamatory meaning.’’ 
Counsel for deft. contended that the paragraph 
ought not to be struck out :— Held: the para- 
graph must be amended by striking out the words 
‘falsely & maliciously ’ & inserting the words 
‘as alleged.”—PENRHYN v. LICENSED VICTUAL- 
LERS’ MirkoR (1890), 7 T. L. RR. 1. 

382. Plea of justification & payment 
into court—Libel not divisible.|—A plea to part of 
a libel of payment into court with apology, & a 
justification of the rest :—Held: bad, as the libel 
was not divisible.—DAvis v. BILLING (1891) 
(No. 1), 8 T. L. R. 58; 36 Sol. Jo. 59, C. A. 

383. ——— Defence that different words 
spoken—Truth of different words alleged.|—To a 
statement of claim setting out defamatory words, 
alleged to have been spoken by deft. of pltf., deft. 
pleaded that he ‘‘ did say the following words,”’ & 

roceeded to set out his own version of what he 

ad said, which differed materially from the words 
set out in the statement of claim; & then alleged 
that the words spoken by deft. were true in 
substance & in fact, & were spoken on a privileged 
occasion. On a motion to strike out this defence: 
——Held: the defence, as pleaded, was embarrass- 
ing, & tended to prejudice the fair trial of the 
action, & must therefore be struck out. 

In the present case deft., in a long defence, in 
substance alleges that he said something quite 

















different from what pltf. alleges he said, & that 
what he said, according to his own version, is 
true. There is a string of authorities to the effect 
that a deft. cannot justify part of a libel or slander, 
unless he can show clearly that the statements 
are severable. In the present case, on reading 
the statement of claim, T can entertain no doubt 
as to the correctness of the innuendo. What then 
does deft. do? He puts on the record what in 
substance amounts to a statement that pltf.’s 
men are rogues, but not pitf. himself. It is like 
pleading to a statement of claim, alleging that the 
deft. had said pltf. stole a pair of boots, that what 
deft. said was that pltf.’s footman stole the boots, 
& that was true (SMITH, L.J.).—-RASSAM v. BUDGE, 
[1893] 1 Q. B. 571; 62 L. J. Q. B. 312; 68 L. T. 
17; 57 J. P. 861; 9 T. L. R. 3173; 37 Sol. Jo. 
358; 5. 336; 41 W. R. 377, C. A. 

See, generally, 11BEL & SLANDER, Vol. XXXII, 
pp. 10 et seq. 

384. Authority of agent—-Denial of several 
facts followed by denial of particular fact.]|—The 
statement of claim in action for specific perform- 
ance stated that the predecessor in title of pltf., 
by his agent lawfully authorised, signed an agree- 
ment with H., the predecessor im title of deft. 
The statement of defence denied this in words 
following the words of the statement of claim, & 
then proceeded to state that the predecessor in 
title of deft. was of unsound mind, & did not law- 
fully authorise any one as his agent to sign an 
agreement, & denied that any agreement was made 
or signed by H., or any person lawfully autho- 
rised :—-Held : under this statement deft. could 
only enter into evidence to show the unsoundness 
of mind, & could not enter into evidence to show 
that the agent was not authorised or could not 
act.—BYRD v. NUNN (1877), 5 Ch. D. 781; 37 
L. T. 90; 25 W. R. 7493 affd., 7 Ch. D. 284, C. A. 

385. Infringement of copyright—General 
denial followed by particular denial. }]—In an action 
for damages for an alleged infringement of pltf.’s 
copyright in a song, deft., by his statement of 
defence, alleged that the song had not been 
registered at Stationers’ Hall until Dec. 9, 1876, 
& added, ‘‘ the deft. denies that the song has 
been duly registered. The time of the first publica- 
tion thereof is not truly entered on the register ”’ : 
—Held: on this pleading deft. was only entitled 
to prove that the time of first publication had 
been untruly entered, & that he was not at liberty 
to prove that the name of the publisher had been 
untruly stated; also, leave to amend the state- 
ment of defence, sv as to raise the latter point, 
ought not to be given, even though by pltf.’s own 
evidence at the trial it for the first time appeared 
that the name of the publisher had been untruly 
entered in the register.—COLLETTE v. GOODE 
Oe 7 Ch. D. 842; 47 L. J. Ch. 370; 38 L. T. 

886. ——— Action to set aside lease granted under 
power—Donee of power charged with receiving 
specified sum as bribe—Denial of particular sum 
given.}—In an action against a lessee to set aside 
a lease granted under a power the statement of 
claim stated that the donee of the power had 
received a specified sum as a bribe, & stated the 
circumstances; the statement of defence denied 
that that particular sum had been given & denied 
each circumstance but contained no general denial 
of a bribe having been given. Fry, J., having 
held that the denial was evasive & amounted to 
an admission that some bribe had been given & 
having refused leave to amend the statement of 
defence :—Held: leave to amend the statement 
of defence ought to be given. 
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As a general rule leave to amend ought not to be 
refused unless the court is satisfied that the party 
applying is acting mald fide or that his blunder has 
done some injury to the other side which cannot. 
be conipensated by payment of costs or otherwise 
(BRAMWELL, J.).—TILDESLEY vv. HARPER (1878), 
10 Ch. D. 393: 48 lL. J. Ch. 4955 39 L. T. 582 ; 
27 W. RR. 249, C. A, 

387. Plea of set-off—Payment into court 
with denial of Hability.]—Deft. pleaded a set-off, 
and further paid a sum of money into court with 
a denial of liability, & alleged that such sum. 
together with the amount of the set-off. was 
sufficient tu satisfy pltf.’s claim, if any, in the 
action. The Court of Appeal struck out as embar- 
rassing so much of the plea of payment into court 
as sought to take the benefit of the set-off, on the 
ground that the plea of set-off could only avail 
if the denial of Hability should turn out to be 
unavailing.~ -NrOHWASSER vt. MILLAR (1910), cited 
in Halsbury’s Laws of England, Vol. 22. 


Sects. 5, 6, 





Sect. 5.— JOINDER OF ISSUE OPERATING AS 
DENIAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 18. Subject to the last preceding Rule 
[see p. 42, ante}, the plaintiff by his reply may join issue upon 
the defence, and each party in his pleading (it any) subsequent 
to reply may join issue upon the previous pleading. Such 
joinder of issue shall operate as a denial of every material allega- 
tion of fact in the pleading upon which issue is joined, but it may 
except auy facets Which the party may be willing to admit, and 
shall then operate as a denial or the ticts not so admitted. 


Sect. 6.—DENIAL OF CONTRACT, PROMISE OR 
AGREEMENT. 


R.S.C., Ord. XIX.,r.20. Whena contract, promise, or agree- 
ment is alleged in any pleading, a bare denial of the same by the 
opposite party shall be construed only as a denial in tact of the 
express contract, promise, or agreement alleged, or of the matters 
of fact from which the saine may be implied by law, and not asa 
denial of the legality or sufficiency in law of such contract, 
promise, or agreement whether with reterence to the Statute of 
Frauds or otherwise, 


Matters to be pleaded specially, see Part IX., 
Sect. 8, post. 

Particulars of Misrepresentation, Fraud, etc., 
see Part ILI., Sect. 7, ante. 

388. Mere traverse of allegations made in anticipa- 
tion of objections—Insufficient. ]— As a general rule 
all that is required in pleading is that pltf. & deft. 
should state clearly & concisely the facts upon 
which they rely. But in the case of some par- 
ticular defences where it is admitted, or cannot 
be denied, that a contract was entered into by the 
parties, deft. may wish tv evade his liability by 
setting up the Statute of Frauds, or by asserting 
that the engagement he made, the nature of which 
he perfectly understood when he made it, was 
illegal, & therefore not binding. In such a case 
deft. must state specifically the statute on which 
he intends to rely. If deft. intends to insist on 
the defence that though he undoubtedly entered 
into a contract, yet as that contract was not in 
writing, he does not intend to observe it; then he 
must clearly state his intention, or if he means to 
deny the legality of a contract he has entered into, 
he must say so in plain terms. Ilere deft. admits 
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that there is a contract unfulfilled between him & 
pltf., but he says that he is exempted from the 
pala es of the rule because pltf. put forward an 
allegation to show that the contract was a binding 
one under the Statute of Frauds. But pltf. has 
not put forward all the facts that are available for 
that purpose. He has not averred that the con- 
tract was in writing. It is quite consistent with 
these pleadings that there was a binding contract 
within the Statute of Frauds. But even if pltf. 
had avowed that the contract was in writing or 
that there had been acceptance & receipt, & deft. 
had taken issuc, so that there could be no doubt 
as to the meaning of the plea, yet if he traversed 
the averments without stating the statute on 
which he relied, the defence under the statute was 
not admissible ; for he must set forth his intention 
to use that defence in clear terms (BRETT, J. A.).- - 
CLARKE v. CALLow (1876), 46 1. J. Q. B. 58, 54-5, 
Ce As 

389. Traverse of effect of deed.|—The fifth plea, 
which demises that pltf. gave & that deft. took 
or had such exclusive licence within such district 
as by the deed provided for, is plainly a bad plea, on 
the ground that it traverses the effect of the deed. 
The reason is obvious; a party who executes a 
deed is estopped from denying that which the deed 
upon the face of it expresses. If he wishes to 
allege that the deed is not truly set out in the 
declaration, he must deny that it is his decd. If 
he admits that it is his deed, he cannot deny the 
effect of it. For this there is abundant authority. 
If a deft. were allowed so to plead, he would be 
going into matters of fact dehors the deed for the 
purpose of showing that its effect was not as stated 
in the declaration (WILLES, J.).- SMITH vt. ScorTr 
(1859), 6 C. B. N.S. 771, 780-7815 28 1. 50. 27. 
325; 5 Jur. N.S. 1356; 141 E.R, 654. 

Pleading Statute of Frauds, see Part IX., 
Sect. 8, sub-sect. 10, post. 

Plea of Non est faclum, see Part IX., Sect. 8, 
sub-sect. 12, post. 


SECT. 7.—MATTERS TO BE SPECIALLY PLEADED. 
See Part TX., Sect. 8. post. 


SecT. 8.— POINTS OF LAW. 
R.S. C., Ord. XXV., r. 1. 


~~ 2.) Any party shall be entitled to raise 
by his pleading any point of law, and any point go raised shall be 
disposed of by the Judge who tries the cause at or after the trial, 
provided that by consent of the parties, or by order ot the Court 
or a Judge onthe application of cliier party, the same may be set 
down for hearing and disposed of at any time before the trial. 


No demurrer shall be allowed, 


——___--——-—_— r. 3, If, in the opinion of the Court or a 
Judge, the decision of such point of law substantially disposes of 
the whole action, or of any distinct cause of action, ground of 
defence, set off, counterclaim, or reply therein, the Court or Judge 
may thereupon dismiss the action or make such other order 
therein as may be just. 


390. Effect of R.S. C., Ord. XXV.J]—Ord. XXV., 
although in form abolishing demurrers, has merely 
substituted other modes of procedure by which 
the objects of a demurrer so far as it served a 
beneficial purpose in obtaining a speedy decision 
of the point at issue can now be attained. Where 
the cause of action against one deft. is totally 
connected with that against the other deft. except 
so far as it arises out of an incident in the same 
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transaction, there is a misjoinder & it is not the 
case contemplated by Ord. XVIII., r. 1. 

Solicitors who were made parties with other 
defts. to an action, the statement of claim in which 
showed no reasonable case of action as against 
them :—Held: entitled under Ord. XXV., r. 4, 
to an order dismissing the action as against them 
with costs & striking their names out of the pro- 
ceedings. To make solicitors or other partics to 
an action without seeking any relief against them 
except payment of costs or discovery is vexatious. 

It is important that the purpose & intention of 
Ord. XXV. of the Rules of 1883 should be well 
understood. Demurrers under the old practice 
served a double office. In many cases they gave 
opportunity for a sort of rehearsal, or preliminary 
argument of the case, & did not lead to any final 
decision ; & in that class of cases they only pro- 
duced costs & deserved to be discouraged. But in 
another class of cases they were most proper & 
useful, when the whole matter could be brought 
at once to a point & disposed of ; & I should be 
sorry to have been a party to any change which 
would practically deprive a deft. of the means of 
obtaining a summary decision of the question at 
issue when it is fit & proper so to be decided. 

Demurrers are in form abolished; but Ord. 
XXV. takes notice of three forms, in which the 
object of demurrers may be obtained, first, by 
raising on the pleadings a question of law, so that 
the parties may have it decided quickly ; secondly, 
by raising the question on a pleading whether it 
discloses any reasonable cause of action or answer, 
in which case the court may order the pleading to 
be struck out, not necessarily disposing of the 
whole action; & thirdly, in case an action or 
defence is shown by the pleadings to be frivolous 
& vexatious, then the court or a judge can dismiss 
the whole action, or order it to be stayed, or 
judgment to be entered accordingly, as may he 
just. That is the case said to exist here, & the 
only question is whether it does exist (KARL OF 
SELBORNE, L.C.).—BURSTALL v. Breyrus (1884), 
26 Ch. D. 35, 38-39 ; 53 L. J. Ch. 565; 50 L. T. 
542; 32 W. R. 418, C. A. 

391. -}—The decision of the judge on a 
** point of law ”’ raised in an action under Ord. 
XXV., r. 2, having substantially disposed of the 
whole action, the action was, under r. 2, dismissed 
with costs. 

In my opinion, the substitution of this new 
practice of stating a point of law for that of 
demurrer is a change very happily introduced, for 
it answers all the purposes which were accom- 
plished under the old practice, it obtains the same 
result, & it saves delay & expense to the parties 
(BACON, V.-C.).—PERCIVAL v. DUNN (1885), 29 
Ch. D. 128; 54 1L. J. Ch. 570; 52 L. T. 320. 

392. Decision on point of law substantially 
disposing of action—Dismissal of action.]—Under 
Ord. XXV., r. 3, we are entitled, when in our 
opinion the decision of the point of Jaw substantially 
disposes of the whole action, to dismiss the action, 
& we are here of that opinion & dismiss it 
(BRUCE, J.).—BEARDSLEY v. BEARDSLEY, [1899] 
1Q. B. 746; 68 L. J. Q. B. 270; 801. T. 51; 
47 W. R. 284; 15 T. L. R. 1783; 43 Sol. Jo. 225. 

398. ~+—Wherce the alleged promisor dies 
after an action has been brought against him for 
damages for breach of promise to marry, the action 
abates & cannot be maintained against his personal 
representatives unless special damage be shown. 
Such special damage must relate to matters 
directly or naturally arising out of the transaction 
between the parties to the breach & within the 
contemplation of the parties at the time of making 
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the contract. Pltf. must show that besides the 
promise to marry there was another promise 
affecting the personal property of the one party 
or the other. 

By an order dated May 30, 1929, it was ‘‘ ordered 
that the points of law raised in paragraphs 6 & 7 
of the defence be, pursuant to Ord. XXV., r. 2, 
set down for hearing in Middlesex & disposed of 
before the trial of this action.’’ That order 
purports to be made under Ord. XXV., r. 2, the 
description of which order is ‘‘ proceedings in 
lieu of demurrer.’’ Demurrer was abolished, & 
among other proceedings in lieu of demurrer, r. 2 
provided that ‘‘a court or judge might order a 
point of law raised by a pleading to be set down 
for hearing & disposed of at any time bcfore the 
trial.’”’ The master who made this order has 
prefaced that part which I have read by the 
following statement: ‘It is ordered that the 
deft. hereby undertaking that if the judge at trial 
should hold that it is undesirable to try the issue 
separately, he will pay the costs thrown away in 
consequence of this order.”’ 

The main & principal argument ably addressed 
to me by counsel on behalf of the pltf. was, what- 
ever might be the view about the matters of law, 
it was undesirable to dispose of them in this 
summary manner; that they had better be 
determined when the facts of the case were 
elucidated at the trial; & he cited various state- 
ments of very eminent judges as to the general 
undesirability of these preliminary hearings. With 
those general statements I am in most hearty 
concurrence. Seldom in my experience has it 
happened that it is desirable to take short cuts 
& decide these points, but that rule is not of 
absolutely universal application & this particular 
case does, in my humble opinion, afford an instance 
of a case where it is possible, & [ think desirable, 
& without any injustice to either party, or any 
great difficulty inflicted upon the court, tu dispose 
of the matter as a point of law raised on the 
pleadings, & I propose to su decide it as far as I 
am. concerned (ROCHE, J.).—RILEY v. BROWN 
(1930), 98 L. J. K. B. 739; 142 L. T. 42, 48; 
45 T. L. R. 613; 73 Sol. Jo. 499. 

394. Rules 2 & 4.}—Applications under 
Ord. XXV., r. 4, are not intended to take the place 
of demurrers, where there is any question of law 
to be argued but are only intended to get rid of 
frivolous actions. Deft. can raise the point of 
law by his pleading under r. 2 of the same order.— 
PARSONS v. BURTON, [1883] W. N. 215; 28 Sol. Jo. 
121; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 169. 

395. -J}—We were referred to Ord. 
XXV., r. 2, as conferring a right upon the defts., 
of which they were deprived by the mode of 
pleading here adopted. That rule provides that 
any party shall be entitled to raise by his pleading 
any point of law. Deft.’s counsel, as it appears 
to me, wish us to read that rule as meaning that 
any party shall be entitled to make the other party 
raise by his pleading any point of law. I see no 
justification for the construction of that rule 
(RiaBy, L.J.).—DARBYSHIRE v. LEIGH, [1896] 1 
Q. B. 554; 65 L. J. Q. B. 360; 74 L. T. 241; 
44 W. KR. 452, C. A. 

396. .}—H., a manufacturer of zinc 
paint, by his statement of claim alleged that the 
deft. W. was “ falsely & maliciously ’’ publishing 
in China & Japan copies of a report of experiments 
testing the zinc paints of H. & W., in which report 
the experimenter certified that W.’s paint had a 
slight advantage over H.’s, but that for all practical 
purposes they could be regarded as equal. The 
statement of claim went on to allege that the report, 
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& each statement in it, was untrue, that H.’s 
paint was not equal or inferior, but superior to 
W.’s, & that H. had by reason of the premises been 
injured in his business & credit. W. applied to 
strike out the statement of claim as showing 
no reasonable cause of action. The master made 
an order for striking out the statement of claim 
unless within a limited time H. amended it by 
alleging special damage with full particulars. 
KENNEDY, J., discharged this order :—Held: (on 
appeal) a statement by a trader that his own 
goods are superior to those of another trader, even 
if untrue & the cause of loss to the other trader, 
gives no cause of action; that the allegation that 
the statement was made maliciously could not 
convert a statement primd facie lawful into one 
primd facie unlawful; that the allegation & proof 
of special damage would not improve the pltf.’s 
case; & that judgment in the action must be 
entered for the deft. under Ord. XXV., r. 4. 

The application is made under Ord. XXV., r. 4. 
Ord. XXV. abolished demurrers & substituted a 
more summary process for getting rid of pleadings 
which show no reasonable cause of action or 
defence. Two courses are open to a deft. who 
wishes to raise the question whether, assuming 
a statement of claim to be proved, it entitles 
pltf. torelief. One method is to raise the questions 
of law as directed by Ord. XXV., r. 2; the other 
is to apply to strike out the statement of claim 
under Ord. XXV., r. 4. The first method is 
appropriate to cases requiring argument A careful 
consideration. The second & morc summary 
procedure is only appropriate to cases which are 
plain & obvious, so that any master or judge can 
sav at once that the statement of claim as it stands 
is insufficient, even if proved, to entitle pltf. to 
what he asks. The use of the expression ‘‘ reason- 
able cause of action ”’ in r. 4 shows that the sum- 
mary procedure there introduced is only intended 
to be had recourse to in plain & obvious cases. 

As there is no reason to suppose that pltfs. can 
improve their case by any amendments they can 
inake, the court ought to exercise the power con- 
ferred upon it by Ord. XXV., r. 4, & order judg- 
ment to be entered for the defts. (ver CuR.).— 
HUBBUCK & Sons. LYp. v. WILKINSON, HEYWooD 
& CLARK, Lrp., [1899] 1 Q. B. 86, 90, 91, 94; 68 
LJ. Q. B. 384; 79 1. T. 429; 15 T. L. R. 29; 43 
Sol. Jo. 41, C. A. 

397. -]—WORTHINGTON & C'o., LYD. 
v. BELTON, No. 627, post. 

398. -+—-Three of the members of a 
syndicate moved under Ord. XXV., r. 4, to strike 
out the statement of claim as showing no reason- 
able cause of action. The ground of the motion was 
that the action would not lie as the syndicate was 
an illegal body under sect. 1 (2) of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, as being an association 
consisting of more than twenty persons formed 
‘‘for the purpose of carrying on a business that 
has for its object the acquisition of gain”’ & not 
registered as a company. 

Under Ord. XXV. two courses were open to 
the defts. They might raise a point of law which 
could he decided before the trial, or they could 
move to strike out the statement of claim as 
showing no reasonable cause of action (Ast- 
BURY, J.).—-DOMINION IRON & STEEL Co., Lp. v. 
INVERNAIRN, [1927] W. N. 277; 64 L. Jo. 376; 
144 L. T. Jo. 370. 

399. Setting down points for argument—DIiM- 
culties of eliminating everything from case except 
law.}—I come to this conclusion with some regret 
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that time has been taken up both in this court & 
in the court below upon a point which may have 
very little purpose so far as the ultimate rights of 
the parties are concerned. It is one more instance 
of the difficulty of trying to climinate from a case 
everything except the law. It shows what extra- 
ordinary care should be taken before this is 
attempted. There are very few cases which do 
not depend upon the facts. To admit statements 
in pleadings may, in certain cases, be both advis- 
able & a saving of expense. But it is very rare 
that it is possible, with success as regards saving 
expense to the parties, to have the issues so 
settled (KENNEDY, L.J.).—CoDLING v. MOWLEM 
(JoHNn) & Co., Lro., [1914] 3 K. B. 1055, 1068 ; 
83 L. J. K. B. 1727; 111 L. T. 1086; 30 T. L. R. 
677; 58 Sol. Jo. 783; 7B. W. C. C. 786, C. A. 

400. Whether court will order—Abstract 
questions.]—The function of the court is not to 
decide abstract questions of law, but to decide 
questions of law when arising between the parties 
as the result of a certain state of facts. On this 
principle the Court of Appeal refused to decide 
the questions of the law as to copyright & designs 
raised as points of law under Ord. XXV., rr. 2 & 3, 
before Evg, J., in this case, & decided by him, 
& they dismissed the appeal without prejudice to 
any of the questions raised, leaving the action 
to go to trial in the ordinary way.—STEPHENSON, 
BLAKE & Co. v. GRANT, LeEGROS & Co. (1917), 
86 L. J. Ch. 489; 116 L. T.268 5 33 T. L. R. 174; 
34 R. P.O. 192, C. A. 

401. -]/—A Russian vessel after 
discharging a cargo of oil at Melbourne in July, 
1916, was refused a clearance to proceed to Chile 
for a cargo of nitrates. <A clearance was offered 
if the vessel would take wheat to the United 
Kingdom. This was declined, & the owners 
claimed from the Commonwealth damages for 
the detention of the vessel & alleged in their 
statement of claim that the master was excused 
from making any formal application for a clearance 
by a notification that it would be granted only if 
he shipped a cargo of wheat. The Commonwealth 
denied the authority of the persons alleged to 
have been their agents in refusing the clearance, 
& pleaded, inter alia, that the ship had failed to 
comply with certain requirements of law in 
demanding a clearance, & that the alleged refusal 
& the restrictive conditions were acts of a belli- 
gerent Power in right of war & could not be called 
in question in the High Court of Australia :— 
Held: that part of the defence rclating to the 
failure to comply with the clearance conditions 
was demurrable, as there was no sufficient traverse 
of the statement amounting to an allegation that 
the Commonwealth had waived the conditions, 
but that the other defence that the acts complained 
of were acts of a belligerent Power in right of war, 
was sufficient, & that a demurrer to it was properly 
overruled. 

It is highly undesirable, even if it were possible, 
to enter by anticipation into a consideration of 
what might be the effect in point of law of circum- 
stances, the existence of which has not yet been 
ascertained & of which there is no definite allega- 
tion upon the record (per CUR.).—AUSTRALIA 














COMMONWEALTH v. ZACHARIASSEN (1920), 36 
T. L. R. 655, P. C. 
402. Academical questions. ]—Re- 








spondents, who owned a motor lorry, took out a 
licence & paid a duty of £33 under paragraph 6 
of the second schedule to the Finance Act, 1920. 
That schedule, as provided by sect. 13 (1) of the 
Act, prescribes the dutics on mechancically pro- 
pelled vehicles, paragraph 3 of the schedule dealing 
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with hackney carriages, & paragraph 6 dealin 
with “ any vehicles other than those charged wit 
duty under the foregoing provisions of this 
schedule.”’ 

The respondents used the lorry for passengers 
as well as for goods & were summoned by the 
appellant under sect. 7 (3) of the Roads Act, 1920, 
for using it for a purpose other than that for which 
the licence had been taken out, it being alleged 
that they had used it as a hackney carriage for 
which a higher duty was chargeable. The justices 
dismissed the summons on the ground that the 
vehicle was not a hackney carriage within para- 
graph 6 of the schedule. On a case stated it was 
admitted for the appellant that the respondents 
could not be convicted of an offence against 
sect. 8 (3) of the Roads Act, 1920, as the licence 
had not, in the words of sect. & (3) ‘‘ been taken out 
as for a vehicle to be used solely for a certain 
purpore.’’? Both parties, however, desired the 
court to decide whether the vehicle, in view of its 
user, was @ hackney carriage within the Roads 
Act, 1920 :—Held: the court would not decide 
an academical question, as their decision would 
be merely obiter, since the appeal must, in any 
event, be dismissed.—TINDALL v. WRIGHT (1922), 
127 L. T. 149, 150; 86 J. P. 108; 38 T. L. R. 521; 
G6 Sol. Jo. 624 3; 27 Cox, C. C. 212. 

403. ———- Disputed accounts—Validity of 
agreement.|—An action had been brought to 
determine questions of disputed accounts in respect 
of the joint local & continental traffic of two rail- 
ways. The validity of an agreement was disputed 
by the pleadings. Pltfs. now moved under Ord. 
XXV., r. 2, that the points of law raised by the 
pleadings might be set down for hearing forthwith, 
& be disposed of before the trial of the action :-— 
Held: the application would be granted, as the 
case was a proper one for exercising the juris- 
diction conferred upon the court by Ord. XXV., 
r. 2.—LONDON, CHATHAM & DoveER Ry. Co. 
v. SOUTH EASTERN Ry. Co. (1885), 53 L. T. 109. 

404. Point not disposing of whole 
matter.|—Action by tenant for life and person 
interested in remainder, against the trustees of a 
legacy of £20,000 which up to <Aug., 1888, had 
been invested in India Four Per Cent. Stock & 
and then paid off at par. The writ claimed: 
(1) a definite sum of £326 128. 2d., the estimated 
loss to the tenant for life caused by the trustees 
neglecting for some months to invest the moneys 
su paid off; (2) a definite sum of £1,818, alleged 
loss to the capital of the trust fund caused by the 
trustees neglecting to accept India Three and a 
Ifalf Per Cent. Stock, offered by the Secretary 
under a scheme of conversion for the Four Per 
Cent. Stock in June, 1887, & having allowed their 
stock to be paid off at par. Immediately after the 
service of writ the acting trustee paid into court 
£326 128. 2d. in satisfaction of the pltf.’s claim in 
respect of income & that sum was paid out to the 
tenant for life. The statement of claim stated the 
facts as to non-acceptance of the option of taking 
India Three and a Half Per Cent. Stock which was 
at a premium at the date of offer & as to the delay 
of investment, stated that the said sum of 
£326 128s. 2d. had been paid into court in satis- 
faction of the claim as to income & claimed 
(1) that the trustees might be ordered to invest 
out of their own moneys, & hold upon trusts of 
the legacy, the sum of £1,818; (2) costs; 
(3) further & other relief. The acting trustee, one 
of the two defts., moved under Ord. XXV., r. 4, 
that the statement of claim might be struck out 
as against him on the ground that it disclosed no 
reasonable cause of action & that the pltfs. might 











pay the costs of the action subsequent to the pay- 
ment into court. This motion was made for the 
purpose of raising the legal question whether 
the trustees were liable for not having accepted 
the conversion scheme :—Held: inasmuch as the 
statement of claim showed one cause of action 
which the deft. had admitted to be reasonable, 
it could not be struck out under Ord. XXV., r. 4. 

The deft. was given leave to amend his notice of 
motion as he might be advised so as to ask for the 
determination of a question of law under Ord. 
XXXIV., r. 2. The motion as amended asked 
that pursuant to Ord. XX XIV., r. 2, the following 
questicn of law might be decided before any evi- 
dence was given or any issue of fact was tried, 
viz. whether, assuming for the purpose of the 
argument of such question that the allegations of 
the statement of claim were true, there was any 
such duty on the part of the defts. (the trustees) 
or of the deft. W. J. to accept India Three and a 
Ilalf Per Cent. Stock as in the claim alleged & 
that such question of law might be argued before 
the court accordingly, & that all such further 
proceedings as the decision of the question of law 
might render unnecessary might be stayed :— 
Held: as the form of admission of facts left it 
open to the defts. to raise other defences on the 
facts which might make the decision of the point 
of law raised unnecessary or prevent its disposing 
of the action, the court would not exercise the 
discretion given to it by Ord. XXXIV., r. 2, by 
allowing the question of law to be tried before the 
issue of fact.—GROSVENOR v. WHITE (1889), 61 
L. T. 663; 38 W. RB. 201. 

405. Increase of expenses. ]|—-On 
April 18, 1889, pltf. issued a writ against deft. 
company to obtain the removal of his name from 
the list of shareholders. On Aug. 9, 1889, he 
delivered his statement of claim, alleging that he 
had applied for shares in the company on the faith 
of a prospectus which contained misrepresenta- 
tions. the particulars of which were stated. On 
Jan. 20, 1890, an order was made on a petition 
presented on Nov. 13, 1889, directing that the com- 
pany be wound up. On Dec. 23, 1889, pltf. delivered 
an amended statement of claim, in which he gave 
particulars of further alleged misrepresentations 
in the prospectus :—Held: the aniendment was 
only an amplification of the pltf.’s original case, & 
did not introduce a new case of action, & that it 
must be allowed notwithstanding the company had 
been ordered to be wound up. 

It was suggested apparently, or it occurred to 
somebody or other, that that (the second amend- 
ment) might be discussed as a point of law. That 
appears to me to be a very unfortunate method 
of proceeding for this reason, that it adds terribly 
to the costs. If a decision one way or the other 
on that point would put an end to the case, of 
course one could understand it; but it would not 
put an end to the case whichever way it was 
decided. Suppose it was decided in the deft.’s 
favour, the case will still have to be tried; & if 
it is decided in the pltf.’s favour the case will have 
to be tried, & a great deal of evidence will have 
to be gone into-—whether quite so much or not 
I do not know (LINDLEY, L.J.).—COCKSEDGE vt. 
METROPOLITAN COAL CONSUMERS Assocn., LTp. 
(1891), 65 L. T. 482, 434, C. A. 

40 Possibility of decision becoming 
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Poneveneety:l GROSVENOR r. WHITE, No. 404, 
ante. 
407. —-— Points in dispute.|—Trial of 





a preliminary point of law directed by PIck- 
FORD, J. 
A charter-party provided that a cargo was to 
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be taken from alongside the ship at the port of 
discharge at the average rate of 500 tons per day, 
& ‘if longer detained, consignees to pay steamer 
demurrage at the rate of 4d. per net register ton 
per running day.’’ 

At the trial of the preliminary point of law 
Bray, J., held that no provision could be implied 
that the agreed rate of demurrage should only 
app to a reasonable number of days over & 
above the lay days. The pltfs.. the shipowners, 
appealed :—Held: the order of PickFoRD, J., 
should be reversed, as it would be unsatisfactory 
to decide the preliminary point of law without 
ascertaining what were the facts which caused the 
delay in unloading the cargo. The judgment of 
Bray, J., about which their lordships expressed 
no opinion, would also be necessarily discharged. 
The pltfs. would have to amend their statement of 
claim suv as to state the basis of their claim for 
detention.—WESTERN STEAMSHIP Co., LTD. v. 
AMARAL, SUTHERLAND & Co., LTD., [1914] 3 K. B. 


55; 83 L. J. K. B. 1201; 111 L. T. 1183; 30 
T. L. R. 492; 12 Asp. M. L. CM. 493; 19 Com. 
(ase272.-C. 4. 

408. Decision at trial as preliminary 








point—Consent order.]|—By a consent order made 
in chambers it was ordered that the points of law 
raised by paragraph 8 should be disposed of as 
a preliminary point at the trial of the action as if 
the said points had been set down for hearing 
pursuant to Ord. XXV., r. 2. I regret that the 
facts have not been ascertained in the usual way, 
for it is not satisfactory to deal with a purely 
hypothetical state of facts. But the parties having 
consented to this course, it is our duty to treat 
all the allegations in the statement of claim as true, 
& to consider whether they suffice to entitle the 
pitf. to any relief (COZENS-HARDY, M.R.).—- 
OSBORNE U. AMALGAMATED SOCIETY OF RAILWAY 
SERVANTS, [1911] 1 Ch. 540, 550-551; 80 L. J. 
Ch. 315; 104 L. T. 207; 27 T. L. R. 289, C. A. 

409. Question upon Statutes of Limita- 
tions. |— Appeal from an order of the judge affirm- 
ing an order of the master, who refused to dis- 
miss or stay the action. The grounds for the 
application to dismiss or stay the action were: 
(1) That the proceedings were vexatious & an 
abuse of the process of the court; (2) that the 
cause of action related to land out of the juris- 
diction of the court; (3) that the statement of 
claim disclosed no cause of action against the deft. ; 
(4) that the cause of action (if any) was vested in 
the official receiver as trustee in bankruptcy of 
the pltf.’s estate; & (5) that the cause of action 
was barred by the Statutes of Limitation of both 
England & India :—Held: so much of the state- 
ment of claim as related to the alleged trespass to 
land was clearly bad, & that portion must be 
struck out. The court declined to decide any 
question upon the Statute of Limitations ; those 
questions might be raised by a summons under 
Ord. XXV., r. 2, & heard & decided before the 
trial of the action. With regard to the effect of 
the respondent’s bankruptcy, no doubt the claim 
for conversion would primd facie pass to the 
official receiver, but claims for trespass to goods 
might give rise to punitive damages, & to that 
extent could not be dealt with under r. 4 of 
Ord. XXV.—MURRAY v. SECRETARY OF STATE 
FOR INDIA IN CouncIL, [1931] W. N. 91; 171 
L. T. Jo. 308, C. A. 

410. Trial of issues of fact not delayed— 











Possibility of points of law becoming immaterial.] | 


—Application, to delay trial in order that certain 


questions of law might be argued, refused on the 
ground that issues of fact might be found at the 
trial which would render the questions of law 
immaterial to the cases.—ScotTr v. MERCANTILE 
ACCIDENT INSURANCE Co. (1892), 8 T. L. R. 4381. 

411. No injustice or difficulty.]--RILEY 
v. BRown, No. 398, ante. 

412. Subsequent to order for discovery 
or inspection. ]—A common order for discovery was 
made against defts., who made an affidavit of 
documents of which there were a large number, 
& then applied by summons that inspection might 
be postponed until certain questions of law 
mentioned in the summons had been determined. 
These questions of law were not raised by the 
pleadings :—Held: the statement of defence 
should be amended so as to raise the points of law 
which the defts. desired to have determined & 
that the court then had jurisdiction under Ord. 
AXXYV., yr. 2, to order the points of law to be set 
down for hearing & to postpone the inspection 
until they had been disposed of. 

Semble: Ord. XXX1., r. 20, is not to be con- 
strued so narrowly as to mean that the right to 
discovery or inspection is determined by the 
making of the common order, or that the court 
has no jurisdiction after such an order to make a 
subsequent order for questions of law to be deter- 














mined before inspection.—LrVER tv. LAND 
SEcURITIES Co., Lrp., DE CARTERET v. LAND 
SECURITIES Co., Lrp. (1893), 70 L. T. 823; 42 


W.R. 104; 38 Sol. Jo. 38; 7 R. 16, C. A. 

413. Drawing up of order—Questions formu- 
lated in title to admission.]—This is an action 
nominally set down for trial; but really only for 
trial on one of the questions at issue in it, & it 
comes on to be tried on that preliminary question 
by virtue of an order made by Kay, J., which has 
not been drawn up, & which I do not think it 
necessary to require to be drawn up, because the 
question is sufficiently formulated in the title 
to the admission (NorrxH, J.).—PRESTON CORPN. 
v. FULLWoOoD LocaL BoarpD (1885), 53 L. T. 718, 
720; 50 J.P. 228; 34 W. R. 196; 2 T. L. R. 60; 
2T. L. R. 134. 

414. Amendment to raise point of law—Notice 
of motion.]—GROSVENOR v. WHITE, No. 404, 
ante. 

415. ——— Statement of defence—Inspection post- 
poned till after decision. |—LEVER v. LAND SECURI- 
TIES Co., Ltp., DE CARTERET v. LAND SECURITIES 
Co., Lrp., No. 412, ante. 

416. ——— Plaintiff’s case not likely to be im- 
proved.|—1uBBucK & SoNs, LTD. v. WILKINSON, 
HrEywoop & CLARK, LTv., No. 396, ante. 

417. Summons under Ord. XXV., r. 4, 
wrongly taken out.]—Defts. were authorised by 
statute to carry out certain works in connection 
with their undertaking, & were in the habit of 
carrying on the work on the site of a proposed 
station by night as well as by day. Pltf., who 
occupied a house close to this site, brought an 
action to restrain the defts. from working at night, 
alleging that such work rendered his house un- 
inhabitable, & was a vexatious & unreasonable 
abuse by the defts. of their statutory powers. He 
also claimed damages. This was a summons 
under Ord. XXV., r. 4, to strike out the pltf.’s 
statement of claim as disclosing no cause of action, 
on the ground that no action would lie for mere 
unreasonableness in the exercise of a statutory 
power. The court refused to hear the application 
in this form, stating that it was only to be used 
when actions were frivolous & vexatious. By 
consent it was arranged to treat the summons as 
amended so as to be an application to try a pre- 
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liminary point of law under Ord. XXV., r. 2 :— 
Held; upon the assumption that working by night 
was unreasonable & rendered the pltf.’s house 
uninhabitable, a good cause of action was dis- 
closed. The fact that compensation could be 
obtained under sect. 68 of the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845, did not exclude the regulating 
& restraining jurisdiction of the court.—ROBERTS 
v. CHARING CRoss, Euston & HAMPSTEAD Ry. 
Co. (1903), 87 L. T. 732; 19 T. L. R. 160. 

418. Hearing of point—Right to begin—Party 
raising point. }—On a proceeding in lieu of demurrer 
under Ord. XXV., r. 2, the party who by his 
pecans raises the point of law has the right to 

egin.—STEVENS v. CHOWN, STEVENS v. CLARK, 
[1901] 1 Ch. 894; 70. J. Ch. 571; 84 L. T. 796 ; 
65 J. P. 470; 49 W. R. 460; 17 T. I. R. 318. 

419. Order upon hearing of point—Whether final 
order. |—An order dismissing an action made upon 
the hearing of a point of law raised by the plead- 
ings before the trial under Ord. XXV., rr. 2 & 3, 
is not a final order within Ord. LVIII., r. 3. A 
‘* final order ”’ is one made on such an application 
or proceeding that, for whichever side the decision 
Is given, it will, if it stands, finally determine the 
matter in litigation.—-SALAMAN v. WARNER, [1891] 
1 Q. B. 734; 601. J. Q. B. 624; 65 L. T. 182; 
39 W. R. 547; 7 T. 1 RR. 484, CA. 

420. ——.]—-An order striking out a state- 
ment of claim on the ground that it discloses no 
cause of action is an interlocutory, not a final 
order; & consequently it must be appealed from 
within twenty-one days.—JONES v. INSOLE (1891), 
64 L. T. 703; 30 W. R. 629, C. A. 

421. ——— -|—An order was made in an 
action, brought to recover damages for breach of 
contract, that the questions of liability & breach 
of contract only were to be tried, & that the rest 
of the case, if any, was to go to an official referee. 
At the trial the judge held that there was no 
binding contract between the parties, & made an 
order dismissing the action, from which order the 
pltf. appealed :—Held: the appeal was from a 
final order.—-BOZSON v. ALTRINCHAM URBAN DiIs- 
TRICT COUNCIL, [1908] 1 K. B. 547; 72 L. J. K. 3B. 
271; 67 J. PP. 397; 61 W. R. 337; 19 T. L. RR. 
266; 47 Sol. Jo. 316; 1 L. G. R. 639, C. A. 

422. —-— Leave to amend.|—In 1883 H. & Co. 
agreed to consign their wine for sale in the United 
Kingdom or its colonies exclusively to the pltfs. 
The pitts. brought an action to restrain the defts., 
London wine merchants, from selling wine under 
a name in colourable imitation of H. & Co.’s 
trade marks. IDefts. raised the point of law that 
the pltfs. were not capable of suing, as they were 
not themselves proprietors of the trade marks :— 
Held: the pltfs. had no right to bring this action ; 
they had no interest in the trade marks, & had no 
right to restrain a fraudulent use of them, therefore, 
the point of law must be decided against the pltfs., 
with costs. Leave given to amend the action by 
making the present owners of the trade marks 
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plitfs.— RicwHarps & Co. v. BUTCHER & HKOBINSON 
(1890), 62 L. T. 867; 6T. L. R. 363; 7R. P.C. 
288. 

428. ——— Decision on points on which trial would 
throw no further light—Order for setting down not 
made by consent.|—I only desire to add this: it 
is often said that it is not a convenient way 
[Ord. XXV., r. 2] to dispose of matters such as this 
otherwise than at the trial. The order directing 
the points to be argued was nut made by consent ; 
it was made at the instance of the deft.; & Sir 
John Simon contended that the whole question 
was so much in doubt that it should be allowed 
to proceed to trial in the ordinary course. As to 
that, I have left open for trial those matters which, 
by reason of the obscurity either of the facts or 
of the law, in my judgment require to be tried ; 
& I have only disposed of those matters which, 
as it seems to me, could have no further light 
thrown upon them by a trial. I have the satis- 
faction of knowing that if I am wrong my decision 
can be reviewed (RocnuE, J.).—Isaacs (M.) & 
Sons, Lrp. v7. Cook, [1925] 2 K. B. 391; 94 1. J. 
K. B. 886; 134 TL. T. 286; 41 T. DL. R. 647; 69 
Sol. Jo. 810. 

424. ——— Appeal—Stay of trial of issues pending 
appeal.|—Where a question of law has been 
decided on demurrer, or ona preliminary objection, 
& an appeal has been brought. the court will not 
in general stay the trial of the issues of fact 
pending the appeal.—Re PALMER’sS APPLICATION, 
Re TRADE-MARKS REGISTRATION ACT, 1875 (1882), 
22 Ch. D. 88; 48 1. T. 52; 31 W. R. 33, C. A. 

425. Whether High Court can review own order. | 
— Since the passing of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
the High Court has no jurisdiction to review its 
own order, in an action brought to review the 
order on the ground of error in law apparent on the 
face of it, the remedy of the party complaining 
being by appeal to the Court of Appeal.—BRrIGHT 
& Co., LTp. v. SELLAR, [1901] 1 K. B. G3; 72 
L. J. K. B. 921; 89 1. T. 431; 52 W. R. 118; 
20 T. L. R. 12: 48 Sol. Jo. 18, C. A. 

426. Place of action in cause list.J]—-When the 
decision of a point of law, raised under Ord. XXV., 
r, 2, will dispose of the action, 16 should be set down 
in its turn for hearing on the point of law in the 
list of actions for trial without witnesses. If the 
point of law so raised is only preliminary to the 
trial of the action, application should be made 
to the court as to the setting down of the action 
for hearing on the point of law.—Ae THORNILEY, 
WOOLLEY v. THORNILEY (1881), 53 L. J. Ch. 499 ; 
32 W. BR. 539. 

427. Points of law alleged in pleading. |-—Statc- 
ments in pleading which are not demurrers but 
allege only matters of law that might be raised 
by demurrer are embarrassing and may be struck 
out under Ord. XXVII., r. 1.—STOKES v. GRANT 
(1878), 4C. P. D. 25; 40 L. T. 86; 27 W. R. 397. 

Statement of facts, not law, sce Part ILI., Sect. 1, 
ante. 
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PLEADING. 


Part V.—Delivery of Pleadings. 


Srecr. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 10. Every pleading or other document 
required to be delivered to a party, or between parties, shall be 
delivered in the munner now in use to the sclicitor of every party 
who appears by a solicitor, or to the party if he does not appear 
by a solicitor, but if noappearance has becn entered for any party, 
then such pleading or document shall be delivered by being filed 
with the proper officer. 


Delivery of statement of claim, see Part VIII, 
Sect. 2, post. 

Delivery of defence, sce Part IX., Sect. 3, pose. 

Delivery of reply, sce Part XV., Sect. 1, sub- 
sect. 1, post. 


[New Procedure List, see PRACTICE, Part XCIV., 
Sect. 4, post.] 


428. Mode of delivery—-Notice of motion for 
judgment.]—A notice of motion for judgment 
should be served on the deft. just as the writ was, 
notwithstanding R.S. C., Ord. XTX.. r. 10.—-Cook 
v. DEY (1876), 2 Ch. D. 218; 45 L. J. Ch. 6115 2t 
W. R. 368; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 211; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 65. 

429. ——- Whether filing necessary—Summons 
personally served on defendant.] —It is unnecessary 
to file under Ord. NIX., r. 10, a summons which 
has been personally served on a deft. who has not 
appearcd,.— WHITAKER vt. THURSTON, [1876] W.N. 
Zoe; 

430. ——- ——— Statement of claim served person- 
ally with copy of writ.|—Where a statement of 
claim is served personally on a deft. with copy of 
writ, & the deft. subsequently does not appear in 
the action, it is not necessary that the statement 
of claim should be also filed in order to obtain judg- 
ment by default against such deft.— RENSHAW v. 
RENSHAW (1880). 19 L. J. Ch. 127; 28 W. RR. 409. 
-}—Where a deft. has made 
default in appearance, & the writ & statement of 
claim have been served upon & delivered to him 
personally, there is no necessity for the statement 
of claim tu be also filed against him.—PHILLIps tv. 
KEARNEY (1888), 58 L. J. Ch. 314. 

432. Filing of amended writ—Default in appear- 
ance by defendant.]—There is no hard and fast 
rule that an amended writ, whatever be the nature 
of the amendment, must be re-served personally 
on a deft. who has not appeared to the original writ. 

The R. 8S. C. make no provision for the per- 
sonal service of an amended writ, & therefore 
Ord. LXVII., r. 4, applies, & amended writ may 
be served on a deft. who has not appeared by 
filing it with the proper officer. When this has 
been done the court has jurisdiction to proceed 
to try the action as against such a deft. But the 
court has a discretion in the matter, &, if it can 
see that there is any probability of injustice being 
otherwise done to the absent deft., it will require 
that he be served personally with the amended 
writ, e.g. if the indorsement on the writ has been 
amended in such a way as substantially to enlarge 
the relief claimed against him & to make the writ 
in effect a new writ. 

On granting leave to amend a writ the judge 
can, if he thinks it right to do so, impose the con- 
dition that the amended writ shall be served 
personally on a deft. who has not appeared to the 
original writ (STIRLING, J.). 

There is undoubtedly a principle on which this 
court has for long acted in mercy to a deft. who has 
not appeared—a principle which in favour of such 
a deft. trenches to a large extent upon the rules of 
the court. The court has always borne in mind 











that an absent deft. served with the original writ 
may have acted upon the supposition that he 
thereby gathers substantially what the case made 
against him is, & relies upon it that that case & 
no other substantially different case will be made 
against him, & on that footing does not choose to 
appear. Accordingly the court has refused to act 
upon a rule which in terms covered a deft. who 
has not appeared in cases in which the court came 
to the conclusion that it would not be just to 
enforce the rule against such a deft.—not that the 
court had no jurisdiction to proceed but that it 
did not think it right to proceed in such a casc 
(ROMER, 1..J.).—JAMAICA Ry. Co. v. COLONIAL 
Bank, [1905] 1 Ch. 677, 690; 74 L. J. Ch. 410; 
92 L. T. 548; 53 W. RR. 564, C. A. 

433. Delivery in person—Plaintiff represented by 
solicitor.|—Pltf., a barrister, issued his writ on 
Aug. 30, 1879, indorsed for an injunction, & 
other relicf, & for payment of a sum of £1,000, 
alleged to have been received by deft. as his 
solicitur. On Dec. 12, 1879, pltf. was ordered to 
deliver a statement of claim on or before Jan. 12. 
On Jan. 10 he delivered a statement of claim in 
person. On the 12th his solicitor, who had been 
that day served with a summons to set aside the 
statement of claim for irregularity, delivered a 
notice that his claim appeared by the indorsement 
on the writ in the form prescribed by Ord. XXI., 
r. 4:—Held: the writ was not specially indorsed 
within the meaning of Ord. III., r. 6, & the state- 
ment of claim delivered by the solicitor must be 
set aside.—YEATMAN v. SNow (1880), 42 L. T. 
502; 28 W. RR. 574. 


Sect. 2.—DEFAULT IN DELIVERY. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXVIL, r. 14. In any case in which issues arise 
in an action other than between plaintiff and defendant, it any 
party to any such issue makes default in delivering any pleading, 
the opposite party may apply to the Court or a Judge for such 
judgment, if any, as upon the pleadings he may appear to be 
entitled to. And the Court or Judge may order judgment to 
be entered accordingly, or may make such other order as may 
be necessary to do complete justice between the parties. 


Statement of claim, see Part VIIL., post. 

Defence, see Part IX., post. 

Reply & subsequent pleadings, see Part XV., post. 

434. Issues arising other than between plaintiff 
& defendant.|—By virtue of Ord. AXI., r. 12, 
Ord. XXVII., r. 11, & Ord. LXVIL., r. 4, a plté. 
by counterclaim can proceed against defts. by 
counterclaim who do not appear, in the same way 
as a pitf. in an original action. <A deft. to an 
action by which rights of common were claimed, 
counterclaimed against the pltfs., & several 
others whom he added as defts., & asked for an 
injunction on the ground of trespass. The added 
defts. did not appear or defend. Pltf. by counter- 
claim moved for judgment in default of appear- 
ance, & upon admissions :—Held: the motion 
must stand till the trial, as, if the question raised 
by the counterclaim was not connected with the 
original subject of the action, the added defts. 
were improperly brought before the court; & if 
it was connected, then no relief should be given 
until trial—VERNEY v. THOMAS, THOMAS vv. 
VERNEY (1888), 58 L. T. 20,21; 36 W. R. 398. 

See R. 8S. C., Ord. XXVII., rv. 14, supra. 

Setting aside judgments by default, see Part IX., 
Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, M., post. 

Default of appearance, see PRACTICE, Part XV. 


Part VI.—OBJECTIONS TO PLEADINGS. 
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Part VI.—Objections to Pleadings. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


435. Objections upon mere points of form.}—A 
man shall not be prejudiced by formalty or mis- 
pleading, etc.— ANON. (1469), Cary, 2; 21 E. R. 2. 

436 It is sufficient if a pleading sub- 
stantially follows the forms given in schedule B 
annexed to the Common Law Procedure Act; & 
it is no ground of demurrer if it departs from the 
letter of those forms, if in substance it states a 
peed cause of action.—Faaa@ v. Nupp (1854), 3 

i. & B. 650; 118 E. R. 1286; sub nom. Faaa v. 
Mupp, 2 ©. L. R. 680; 23 L. J. Q. B. 289; 
23 L. T. O. S. 913; 18 Jur. 699. 

437. -}—The court will not encourage objec- 
tions upon mere points of form.—BARRY v. 
CROSKEY (No. 2) (1861), 2 John. & H. 130; 31 L. J. 
Ch. 121; 8 Jur. N.S.114; 10 W.R. 5; 70 BE. R. 999. 

438. Objections must be taken promptly. ]—A bad 

plea cannot be taken advantage of after issue 
thereon & verdict.—ANON. (1702), 11 Mod. Rep. 
2; 88 EK. R. 845. 
_ 439. -|—In general you must come upon an 
irregularity at first, & not wait for a second, to set 
aside the antecedent. Irregularity of rule is to 
be taken notice of the moment the next step is to 
be taken. Irregularity of declaration in the same 
manner, before judgment. & so is the rule in 
the Court of Common Pleas; & this on principles 
of justice, & for prevention of expense. You 
can’t come after execution, to set aside judgment, 
on account of irregularity of the declaration ; but 
the instant you have notice of judgment signed, 
you must take advantage of the irregularity, then 
at least, if not before.—ANON. (1773), Lofft, 323 ; 
98 EK. R. 674. 

440. Form of action not warranted by writ— 
Declaration set aside as irregular.|—Since the 
Uniformity of Process Act, 2 Will. 4, c. 89, the 
writ is the commencement of the suit, & not merely 
process to bring a party into court. Therefore a 
declaration in a form of action, not warranted by 
the writ, will be set aside as irregular. Plitf. may 
declare afresh if his cause of action will admit of 
declaring in the form warranted by the writ.— 
THOMPSON v. Dicas (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 769; 
hr 93; 3 Tyr. 873; 2 L. J. Ex. 294; 149 EH. R. 

441. Pleading untruth.]—To plead that which is 
& pure untruth is quite disgraceful.—MUDDLE v. 
STRIDE (1840), 9 C. & P. 880; 4 L. T. 622; 9 
L. T. 811; 173 BE. R. 877. 

442. Averments denoting different state of facts 
to that intended.]—Declaration upon a bill of 
exchange drawn by C. on deft. payable to pltf. & 
accepted by deft. Plea, that before & at the time 
of accepting the said bill of exchange deft. was of 
unsound mind, & incapable of managing her own 
affairs, & that C. well knowing the premises & 
intending to take advantage of deft. fraudulently 
obtained the said bill of exchange, and that there 
never was any consideration or value whatever 
for the said acceptance of the said bill :—Held: 
this is, in fact, a plea of fraud, &, if so, it is bad, 
as pitf. is not charged with having had notice of it. 
The court asked to strike out that part of the 
plea which avers fraud, but if a party pleading a 
plea will state on the face of it a number of cir- 
cumstances from which a different state of facts 
arises to what he intended, he is hardly at liberty 
to say, strike out all averments so as to make it 














a totally different plea. Judgment for pltf.— 
Morris v. COWELL (1844), 3 L. T. O. S. 179. 

443. Application to strike out—Made in chambers 
—Uncertainty in defence.]—Applications to strike 
out should be made by summons & not by motion. 
If made by motion the costs will not exceed those 
of asummons attended by counsel.—MARRIOTT v. 
MARRIOTT (1878), 26 W. R. 416. 

See R.S. C., Ord. XIX., rv. 26, p. 8, ante. 


Sect. 2.—UNNECESSARY OR IRRELEVANT 
MATTER. 


SUB-sECT. 1.—WHAT CONSTITUTES ‘‘ UNNECES- 
SARY ”’ OR IRRELEVANT MATTER. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 27, p. 61, post. 

Necessity to state facts in summary form, sce 
Part III., Sect. 3, ante. 

444, Matters utterly trrelevant.]—Deft.’s answer 
had been reported impertinent, & exceptions to 
that report were allowed :—Held: before the 
court struck out any part of the record the im- 
pertinence ought to be clear to demonstration ; 
for if it struck out any part of deft.’s case in error, 
it had no means, or would never have the oppor- 
tunity, at any future time, of repairing the 
mischief, & giving the deft. the benefit of his 
statements. If, on the other hand, any such 
matter were left on the record, & it were found 
to be irrelevant, the court, at the hearing of the 
cause, could deal with the question as to oppressive- 
ness & expenses as it might think fit in the shape 
of costs, whatever might be the result of the case 
on the merits.— ANON. (1843), | L. T. O. S. 286. 

445. -l—In an action by a stockholder in a 
railway company to restrain the company from 
subscribing out of their funds the sum of £1,000 
towards the Imperial Institute, on the ground 
that the proposed subscription was ultra vires & 
legal, the company delivered a statement of 
defence which contained paragraphs alleging a 
circular from the secretary of the Institute inviting 
railway companies to subscribe, & stating the 
amounts of the capital & average net annual 
income of the company, the objects of the Institute, 
an agreement with another railway company for 
through booking to the Institute, which it was 
said would lead to increased traffic over the 
deft. company’s lines, & the practice of railway 
companies as to contributing to exhibitions, 
regattas, race meetings, & other objects calculated 
to encourage traffic over their lines. The pltf. 
moved, under Ord. XIX., r. 27, to strike out these 
paragraphs of the defence as being unnecessary & 
tending to ptejudice, embarrass, or delay the fair 
trial of the action, the simple question to be tried 
being whether or not the proposed subscription 
was ultra vires:—-Held: a reasonable latitude 
must be given to Ord. XIX., r. 27, & parties must 
be allowed to plead reasons why, as in the present 
instance, a particular act said to be ultra vires was 
not ultra vires ; that it would be a wrong applica- 
tion of the rule to order such reasons to be struck 
out unless the matter sought to be struck out were 
utterly irrelevant; & that it was not the meaning 
of the rule that any matter alleged in the defence 
as a reason should be struck out merely because 
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Sect. 2.—Unnecessary or irrelevant matter: Sub- 
sect. 1.] 


it was a bad reason; also it could not be said that 
any part of the defence in the present case was 
so irrelevant that the rule ought to be applied; & 
that. therefore, the motion must be refused with 
costs.—TOMKINSON tv. SOUTH-EASTERN Ry. Co. 
(No. 2) (1887), 57 L. T. 858; 3 T. L. R. 822. 

446. Not matters material. }— Allegations, material 
to the issue, are not impertinent ; &, being relevant 
& pertinent, though they may be false. &, of what- 
ever nature, are not scandalous. Scandalous 
matter, as allegations, reflecting upon moral 
character, & not relevant to the subject to be 
expunged from the record whether in a suit, or 
bankruptcy, & without an application.—£z p. 
SIMPSON (1809), 15 Ves. 476; 33 E. R. 834. 

447, ---An examination, setting out 
material accounts clearly & conveniently, is not 
rendered impertinent by varying from the strict 
course pointed out by the interrogatories, nor by 
introducing three columns of figures, so as to 
occasion blank columns in the office copy. although 
blank columns are an abuse.—BALLY tv. WILLIAMS 
(1825), M'Cle. & Yo. 334; 148 E. R. 441. 

448. -}+—Upon exceptions to a bill for im- 
pertinence. deft. must show that the allegations 
excepted to are not in any way material] to pltf.'s 
case, for if by possibility they may be so, the 
court will not expunge them. 

A statement of the interest of relators, showing 
their connection with the subject-matter of an 
information, is not impertinent. 

In an information by the A.-G. to set aside a 
conveyance for fraud, as having been executed in 
order to defeat the rights of the Crown under 
process of outlawry, there were contained allega- 
tions that the deed was executed by the outlaw 
with the view of defrauding his creditors : that at 
the time of executing it he was residing at Holy- 
rood, for the purpose of avoiding them, or of 
preventing or delaying proceedings against hii. 
Upon exceptions :—/f{feld: these allegations were 
not impertinent.—-RICKARDS v7, .A.-G. (1845), 12 
Cl. & Fin. 30; 9 Jur. 353; 8 E. R. 13806, H. L. 

449. Action on settlement—Setting out facts 
leading up to agreement for settlement. |-—Where a 
deft. in an action relies upon a settlement of all 
matters in dispute between himself & pltf., he is 
entitled to set out in his defence not only the agrec- 
ment for settlement but also the whole of the 
facts which led up to it.—WerymowutTn v. RIcn 
(1885), 1 T. L. R. 609. 

450. Repetition of material part.}—Repetitions 
in a fourth examination of items contained in 
former examinations held impertinent. The 
principle applicable being the same as if the 
repetition had been contained in the same docu- 
ment. It is no defence to an application to strike 
out impertinent matter, to say that it will make the 

leading inconsistent, unmeaning, or insufficient. 

e repetition of a material statement is imper- 
tinent.—ALLFREY tv. ALLFREY (1851), 14 Beav. 
235; 51 E. R. 277. 

451. Superfluous words.}—A master ought not to 
report a few words in a passage to be impertinent, 
because these words may be superfluous. Neither 
is it impertinent, after stating that certain applica- 
tions have been made to the deft., to set forth 
particular letters in which the applications were 
contained.—DEL PoxTE v. DE TAsTET (1823), 
Turn. & R.486; 2L.J.0.8. Ch. 35; 37 E. R. 1187. 

452. ———.}—-Superfluous or prolix clauses or 
words in a sentence are not to be deemed imper- 
tinent.—ANON, (1824), 2 L. J. O. S. Ch. 108. 














458. Prolixity of expression.]—Mere prolixity of 
expression does not constitute impertinence.— 
ANON, (1824), 2 L. J. O. S. Ch, 143. 

454. ——.|—-ANON. (1824), No. 452, ante. 

455. Question of degree. ]—Prolixity in an 
answer is impertinence; but it is a question of 
degree. Therefore, in a bill for an account of 
money transactions between the pltf. & the deft., 
it having been required that the deft. should set. 
forth in a schedule a variety of minute particulars 
concerning certain securities which were alleged 
to have been deposited with him :—Held: it was 
not an act of impertinence to annex to the answer 
a schedule with columns.—GOMPERTZ tv. BEST 
(1835),1 Y. & C. Ex. 114; 4 L. J. Ex. Eq. 17; 
160 FE. R. 47. 

456. Matter set forth by trustees in schedule. | 
—A., an infant. filed a bill against trustees wherein 
she sought, in the usual terms, an account of the 
lands, ete., of which B. had died seised, A. claim- 
ing to be interested therein. The trustees in a 
schedule of considerable length annexed to their 
answer, set forth in particular detail the names, 
acreage, boundaries, etc., of all the lands of which 
B. had died seised :—Held: although some parts 
of the schedule were not impertinent, yet the 
matter contained in the schedule being unneces- 
sarily prolix, & tending to oppression from its 
length, was properly excepted to by the pltf. as 
impertinently set forth——ByYDE 1. MASTERMAN 
(1841), 10 LL. J. Ch. 282; 5 Jur. 643. 

Necessity to avoid prolixity in pleading, see 
Part ITI., Sect. 3, ante. 

457. Prolixity in setting forth documents. ]|—Pro- 
lixity in setting forth important documents is not 
impertinence; therefore, where the deft. set forth 
verbatim in his answer a state of facts & all the 
affidavits to show that the demand made in this suit 
had been disallowed by the master in a former suit : 
—Held: the answer was not impertinent.—-LOWE 
v. WILLIAMS (1826), 2 Sim. & St. 5743 57 E.R. 
165. 

Setting out contents of documents, see Part HL, 
Sect. 11, anfe. 

458. Petition embodying several clauses of public 
Act. J— Although a petition may have embodied in 
it several clauses out of a publie Act of Parliament, 
it will not on that account be deemed impertinent 
for the purpose of fixing the petitioners with the 
costs. 

In the present case there was merely a reference 
to Acts of Parliament, under which the court was 
asked to act. It was impossible that the court 
could carry about a library or remember every 
Act. of Parliament that had been passed. The 
section had been rightly set out, & the petitioner 
was therefore entitled to his costs.—He [AILLEY’s 
TRUSTEES (1850), 17 Sim. 110; 19 L. J. Ch. 329 ; 
151. T. O. S. 42; 60 Is. R. 1069. 

Statutes in pleading, see Part I., Sect. 5, ante. 

459. Setting forth letters containing application— 
After statement that application had been made. |]— 
DEL PONTE v. DE TASTET, No. 451, ante. 

460. Affidavits and certificates in schedule—As to 
quantity of goods supplied.|]—A deft., in answer to 
an allegation in the bill that some cotton which 
had been sent by him to pltfs. was of inferior 
quality, said, that from certain affidavits & cer- 
tificates made by experienced persons, he believed 
the cotton to be of a superior quality, & set forth 
the affidavits & certificates, in a schedule, in hac 
verba :—Held: the schedule was not impertinent. 
—-PARKER v. FAIRLIE (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 295; 
Turn. & R. 362; 2L. J.0.8.Ch.19; 57 E. R. 120. 

461. Examination setting out material documents 
—Variation from strict course pointed out by 
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interrogatories—Blank columns in office copy. ]— 
BALLY v. WILLIAMS, Nou. 447, ante. 

462. Statements in answer not called for by bill-— 
Nor material to the defence.]|—Statements in an 
answer are impertinent if they are neither called 
for by the bill nor material to the defence, with 
reference to the order or decrees which may be 
made on the bill.—WaGsTaFF v. BRYAN (1829), 1 
‘anes ee 28; 8 L. J. O. S. Ch. 41; 39 E.R. 

463. Allegations as to character or conduct— 
General allegation of bad character and habits — 
Strengthened by particular acts of misconduct— 
Action to restrain executor from acting.}—Where, 
in a bill filed by the creditors fur the administration 
of an estate, & for an injunction to restrain the 
executor from acting in the trusts of the will, the 
pltf. states generally that the executor is of bad 
character & drunken habits, & unfit to act as 
executor, it is not scandalous or impertinent in 
the pltf. to strengthen his case by stating the 
particular acts of misconduct complained of.— 
KVERETT v. PRYTHERGCH (1841), 12 Sim. 363; 11 
lL. J. Ch. 6, 54; 6 Jur. 3; 59 E.R. W171. 

464. Reflections on moral character. |—In a 
suit for specific performance of an agreement for 
a lease, deft. may, by his answer, put in issue any 
fact tending to show the insolvency of pitf., however 
it may impeach pltf.’s respectability ; but mere 
imputations on the moral character of pltf. are 
immpertinent.— PEARSON v. KNAPP (1833), 1 My. & 
K. 312; 39 E.R. 699. 

465. Action to set aside will for undue 
influence. |— In a bill by the testator’s son & heir- 
at-law. impeaching a will, on the ground of undue 
influence exercised by a female deft. over the 
testator’s mind, an allegation that she at a time 
specified was discovered to have engaged in a 
criminal connection with the testator, & that she 
openly cohabited with him as if she had been his 
wife, is not scandalous or impertinent.—-ANOWN. 
(1835), 1] My. & Cr. 78; 40 BF. RR. 806, 

466. ——— Allegation not supported by evidence— 
Neglect of duty.]—Semble: it is not competent for 
the assignees to withhold the payment of wages 
or salary to a clerk or servant, upon an alleged 
case of neglect of duty, unless prepared to go into 
evidence to showsuch neglect. If not, the allega- 
tion to that effect will be struck out by the court 
as scandalous & impertinent.— Re BURKILD, -ir p. 
HAMPSON (1842); 2 Mont. D. & De G. 462; 
Il L. J. Bey. 12. 

467. Allegations as to conduct of person 
executing conveyance—-Fraudulent conveyance. ]|— 
RICKARDS v, .A.-G., No. 448, ante. 

468. Allegations of fraudulent concealment 
of insolvency—Bill alleging solvency.|—BHill filed 
by the cestui que trust under a marriage settlement 
against the trustee to compel him to pay a sum of 
money, which the husband had covenanted to 
settle, but which covenant the trustee had neg- 
lected to enforce previously to the bankruptcy of 
the husband, which took place some years after 
his marriage. The bill alleged that for many years 
the husband was in prosperous circumstances, & 
the covenant ought then to have been enforced. 
The trustee, by his answer, stated as a reason for 
his not having been able to enforce the covenant, 
that the husband, at the time of his marriage, 
was in very needy & embarrassed circumstances, 
& continued so until his bankruptcy. The answer 
then set forth several transactions, alleged to 
have been fraudulently centrived by the husband, 
& that he had in various other matters, both 
previously & subsequently to his marriage, resorted 
to fraudulent means to supply his wants & avert 

















discovery of his true position. The master had 
allowed exceptions to such passages of this 
answer as contained allegations of fraud against 
the husband on the ground that they were scandal- 
ous & impertinent :—-Held : where the bill alleged 
solvency it was not irrelevant for the deft. to 
introduce a statement of fraudulent practices 
committed from time to time to conceal the fact 
of insolvency.—BALGuy v. BROADHURST (1850), 
20 I. J. Ch. 55; 16 LL. T. O. S. 385. 

469. Allegation of rigging the market— 
Action to enforce contract to sell shares.]—The 
bill alleged that under a certain contract pltf. was 
entitled to shares in a company. It then alleged 
that deft. was in fact in league with other persons, 
in order to deal with the shares & contrive opera- 
tions on the Stock Exchange, popularly called 
rigging the market, for the purpose of bringing the 
shares up to a fictitious value in the market. The 
bill prayed a decree for specific performance of the 
contract :—Held: the allegation of improperly 
dealing with the shares was scandalous matter, « 
not pertinent to the relief sought, & must be 
expunged from the bill—RvUBERY vv. GRANT 
(1872), L. R. 13 Eq. 4438; 42 L. J. Ch. 193 20 
L.. T. 538. 

470. Fraudulent dealings as usual course of 
conduct—Usual course of conduct irrelevant. |—A 
statement of claim charged in effect that the pltf. 
being desirous of borrowing muney, agreed with 
HM. to borrow jit from him on personal security 
only, & to insure his life in the defts.’ office as 
collateral security for the loan. & to pay a premium 
on such insurance to the defts., that the pltf. for 
the purpose of su borrowing, as the defts. Knew, 
did so insure & pay a premium. That H. through- 
out was an agent of the defts.. & that the trans- 
action was a contrivance of the defts. to obtain 
the said premium. That neither H. nor the defts. 
ever lent or intended to lend any money to the 
pitf., &, further, that this was the usual course 
of conduct of the defts.:—Held: the paragraphs 
stating that it was the usual course of conduct of 
the defts., were scandalous & irrelevant, & should 
be struck out, as amounting at the most to mere 
evidence, which by Ord. XINX., r. 1, is not to be 
pleaded; &, further, that the matter therein 
contained was not even evidence, & that evidence 
could not be given upon a trial, in chief, of such 
conduct being the usual course of conduct of the 
defts.—-BLAKE tv. ALBION LIFE ASSURANCE 
Society (1876), 45 IT. J. Q. B. 663; 35 L. T. 
269; 24 W. R. 677; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 136, 

471. Alleging motive as to issuing of fraudu- 
lent prospectus.}|—In an action against a company 
for issuing a fraudulent prospectus, it is unneces- 
sary to set out in the statement of claim the motives 
which Jed to the issuing of the prospectus of the 
scheme of which it was part, it being sufficient to 
state generally that the prospectus was to the 
knowledge of the defts. fraudulent without 
specifying particulars. Pitfs. in the present case 
were given leave to amend.—HERRING vt. BISCHOFF- 
SHEIM, [1876] W. N. 77; 3 Char. Prac. Cas. 


54. 

472. ——— Allegation that plaintiff’s acts in various 
particulars unlawful.}—Deft. then goes on, in 
paragraph 4, to make this allegation, which pltf. 
now asks me to strike out. ‘“ The pltf.’s acts 
aforesaid were, in various particulars, unlawful, 
but the defts. are in nowise responsible for them.”’ 
I think that is a ‘' scandalous & embarrassing ”’ 
statement. I do not know whether or not the 
defts. intend by it to set up a new issue altogether. 
If they do, they ought to have raised it clearly, for 
the pltf. cannot tell from the statement, as it 
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stands, what it is that he will have to meet. Then 
the 4th paragraph contains this other allegation : 
“In anv event the pltf.’s allegations & claims in 
respect thereof as against the defts. are wholly 
unfounded.’ That. again, is a statement which 
raises no distinct issue. There is, it is true, not 
much actually to find fault with, except that it 
is irrelevant. It appears to me to make very little 
difference whether it is struck out or not; I 
therefore shall not interfere with the chief clerk’s 
decision, & it must be struck out accordingly 
(PrEaRSON, J.).—LUMB tv. BEAUMONT (1884), 49 
L. T. 772. 774. 

473. Repeating part of agreement on statement of 
particular transaction—Agreement set out pre- 
viously.}—Where an agreement was set out in 
rerbis, & there heing many transactions to be 
stated in the bill. the pltf. some time after the 
setting out the agreement repeated a part of the 
avreement as an introduction to a branch of the 
transactions, such repetition was held not to be 
impertinent.--FOSTER vr. BREYNTON (1845), 4 
be VOCS. 102. 

474, Information byAttorney-General Statement 
of interest of relators.}—RicKARDs v. A.-G., No. 
148, ante. 

475. Withdrawal of charges as consideration for 
contract—<Action on contract—Setting out charges. | 
—A pltf. having declared upon a contract, in 
consideration of his withdrawing certain charges 
against the deft.. & having in his declaration set 
them forth & alleyed them to be true, the court 
upheld an order, nade by a Judge at chambers, 
to strike out these allegations, as impertinent ; & 
interrogatories as to the truth or bona fides of the 
charges were not allowed, before issue joined.— 
Dickson wv. WILTON (EARL) (1863), 11 W. R. 
365. 

476. Claim to baronetcy—Legitimacy declara- 
tion.}—A petitioner under the Legitimacy Declara- 
tion Act prayed for a declaration that he was a 
natural bern subject of the Queen, that his 
paternal grandfather was lawfully married to 
M. R., & that he was the natural & lawful son of 
his father, who was the son of the marriage of his 
paternal grandfather. The petitioner then went 
on to allege that. as the natural & lawful grandson 
of C. F.. & the natural & lawful son of F. F., the 
petitioner was a baronet of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain & Ireland. The allegation was 
ordered to be struck out, as irrelevant to the 
petition.— FREDERICK v. A.-G. (1874), L. R. 3 
P.& D.196; 48 1.35. Po & M. 32; 30 1. T. 767; 
22 W. KR. 4165 subsequent proceedings, 1... R. 3 
P. D. 270. 

477. Denial of slander & averment that statement 
made in conversation— Order for particulars of 
conversation refused as immaterfal.|—In his 
defence to an action for slander deft. denied that 
he spoke or published the words alleged, & then 
averred that the statements were made in con- 
versation with certain persons named & that the 
words used of the pltf. were true. Particulars of 
the conversation were not ordered, the judge 
saying that what the statements were was im- 
material having regard to the other denials & 
averments.—COLONIAL ASSURANCE CORPORATION, 
Lrp. v. PROSSER (1876), Bitt. Prac. Cas. 122; 2 
Char. Cham. Cas. 35. 

478. Alleging grounds of relief upon which relief 
not asked for.}—In an action respecting a policy 
of marine insurance, the pltf., the underwriter, by 
his statement of claim aileycd that the risk was of 
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a special & dangerous character, as the defts. 
well knew; that they failed to communicate such 
fact to the pltf.; that the ship was unseaworthy 
when she commenced her voyage; & that the 
defts. knew of, but concealed, the fact of her being 
unseaworthy. The defts. admitted that the ship 
was unseaworthy, but stated that the unsea- 
worthiness was solely owing to her being over- 
laden, & was not known to them. They wholly 
denied the allegations of concealment & non- 
communication of facts. The pltf. in his reply 
joined issue generally, but stated that he did ‘‘ not 
proceed further in this action with the charges in 
the statement of claim as to concealment & non- 
communication by the defts. of material facts ’’ :— 
Held: Ord. XIX., r. 27, applied; that the 
allegations in the statement of claim were clearly 
unnecessary, because the pltf. subsequently stated 
that he did not intend to ask any relief grounded 
on concealment or non-communication ; & that 
they were consequently scandalous & cmbarrass- 
ing, & must be struck out.—BRookKING v. MAUDS- 
LAY (1886), 55 L. T. 343; 2 T. L. R. 827; 6 
Asp. M. L. C. 135 subsequent proceedings (1888), 
38 Ch. D. 636. 

Particulars of Fraud, see Part III., Sect. 7, ante. 

479. Allegations as to matters disposed of by 
compromise—Action to enforce compromise. |—In 
an action to enforce the compromise of a former 
action brought in assertion of rights of water, as 
to which disputes had arisen, pltf. will not be 
allowed, by setting out in his statement of claim 
the allegations as to his right & the corresponding 
liabilities of the deft. which were contained in his 
former statement of claim, to relitigate the ques- 
tions raised in the former action, & intended to 
have been finally disposed of by the compromise. 
Such allegations were accordingly ordered to be 
struck out under Ord. XIX., r. 27, as embarrassing 
& unnecessary, though a motion for that purpose 
had been refused by the court below. It seems to 
me that the rule that the court is not to dictate 
to parties how they should frame their case, is one 
that ought always to be preserved sacred. But 
that rule is, of course, subject to this modification 
& limitation, that the parties must not offend 
against the rules of pleading which have been laid 
down by the law; & if a party introduces a 
pleading which is unnecessary & it tends to 
prejudice, embarrass, & delay the trial of the 
action, it then becomes a pleading which is beyond 
his right. 

We have been told this is a matter of discretion 
for the judge. In one sense it is a matter of dis- 
cretion, but that, be it observed, docs not com- 
pletely define the situation. The judge is clothed 
by the rule with power which he may exercise, but 
the same rule that clothes him with power defines 
the object for which the power has to be exercised, 
in the definition which it gives of the subject- 
matter to which the power should be applied. It 
becomes, therefore, the duty of the Judge who has 
to apply the rule, to apply his power in a fit case ; 
& a fit case will be that which fulfils the definition 
of the rule, & in which there are no other circum- 
stances which make it inappropriate, & incon- 
venient, or unjust to apply the power (BOWEN, 
[..J.).— KNOWLES v. ROBERTS (1888), 38 Ch. D. 
263, 270, 2713 58 L. T. 269, C. A. 

480. Allegation against member of local board—. 
Action to restrain removal of posts in public foot- 
path.}—A local board discharging duties in 
relation to the protection of public rights of way 
under s. 26 (1) of the Local Government Act, 
1894, is in the same position as a private individual 
protecting his own property & is not acting 
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 basetearahe Consequently, where an action was 
rought against a local board to restrain the 
removal of posts erected on a public footpath by 
the owners of the adjoining property for the pur- 
pose of preventing the footpath from being used 
for vehicular traffic & the statement of claim 
alleged that a member of the board had used his 
influence with the board for his own private 
interest & that in consequence thereof the pltfs. 
had failed to induce the buard to take steps to 
prevent the user of the footpath for vehicular 
traffic :—Held: the real issue was whether or 
not the posts constituted an obstruction to the 
public right of way & that the allegations in the 
statement of claim were irrelevant & ought to be 
struck out.— MurrRAY v. IKpsom Locat, BoArb, 
[i897] 1 Ch. 35; 661. J. Ch. 107; 75 1. T. 579 ; 
613.P. 71; 45 W.R. 185; 18 T. LR. 11383 41 
Sol. Jo. 157. 

481. Particulars of justification of libel ordered— 
No particularity in particulars delivered. ]—Pltfs. 
complained of being called thieves & swindlers, & 
deft. stated the meaning he attached to those 
words, though in his Lordship’s opinion the words 
were perfectly plain. Deft. pleaded that the 
words were true in substance & in fact. It was 
therefore not open to him to say that in using the 
words thieves & swindlers he did not mean to 
import criminal dishonesty. The application 
made before their Lordships was not one decisive 
of the action. Pitfs. having complained of being 
called thieves & swindlers, the deft. was called 
upon to give particulars. Then deft. gave a 
lively history in which no element of particularity 
was to be found. Then there was an application 
to strike out those particulars which purported 
to be a justification on the ground that they con- 
stituted no justification. The Court of Appeal 
pointed out that those matters which they had 
struck out were irrelevant; & I agree with their 
Lordships in the court below, but I should have 
been glad to go further & to strike out all the 
particulars  (HADLSBURY,  1..0.).- MARKHAM = tv. 
WERNHER, Beir & Co. (1902), 18 TL. L. Re 768, 
764, WL. 

482. Allegation of husband’s adultery— In wife's 
petition for restitution of conjugal rights. |—<A wife 
filed a petition for restitution of conjugal rights. 
Tler husband filed an answer alleging that he had 
not withdrawn from cohabitation with his wife 
without just cause, & he alleged that she had been 
guilty of adultery. The husband asked for no 
reply to his answer. Ky paragraphs | & 2 of her 
reply the wife denied that she had been guilty of 
adultery, & in paragraphs 3 to 7 she alleged that 
the husband had been guilty of adultery :—Held : 
paragraphs 3 to 7 of the wife’s reply should be 
struck out as irrclevant.—BROOKING-PHILLIPS +, 
BROOKING-PHILLIPS, [L813] P. SO; 82 LL. J. P. 
97; 108 Th VT. 3973 29 T. 1. R. 288, CLA. 

483. Allegation that notice to treat unenforceable 
even if valid—Action brought to test validity of 
notice only. |— Pitfs. desired to acquire the deft.’s 
interest under a nofice to treat. Deft. objected 
that the notice was invalid. Pltfs. then brought 
an action claiming a declaration that the notice 
was given in accordance with the provisions of 
their Act of 1902 & was valid. Deft. by his defence 
pleaded that the notice was invalid: that the 
pitfs.” powers under the Act had expired: & 
alleged that those proceedings were subversive of, 

inconsistent with. the relation of landlord & 
tenant & vendor & purchaser, which had been 
constituted by the notice to treat & consequently 
the pitfs. were not entitled to enforce the notice 
if valid. Pltfs. applied to have those paragraphs 





of the defence struck out therefrom on the 
ground that they were irrelevant & embarrassing 
& the only question raised by their statement of 
claim being whether their notice was valid :-— 
Hleld: the matters referred to in the paragraphs 
complained of were such as the deft. ought not 
to be precluded from raising at the trial of the 
action against him by the pltfs.; & there was 
nothing in the present case to justify the court 
depriving the deft. of that right.—Lonpon Cor- 
PORATION v. HORNER (1914), 111 LL. T. 5123; 78 
J.P. 229; 12 LL. G. R. 832, C. A. 

484. Denial of plaintiff’s unsoundness of mind— 
Denial involving right of solicitors to bring action 
on plaintiff’s behalf.]—In an action brought by 
pitf., described as ‘ of unsound mind not so found,”’ 
by her next friend against a firm of solicitors for 
delivery up of certain deeds & documents of title 
which had been deposited with them by pltf. as 
her solicitors, the statement of claim alleged that 
pltf. was & had for many years past heen a person 
of unsound mind not so found. Defts. by their 
defence stated that they did not admit that, 
either at the time when the decds & documents 
came into their possession or at any time since, 
pitf. was, or that she now was, a person of unsound 
mind, that they held the deeds & documents 
for her, & that she alleged that she was during 
the period in question, & still was. of full 
mental capacity & soundness of mind. On 
application by plitf. to strike ont so much of the 
defence as did not admit the unsoundness of 
mind of pltf. & for judgment on the admissions in 
the defence :—Held: the defts. by raising the 
issuc as to the unsoundness of mind of pltf. were 
in effect denying the authority of pltf.’s solicitors 
to bring the action & that that was not an issue 
which it was competent to them to raise at the 
trial, therefore, that so much of the defence as did 
not admit the unsoundness of mind of pltf. must 
be treated as irrelevant & pltf. was entitled to 
an order for delivery up of the deeds & documents 
on the admissions in the defence.-—RICHMOND tv. 
BRANSON & Son, (1914) 1 Ch. 968; 83 L. J. Ch. 
749: 110 L. T. 768 3 58 Sol. Jo. 455, Co. 4. 

485. Allegation of abatement of nuisance by 
erection of another.}]—A local authority purchased 
under their statutory powers a stable yard of a 
public-house & there erected a public convenience. 
The owner & occupier of adjoining property 
brought an action alleging that the puble con- 
venience interfered with the enjoyment of their 
property & was a nuisance to them & claimed an 
injunction. By their defence the local authority 
pleaded that in a part of the stable yard farthest 
from the pltf.’s property there had been for years 
a urinal for customers of the public-house, which 
was also used by the public, that this urinal was 
a public accommodation. that defts. had acquired 
the site of & erected the public convenience in 
order to mect. this need, that since the erection of 
the new convenience the urinal at the public- 
house had ceased to be used & the nuisance caused 
by it had therefore ceased, & that the new public 
convenience had improved the conditions & sur- 
roundings of the pltf.’s premises. On an applica- 
tion to strike out. these pleas as irrelevant & 
embarrassing NEVILLE, J., made an order striking 
them out; but the Court of Appeal varied this 
order by consent by striking out the pleas that the 
nuisance caused by the old urinal had ceased & 
that the new public convenience had improved the 
conditions & surroundings of the pltf.'s premises 
& making certain verbal alterations in the remain- 
ing plans.—MUDGE v. PENGE Urspan COUNCIL 
(1842), 85 L. J. Ch. 814; 32 T. L. R. 417, C. A. 
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486. In bill of costs—Jurisdiction of court.}—The 
general jurisdiction of the court to prevent pro- 
ceedings before it being made the vehicle of 
scandal, or impertinence eatends to a bill of costs 
delivered: &. accordingly. entries in a bill of 
costs which contain scandalous matter will be 
ordered to be struck out.—Re MILLER, Re FRENCH, 
LOVE vr. Hits (iss), 54 L. J. Ch. 205; 51 1. T. 
853: 33 W. R. 210. 

487. In evidence entered in order as read. j]— 
Scandalous matter irrelevant to the real question 
at issue in a suit but relevant to an irrelevant 
issue raised by a party to the suit, will not be 
expunged by the court at the instance of the person 
who raised the irrelevant issue. 

Where evidence has been entered in an order as 
read, the court will have great hesitation In order- 
ing any part of it to be expunged on the ground 
uf scandal or irrelevaney (JAMES, J..J.).—BRUFF 
7. COBBOLD. Evr p. AYRES (No. 2) (1872), 26 L. T. 
786; 20 WLR, 734. C. UN. 

488. Admiralty pleadings. ]—-It is important that 
no unnecessary matter should be introduced into 
Admiralty pleadings.—THE CLARENCE (1854), 1] 
Eee. & Ad. 206: 5 1. T. 3866; 164 E.R. 119. 


SUB-SECT. 
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489. Necessity to specify parts of pleading alleged 
to be irrelevant.|—Pitf. refers the answer for 
scandal & impertinence, & the master finds the 
answer neither scandalous nor impertinent, the 
pitf. on excepting to the master’s report must in 
his exceptions show wherein, in what line or page. 
& how far, the answer is scandalous or impertinent, 
in order that such part of the said answer may 
be expunged by the master. & it is not sufficient 
in the exceptions to say in general that the answer 
is scandalous & impertinent.—CRAVEN v. WRIGHT 
(1723), 2 P. Wms. IS]; 24 E. R. 691. 

490. When application made.}—Reference for 
scandal may be at any time; not so as to mere 
impertinence. Scandal includes impertinence ; but 
a matter may be impertinent without being 
scandalous. Nothing scandalous that is strictly 
relevant to the merits.— FENHOULET v. PASSAVANT 
(1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 24; 28 E.R. 16. 

491. -l—When a deft. hath obtained an 
order for time to answer he cannot refer the bill 
for impertinence ; but scandal may be referred at 
any time.—FERRAR tv. FERRAR (1752), Dick. 178; 
21 E. R. 236. 

492. -}—A deft., after having appeared to 
an amended bill, obtained an order for the delivery 
out of court of his papers, to enable him to prepare 
his answer & after the time for answering had 
expired applied to the pltf. for names of com- 
missioners to join in taking his answer :—Held : 
he could not afterwards refer the bill for imper- 
tinence.—BEAVAN v. WATERHOUSE (1839), 2 Beav. 
58; 8L. J. Ch. 370; 3 Jur. 531; 48 E. R. 1100. 

——— Any stage of the proceedings.] — Sec 
R. 8. C., Ord. XIX., r. 27, p. 61, post. 

4938. By whom application made—Stranger to 
cause—Scandalous as to party objecting—Irrele- 
vancy as to parties to suit.]|—A stranger to a cause 
cannot, as of course, except to & refer a pleading 














alleged to be scandalous as to him, & impertinent 
as between the parties, but he may be authorised 
so to do upon making a special application to the 
court.— WILLIAMS tv. Dovanas (1842), 5 Beav. 
82; 6 Jur. 379; 49 KE. R. 508. 

494. Party in contempt.j—The pltf. was 
ordered to pay some costs to deft., & on the other 
hand. deft. was ordered to pay other costs to pltf. 
Pitf.. being in contempt for non-payment of the 
costs. moved that the costs might be set-off :— 
Held: it was competent for pltf., though in con- 
tempt, to refer, for scandal & impertinence, an 
affidavit filed on the part of deft. in opposition to 
the motion.— CATTELL v. Stmons (1843), 5 Beav. 
306; 49 KE. R. 6315; subsequent proceedings, 6 
Beav. 304. 

495. Application in chambers. }—Where pleadings 
contain irrelevant matter, application should be 
made at chambers to have it struck out.— FARLAR 
v. FARLAR (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 124; 271. 5.P.& M. 
103; 31 L. T. O. S. 122; 164 E.R. 658. 

496. Objections not encouraged. |— Deft. P. having 
agreed with L. for the purchase of certain property, 
the day previous to that fixed for the completion 
of the purchase searched the register of the Insol- 
vent Court, & found that L. had been an insolvent 
in 18381. He must then have sworn that he was 
not entitled to any property in possession, re- 
mainder, or expectancy, whereas he was in pos- 
session of the property in question. Upon the 
discovery of the insolvency. deft. gave pltf. notice 
to rescind the contract. Pitf.. however, having 
obtained a release from his ereditors, filed a 
bill for specific performance ; in the answer to 
which deft. said pltf. sold the property ‘ falsely 
claiming to be entitled thereto.’ & afterwards 
repeated the same expressions. He also stated that 
pltf. had concealed his insolvency. & “ speculated 
upon the possibility of his not searching the 
Insolvent Court.”? To this answer cxceptions were 
taken for scandal & impertinence. The master 
allowed the latter, & exceptions were taken to his 
report on that account. 

I cannot encourage the practice on either side. 
True, it is in the answer, but then it is done 
because it is disayreeable to the other side. On 
the other hand. it is not a fit subject for reference 
to the master for scandal & impertinence ; neither 
is it proper to come here on exceptions from the 
master’s report. On the one hand pltf. coneealed 
his insolvency, which is somewhat innocent, but. 
it is not so here; & on the other the language used 
is not material, but still it is too trumpery & 
ridiculous to come here about. The master has 
found the impertinence, but not the seandal. ‘The 
whole proceeding is excessively foolish & ridiculous, 
I will not disturb the master’s report. [I overrule 
the exceptions, & give costs to neither side 
(LANGDALE, M.R.).- Lawson tv. PADDON (1815), 
4... T. O. S. 490. 
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497. Discretion of court. }]—K NOWLES v. ROBERTS, 
No. 564, post. 

498. Reasonable latitude allowed to parties. ]— 
TOMKINSON v. SOUTH-IASTERN Ry. Co. (No. 2), 
No. 445, ante. 

499. Only when irrelevancy clear. | 
No. 444, ante. 

500. Allegation not supported by evidence. ]— 
Re BurKILL, Fx p. Hampson, No. 466, arte. 





ANON. (1843), 
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501. Pleading rendered inconsistent or insufficient 
by striking out—No defence.]-—-ALLFREY v. ALL- 
FRBY, No. 450, ante. 

502. Irrelevancy at commencement of suit— 
Possibility of becoming relevant at hearing.]— 
Matter ought not, at the commencement of a suit, 
to be treated as impertinent, which may at the 
hearing be found relevant. 

A trustee called on deft. to set forth whether, 
for the reasons in the bill stated or some other & 
what reasons, he was unable to execute the trusts 
‘‘ or how otherwise.”’ Deft. in his answer imputed 
to pltf.’s solicitor needless delay in effecting a 
proposed compromise, his inducement being to 
favour another solicitor, his personal friend :— 
Held: the statement was not scandalous.— 
oe v. BAKER (1851), 13 Beav. 436; 51 FE. R. 

OS. 

508. Part of pleading irrelevant, part unintelligible 
& part offensive—Whole struck out.]-—The whole 
of a statement of claim, parts of which are unin- 
telligible, other parts of which are irrelevant, & 
other parts of which contain offensive charges 
against the defts., may be struck out under Ord. 
AXVII., vr. 1.—CASHIN v. CRADDOCK (1876), 3 
Ch. ID. 376, C. A. 

504. Scandal & irrelevancy as to one part— 
Irrelevancy alone as to other.j|—Where a deft. has 
obtained an order for time to answer & then files 
exceptions to pltf.’s bill for scandal & impertinence 
as to some part, & as to the other part for imperti- 
nence alone the court will permit the reference as 
to scandal & impertinence jointly, but not as to 
impertinence alone.— MITFORD v, MITFORD (1830), 
91. J. O.S. Ch. 29. 

505. Irrelevant matters mixed up with material 
parts of schedule—General objection on ground of 
irrelevancy.|]--Where the deft., in a schedule to 
his answer, sect forth a great deal of irrelevant & 
impertinent matter, it was held that the pltf. was 
not bound to point out the particular portions of 
the schedule which were impertinent, but the whole 
being mixed up with the material parts of the 
schedule, a general exception ought to be allowed. 
-—-Boyp v. Boyrp (1848), 11 I. T. O. S. 325. 





Suor. 38. SCANDALOUS MATTER. 


SUB-SECT. L--DIN CGisNERAL. 
R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 27. ‘The Court or a Judge may aft any 
3 of the proceedings order to be struck out or amended any 
matter In any indorsement or pleading which may be un- 
necessary or scandalous or whieh may tend to prejudice, 
embarrass, or delay the fair trial of the action; and may in any 
such case, if they or he shall think fit, order the costs of the 

application to be pald between solicitor and client. 


506. Scandalous matter & irrelevant matter. ] 
VisNHOULET v. PASSAVANT, No. 490, ante. 








: ~}]—LAWSON v. PADDON, No. 496, 
ante, 
508. ——.}— Bauuvuy v. BROADHURST, No. 468, 
ante, 
509. ——— Objection to part on ground of scandal 


& irrelevancy—Irrelevancy also as ground of 
objection to other parts.|—MITFORD v. MITFORD, 
No. 504, ante. 

510. ——— Scandalous matter relevant to irrelevant 
matter raised by other side.}—Scandalous matter 
irrelevant to the real question at issue in a suit 
but relevant to an irrelevant issue raised by a 
party to the suit, will not be expunged by the 
court at the instanco of the person who raised the 


6] 


irrelevant) issue.—-BRUFF v. COBBOLD, 
AYRES (No. 2) (1872), 26 L. T. 786 ; 
734, C. A. 

511. Validity of registrar’s finding.}— 
Reference to the registrar to find impertinence 
& scandal. The registrar reported some parts 
impertinent, some scandalous, & some _ im- 
pertinent & scandalous :—Held : to have exceeded 
his authority in finding simply, either scandal or 
impertinence.—Re BRACHER, Ex p. SAUNDERS 
(1841), 11 L. J. Bey. 9. 

512. Scandalous matter as to solicitor employed— 
Inserted by solicitor for opposing side under 
counsel’s name—Without authority.]|—NReference 
for scandal & impertinence, on the joint petition 
of pltf. & of his solr., the pleading being scandalous 
as to the latter. Solicitor having inserted scanda- 
lous matter in an answer, & put counsel's name 
thereto without authority, committed & ordered 
to pay costs. —BiIsHorp v. WILLIy (1842), 5 Beav. 
83, n. . 


ie p. 
20 W. R. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—WHAT Is SCANDALOUS MATTER. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XIX... r. 27, supra. 

Actions in respect of felonious torts, 
AcTION, Vol. I., pp. 60-66, Nos. 190-515. 

513. Nothing that is strictly relevant to merits. |— 
Reference for scandal may be at any time; not 
so as to mere impertinence. Scandal includes 
impertinence ; but a matter may be impertinent 
without being scandalous. Nothing scandalous 
that is strictly relevant to the merits. —FENHOULET 
v. PASSAVANT (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 243 28 E. R. 16. 

514. -}—Matter in an answer, relevant 
according to the case made by the Bull, not scanda- 
Jous; whatever mav be the nature of it.—Srt. 
JOHN (LORD) v. ST. JOHN (LADY) (L805), 11 Ves. 
5263 32 E.R. 1192. 

5915. .J— Allegations, material to the issue, 
are not impertinent ; &, being relevant & pertinent, 
though they may be false, &, of whatever nature, 
are not scandalous. Scandalous matter, as allega- 
tions, reflecting upon moral character, & not 
relevant to the subject to be expunged from the 
record whether in a suit, or bankruptcy, & with- 
out an application.—Fx p. Smpson (1809), 15 
Ves. 176; 33 E. R. 834. 

516. ———.]—Nothing can be scandalous which is 
relevant (COTTON, I.J.).—FISHER v. OWEN (1878), 
8 Ch. D. 653; 47 L. J. Ch. 681; 38 L. T. S77; 
42 J.P. 758; 26 W. R. 581, C. A. 

517. Fraud.]—If facts stated in an answer 
are relevant & material, they cannot be treated 
as scandalous; &, if they constitute a fraud, the 
answer is not scandalous, only because it draws the 
legal conclusion which the premises furnish ; 
neither can facts he considered immaterial, because, 
having been once stated, they are not repeated in 
the part of the answer in which they would be 
material. 

The master having allowed all the exceptions 
taken to an answer for scandal, deft. excepted 
generally to his report. It appearing that the 
answer was not scandalous in all the particulars 
excepted to, the exception was allowed.— 
MontTRIOU v. CARVICK (1841), 6 Jur. 97. 

518. Claim for curing the foul disease.]}—A 
declaration of a surgeon for curing the foul disease 
ought to be referred for scandal.—ANON. (1755), 
2 Wils. 20; 95 E. R. 66 

519. Reflections on moral character—Irrelevant 
to issue.J]—In a foreclosure suit, where for the 
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alleged purpose of showing that the suit had been 
instituted through a vindictive motive, the deft. 
introduced into his answer matter injurious to 
the pltf..s character, & which had previously 
been made the subject of a public document. The 
court, on exceptions for scandal, ordered such 
matter to be expunged as irrelevant to the 
question of issue. —EDMUNDS v. BROUGHAM (LORD) 
(1866), 13 L. T. 790; 12 Jur. N.S. 156. 





520. ——.|— Ex Pp. SIMPSON, No. 5 15, 
ante. 
521. Setting aside will for undue influence. } 





—In a bill by the testator’s son & heir at law, 
impeaching a will, on the ground of undue influence 
exercised by a female deft. over the testator’s 
mind, an allegation that she at a time specified 
was discovered to have engaged in a criminal 
connection with the testator, & that she openly 
cohabited with him as if she had been his wife, 
is not scandalous or impertinent.— ANON. (1835), 
IMy. & Cr. 78: 40 H.R. 306, 

522. Statement of particular acts of mis- 
conduct—Injunction to restrain executor from 
acting.|—Where, in a bill filed by the creditors for 
the administration of an estate, & for an injunction 
to restrain the executor from acting in the trusts 
of the will, the pltf. states generally, that the 
executor is of bad character & drunken habits, 
& unfit to act as executor, it is not scandalous or 
impertinent in the pltf. to strengthen his case by 
stating the particular acts of misconduct com- 
plained of.—LVERUTT v. PRYTHERGCH (1841), 12 
en 363; 11 L. J. Ch. 6, 54; 6 Jur. 3; 59 EY &. 
1171. 

528. Loan made to enable mortgagee to 
seduce daughter—Action to set aside mortgage. | 
Upon a bill by a daughter to set aside a mort gage 
executed by her for her father :—J/leld:  state- 
ments of facts tending to show that the object 
of the loan to the father was to enable the mort- 
gagee to effect her seduction were not scandalous. 
—B.v. W. (1862), 31 Beav. 342 ; 54 BE. RR. 1170. 

524. Husband’s charge of adultery against 
wife—In answer to interrogatories. |—In cross- 
suits between husband & wife, with refcrence 
to certain leaseholds the separate property of the 
wife, the husband set up an agreement made on 
the marriage, that in consideration of advances 
by him to pay the debts of his wife’s first husband, 
she would concur with him in selling the leaseholds 
to recoup him; & in answer to interrogatories 
by the wife, the husband preferred against her a 
charge of adultery. On exceptions to such answer 
for scandal :—Held: the exceptions must be 
allowed, & everything with reference to the 
adultery struck out, with costs.—PEARSE v. 
PEARSE, VEAKSE v. PEARSE (1573), 29 L. T. 453; 
22 W. R. 69. 

525. Title of answer reflecting on plaintiff. ]—Ilf 
the title of an answer reficcts on pltf., it is scandal, 
because it is not part of the defence, nor can be 
put in issue.—PrEcK v. PECK (1728), Mos. 45; 
25 EK. R. 261. 

526. Allegations as to neglect of duty—No 
evidence in support.|—Re BURKILL, Ex p. HAMp- 
SON, No. 466, ante. 

527. Mere attempt to discredit plaintiff— 
Calculated to prejudice fair trial.|—The action was 
brought on two policies of marine insurance. 
The main defence was that the ship was unsea- 
worthy. Paragraph 8 of the statement of defence 
was as follows: “ If the Arzilla was ever lost or 
abandoned, which is not admitted, an official 
inquiry was held as by law required as to the cir- 
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cumstances of her loss. Pltfs. were present & 
partics thereto. & upon such inquiry, after hear- 
ing pltfs. the Wreck Commissioners duly found 
that the Arzilla was not seaworthy when she left 
Jardiff & that her general state was unsatisfactory ; 
& that pltfs. had shown lamentable want of care 
in sending her to sea as they had done.’’ 

This paragraph seems to me to be a mere attempt 
to discredit the pltfs. & to be calculated to prejudice 
the fair trial of the action. No authority has been 
produced insupport of it; I am of opinion that to 
allow it would be contrary to principle (FIELD, J.). 
—SmiTtH & Co. v. BritisH MARINE MUTUAL 
INSURANCE ASSOCIATION, [1883] W. N. 233; 
Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 158. 

528. Concealment & non-communication of 
risk—Allegations not proceeded with. ]|—BROOKING 
v. MAUDSLAY, No. 478, ante. 

529. Allegation of malice or hostility—Action to 
remove trustee. |—If a bill be filed by a cestui que 
trust for the purpose of removing a trustee, it is 
not scandalous or impertinent to challenge every 
act of the trustee as misconduct, nor to impute 
to him any corrupt or improper motive in the 
execution of the trust, nor to allege that his cun- 
duct is the vindictive consequence of some act 
on the part of the cestui que trust, or of some change 
in his situation ; but it is impertinent, & may be 
scandalous, to state any circumstances as evidence 
of general malice or personal hostility, because the 
fact of malice or hostility, if established, affords 
no necessary or legal inference that the conduct 
of the trustee results from such motive, & because 
such a course of proceeding tends to render a bill 
in equily an instrument of inquisition into the 
private life of every trustee (LEACH, V.-C.).— 
PORTSMOUTH (KARL) v. FELLOWS (1820), 5 Madd. 
450, 451; 56 H.R. 967. 

530. Offensive statements.|—A bill containing 
offensive statements ordered, by consent, to be 
taken off the file. —JEWIN v. TAYLOR (1842), 6 
Beav. 120; ll L. J. Ch. 397: 49 H.R. 770. 

531. o|—CASHIN v. CRADDOCK, No. 5038, 
ante. 

532. Imputing needless delay in effecting pro- 
posed compromise—Inducement to favour another 
solicitor.|— REEVES v. BAKER, No. 502, ante. 

533. Withdrawal of certain charges against 
defendant as consideration for contract—Action 
on contract—Setting out charges. |—A pltf. having 
declared upon a contract, in consideration of his 
withdrawing certain charges against the deft., 
& having in his declaration set them forth & alleged 
them to be true, the court upheld an order, made 
by a Judge at chambers, to strike out these allega- 
tions, as impertinent; & interrogatorics as to the 
truth or bona fides of the charges were not allowed, 
before issue joined.—DicKson v. WILTON (KARL) 
(1863), 11 W. R. 365. 

534. Fraud—Statement of circumstances which 
may impute fraud.|—Where a statement in a bill 
alleges circumstances which may impute fraud, 
such statements will be considered scandalous 
& ordered to be expunged.—ATWOOL ». FERRIER 
(1866), 14 L. T. 728; 14 W. R. 1014. 

535. Imputation that one defendant had 
knowledge of other defendants’ irregular trans- 
actions.|—-The pltf.’s bill charged that a certain 
bill of exchange ought to be delivered up to be 
cancelled, on the ground of fraud, & that ‘“‘ A. B., 
one of the defts., had knowledge that another of 
the defts., C. D., had been mixed up with irregular 
transactions connected with bills of exchange ”’ :— 
Held: to be not scandalous, & that such deft. was 
oes answer.——FINNEY v. GODFREY (1869), 21 
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536. ——— Statement of prior criminal proceedings 
—Wholly unconnected with subject-matter of 
action. |—Pltfs., who carried on an extensive and 
well-known business as auctioneers under the firm 
of ‘‘ Christie, Manson, & Woods,’’ filed their bill to 
restrain the issuing of the prospectus of a limited 
company to be ‘‘ formed for the purpose of acquir- 
ing & working the well-known & rapidly increasing 
auction & gencral land, estate, & house agency 
business of Messrs. Christie & Christie.’’ The bill 
alleged that the business of the pltfs. was the only 
well-known business of auctioneers connected with 
the name of Christie, & that the description in the 
prospectus of the business therein mentioned was 
inapplicable to any business of the defts. the 
Christies, & was inserted to induce the public to 
believe that the business was that of the pltfs. 
The bill then alleged that C. J. Christie, one of the 
defts., was adjudicated bankrupt in 1869 & paid 
no dividend, & had obtained his order of discharge 
in 1870; that in 1869 he was committed for trial at 
the Marylebone Police Court on a charge of fraud by 
means of false cheques ; that a reportin the 7'imes, 
which was set out in the bill, was a correct report 
of what took place at the committal; & that the 
money in respect of which the charge was made 
was subsequently paid by a relation, & the prosecu- 
tion abandoned. Defts., the Christies, excepted 
for scandal to the allegations as to the criminal 
proceedings in 1869 :—Held: that the allegations 
were scandalous & must be expunged, for that the 
deft.’s having committed, in 1869, a fraud wholly 
unconnected with the subject-matter of this suit 
would have been irrelevant, & that, d fortiori, 
an allegation that he had been committed for trial 
on a charge of having been guilty of such fraud, 
without any allegation that he had been guilty 
of it, was irrelevant.—CHRISTIE v. CHRISTIE (1873), 
8 Ch. App. 499; 42 1. J. Ch. 544; 28 L. T. 607 ; 
21 W. R. 498, C. A, 

537. Fraudulent dealings as usual course of 
conduct—-Usual course of conduct irrelevant & 
scandalous. |—BLAKE v. ALBION Julkis ASSURANCE 
Society, No. 470, ante. 

Allegation in action on New Procedure list. | 
—See Part XCLV., Sect. 7, sub-sect. 1, post. 

5388. Rigging the market—Action for specific 
performance of contract to sell shares. |—The bill 
alleged that under a certain contract pltf. was 
entitled to shares in a company. It then alleged 
that deft. was in fact in league with other persons, 
in order to deal with the shares & contrive opera- 
tions on the Stock Exchange, popularly called 
rigging the market, for the purpose of bringing the 
shares up to a fictitious value in the market. The 
bill prayed a decree for specific performance of the 
contract :—Held: the allegation of improperly 
dealing with the shares was scandalous matter, & 
not pertinent to the relic{ sought, & must be 
expunged from the bill.— RuBERY v. GRANT (1872), 
L. R. 13 iq. 443; 42 L. J. Ch. 19; 26 L. T. 538. 

539. Action on voluntary bond—Cohabitation 
between parties—Full details of misrepresentation 
leading to giving of bond set out.|—Where the 
defence to an action on a voluntary bond set out 
full details, instead of simply alleging that there 
had been cohabitation between the parties, & 
stating the false representations which led the 
deft. to give the bond, the defence was struck out 
as scandalous ; costs to be the pltf.’s in any event. 
—-DUNCAN v. VEREKER (1876), Bitt. Prac. Cas. 
130; 2 Char. Cham. Cas. 44. 

540. ‘* Having heard ’’ of verdict obtained against 
defendant. |—The statement of claim alleged that 
the husband had, immediately after the marriage, 
taken the pltf. out of England & deserted her, 





that she had returned to England & had refused 
to return to him, ‘‘ having heard,” as the fact is, 
that a verdict was obtained against the husband 
for an assault upon a girl under the age of fourteen 
years. The husband moved, under Ord. XXVII., 
r. 1, to strike out the words ‘“ having heard,’’ 
etc., as scandalous:—Held: the words were 
scandalous & irrelevant, & must be struck out.— 
COYLE v. CUMING (1879), 40 L. T. 455; 27 W. R. 529. 

541. Allegation of debauchery & communication 
of venereal disease—Action for breach of promise of 
marriage.|—A statement of claim, after alleging 
a promise by deft.to marry pltf., went on to allege 
in paragraph 4 that ‘the pltf., relying upon the 
said promise, permitted the deft. to debauch & 
carnally know her, whereby deft. infected her with 
a venereal disease.’”’? It then alleged a breach of 
the said promise. An order having been made at 
chambers to strike out paragraph 4 of the claim :— 
Held: the order was wrongly made, & upon two 
grounds, first, the facts alleged in the paragraph 
complained of, were ‘‘ material facts ’’ within the 
meaning of Ord. XIX., r. 4, & as such were properly 
pleadable, & secondly, that, even if they were not, 
the court had no power to strike the paragraphs 
out, the statements therein neither being scanda- 
lous nor tending to prejudice or embarrass the fair 
trial of the action within the meaning of Ord. 
XXVII., vr. 1.—MILLINGTON v. LORING (1880), 
6Q. B.D. 190; 50L. J. Q. B. 214; 43 L. T. 657 ; 
45 J. P. 268; 29 W. R. 207, C. A. 

542. Seduction——Claim disclosing felony. |—In an 
action for the seduction of the pltf.’s daughter 
a paragraph of the statement of claim alleged that 
deft. administered noxious drugs to the daughter 
for the purpose of procuring abortion :—Held: 
the paragraph could not be struck out as disclosing 
a felony for which the deft. ought to have been 
prosecuted, inasmuch as the pltf. was not the 
person upon whom the felonious act was com- 
mitted & had no duty to prosecute.—APPLEBY 1. 
FRANKLIN (1885), 17 Q. B. D. 938; 55 L. J. Q. B. 
129; 541. T. 135; 50 J. P. 359; 34 W. R. 231 ; 
27. LL. R. 170. 

See, generally, MASTER & Vol. 
AXXIV., pp. 171 et seq. 

543. Statement that plaintiff¥’s acts in various 
particulars unlawful.J—Aliegations in a defence 
which are ambiguous & may or may not raise new 
issues, will be struck out. The words ‘ material 
facts’? in Ord. XIX., vr. 4, do not mean merely 
facts which must be proved in order to establish 
the existence of the cause of action, but include 
also any facts which the party pleading is entitled 
to prove at the trial. 

L. brought an action against B. claiming (1) to 
restrain him from continuing a connection between 
his premises & L.’s private drain; (2) to have a 
building which had been erected by B. pulled down 
as darkening L.’s ancient lights; (3) damages. 
LB. by his defence alleged that the drain in question 
did not belong to L., that he, B., had never con- 
nected his premises with any drain belonging to L., 
who, however, had constructed a new drain for 
private purposes of his own, below & in connection 
with the existing main sewer, & he alleged that 
‘the pltf.’s acts aforesaid were in various par- 
ticulars unlawful, but the deft. is in no wise 
responsible for them ”’ :—Held: the latter allega- 
tion was ambiguous, ‘‘ scandalous, & embarrassing,”’ 
& must be struck out. 

With reference to L.’s claim in respect of lights 
B. alleged that in another action, a new trial of 
which was still pending, L. had sworn that the 
lights in question were not ancient, & was therefore 
estopped from alleging in the present action that 
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they were ancient :—Held: this was not an 
allegation of a ‘‘ material fact’? within the above 
definition, but was calculated to prejudice the fair 
trial of the action, & the paragraph containing it 
must therefore be struck out.—LUMB v. BEAUMONT 
(1884), 49 L. T. 772. 


SuB-sEctT. 3.—SCANDALOUS MATTER IN INDORSIL- 
MENTS OR PLEADINGS, AFFIDAVITS, INTERRO- 
GATORIES, ETC. 


Sec R.S. C.. Ord, NIN... r. 27. p. 61. ante. 

544. In defence delivered pursuant to judge’s 
order. }—This was a motion on behalf of O., one of 
the defts. to the action, to strike out on the ground 
of scandal, part of the statement of defence of a 
co-defendant M., which had been delivered to him 
m pursuance of an order m chambers by which it 
was ordered that the delivery of the statement of 
defence of the deft. M. should be notice to the other 
deft. under the Judicature Act. 1875, sect. 25 (3), 
and Ord. XVI., r. 17. of the claim of the deft. 
M. against the other defts. & that the questions 
in the action between several defts. should be 
determined in the action. The Master of the 
Rolls observed the order in chambers was a proper 
one, & that he frequently made such orders under 
sect. 24 (3) of the Act, for the trial between co- 
defendants of issues in which the pltf. was not 
interested but which were germane to the matter 
in dispute, & convenient to be tried with the other 
issues, but that he never made such orders unless 
the pltf. consented. Lis Lordship considered that 
the order obtained in chambers did not preclude 
deft. O. from moving to strike out part of the 
defence delivered to him in pursuance thereof on 
the ground of scandal & ordered the part objected 
to to be struck out accordingly.—BRIGHT v. 
MARNER, [1878] W. N. 211. 

545. In affidavit.}—It appears to me that the 
matter contained in these affidavits is scandalous, 
& is utterly irrelevant to the matter in dispute 
between the parties. The affidavits must, there- 
fore, be taken off the file, & the party who filed 
them must pay the costs (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).— 
GODDARD v. PARR (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 783, 75 ; 
261. T.O.S.19; 3 W. R. 633. 

546. -}—PItf. having appealed from part 
of a judgment, & respondent having given a 
cross notice of appeal :—Held: the court has 
power to strike out scandalous matter from an 
affidavit, or to order the person who has filed it 
to pay the costs of it, on the application of any 
person, even a stranger to the action, or mero 
motu. It is not necessary that an application 
should be made by the injured person.—CRACK- 
NALL v. JANSON (1879), J1 Ch. D. 1; 40 L. T. 
640; 27 W. R. 851, C. A. 

547. In bill of costs delivered.j|—The general 
jurisdiction of the court to prevent proceedings 

efore it being made the vehicle of scandal, or 
impertinence extends to a bill of costs delivered ; 
&, accordingly, entries in a bill of costs which 
contain scandalous matter will be ordered to be 
struck out.—Re MILLER, Re FRENCH, LOVE v. 
Hits (1884), 54 L. J. Ch. 205; 51 L. T. $53; 
33 W. R. 210. 

548. In particulars given under counterclaim. |— 
Where the court is of vpinion, from the particulars 
given under a counterclaim, that it is not bond 
fide, & where it contains scandalous charges, the 
court will order it to be struck out as an abuse of 
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the process of the court, & also as a pee 
which ‘“ should not be allowed ’’ under Ord. XIX., 
r. 3.—LEE v. ASHWIN (1885), 1 T. L. R. 291. 

549. Interrogatories.J—An action having been 
brought to set aside a deed of gift made by a lady 
a few days before her death, on the ground that 
the instructions for it were given while she was in 
a state of stupor produced by large doses of a 
narcotic drug, the pltf. exhibited interrogatories, 
following out in detail the statements of the claim, 
with a view of showing that the deft., who was the 
grantee in the deed of gift, had procured the drug 
for her & encouraged her to take it, in order to 
avail himself of the stupor which it produced to 
obtain the execution of the deed of gift. Deft. 
moved to strike out the interrogatories as scanda- 
lous, irrelevant, & not put bond fide for the pur- 
poses of the action :—Held: the interrogatories 
inquired after matters amounting to an indictable 
offence, & must therefore be disallowed :—Held : 
(on appeal) supposing the matter inquired after to 
be an indictable offence, that was no reason for 
striking out an_ interrogatory, which, being 
relevant, was not scandalous; & that the remedy 
of the deft. was to decline to answer, on the ground 
that his answer might tend to criminate him.— 
FISHER v. OWEN (1878), 8 Ch. D. 645, 646; 47 
lL. J. Ch. 681; 38 L. T. 577; 42 J. P. 758; 26 
W. R. 581, C. A. 

550. -l—This was a charge of fraud which 
appeared to be built upon extremely slender 
grounds. In order to make out the fraudulent 
representation it must first be made manifest that 
defts. knew the question was being put to them in 
a sense in which their answers would have been 
simply lies, deliberate lies, & lies certain to be 
detected upon any inquiry. This is not a kind of 
fraud to be lightly imputed. It is far more 
reasonable to conclude that what was done was 
not done fraudulently, though it might be care- 
lessly. Then, that being the condition of things, 
we have to say whether these inquiries should be 
permitted—inquiries obviously intended to obtain 
from the defts. disgraceful admissions, which may 
turn out to be in no way relevant to the action. 
The inquiries go far beyond the mere reputation 
of the lady & whether it was known. And are we 
to allow questions to be put which may put on 
record, for all time, most discreditable conduct ? 
The ruJe of court enables us to exercise a dis- 
cretion in such cases, & a judgment as to whether 
the inquiries are necessary at this stage of the case. 
J think they are not, & therefore restore the order 
of the master disallowing them (MATHEW, J.).— 
KEMBLE v. HOPE (1894), 10 T. I. R. 254, 255; 
affd.. 10 T. L. R. 371, C. A. 

551. ——~ Scandalous matter in answer. |— PEARSE 
v. PEARSE, PEARSE v. PEARSE, No. 524, ante. 
-}—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 7, &, 
generally, DISCOVERY, INSPECTION, & INTERRO- 
GATORIES, Vol. XVIII., p. 191, Nos. 1398 et seq. 








SUB-SECT. 1.—OBJECTIONS ON GROUND OF 
SCANDAL. 


Sec R.S. C., Ord. X1X., r. 27, p. 61, ante. 

552. When taken. |—Deft. having answered the 
bill cannot afterwards refer it for scandal.— 
ABERGAVENNY (LADY) v. ABERGAVENNY (LADY) 
(1725), 2 P. Wms. 311; 24 E. R. 744. 

558. -]/—Reference for scandal may be at 
any time ; not so as to mere impertinence. Scandal 
includes impertinence; but a matter may be 
impertinent without being scandalous. Nothing 
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scandalous that is strictly relevant to the merits.— 
FRENHOULET v. PASSAVANT (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 24 ; 
28 E.R. 16. 

554. ~/—When a deft. hath obtained an 
order for time to answer he cannot refer the bill 
for impertinence ; but scandal may be referred at 
any time.—FERRAR v. FERRAR (1752), Dick. 173 ; 
21 BE. R. 236. 

555. Necessity to specify parts of pleading alleged 
to be scandalous. |—The pltf. refers the answer for 
scandal & impertinence, & the master finds the 
answer neither scandalous nor impertinent, the 

Itf. on excepting to the master’s report must in 
his exceptions show wherein, in what line or page, 
& how far, the answer is scandalous or impertinent, 
in order that such part of the said answer may be 
expunged by the master, & it is not sufficient in 
the exceptions to say in general, that the answer 
is scandalous & impertinent.——-CRAVEN v. WRIGHT 
(1723), 2 P. Wms. 181; 24 EK. R. 691. 

556. By whom taken—By stranger to cause— 
Matter scandalous as to party objecting—Irrelevant 
as between parties to suit.|—<A stranger to a cause 
cannot, as of course, except to & refer a pleading 
alleged to be scandalous as to him, & impertinent 
as between the parties, but he may be authorised 
so to do upon making a special application to the 
court.— WILLIAMS v. DOUGLAS (1842), 5 Beav. 82 ; 
6 Jur. 379; 49 E. R. 508. 

557. Scandalous matter in affidavit. |— 
CRACKNALL v. JANSON, No. 546, ante. 

558. By party in contempt.}|—CaATTELL v. 
Srmons, No. 494, ante. 

559 By co-defendant—Part of defence 
struck out.]|—This was a motion on behalf of O., 
one of the defts. to the action, to strike out, on the 
ground of scandal, part of the statement of defence 
of a co-deft. M., which had been delivered to 
him in pursuance of an order in chambers by 
which it was ordered that the delivery of the state- 
ment of defence of the deft. M. should be notice 
to the other deft. under the Judicature Act, 1875, 
s. 24 (8), and Ord. XVI, r. 17, of the claim of the 
deft. M. against the other defts., & that the 
questions in the action between several defts. 
should be determined in the action. The Master 
of the Rolls observed the order in chambers was a 
proper one, & that he frequently made such orders 
under sect. 24 (3) of the Act, for the trial between 
co-defts. of issues in which the pltf. was not 
interested, but which were germane to the matter 
in dispute & convenient to be tried with the other 
issues, bul that he never made such orders unless 
the pitf. consented. His Lordship considered that 
the order obtained in chambers did not preclude 
the deft. O. from moving to strike out part of the 
defence delivered to him in pursuance thereof on 
the ground of scandal & ordered the part objected 
to, to be struck out accordingly.—BRIGHT v, 
MARNER, [1878] W. N. 211. 

















Sect. 4.—PLEADINGS TENDING TO 
EMBARRASS OR DELAY FAIR 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S8. C., Ord. XIX., r. 27. The Court or a Judge may at any 
Stage of the proceedings order to be struck out or amended any 
matter jn any indorsement or pleading which may be un- 
necessary or scandalous or which may tend to prejudice, em- 
barrass, or delay the fair trial of the action; and may in any 
such case, if they or he shall think fit, order the costs of the 
application to be paid between solicitor and client. 


560. General rule.]—In an action to enforce the 
compromise of a former action brought in assertion 
P.P.—3 


PREJUDICE, 
TRIAL. 


of rights of water, as to which disputes had arisen, 
pltf. will not be allowed, by setting out in his 
statement of claim the allegations as to his right, 
& the corresponding liabilities of deft. which were 
contained in his former statement of claim, to 
relitigate the questions raised in the former 
action, & intended to have been finally disposed of 
by the compromise. Such allegations were accord- 
ingly ordered to be struck out under Ord. XIX., 
r. 27, as embarrassing & unnecessary, though a 
motion for that purpose had been refused by the 
court below.—KNOWLES v. ROBERTS (1888), 38 
Ch. D. 263; 58 L. T. 259, C. A. 

561. Reasonable latitude allowed. ]—In an action 
by a stockbroker in a railway company to restrain 
the company from subscribing out of their funds 
the sum of £1,000 towards the Imperial Institute, 
on the ground that the proposed subscription was 
ultra vires & illegal, the company delivered a state- 
ment of defence which contained paragraphs 
alleging a circular from the secretary of the 
Institute inviting railway companies to subscribe, 
& stating the amounts of the capital & average net 
annual income of the company, the objects of the 
Institute, an agreement with another railway 
company for through booking to the Institute, 
which it was said would lead to increased traffic 
over deft.’s company’s lines & the practice of 
railway companies as to contributing to exhibi- 
tions, regattas, race meetings, & other objects 
calculated to encourage traffic over their lines. 
Pitf. moved under Ord. XIX., r. 27, to strike out 
these paragraphs of the defence as being un- 
necessary & tending to prejudice, embarrass, or 
delay the fair trial of the action, the simple 
question to be tried being whether or not the pro- 
posed subscription was ultra vires:—Held: a 
reasonable latitude must be given to Ord. XIX., 
r. 27, & parties must be allowed to plead reasons 
why, as in the present instance, a particular act 
said to be ultra vires was not ultra vires; that it 
would be a wrong application of the rule to order 
such reasons to be struck out unless the matter 
sought to be struck out were utterly irrelevant ; 
& it was not the meaning of the rule that any 
matter alleged in the defence as a reason should 
be struck out merely because it was a bad reason. 
It could not be said that any part of the defence 
in the present case was so irrelevant that the rule 
ought to be applied; &, therefore, the motion 
must be refused with costs.—TOMKINSON v. SOUTH- 
EASTERN Ry. Co. (No. 2) (1887), 57 L. T. 358; 
3 T. L. R. 822. 

562. ‘‘ Fair trial of action ’’—-Any stage of pro- 
ceedings in action.]—The question then arises 
whether the payment into court necessarily tends 
‘‘to prejudice, embarrass, or delay the fair trial 
of the action ’’ within the meaning of Ord. XXVILI., 
r. 1. Now in considering this question we are 
disposed to give a liberal interpretation to the 
words “‘ fair trial of the action,’”’ & to hold that a 
pleading, which tends to prejudice, embarrass, or 
delay pitf. at any stage of the proceedings in the 
action, not merely so as to prevent him from fairly 
trying at the actual trial of the action, but so as to 
prevent him from ever trying on fair terms the 
real issue between him & the deft., the obtaining 
of a decision upon which is the legitimate object 
of the action, would affect the ‘ fair trial’ of the 
action within the meaning of the rule; but giving 
this interpretation to the rule, we are of opinion 
that in general such a payment into court as that 
under consideration has not the effect referred to, 
& ought to be allowed (THESIGER, I..J.).—BERDAN 
v. GREENWOOD (1878), 3 Ex. D. 251, 256; 47 L. J. 
Q. B. 628; 39 L. T. 223; 26 W. R. 902, C. A. 
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Sect. 4.—Pleadings tending to prejudice, embarrass 
or delay fair trial: Sub-sects. 2 & 3.] 


SUB-SECT. 2.—STRIKING OUT AND AMENDMENT. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 27, p. 61, ante. 

563. Reasonable latitude allowed. }—ToOMKINSON 
v. SOUTH-EASTERN Ry. Co. (No. 2), No. 561, ante. 

564. Discretion of Judge—Exercise of discretion. ] 
—It seems to me that the rule that the court is not 
to dictate to parties how they should frame their 
case, is one that ought always to be preserved 
sacred. But that rule is, of course, subject to this 
modification & limitation, that the parties must not 
offend against the rules of pleading which have 
been Jaid down by the law; & if a party intro- 
duces a pleading which is unnecessary, & it tends 
to prejudice, embarrass, & delay the trial of the 
action, it then becomes a pleading which is beyond 
his right. We have been told this is a matter of 
discretion for the judge. In one sense it is a 
matter of discretion, but that, be it observed. does 
not completely define the situation. The judge is 
clothed by the rule with power which he may 
exercise, but the same rule that clothes him with 
power defines the object for which the power has 
to be exercised, in the definition which it gives of 
the subject-matter to which the power should be 
applied. It becomes, therefore, the duty of the 
judge who has to apply the rule, to apply his 

ower in a fit case; & a fit case will be that which 
fulfils the definition of the rule, & in which there 
are no other circumstances which make it in- 
appropriate, & inconvenient, or unjust to apply 
the power (BOWEN, L.J.).—KNOWLES v. ROBERTS 
(1888), 38 Ch. D. 268, 270, 271; 58 L. T. 259, 
C. A. 

565. Appeal.}—The striking out of pleadings 
as embarrassing, under Ord. XXVII., r. 1, is a 
matter of discretion in the Judge, & as a general 
rule, no appeal from his order will be entertained.— 
GOLDING v. WHARTON SALTWORKS Co. (1876), 1 
Q. B. D. 3874; 384 L. T. 474; 24 W. R. 428, 
C. A. 

566. 











-]—The question whether defts. | 


would be embarrassed was a question for the judge ! 


to decide in view of the facts & circumstances of 
each case (LORD HALSBURY).—RUSSELL v. STUBBS, 
Lrp. (1908), as reported in 52 Sol. Jo. 580, Hi. L. 
567. Interference by Court of Appeal. ] 
—Although the Court of Appeal will not readily 
interfere with the discretion of the court of first 
instance in a matter of procedure, it is its duty to 
exercise its own discretion as to whether a pleading 
is 80 framed as to embarrass the opposite party. 
In a case, therefore, where a statement of claim 
was in the opinion of the Court of Appeal calcu- 
lated to embarrass the defts. by reason of its 
stating immaterial facts, & setting out at great 
length documents which could not be material, 
except as evidence by way of admission, it was 
ordered to be struck out, though a motion for that 
purpose had been dismissed with custs by the 
court below. The rule that evidence is not to be 
pleaded applies to admissions as well as to other 
evidence.—Davy v. GARRETT (1878), 7 Ch. D. 473; 
- i J. Ch. 218; 38 L. T. 77; 26 W. R. 225, 
568. -}—Where pleadings are such 
as should be struck out, they ought to be struck 
out by the judge, & not Icft to be dealt with as a 
question of costs; but where the judge of the 
court below has exercised his discretion on the 
subject, the Court of Appeal will not interfere, 
unless he has acted on a wrong principle. Charges 
& statements which would not have been improper 

















PLEADING. 


under the former system may nevertheless be 
struck out under the Judicature Acts.—WATSON 
v RODWELL (1876), 3 Ch. D. 380; 45 L. J. Ch. 
744; 35 1. T. 86; 24 W. R. 1009, C. A. 

569. Whole of statement of claim.]— RIDDELL v. 
STRATHMORE (HARL), No. 615, post. 

570. All indorsements on writs embarrassing— 
Objections only to certain portions.]—Where the 
court is of opinion that the indorsements on a writ 
are embarrassing or otherwise an abuse of the pro- 
cess of the court, it will order the whole of them to 
be struck out, notwithstanding that defts. may 
have applied to strike out certain portions only ; 
but without prejudice to pltf.’s issuing a new writ 
claiming relief in proper form.—HUNTLY (MaARr- 
CHIONESS) 0. GASKELL, [1905] 2 Ch. 656; 75 L. J. Ch. 
66; 93 L. T. 785; 22 T. I. R. 20, CA, 

571. Reply——-Notice of motion raising specified 
objections—Whole reply struck out. |— WILLIAMSON 
v. LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co., No. 355, 
ante. 

572. Amendment of plea.J—The court will not 
order a pleading to be amended unless it is so 
framed as to embarrass the opposite side.—GREEN 
uv. GREEN (1864), 33 L. J. P. M. & A. 64, 83. 

573. .]—Paragraphs in a statement of claim 
which stated what deft. told pltf. were ordered to 
be struck out; but as pltf.’s case was in the know- 
ledge of the deft. the amendment was ordered to 
be deferred until after the deft. had answered 
interrogatories.—JONES v. TURNER (1875), Bitt. 
Prac. Cas. 55; 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 91. 

574. o|—PENRHYN v0. LICENSED VICTUAL- 
LERS’ Mirror, No. 381, ante. 

575. Statement of claim struck out as against one 
deft.—Leave to amend as against others.|—State- 
ment of claim struck out as embarrassing as 
against one of the defts., & as against the other 
defts. leave to amend was given.—EDWARDS uv. 
PNEUMATIC Tyre Co., Lrp., DCNLOP PNEUMATIC 
ota Co., Lrp., & Du Cros (1900), 16 T. L. R. 
DO 0S, MeN 











SUB-SECT., 3.— PARTICULAR CASES. 


See RS. C., Ord. XIX., r. 27, p. 65, ante. 

576. Plea so framed that other party forced to 
consult counsel—For purposes of reply.]—The 
court will set aside a plea manifestly false, when it 
is so framed as to put the other party to the 
inconvenience of consulting counsel as to how to 
reply to it.—PLATT v. Rust (1849), 14 lL. T. O. S. 
205. 

577. Irregular in form, or tricky & contrary to 
rules—Plea putting plaintiff to difficult, expensive, 
& needless proof.)—A plea which puts pltf. to 
difficult, expensive, & needless proof cannot be 
set aside as embarrassing if it is a lawful plea; 
embarrassing pleas being such as are at once 
embarrassing & irregular in form, or tricky, & 
contrary to the rules of practice & pleading.— 
WELLAND RAIL. Co. v. BLAKE (1861), 6 H. & N, 
410; 30 L. J. Ex. 161; 7 Jur. N.S. 373; 9 W.R. 
386; 158 E. R. 169. 

578. Paragraphs stating what defendant told plain- 
tiff.|—Paragraphs in a statement of claim which 
stated what deft. told pltf. were ordered to be 
struck out; but as pltf. was in the knowledge of 
the deft. the amendment was ordered to be 
deferred until after the deft. had answered interro- 
gatories.—_JONES v. TURNER (1875), Bitt. Prac. 
Cas. 55; 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 91. 

579. Raising matters in defence in mode not 
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permitted by rules.|—The question whether the 
subject-matter of an action is such that service of 
a writ out of the jurisdiction ought to be allowed, 
is a question for the decision of a judge at chambers, 
subject to appeal, & deft. cannot raise it by state- 
ment of defence.—PRESTON v. LAMONT (1876), 1 
Ex. D. 361; 45 L. J. Q. B. 797; 35 L. T. 341; 40 
J.P. 745; 24 W. BR. 928. 

580. Bringing forward defence which party not 
entitled to use.|—The meaning of ‘‘ embarrassing ”’ 
is bringing forward a defence which the party is not 
entitled to use.—HikuGH v. CHAMBERLAIN (1877), 
25 W. R. 742. 

581. -J—In an action to enforce a contract 
for the sale of a patent without warranty, it is not 
open to deft. by way of defence to put in issue the 
validity of the patent. A pleading, raising by 
way of defence an issue which the deft. is not 
entitled to raise, is embarrassing, & can be struck 
out.—LIARDET v. TTAMMOND ELECTRIC LIGHT & 
POWER Co. (1883), 31 W. BR. 710, C. A. 

582. -}—In an action in which relief was 
claimed against four individuals & a limited com- 
pany by patentees alleging the defts. to be 
licensees, the defts. pleaded, amongst other things, 
that if the patent was construed so as to include 
what they were doing, it would be invalid for want 
of novelty ; & the deft. company also pleaded that 
the licence, if any, had been granted to its co- 
defts., that it was not an assignee of or bound by 
the licensee, & that the patent was invalid. Pltfs. 
applied to strike out the first mentioned plea & 
the plea of invalidity :—Held: these pleas were 
embarrassing & must be struck out.—ASHWORTI 
v. Law (1890), 7 R. P. C. 23). 

588. Statements in pleadings alleging matters of 
law.|—Statements in pleading which are not 
demurrers but allege only matters of law that 
might be raised by demurrer are embarrassing & 
may be struck out under Ord. XXVIL., rv. 1.— 
STOKES v. GRANT (1878), 4 (. P. D. 25; 40 L. T. 
36; 27 W. BR. 397. 

Necessity to plead facts, not law, see Part ITI., 
Sect. 1, ante. 

584. Unnecessary statements — Defendant net 
actually embarrassed. |—Pltfs. suught to have it 
declared that defts. were trustees for pltfs. of 
certain real & personal residuary estate, & also for 
an account, set up 4 secret trust, & alleged in the 
statement of claim that all testator’s estate had 
originated from gifts made to him by his son, 
pitfs.’ father, & from moneys coming into his 
hands as trustee of pltfs.’ father. Defts. applied 
to have the paragraph with this allegation, & 
three other paragraphs, which they stated were 
only put in for the purpose of leading up to it, 
struck out on the ground that they were unneces- 
sary & embarrassing within the meaning of the 
rules. Plitfs. contended the same were not em- 
barrassing under the present case where pltfs.’ 
equity arose from a number of minute circum- 
stances, that the paragraphs sought to be struck 
out were first narrative & secondly explanatory of 
testator’s motive, & in consequence material for 
the objects of the action. Certain portions of the 
statement of claim were struck out by agreement 
between the parties & the question was raised 
Whether unnecessary statements were per se 
“embarrassing ’’ within Ord. XIX., when it 
appeared deft. was not actually embarrassed by 
them :—Held: Ord. XIX., r. 27, was not intended 
to bring forward special demurrers in a new form, 
& statements in plona ings were not to be struck 
out merely on the ground that they were un- 
necessary.— Rock v. PURSSELL (1887), 84 L. Jo. 45. 

585. Statement of matters bringing agreement 














within principle of catching bargains—Notice to 
other side.|—The court allowed a number of para- 
graphs in a statement of defence which stated the 
existence of various matters which were essential 
to show that the agreement on which the action 
was brought came within the principle on which 
Courts of Equity have granted relief against 
catching bargains with heirs or expectants on the 
life of an ancestor, it not appearing that what was 
so stated was embarrassing in the sense of not 
giving notice to the other side what the deft.’s 
case was, or that there was any allegation which 
could be entirely omitted.—HEAP v. MARRIS 
(1877), 2 Q. B. D. 6380; 46 L. J. Q. B. 761. 

586. Reasons showing why particular act was not 
ultra vires.J—TOMKINSON v. SOUTH-EASTERN Ry. 
Co. (No. 2), No. 445, ante. 

587. Claim seeking relief not mentioned in writ — 
Costs of former action between same parties for 
same object.|J—UNITED TELEPHONE Co., LTD. v. 
TASKER, Sons & Co., No. 1151, post. 

588. Statement of immaterial facts—Immaterial 
documents set out at length.|—Davy v. GARRETT, 
No. 567, ante. 

589. General denial by referring to admissions— 
After pleading lengthy allegations.}—By Ord. 
XIX., r. 17, parties are not allowed in their 
pleadings to deny generally allegations pleaded 
against them, & are required to deal specifically 
with each allegation of fact of which the truth is 
not admitted. In this case a statement of claim 
of voluminous length had been delivered by pltfs. 
& had been met by deft. RK. with a statement 
of defence of great length. The pltf. moved under 
Ord. XIX., r. 27, to strike out the final paragraph 
as embarrassing 

The rules of pleading are that each side must 
state specifically the facts upon which it relies & 
specifically deny any facts which are denied. 
The admissions & denials could of course be by 
implication, but it was not permissible for a party, 
especially after pleading lengthy allegations of the 
other side, to make a general denial by referring to 
admissions, as to put the other party to the 
trouble of hunting up the admissions referred to 
(CHITTY, J.).—-BRITISH & COLONIAL LAND ASSOCIA- 
TION, LTp. v. FOSTER & Rosins (1888), 4 T. L. R. 
574, 

590. General denial to several allegations of fact. } 
—-Pitf. set out in his statement of claim several 
allegations of fact on which to support a claim for 
personal injuries & damage against defts. owing 
to their alleged negligence. Defts. in their state- 
ment of defence simply stated that they ‘ denied 
each & all the several statements & allegations 
set out in paragraph 2 of the statement of claim,’’ 
& repeated the same form of denial to paragraph 3 
of the same. Pitf. applied to strike out or amend 
such a statement of defence, & appealed from the 
refusal of both the master & the judge at chambers 
to allow his application:—Held: the appeal 
must be dismissed, on the ground that, though the 
defence did not strictly comply with the words 
of Ord. XIX., r. 17, requiring a specific traverse of 
each allegation denied, yet it was intended to deny 
& did in effect specifically deny each & every 
material allegation of the statement of claim ; that 
it was not embarrassing, & that it could be amended 
by repeating the denial specifically to cach allega- 
tion if that were really required by pltf.—ADKINS 
v. NORTH METROPOLITAN TRAMWAYS Co. (1893), 63 
L. J. Q. B. 361; 10 T. L. R. 173; 10 R. 600. 

General denials, see Part IV., Sect. 2, ante. 

591. Pleading that action be treated as supple- 
mental to another action—Plea unintelligible. }— 
Pleading that an action be treated as supplemental 


68 PLEADING. 


Sect. 4.—Pleadings tending to prejudice, embarrass 
or delay fair trial: Sub-sect. 3.] 


to another action is unintelligible & will be struck 
out as embarrassing.— NITRATE SECURITIES TRUST, 
Lrp. v. WILLIAMS (1912), 106 L. T. 730. 

592. Action on negotiable instrument— Plea 
alleging want of consideration—Agreement not to 
pay if unable to do so.}—To an action by the payee 
against the makers of a promissory note defts. 
pleaded that there was no consideration for the 
note, & that it was made subject to the con- 
dition that defts. should not be called upon to 
pay the same if they were not able, but that it 
should be renewed. There was an affidavit that 
the plea was false. The court set aside the plea 
on the ground of its being false & tricky, & 
calculated to embarrass pltf—MITFORD v. FINDEN 
(1841),8 M. & W. 511; 151 FE. R. 1141; sub nom. 
MITFORD v. TRINDER, 10 L. J. IEx. 473; 5 Jur. 
681. 

598. —-— Plea that acceptance obtained by fraud 
of drawer—Bill overdue when indorsed.}—If a 
plea be so pleaded that it is manifestly intended 
to embarrass pltf., the court, on affidavit that the 
plea is false, will set it aside. As, where, to an 
action by the second indorsee of a bill of exchange 
against the acceptor. deft. pleaded that the 
acceptance was obtained from him by fraud of the 
drawer, that the till was overdue when indorsed 
by the drawer to the first indorsee. & that both 
indorsces, at the time of taking the bill, had notice 
of the premises. A plea under such circumstances 
is not treated as a mere irregularity. —LEVY v. 
RAILTON (1849), 14 Q. B. 418; 19 L. J. Q. B. 16; 
117 E. R. 1643 sub nom. LEvi v. Raruron, 14 
L. T. O. 8S. 200; 14 Jur. 19. 

594. Allegation that accounts rendered fraudu- 
lently— Action on covenant to render just & true 
accounts,'—Action on a covenant in a contract 
to build a steamship for the pltfs., the covenant 
being to render from time to time, as the work 
went on, just & true accounts of all materials 
employed & labour bestowed in the construction 
of the ship, for the purpose of ascertaining the 
sums of money to be paid from time to time by the 
plitfs. to the deft. Breach, that the deft. fraudu- 
Jently, & in order to deceive & defraud the pltfs., 
«& to get them to pay money which was not due, 
rendered untrue accounts. The deft. in support 
of the summons. The declaration as it stands 
may possibly be taken to import an allegation 
that the accounts were not only untrue, but wil- 
fully so. The deft., if he does not go down 
to trial with evidence to meet that, may be in 
peril; & yet, if he does, he may be told afterwards 
that he did so uselessly, as the substance of the 
cause of action is the rendering untrue accounts. 

The declaration is embarrassing for the reasons 
urged, & it must be amended by striking out the 
word fraudulently (WILLESs, J.).—GrREAT SHIP 
Co. v. RUSSELL (1862), 3 F. & F. 94; 176 E. R. 42. 

595. Action for libel—Imputation of ingratitude— 
Plea setting out passage imputing bribery & in- 
gratitude.}—In a declaration for libel the pltf. set 
out part of a newspaper article imputing to him 
ingratitude as election agent to a former employer. 
The deft. in his plea set out the whole article, 
which charged the pltf. with bribery as well as 
ingratitude, & averred, that in the passage he had 
set out the pltf. had omitted words imputing 
bribery, so as to alter the sense & meaning ; that 
the meaning of the article was, that the pltt. 
had been guilty of bribery & ingratitude, & that 
the same words in such meaning were true in sub- 
stance & in fact :—Held: 


an order under the | 


Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, s. 52, to strike 
out the plea, as tending to embarrass the fair trial 
of the action, was rightly made.—BREMRIDGE v. 
LATIMER (1864), 4 New Rep. 285; 10 L. T. 816; 
12 W. R. 878. 

596. ——— Plaintiff left in doubt as to extent of 
justification justified.}—In an action for libel the 
deft. by his defence admitted the publication of 
the words but denied the innuendoes, & pleaded 
that to the extent of the facts thereinafter stated 
the words were true in substance & in fact. The 
defence then set out seriatim a number of facts 
& finally contained an admission that the words 
were not wholly justified by the facts thereinbefore 
mentioned, & deft. paid 40s. into court in satis- 
faction of pltf.’s claim :—Held: this defence was 
bad, & unless amended must be struck out as con- 
trary to Ord. XXII., r. 1, & also as being embar- 
rassing, inasmuch as it left in doubt what deft. 
justified & what he did not.—FLEMING v. DOLLAR 
(1889), 23 Q. B. D. 388; 58 L. J. Q. B. 548; 61 
L. T. 230; 37 W. R. 684; 5 T. L. R. 589. 

597. ——— Libel not divisible—Payment into court 
& apology as to part—Justification as to remainder. | 
—A plea to part of a libel of payment into court 
with aplogy, & a justification of the rest :—Held : 
bad, as the libel was not divisible-—Davis vt. 
BILLING (1891), 8 T. L. R. 58; 36 Sol. Jo. 59, 
C. A. 

598. Action for slander—Statement of claim 
setting out words—Defence setting out & justi- 
fying different words.}—Where in an action for 
slander the statement of claim set out the words 
complained of, & the defence set out & justified 
different words :—Held: the defence as pleaded 
was embarrassing & must be struck out.—R ASSAM 
v. BUDGE, [1893] 1 Q. B. 571; 62 L. J. Q. B. 312; 
68 L. T. 717; 57 J. P. 361 3; 41 W. RR. 377; 9 
T. L. R. 347; 37 Sol. Jo. 358; 5 KR. 336, C. A. 

599. Action for injuries caused by negligence— 
PlaintifY alleged to be ‘‘ lawfully ’’ engaged on 
defendants’ premises.|—The first count of the 
declaration charged that before & at the time, etc., 
pitf. was engaged in loading a certain truck with 
stones, & was standing in the said truck for that 
purpose, & the defts. by their servants so negli- 
gently, etc., backed, shunted, & managed certain 
trucks, under the care & management of the defts. 
by their said servants. that the same were by the 
negligence & carelessness, breach of duty & 
improper conduct of the defts., in that behalf, 
driven with great force & violence against the 
truck in which the pltf. was standing as aforesaid, 
& the pitf. was thereby with great force & violence 
cast out of the said truck in which he was standing, 
& was thereby greatly hurt, etc. The second count 
repeated the allegations in the first count, with the 
addition that the pltf. was ‘‘ lawfully engaged in 
loading the said truck ” :—Held: the first count 
could not be supported ; but that on the second 
count, although it would probably have been set 
aside as embarrassing on an application at 
chambers, yet, inasmuch as it contained allega- 
tions showing some duty of care on the part of the 
defts. towards the pltf., to which he was entitled 
by being “lawfully ’’ there, & a breach of that 
duty by an act of active negligence of the defts., 
the pitf. was entitled to judgment.—BULMAN v. 
FURNESS Ry. Co. (1875), 32 L. T. 430. 

600. Action on contract—-Breach of agreement 
to take house—Claim setting out letters between 
parties as containing contract.|—Where in an 
action for an alleged breach of agreement to take 
a house, the statement of claim set out certain 
letters between the parties as containing a con- 
tract by the deft. to take the assignment of the 
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pltf.’s, which mode of pleading was asserted to be 
embarrassing, the statement of claim was neverthe- 
less allowed to stand.—HopeE v. BANKS (1876), 2 
Char. Cham. Cas. 40; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 107. 

601. ——— Plea that plaintiff suing on own behalf— 
Contract by plaintiff as agent.J/—A plea to an 
action on a contract that the pitf. was suing on his 
own. behalf, whereas he made the contract as agent 
for a company, will not be struck out as embar- 
rassing.—GOLDING v. WHARTON SALTWORKS Co. 
(1876), 1 Q. B. D. 374; 34-.L. T. 474; 24 W. R. 
428, C. A. 

602. —— Claim for injunction & liquidated 
damages.|—-By an agreement made in 1890, the 
pltf. agreed to employ, & the deft. to work for & 
serve the pltf. as tailor, hosier, or outfitter, & it 
was agreed, ‘‘that the deft. should not for the 
space of three years act as tailor, hosier, or out- 
fitter, or take service or act as agent in such 
business within a radius of twenty-five miles of 
the pltf.’s shop, under a penalty of £500 as liqui- 
dated damages.’”’ On June 10, 1803, the deft. left 
the pltf.’s service, & committed a breach of the 
agreement. The pltf. brought this action claiming 
an injunction & £500 liquidated damages for breach 
of the agreement, & on motion obtained an interim 
injunction. The action was then set down for the 
point of law to be argued as to whether the deft. 
was not, on payment of £500, absolved from any 
obligation under the agreement. Pltf. now asked 
for an injunction, but withdrew the claim for 
damages :—Held: the deft. ought, when the 
motion came on, to have called on the pltf. to 
elect whether he asked for an injunction or liqui- 
dated damages, as he could not have both. & the 
pleadings were therefore embarrassing to the 
deft. The deft. having gone on, was too late in 
taking the point, & there must be an injunction 
for three years after July 10, 1893.—GENT v. 
HARRISON (1893), 69 L. T. 307. 

603. Counterclaims involving new questions— 
Misjoinder of parties. ]|—Pltf. claimed £10,000 from 
deft. S. under a covenant by S. in an instrument 
under seal, to indemnify pltf. in certain events, 
which happened. S., by his statement of defence, 
contended that the deed was void for undue 
influence & by two counterclaims pleaded, first, 
the pltf. was executor of the will of the father of 
S., who had joined in the covenant of indemnity, 
& that pltf. ought to have paid himself the 
£10,000 out of the assets; secondly, that the 
father of S. had bequeathed £10,000 to E. S., a 
fresh party, on a secret trust tou pay this £10,000, 
which ought to be carried into execution. On a 
motion to take the counterclaim off the file :— 
Held: such counterclaims involved new questions 
& a misjoinder of parties, which could not be 
permitted & must be struck out. as tending unduly 
to embarrass the pltf.—Papwick v. Scorr, Re 
Scortr’s EstTaTr, Scotr v. PADWICK (1876), 2 
Ch. D. 736; 45 L. J. Ch. 350; 24 W. R. 723; 
3 Char. Pr. Cas. 107. 

604. Action upon covenant in expired lease— 
Insufficient statement of plaintiff’s title to re- 
version.|—-In an action upon covenants in an 
expired lease, pltf{. stated the lease, that the term 





had expired, that at its expiration defts. were the | 


assigns of the lease, & liable to perform the lessee’s 
covenants, that plitf. became, & at the expiration 
of the term was entitled to, the immediate reversion 
in the demised property, subject only to the term, 
that he was & is entitled to enforce all the lessee’s 
covenants, & that the defts. had for eight years 
paid him rent :—Held: such pleading was in- 
sufficient, & the pltf. ought also to have shown 


what the reversion was which the lessor had, & | 


how pltf. derived his title to that particular 
reversion. Accordingly, a statement of claim 
containing the statements so held to be insufficient 
was ordered to be struck out under Ord. XIX., 
r. 27, a8 a pleading tending to embarrass the fair 
trial of the action.—DAvIs v. JamMES (1884), 26 
Ch. D. 778; 53 L. J. Ch. 523; 50 L. T. 115; 32 
W. R. 406. 

605. Action for nuisance raising question of title 
—Payment into court and denial of title.)—In an 
action for nuisance, raising a question of title, the 
deft. is not permitted to plead payment into court 
& to deny the pltf.’s right of action in respect of 
the same part of the statement of claim; & if he 
so pleads the statement of defence will be amended 
as embarrassing. —SPURR v. HA (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 
615; 46L. J. Q. B. 693; 37 L. T. 313; 41 J. P. 
805; 26 W. R. 78. 

606. Plea of abatement of nuisance—Erection of 
another nuisance.]—MUDGE v. PENGE URBAN 
CouNCIL, No. 485, ante. 

607. Claim by vendor of goods & indorsees of bill 
given by purchaser—To recover price & amount 
upon bill.J—A claim in which the vendor of goods 
& the indorsees of a bill given by the purchaser 
to the vendor for the price jointly sue the purchaser 
to recover the price, & also upon the dishonoured 
bill, is embarrassing & may therefore be struck out. 
—SMITH v. RICHARDSON (1878), 4 C. P. D. 112; 
48 L. J. Q. B. 140; 40 L. T. 256; 27 W. R. 230. 

608. Reply referring to document relied on without 
setting out document—Setting up new claims— 
Pleading evidence, argument, or conclusions of law 
to be inferred.]—-A reply must not refer to an 
independent document such as pltf.’s answer to 
interrogatories, as containing facts on which the 
pleader relies, without setting out such document 
itself as part of the reply. <A reply must not set 
up new claims. <A reply must not plead mere 
evidence or argument or state conclusions of law 
to be drawn or inferred from the facts pleaded. 

Upon a motion by a deft., the whole of a reply 
faulty in those respects was ordered to be struck 
out as embarrassing, although the notice of motion 
did not in terms ask to have the whole reply struck 
out, but only specifying them otherwise than by 
reference to what was to be left in, & leave was 
given to pltf. to put in such other reply as he might 
be advised. 

Ord. XIX., r. 20, does not apply to a reply to 
an ordinary defence unaccompanied by a counter- 
claim, & where a pltf. is replving to an ordinary 
defence setting forth facts which it is merely 
desired to traverse. it is not necessary to traverse 
specifically such facts one by one. It is competent 
for a pitf. to introduce new matter by way of set-off 
or by way of controverting the statements of the 
defence, provided that he do so within reasonable 
compass & in a reasonable manner.—-WILLIAMSON 
v. LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co. (1879), 
12 Ch. D. 787; 48 L. J. Ch. 559; 27 W. R. 724. 

609. Statement of plaintiff’s title—Action for 
recovery of land.]—The statement of claim in an 
action for the recovery of land, after alleging facts 
which would show a title in F. E., contained a 
statement that ‘‘ the said F. E. died intestate as 
to real estate & leaving Sir H. FE. her heir-at-law,”’ 
& then stated facts which showed a title in the 
pltf. to Sir H. E.’s estate :—Held: it was not 
embarrassing, & was a sufficient statement of the 
facts on which pltf. relied under Ord. XIX., r. 4.— 
EVELYN v. EVELYN (1880), 42 L. T. 248; 28 
W. R. 631. 

610. Failure to set forth abstract showing 
deduction of title.}—The main argument was on 
the alternative part of the application, for relief 
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or delay fair trial: Sub-sect. 3. Sect. 5: Sub- 
sect. 1.] 


on the ground that the amended statement of 
claim is embarrassing. How is it embarrassing ? 
What is really suggested is this—that the pltfs. 
should set forth. I do not say an abstract im so 
many words, but an abstract of some sort or 
other showing the deduction of their title through 
W.. whatever the true construction of the grant 
may be, to whom it was made in 1805. The defts. 
contend for this. not really because they do not 
know what case they have to meet, but because it 
is suggested that they may be able to pick a hole 
in the title deduced from the grantee under that 
deed. 1 reserved my judgment simply because 
the point was pressed so strongly by defts.’ 
counsel that the claim is embarrassing. I cannot 
see how it is embarrassing. The pltfs. have 
undoubtedly got the mill; there is no question 
about that; & they have, it is clear. some rights 
in the river. I think it just possible that at a 
later stage of the case, before trial, some further 
particulars may be ordered ; but I am of opinion 
that no further particulars are necessary for 
pleading, & that the amended statement of claim 
is not embarrassing as it stands (JOYCE, J.).— 
PLEDGE & Sons v. POMFRET (1905), 74 J. J. Ch. 
357; 92]. T. 561. 

611. Allegation that plaintiff’s acts in various 
particulars unlawful.}—Allegations in a defence 
which are ambiguous, & may or may not raise 
new issues, will be struck out. 

The words ‘* material facts °° in Ord. XIX... r. 4. 
do not mean merely facts which must be proved 
in order to establish the existence of the cause of 
action, but include also any facts which the party 
pleading is entitled to prove at the trial. 

L. brought an action against B., claiming (1) to 
restrain him from continuing a connection between 
his premises & L.’s private drain; (2) to have a 
building which had been erected by B. pulled down 
as darkening L.’s ancient lights; (3) damages. 
B.. by his defence, alleged that the drain in question 
did not belong to L.; that he (B.) had never con- 
nected his premises with any drain belonging to L.. 
who, however, had constructed a new drain, for 
private purposes of his own, below & in connection 
with the existing main sewer; & he alleged that 
‘the pltf.’s acts aforesaid were in various par- 
ticulars unlawful, but the deft. is in no wise 
responsible for them ’’ :—Held: the latter allega- 
tion was ambiguous, ‘‘ scandalous, & embar- 
rassing,’’ & must be struck out. 

With reference to L.’s claim in respect of lights, 
B. alleged that in another action (a new trial of 
which was still pending) L. had sworn that the 
lights in question were not ancient, & was there- 
fore estopped from alleging in the present action 
that they were ancient :—Held: this was not an 
allegation of a ‘‘ material fact’? within the above 
definition, but was calculated to prejudice the 
fair trial of the action; & that the paragraph 
containing it must therefore be struck out.— 
LUMB v. BEAUMONT (1884), 49 L. T. 772. 

612. Allegation that testatrix of unsound mind 
when executing will—Or that will revoked if 
testatrix of sound mind.}—PItf. propounded for 
probate a will of Sept. 1880. Deft. counter- 
claimed to prove a will of May, 1881. Pltf. replied, 
anter alia, that the testatrix was not of sound mind 
when she executed the will, of May, 1881, & (5) that 
if she did duly execute it when of sound mind she 
duly revoked it by a will of June, 1881, executed 
when she was in a simular state of mind :—Held: 


PLEADING. 


clause 5 of the reply ought not to be struck out as 
embarrassing.— Re SMITH, Riac v. HUGHES (1884), 
9P.D.68; 5381.3. P.62; 50L. T. 2038; 82 W. R. 
855, C. A. 

618. Ancient Lights—Allegation that plaintiff 
estopped from claiming by reason of statements in 
another action—New trial of other action pending. | 
——LUMB v. BEAUMONT, No. 543, ante. 

614. Relief not sought on grounds alleged.}— 
BROOKING v. MAUDSLAY, No. 478, ante. 

615. Plaintiff seeking to avoid Statute of Limita- 
tions on ground of concealed fraud—Case not stated 
with sufficient particularity—Defendant’s inability 
to meet case without disclosing all title.]—Action 
brought to recover possession of some estates. 
By his statement of claim pltf. alleges that E. B. 
was seised in fee in possession of the estates & 
that during her life she executed a deed of settle- 
ment, by virtue of which the property vested on 
her death in her niece, T., the wife of W. D., & 
her heirs, from whom & her successors in title the 
deft.’s predecessor in title, G. B., well knowing 
the facts, fraudulently concealed the existence of 
the settlement & entered into possession of the 
estates. Pltf. claims as purchaser of the pro- 
perty from J. D., the eldest son of G. D., who died 
in 1859, whose title is traced through the hcir-at- 
law of T. D. Pitf. alleges that the settlement still 
remains in the possession of deft., & that since the 
death of E. B. deft. & his predecessors in title have 
retained it & received the rents of the property 
with full notice that the property rightfully belonged 
to pltf. & his predecessors in title, & made it impos- 
sible for them to discover their right & title to the 
property until the year 1876, when the existence 
of the deed first came to the knowledge of J. D. 
& pltf. Pltf. claimed to recover the possession 
of the estates, & the rents or mesne profits. On 
the application of deft. Mr. Justice NoRTH ordered 
the statement of claim to be struck out as embar- 
rassing. Pltf. appealed. 

In such a case as this, where the pltf. has sought 
to escape from the Statutes of Limitation on the 
ground of concealed fraud, he ought tuo state his 
case with extreme particularity so as to enable 
deft. to meet the case without disclosing all his 
title. In this case the alleged settlement should 
have been stated so as to enable deft. to raise the 
defence that such a settlement never existed. 
Pitf. had not stated his case in such a way as to 
enable deft. to meet it without embarrassment & 
without disclosing all his title. Under Ord. XIX., 
r. 27, the court had jurisdiction to strike out 
the whole of a statement of claim if the whole of 
it were embarrassing (CoTTON, J.).—RIDDELL v. 
STRATHMORE (EARL) (1887), 3 T. lL. R. 329, C. A. 

616. Action to enforce compromise—Relitigating 
questions raised in former action.|—-KNOWLES Yr. 
ROBERTS, No. 560, ante. 

617. Reflections on honesty of plaintiffs—In par- 
ticulars.J—Charge that pltfs. were thieves & 
swindlers in connection with the part they have 
poe in financial operations in South Africa. 

articulars alleging that pltfs. had made politics 
subservient to their personal ends for the purpose 
of enriching themselves. Particulars struck out 
as irrelevant & embarrassing.—WERNHER, BEIT 
& Co. v. MARKHAM (1901), 18 T. L. R. 143, C. A. 

618. Claims against two defendants—Claims for 
sum due & negligence.|—The pltf. claimed as 
against one deft. who had pure ased the pltf.’s 
business a sum of £5,563 in respect of capital due 
to him from the business. He also claimed as 
against another deft. who had been appointed 
receiver & agent to wind up the business damages 
for negligence. On a motion by the first named 


Part VI.—OBsJEcTIONS TO PLEADINGS. 71 


deft. to strike out the statement of claim as 
embarrassing :—Held: pltf. must elect which of 
the two defts. he would proceed against.—- 
GREENWOOD v. GREENWOOD (1908), 100 L. T. 
68; 53 Sol. Jo. 61. 

619. Claim for declaration of title & injunction 
to restrain trespass—Plea of right of way—Defen- 
dants subsequently joined neither assenting to nor 
disputing right.|—Pitf. claimed a declaration of 
title & an injunction to restrain certain persons 
from trespassing on his lands, & they pleaded a 
public right of footway over his lands. The 
district council then passed a resolution under 
sect. 3 of the Local Government Act, 1894, to 
defend the action. Thereupon pltf. added them 
as co-defendants & by his amended statement 
of claim alleged that they threatened & intended 
to exercise the alleged right of way. The district 
council, with the view of avoiding liability for the 
costs of the action, by their defence denied that 
they threatened or intended to exercise the right 
of way, & pleaded that they neither assented nor 
denied the existence of the right of way :—Held : 
this defence did not infringe any rule of pleading 
& was not embarrassing, & the liability, if any, of 
the district council for costs would be determined 
at the trial of the action.—THORNHILL v. WEEKS 
(No. 2), [1913] 2 Ch. 4643; 82 1. J. Ch. 485; 109 
L.T. 146; 11 L. G. R. 1182, C. A. 

620. Action to test validity of notice to treat— 
Plea denying validity—& alleging plaintiffs’ inability 
to enforce notice even if valid—-Matters defendant 
entitled to raise at trial.|—Dy a lease dated in 1882 
the deft. became Iessee of a market. Pltfs. sub- 
sequently purchased the reversion of that lease. 
In 1902 an Act was passed conferring on pitfs. 
compulsory powers of acquiring deft.’s interest 
in the market. In 1903 pltfs. served on deft. a 
notice to treat. The price which they were to pay 
was to be fixed by arbitration. Differences arose 
between pltfs. & deft. as to the value of his rights 
under his lease, & in 1907 an action was brought 
by the Attorney-General at the relation of pltfs. 
to determine, amongst other things, the extent of 
deft.’s franchise in the market. ‘These matters 
were finally determined in 1913, & thereupon pltfs. 
desired to proceed to acquire deft.’s interest under 
the notice to treat. Deft. objected that the notice 
was invalid. Pltfs. then brought an action claim- 
ing a declaration that the notice was given in 
accordance with the provisions of the Act of 1902 & 
was valid. Deft. by his defence pleaded that the 
notice was invalid ; that pltfs.’ powers under the 
Act of 1902 had expired; & alleged that those 
proceedings were subversive of & inconsistent with 
the relation of landlord & tenant & vendor & 
purchaser which had been constituted by the 
notice to treat, & consequently the pltfs. were 
not entitled to enforce the notice if valid. Pltfs. 
applied to have those paragraphs of the defence 
struck out therefrom on the ground that they were 
irrelevant & embarrassing, the only question 
raised by their statement of claim being whether 
their notice was valid:—Held: the matters 
referred to in the paragraphs complained of were 
such as the deft. ought not to be precluded from 
raising at the trial of the action against him by 
pltfs.; & that there was nothing in the present 
case to justify the court in depriving deft. of that 
right.—LONDON CoRPN. 7. HORNER (1914), 111 
L. T. 512, ©. A. 

621. Wholly inconsistent pleas—Payment into 
court admitting lability—-Payment into court deny- 
ing liability.|——-A deft. having by one paragraph of 
his defence paid money into court admitting 
liability & by another paragraph of his defence 


paid money into court denying liability, & the 
pltf. in the action making more than a single 
claim :—Held: one of the paragraphs must be 
struck out & the defence must specifically state with 
regard to which claim of the pltf. the money was 
paid into court.—CHAPMAN v. WESTERBY (1914), 
58 Sol. Jo. 340. 

Payment into court, generally, see PRACTICE. 

622. Action for false imprisonment & forced 
retirement from Navy.]—The appellant claimed 
damages from the respondent on two grounds. He 
alleged that without lawful justification deft. had 
ordered his imprisonment in hospital & that by 
a subsequent order the deft. had caused him to 
b2 retired from the Navy. A summons was 
taken out before a master, who made an order that 
the indorsement on the writ & the statement of 
claim should be struck out as tending to embarrass 
& delay the fair trial of the action & disclosing 
no reasonable cause of action :—Held: as delivered 
the statement of claim had rightly been struck out 
as embarrassing, but the pltf. should have liberty to 
amend his pleadings on both grounds, so long 
as on the ground of alleged false imprisonment no 
amendment was inconsistent with the admission 
he had made before the master that deft. personally 
knew nothing of him & was not actuated by malice 
in what he did; & each party to bear own costs.— 
FRASER v. BALFOUR (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 1116; 
34 T. L. R. 5023; sub nom. FRAZER v. BALFOUR, 
62 Sol. Jo. 680, H. L. 


Sect. 5.—-PLEADINGS DISCLOSING NO REASON. 
ABLE CAUSE OF ACTION OR ANSWER. 


SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXV., r. 4. The Court or a Judge may order 
any pleading to be struck out, on the ground that it discloses no 
reasonable cause of action or answer, and in any such case or in 
case of the action or defence belng shown by the pleadings to be 
frivolous or vexatious, the Court or a Judge may order the 
action to be stayed or dismissed, or judgment to be entered 
accordingly, a8 may be just. 


623. Effect of R.S.C., Ord. XXV., r. 4—Abolition 
of demurrers.]|—A pleading will not be struck out, 
under Ord. XXV., r. 4, on the ground that it dis- 
closes no reasonable cause of action unless it is 
frivolous. Demurrers have not been abolished 
only in name, & the above rule is not to be so con- 
strued as to allow applications under it to take 
their place.—Re BATTHYANY, BATTHYANY v. WAL- 
FORD (1884), 32 W. R. 379. 

624. Frivolous proceedings. ]—Ord. 
XXV., vr. 4, is not intended to supply the place 
of demurrer except in frivolous cases, & an applica- 
tion thereunder will not be entertained where the 
pleading raises an important point of law. 

An application to strike out a pleading under 
Ord. XXYV., r. 5, can only be made where it can 
be shown without extrinsic evidence that the 
pleading shows on the face of it no cause of action 
or defence (SMITH, L.J.).—A.-G. or DUCHY OF 
LANCASTER v. LONDON & NorTH WESTERN Ky. 
Co., [1892] 3 Ch. 274; 62 L. J. Ch. 271; 67 L. T. 
810; 2 R. 84, C. A. 

625. -}-—Pltf. alleged that, being 
temporarily in want of money, & desirous of getting 
his creditors to postpone payment of their claims, 
he instructed defts., his solicitors, to call a meeting 
of his creditors & to ask for time; that defts. 
advised him that he ee first to file his petition 
in bankruptcy; that they procured him to sign 
such petition & forwarded a circular to his creditors 
which was never, he said, approved of or authorised 
by him, stating untruly that he was compelled 
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to suspend payment; that they attended the 
mecting by their clerk, who, purporting to act 
upon pitf.’s instructions, told his creditors that his 
estate would not pay more than 2s. in the pound ; 
& that the information was wholly untrue tu the 
knowledge of defts., or was made recklessly & 
negligently, & without any sufficient grounds. 
Pitf. also alleged that afterwards he instructed 
defts. to submit a scheme to avoid his being made 
a bankrupt. but that they advised him not to do 
so, & eventually he was adjudicated a bankrupt ; 
that defts. also prepared a statement of pltf.’s 
affairs, & persuaded & advised him to swear to a 
statement that he was hopelessly insolvent, & 
in that statement the defts. intentionally or 
recklessly & negligently overstated the lia- 
bilities & underestimated the assets, & defts. 
were well aware during the whole time that pltf.’s 
estate was sufficient to pay 20s. in the pound, & 
did those acts knowing that they were acting con- 
trary to the interests of pltf., & with a view of 
benefiting themselves, they, or one of them, having 
a large interest as pltf.’s mortgagees. There was 
also a count for slander on pltf. as a trader :— 
Held: pltf.’s statement of claim & affidavits 
disclosed no reasonable cause of action, & that the 
proceedings ought to be stayed as frivolous & 
vexatious, also that if the pltf. had any cause of 
action it was one that passed to his trustee in bank- 
ruptcy, & was not sustainable by the pltf. 
personally. 

Since the case was opened I have had the 
opportunity of looking very carefully into the 
statement of claim, & into the authorities. At 
one time I thought that this was not a case in 
which the court ought to proceed in so summary 
& way as to say that this action should go no 
further. That is a very strong power, & should 
only be exercised in cases which are clear & beyond 
all doubt. It is not because the statement of claim 
is demurrable from a pleader’s point of view that 
the court is justified in stamping the action out. 
It must not only be demurrable, but the court 
must see that the pltf. has got no case at all, either 
as disclosed in the statement of claim, or in such 
affidavits as he may file with a view to amendment. 
If the court sees upon the material before it, that 
the cause of action Is vexatious & frivolous, then, 
& then only, should the court go to the length of 
saying that the action ought to be summarily 
stopped (LINDLEY, L.J.).—KELLAWAY v. BURY 
(1892), 66 L. T. 602; 8 T. L. R. 4338, C. A. 

626. rr. 2 & 4.]—H., a manufacturer 
of zinc paint, by his statement of claim alleged 
that the deft. W. was “ falsely & maliciously ”’ 
publishing in China & Japan copies of a report of 
experiments testing the zinc paints of H. & W., 
in which report the experimenter certified that 
W.’s paint had a slight advantage over H.’s, but 
that for all practical purposes they could be 
regarded as equal. The statement of claim went 
on to allege that the report, & each statement in it, 
was untrue, that H.’s paint was not equal or 
inferior, but superior to W.’s & that H. had 
by reason of the premises been injured in his 
business & credit. W. applied to strike out the 
statement of claim as showing no reasonable 
cause of action. The master made an order for 
striking out the statement of claim unless within 
a limited time H. amended it by alleging special 
damage with full particulars. ENNEDY, J., dis- 
charged this order. On appeal :—Held: a state- 
ment by a trader that his own goods are superior 
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to those of another trader, even if untrue & the 
cause of loss to the other trader, gives no cause of 
action ; that the allegation that the statement was 
made maliciously could not convert a statement 
prima facie lawful into one priméd facie unlawful ; 
that the allegation & proof of special damage 
would not improve the pltf.’s case; & that judg- 
ment in the action must be entered for the deft. 
under Ord. XXV., r. 4. 

The application is made under Ord. XXV., r. 4. 
Ord. XXV. abolished demurrers & substituted 
a more summary process for getting rid of pleadings 
which show no reasonable cause of action or 
defence. Two courses are open to a deft. who 
wishes to raise the question whether, assuming a 
statement of claim to be proved, it entitles the 
pltf. to relief. One method is to raise the question 
of law as directed by Ord. XXV., r. 2; the other 
is to apply to strike out the statement of claim 
under Ord. XXV., r. 4. The first method is 
appropriate to cases requiring argument & careful 
consideration. The second & more summary 
procedure is only appropriate to cases which are 
plain & obvious, so that any master or judge can 
say at once that the statement of claim as it stands 
is insufficient, even if proved, to entitled the pltf. 
to what he asks. The use of the expression 
‘‘ reasonable cause of action ’”’ in r. 4 shows that. 
the summary procedure there introduced is only 
intended to be had recourse to in plain & obvious 
cases. As there is no reason to suppose that. 
pltfs. can improve their case by any amendments 
they can make, the court) ought to exercise the 
power conferred upon it by Ord. XXV., r. 4, & 
order judgment to be entered for the defts. (per 
CuR.).—HtUBBucK & Sons, LTD. v. WILKINSON, 
HEywoop & CLARK, LTb., [1899] 1 Q. B. 86, 
90, 91, 94: 68 L. J. Q. B. 84; 79 L. T. 4293 15 
T. L. R. 29; 43 Sol. Jo. 41, (. A. 

627. ——_ ———- ——..|—Lord Justice ROMER 
said that this was an application under Ord. XXV., 
r. 4, to strike out the statement of claim on the 
ground that it disclosed no reasonable cause of 
action. ‘The action was founded on alleged mis- 
representations made by the defts. to the pltfs., 
upon which the pltfs. alleged that they made an 
advance on mortgage of a public-house & lost their 
money in so doing. That was the allegation in the 
statement of claim. The defts. said that Lord 
Tenterden’s Act was an answer to the action, as 
the misrepresentations were alleged to have been 
made verbally. The pltfs., on the other hand, 
denied that the representations came within Lord 
Tenterden’s Act. The question, therefore, was 
whether the provisions of that Act were obviously 
an answer to the claim so as to make it improper 
to allow the case to go to trial. The principle 
upon which the court acted in such a case was 
pointed out by Lord LINDLEY in Hubbuck & Sons v. 
Wilkinson, Heywood & Clark, No. 396, ante. 
Lord LINDLEY, after pointing out that there were 
two methods of raising points of law, one by raising 
the question as directed by Ord. XXV., r. 2, & 
the other by applying to strike out the statement 
of claim under Ord. XXV., r. 4, says: ‘ The 
first method is appropriate to cases requiring 
argument & careful consideration. The second & 
more summary procedure is only appropriate to 
cases which are plain & obvious, so that any 
master or judge can say at once that the state- 
ment of claim as it stands is insufficient, even if 
proved, to entitle the pltf. to what he asks.” 
He (the Lord Justice) had to apply that principle 
to the present case, & he had to ask whether 
Lord Tenterden’s Act was obviously an answer 
to the statement of claim, Even on the strictest 
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view of this statement of claim it was open to 
doubt whether Lord Tenterden’s Act applied. 
But in dealing with these applications the state- 
ment of claim must not be construed so strictly 
as under the old procedure by demurrer. His 
Lordship came to the conclusion that the 
appeal should be dismissed.—WorTHINGTON & 
Co., Lrp. v. BELTON (1902), 18 T. L. R. 439, C. A. 

628. ——-.}—Three of the members of 
a syndicate moved under Ord. XXV.,r. 4, to strike 
out the statement of claim as showing no reason- 
able cause of action. The ground of the motion 
was that the action would not lie as the syndicate 
was an illegal body under sect. 1 (2) of the Com- 
panies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, as being an 
association consisting of more than twenty persons 
formed ‘‘ for the purpose of carrying on a business 
that has for its object the acquisition of gain’”’ & 
not registered as a company. 

Under Ord. X XV. two courses were open to the 
defts. They might raise a point of law which 
could be decided before the trial, or they could 
move to strike out the statement of claims as 
showing no reasonable cause of action (AST- 
BURY, J.).—DOMINION IRON & STEEL Co., I-TD. v. 
INVERNAIRN, [1927] W. N. 277; 641. Jo. 376; 164 
1. T. Jo. 370. 

629. Mode of taking objection—‘‘ Facts alleged 
do not show any cause of action to which effect can 
be given ’’—Long & complicated series of facts. |— 
The equity in a statement of claim was not 
apparent, but had to be collected from a long & 
complicated series of facts. Deft. put in a 
general demurrer on the ground ‘ that the facts 
alleged do not show any cause of action to which 
effect can be given against this deft. ’’ :—Held: 
a demurrer in this form was in such a case 
sufficient.—BIDDER v. MCLEAN (1882), 20 Ch. D. 
512; 46. T. 70; 30 W. R. 629, C. A. 

630. To what pleadings, etc., objection may be 
taken—-Not amended statement of claim alleging no 
new matter—Defence put in to original claim. ]— 
A deft., who has put in a defence to an original 
statement of claim, cannot when pltf. afterwards 
delivers an amended statement of claim which 
alleges no new matter against him, apply to strike 
out the amended statement of claim, on the ground 
that it discloses no reasonable cause of action.— 
JENKINS v. REES (1885), 33 W. RR. 929. 

631. Writs specially indorsed disclosing no 
cause of action—Setting aside writ.]—Under the 
powers conferred by the Postponement of Pay- 
ments Act, 19141, a proclamation was made on 
Aug. 6, 1914, which provided that all payments 
which had become due & payable before a certain 
date in respect of contract should be deemed to be 
due & payable on a specified later date ; but that 
the proclamation should not apply to ‘‘ any pay- 
ment in respect of a liability which when incurred 
did not exceed five pounds in amount.’’ Between 
the above dates the pltfs. issued & served upon the 
defts. a writ specially indorsed with a claim for a 
sum of upwards of £61, made up of the prices of 
thirty-four parcels of goods alleged to have been 
sold & delivered under separate contracts of sale, 
all these prices having become due before the 
earlier of the above dates, & twenty-eight of them 
being individually though not in the aggregate 
below £5, while the remaining six were individually 
above that amount. Defts. took out a summons, 
to set aside the writ on the ground that the pltfs.’ 
claim was barred by the moratorium created by the 
proclamation :—Held: that the defts.’ liability 
for each of the prices which was below £5 was 
a liability which came within the words of the 
abere exemption, & that the pltfs.’ claim so far 











as it consisted of these prices was not barred, & 
therefore that the writ could not be set aside, 
notwithstanding that the total claims or the other 
individual prices were above £5. 

If it is alleged that a writ specially indorsed with 
a statement of claim discloses no cause of action, 
the proper course for the deft. to adopt is to apply 
under Ord. XXV., r. 4, to strike out the statement 
of claim & not to apply to set aside the writ. It is 
only in cases which are absolutely clear that 
recourse ought to be had to the summary remedy 
under that rule (Pickrorn, L.J.).—AUSTER (1914), 
Lrp. v. LONDON Motor CoAcH WorKS, LTD. 
(1914), 84 L. J. K. B. 580; 112 L. T. 99; 31 
T. L. R. 26; 59 Sol. Jo. 24, C. A. 

632. Application to strike out—Interlocutory 
matter—Ord. XXX., rr. 1, 2, 5.]--Where a summons 
for directions has been issued under Ord. XXX.., 
r. 1, there is jurisdiction upon an application by 
deft. in chambers for further directions on notice 
under r. 5 to strike out a statement of claim on the 
ground that it discloses no reasonable cause of 
action & to dismiss the action with costs as frivo- 
lous & vexatious. An application of this nature 
is an interlocutory matter within r. 5 which is not 
controlled or limited by r. 2 to the matters therein 
particularly enumerated.—PEPPERELL v. HIRD, 
}1902]1 Ch. 477; 71 L. J. Ch. 282 ; 50 W. R. 491 ; 
46 Sol. Jo. 231. 

633. Admissibility of affidavit in support— 
Action by shareholders—Afiidavit that company no 
longer in existence.]—In an action by shareholders 
defts. applied under the inherent jurisdiction of the 
court to strike out the statement of claim as show- 
ing no cause of action, & tendered an affidavit 
in support showing that the company had ceased 
to exist. Pltfs. objected to the affidavit being 
admitted :—Held: the affidavit was admissible.— 
VINSON v. PRIOR FIBRES CONSOLIDATED, LTD., 
11906] W. N. 209; 51 Sol. Jo. 81. 





SuB-sEcT. 2.—‘' No REASONABLE CAUSE OF 
ACTION OR ANSWER.”’ 


A. In General. 


See RK. S. C., Ord. XXV., r. 4, p. 71, ante. 

634. Rule applicable only in plain & obvious 
cases—Not if statement discloses some cause of 
action—Though plaintiff not likely to succeed.| 
Held: where a statement of claim discloses some 
ground of action, the mere fact that the pltf. is 
not likely to succeed on it at the trial is no ground 
for its being struck out.—BOALER v. HOLDER 
(1886), 54 L. T. 298. 

635. No reasonable prospect that case raised 
will succeed—Not where substantial case pre- 
sented.|—-The power given by Ord. XXV., r. 4, of 
ordering any pleading ‘‘ to be struck out on the 
ground that it discloses no reasonable cause of 
action,’’ will be exercised where, in the opinion of 
the court, there is no reasonable prospect that the 
case raised by the pleading will succeed at the 
hearing of the action ; secus, where the pleading, 
though it might under the former practice have 
been open to demurrer, presents a substantial case. 

A statement of claim which sought relief on the 
footing that a compromise of certain disputes 
between a foreign de facto government, recognised 
by this country, & the defts. was not binding upon 
pltfs., the succeeding de jure government, was 
ordered to be struck out, on the grounds (1) that 
the acts of the de facto & recognised government 
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by their duly authorised agents must be treated by 
the tribunals of this country as binding upon their 
de jure successors; & (2) that the de jure govern- 
ment after retaining with full knowledge of the 
facts the money paid to their predecessors as one 
of the terms of compromise could not afterwards 
repudiate the arrangement. 

Applications under Ord. XXV., r. 4, must be 
tried upon the allegations contained in the plead- 
ing, & evidence in support of the applicant’s case 
is not admissible.-—PERU REPUBLIC v. PERUVIAN 
GuANO Co. (1887), 36 Ch. D. 489; 56 L. J. Ch. 
1081; 57 L. T. 337; 36 W. R. 217; 3 T. L. R. 
S48. 

636. Statement of claim showing one cause 
of action—Admitted by defendant to be reason- 
able.]— Action by tenant for life and person 
interested in remainder, against the trustees of a 
legacy of £20,000 which up to Aug. 1888 had 
been invested in India Four Per Cent. Stock & then 
paid off at par. The writ claimed: (1) a definite 
sum of £326 12s. 2d., the estimated loss to the 
tenant for life caused by the trustees neglecting 
for some months to invest the moneys so paid off ; 
(2) a definite sum of £1,818, alleged loss to the 
capital of the trust fund caused by the trustees 
neglecting to accept India Three and a Half Per 
Cent. Stock, offered by the Secretary under a 
scheme of conversion for the Four Per Cent. 
Stock in June, 1887, & having allowed their stock 
to be paid off at par. Immediately after the 
service of writ the acting trustee paid into court 
£326 12s. 2d. in satisfaction of the pltf.’s claim in 
respect of income & that sum was paid out to the 
tenant for life. The statement of claim stated the 
facts as to non-acceptance of the option of taking 
India Three and a Half Per Cent. Stock. which was 
at a premium at the date of offer, & as to the delay 
of investment, stated that the said sum of £326 
12s. 2d. had been paid into court in satisfaction 
of the claim as to income & claimed (1) that the 
trustees might be ordered to invest out of their 
own moneys, & huld upon trusts of the legacy, the 
sum of £1,818; (2) costs; (3) further & other 
relief. The acting trustee, one of the two defts.. 
moved under Ord. XXV., r. 4, that the statement 
of claim might be struck out as against him on the 
ground that it disclosed no reasonable cause of 
action & that the pltfs. might pay the costs of the 
action subsequent to the payment into court. 
This motion was made for the purpose of raising 
the legal question whether the trustees were liable 
for not having accepted the conversion scheme :— 
Held: inasmuch as the statement of claim showed 
one cause of action which the deft. had admitted 
to be reasonable, it could not be struck out under 
Ord. XXV., r. 4. 

The deft. was given leave to amend his notice 
of motion as he might be advised so as to ask for 
the determination of a question of law under Ord. 
XAAXIV., r. 2. The motion as amended asked 
that pursuant to Ord. XX XIV., r. 2, the following 
question of law might be decided before any 
evidence was given or any issue of fact was tried, 
viz. whether, assuming fur the purpose of the 
argument of such question that the allegations of 
the statement of claim were true, there was any 
such duty on the part of the defts. (the trustees) 
or of the deft. W. J. to accept India Three and a 
Half Per Cent. Stock as in the claim alleged, & 
that such question of law might be argued before 
the court accordingly, & that all such further pro- 
ceedings as the decision of the question of law 
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might render unnecessary might be stayed :— 
Held: as the form of admission of facts left it 
open to the defts. to raise other defences on the 
facts which might make the decision of the point 
of law raised unnecessary or prevent its disposing 
of the action, the court would not exercise the 
discretion given to it by Ord. XXXIV., r. 2, by 
allowing the question of law to be tried before the 
issue of fact.—GROSVENOR v. WHITE (1889), 61 
L. T. 663 ; 38 W. R. 201. 

° No case disclosed at all—In statement of 
claim or affidavits.]—KELLAWAY v. Bury, No. 625, 
ante. 

638. —— Mere possibility of failure in- 
sufficient.|—-This was an application by the defts. 
under Ord. XXV., r. 4, to set aside the pltf.’s state- 
ment of claim, on the ground that it disclosed no 
reasonable cause of action. Pltf. by his statement 
of claim alleged that the defts., who were the 
judges of the Supreme Court of Trinidad & 
Tobago, falsely & maliciously & without reasonable 
& probable cause entered upon a prosecution of the 
plitf. by directing to be issued & served upon him 
a rule calling upon him to show cause why he 
should not be dealt with for contempt of the 
Supreme Court of Trinidad and Tobago in having 
forwarded to the governor for transmission to the 
Queen in Council a false, scandalous, & untrue 
petition reflecting upon the defts. The statement 
of claim also alleged that no application was made 
to the defts. for the issue of this rule; that no 
person appeared in support of it; & that the 
defts. had no evidence before them of the alleged 
contempt. 

The defts.’ application cannot be aceeded to, 
not because they may not ultimately be successful, 
but because on an application to strike out a 
statement of claim & stay of proceedings it must 
be clearly shown that there can be but one possible 
result to the action, not where a long argument & 
the citing of numerous cases is necessary to prove 
to the court that the action will not succeed. 
That is the object of Ord. XNNV.. r. 4. Numbers 
of actions are brought in which it can be shown that 
the plitf. will probably fail, but if we held that the 
deft. in every such case could make an application 
like this, we should be giving a meaning to the 
rule which was not intended (CAVE, J.).-—ANDER- 
SON v. GORRIE (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 256 3; subsequent 
proceedings, [1895] 1 Q. B. 668. 

639. —-— No cause of action on face of pleadings 
Without extrinsic evidence.]—A.-G. or DucHY 
OF LANCASTER v. LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. 
Co., No. 624, ante. 

640. Not when reasonable doubt exists—As 
to legal effect of allegations contained.]—In answer 
to a petition by the wife for restitution of conjugal 
rights, the husband pleaded that the petition was 
not presented in good faith with the object of 
obtaining the reef sought for, inasmuch as the 
petitioner had alleged in a former suit for judicial 
separation, in which she had failed, & inasmuch 
as she still alleged, that her husband had been 
guilty of an abuminable crime. The respondent 
further pleaded that this amounted to cruelty on 
the petitioner’s part, & he prayed for a judicial 
separation on this ground. Upon a summons to 
strike out the answer on the ground that it con- 
tained no allegation of a matrimonial offence & 
disclosed no bar to the prayer of the petition :— 
Held: the case ought to be left to be dealt with 
on the merits, it being the practice of the court 
not to strike out a pleading where a reasonable 
doubt existed as to the legal effect of the allegation 
therein contained, & where such legal effect could 
properly be discussed after all the facts had been 
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elicited in evidence at the trial.—RUSSELL v. 
RUSSELL (1894), 71 L. T. 268, 

641. Statement prima facie insufficient.]— 
HUBBUCK & Sons, LTD. v. WILKINSON, HEYWooD & 
CLARK, Ltnp., No. 396, ante. 

642. -1—WORTHINGTON & Co., LTD. v. 
BELTON, No. 827, ante. 

643. Pleading which no legitimate amend- 
ment can save—Counterclaim.|—This was an 
application under R. S. (., Ord. XXV., r. 4, to 
strike out the counterclaim of defts. to an action 
wherein pltf. sought an injunction to restrain 
them from selling or offering for sale blocks of 
laundry blue so shaped, arranged, & got up as to 
induce the belief that) such blocks were made or 
sold by pltf., & damages or an account of profits. 
In their counterclaim defts. said, ‘‘ The defts. have 
since the month of April, 1900, been engaged in the 
same business of manufacturing laundry blue, & 
by the excellence & cheapness of their goods have 
acquired a good connection. Since the issue of the 
writ in this action the pltf. has threatened the 
defts.’ customers & others with legal proceedings 
if they sell, deal in, or use the defts.’ goods, & 
many of the defts.’ former customers & others 
have been thereby induced to refrain from dealing 
with the defts., & from selling, dealing in, or using 
the defts.’ goods. The defts. have suffered con- 
siderable injury in their business by reason of such 
threats by the pltf.,” & counterclaimed an injunc- 
tion to restrain pltf. from making or continuing 
such threats. 

This is an application upon Ord. XXV., r. 4, to 
strike out a counterclaim on the ground that it 
discloses no reasonable cause of action. I propose 
to the best of my ability to follow the decisions 
which should guide me, & I will take the statement 
from Chitty, 1..J.’s judgment in Republic of Peruv. 
The Peruvian Guano Co., No. 635, ante: ‘* A pleading 
will not be struck out under this rule unless it is 
not only demurrable but something worse than 
demurrable—i.e. such that no legitimate amend- 
ment can save it from being demurrable.” I am 
of opinion that this counterclaim answers that 
description. It seeins to me that it is a case in 
which I could not possibly give leave to amend, & 
that the counterclaim must therefore be struck 
out (FARWELL, J.).—RIPLEY v. ARTHUR & Co. 
(1901), 45 Sol. Jo. 165, 166; 18 R. P. C. 82. 

644. Pleadings clearly disclosing no cause of 
action.|—T'o an action commenced by a book- 
maker by specially indorsed writ for a sum alleged 
to be due on a stated account, the deft. pleaded 
in his defence that the debts were gambling debts, 
& this was admitted by pltf. by his answer to 
interrogatories, but the plitf. stated by his answer, 
as other considerations for the deft.’s indebtedness, 
pltf.’s forbearance to suc & his giving time to 
deft. at the latter’s request. Deft. applied to have 
the action dismissed as being frivolous & vexatious : 
—Held: the forbearance to sue at the deft.’s 
request, in view of the possible apprehension of 
deft. of the consequences of not paying the 
gambling debt, which it would be compctent to 
pltf., consistently with the pleadings, to allege & 
prove, might constitute a new & valid considera- 
tion for the debt, & that the action ought not to be 
summarily dismissed. 

The respondent claims that the action has been 
rightly dismissed by the judge as being frivolous & 
vexatious, & he bases that partly on Ord. XXV., 
r. 4, & partly on the inherent jurisdiction of the 
court. In my opinion r. 4 has nothing to do with 
the matter. That rule provides that ‘“ the court 
or a judge may order any pleading to be struck out 
on the ground that it discloses no reasonable cause 




















of action or answer.’ There is here no order to 
strike out the statement of claim, which is, in 
form, a perfectly good statement of claim. There- 
fore that part of the rule does not apply. Then it 
goes on thus: ‘“ Or in case of the action or defence 
being shown by the pleadings to be frivolous or 
vexatious, the court or a judge may order the 
action to be stayed or dismissed or judgment to 
be entered accordingly, as may be just.’’ In my 
opinion that is limited to the case where on the 
face of the pleadings it is shown that the action 
cannot be maintained & is frivolous & vexatious. 
Here the attempt to show that the action is 
frivolous & vexatious is not based on the pleadings. 
Jt is admitted that on the pleadings no such case 
could be made out. A defence has been put in, 
a general traverse is implied in the absence of a 
reply, & thus the pleadings are regular & adequate. 
But deft. has obtained some important admissions 
from pltf. in his answer to interrogatories, & on 
that ground he seeks to have the action dismissed 
as frivolous & vexatious. It is, of course, quite 
open for him to do so. He might even do so on 
affidavits sworn by himself or made on his behalf, 
& @ fortiori he can do so on admissions obtained 
from the other side. But it is a serious thing to 
dismiss an action before it has been tried, & a 
clear case for doing so must be made out (FLETCHER 
Mouton, L.J.).—G0OODSON v. GRIERSON, [1908] 
1 K. B. 761, 764; 77 L. J. K. B. 507; 98 L. T. 
740; 2L T. L. R. 364, C. A. 

645. Not when pleading raises question of 
great importance—Or serious question of law.]— 
Ord. XXV., r. 4, which enables the court or a 
judge to strike out any pleading on the ground that 
it discloses no reasonable cause of action, was 
never intended to apply to any pleading which 
raises a question of general importance or serious 
question of law.—Dyson v. A.-G., [1911] 1 K. B. 
410; 811. J. K. B. 217; 105 L. T. 7535; 27 
T. L. R. 1435 55 Sol. Jo. 168, C. A. 

646. ——— Absolutely clear case.]—AUSTER (19114), 
Lrp. v. LONDON Motor Coach Works, LTD., No. 
O31, ante. 

647. Statement quite unarguable.]—The 
staternent of claim alleged as follows: Deft. G. 
was the manager of a branch of deft. bank. In 
Aug. 1922, M. approached pltfs. with a view to 
getting a loan of £10,000, & referred them to deft. 
bank for inquiries as to his credit & position. He 
informed G. that he had invited pltfs. to make 
such inquiries, & authorised G. to answer them. 
Plitfs. thereupon did inquire of G.. who said that 
M. had an account at his branch, that no cheque 
drawn on that account had ever been ‘‘ returned,”’ 
that he was not in the hands of moneylenders or 
likely tou become a bankrupt, that he owned fur- 
niture easily worth £4,000, that he was good for 
£5,000, & that he would have no hesitation in 
lending him that amount himself. In reliance on 
those representations of G. pltfs. lent M. £9,000. 
The statement of claim then alleged that it was 
G.’s duty when making those representations to 
exercise reasonable care to ensure that they were 
true, whereas he was negligent & unskilful in the 
discharge of that duty, & ought to have known, 
as was the fact, that the representations were 
untrue. In May, 1923, M. was adjudicated bank- 
rupt, whereby pltfs. suffered loss. Defts. applied at 
chambers to have the statement of claim struck out 
under Ord. XXV.,r.4. Themaster made the order 
striking out the statement of claim. On appeal 
the judge reversed his order :—Held : the existence 
of duty was not so unarguable as to justify the 
court in striking out the claim.— EVANS v. BARCLAYS 
BANK & GALLOWAY, [1924] W. N. 97, C. A. 
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648. ./-Deft. applied to have a statement 
of claim struck out under Ord. XXV., r. 4, upon 
the grounds that it disclosed no reasonable cause 
of action, & was frivolous & vexatious. The 
master having made an order striking out the 
statement of claim as disclosing no reasonable 
cause of action, on appeal :—Held: it could not 
be said at the present stage of the action that 
there was no reasonable cause of action. It was 
not the intention of Ord. XXV., r. 4, that a state- 
ment of claim should be struck out unless it was 
perfectly clear that there was no reasonable cause 
of action. — EVERETT tv. RYDER (1925), 160 L. T. Jo. 
188: 60 L. Jo. 763, C. A. 

649. Pleading frivolous. |—-Re BATTHYANY, BArT- 
THYANY tv. WALFORD, No. ¢ 23, ante. 

650. ——.}—A.-G. OF DUCHY OF LANCASTER Uv. 
Lonpon & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co., No. 624, 
ante. 





B. Particular Cuses. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XXAV.. r. 4. p. T1. ante. 

Actions in respect of felonious torts. 
Action, Vol. I., pp. 60-66, Nos. 490 et seq. 

651. Action by servant against master for injury 
caused by defective machinery—Ignorance of 
servant & Knowledge of master not alleged.}—In 
an action by a servant against his master to 
recover damages for personal injury caused by 
the defective state of machinery on premises or 
materials provided by the deft. for the purposes 
of the work, it is necessary, in order that the pltf. 
may succeed, to prove that the danger or the 
defect which caused the injury was known to the 
deft. & was not known tothe plitf., & a statement 
of claim which does not allege both these facts 
discloses no cause of action & is bad.—GRIFFITHS 
v. Lonpon & St. KATHERINE Docks Co. (1884), 
13 Q. B. D. 299; 53 L. J. Q. B. 5043 51 L. T. 
533; 49 J. P. 100; 33 W. R. 35, C. A. 

652. Action to set aside marriage settlement — 
Settlement executed in consequence of false repre- 
sentations.|—PIitf., in an action to set aside a 
settlement made upon his marriage with deft. 
I. S., then a widow, by his statement of claim 
alleged that, previous to the execution of the 
settlement. I. S. stated to him that her first 
husband had been divorced from her, & at her 
suit, by reason of his cruelty & adultery; & 
further. that she had not herself been guilty of 
adultery with G. W., to whom, after the death of 
her first husband, she was married. He further 
alleged that such statements were made to induce 
him to enter into the marriage & execute the settle- 
ment, that, in reliance on the representations, & 
in consideration of the marriage, he executed the 
settlement ; that the marriage was solemnised, 
& plitf. had subsequently discovered, & it was the 
fact, that the representations were false tu the 
knowledge of deft. I. S., the truth being that she 
had herself been divorced from her first husband 
at his suit, & by reason of her adultery with G. W. : 
—RHeld: the statement of claim disclosed no case 
upon which the court had jurisdiction to grant 
relief, & that it must be struck out under Ord. 
XXV., r. 4.—JOHNSTON v. JOHNSTON (1884), 52 
L. T. 76: 33 W. R. 239, C. A. 

653. Building agreements—Allegation of plain- 
tiff’s inability to carry out by defendant’s wrongful 
entry & possession—Claim for specific performance 
& damages.]—Pltf. set out certain building agree- 
ments in his statement of claim, & alleged that by 


SEE 


PLEADING. 


reason of the deft. having wrongfully entered into 
ossession of the pltf.’s land & building materials, 
es had been unable to carry out his agreements, 
& had thereby suffered loss. The pltf. claimed 
specific performance of the agreements & damages. 
A motion under Ord. XXV., r. 4, to strike out the 
statement of claim upon the ground that it dis- 
closed no reasonable cause of action dismissed.— 
BODDINGTON v. REES (1885), 52 L. T. 209. 

654. Misjoinder of parties—Statement of claim 
showing no cause of action against person added as 
defendant.|—The architect of the deft. company 
was made a party to the action, but the statement 
of claim showed no cause of action as against him : 
—RHeld: his name must be struck out of the pro- 
ceedings, & the costs paid by the pltfs., including 
the costs of an affidavit made by the architect upon 
the application for such an order.—AMOS v. 
HERNE BAY PAVILION PROMENADE & PIER Co., 
Lrp. (1886), 54 L. T. 264. 

655. —— Joining solicitors or other parties 
for payment of costs or discovery. ]—Solicitors who 
were made parties with other defts. to an action, 
the statement of claim in which showed no reason- 
able cause of action as against them :—Held: 
entitled under Ord. XXV., r. 4, to an order dis- 
missing the action as against them with costs & 
striking their names out of the proceedings. To 
make solicitors or other parties to an action without 
seeking any relief against them except payment 
of costs or discovery is vexatious.—BURSTALL v. 
BrEYFus (1884), 26 Ch. D. 385; 53 L. J. Ch. 565 ; 
00 L. T. 542; 32 W. R. 418, C. A. 

656. Case in statement of claim differing from 
that in writ—Different partnership, persons & 
times.]— This was a motion by defts. to have 
pltf.’s statement of claim struck out on the ground 
that it disclosed no ground of action. In July, 
1885, pltf. issued his writ ashing for a declaration 
that a certain agreement alleged by defts. to be 
an absolute conveyance of the S. Estate should 
stand as a mortgage only for the amount of the 
consideration money therein expressed, & for a 
declaration that pltf. & defts. were, from the date 
of the agreement, partners & co-adventurers in the 
business & undertaking of the racing club & race- 
course & other business carried on upon the S. 
Estate, & also for an account & a receiver. On 
July 16, 1885, a motion was made before Kay, J., 
on behalf of defts., asking that the action might 
be dismissed on the ground that it was frivolous 
& vexatious, or that all proceedings therein might 
be stayed until the pltf. should have paid the costs, 
ordered by Bacon, V.-C., to be paid by pltf. to 
defts. in a previous action claiming similar relief. 
His lordship made an order staying the action so 
far as the relief sought by the indorsement of the 
writ was the same as the relief sought in the former 
action. This order was affirmed by the Court of 
Appeal on Aug. 8, 1885. The statement of 
claim delivered on Jan. 13, 1886, alleged that, in 
1874, the S. Estate was purchased by & conveyed 
to the pltf. & one J., pltf. being interested to the 
extent of three-fourths & J. to the extent of one- 
fourth of the estate; that the pltf. & J. proceeded 
in partnership together, being interested in the 
shares as stated, to develop the estate & to convert 
into a race club, & expended large sums of money 
for such purposes; that the deft. O. in 1877 
acquired the share of J. in the partnership, & 
thereby became, to the extent of one-fourth share 
therein & in the partnership property, a partner 
with the pltf. in the business. The statement of 
claim then claimed a declaration that pltf. & 
defts. O. & T., or the defts. the S. Club, were 
partners in the racing club & racecourse & other 
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businesses carried on, upon, or in connection with 
the 8S. Estate, & that pltf. was entitled to the 
three-fourths share of the business & estate & 
other the assets of the club; a dissolution of the 
partnership as from the date of the writ in the 
action, & an account of all partnership dealings 
& transactions since Dec. 1884; a receiver, 
& an injunction. Kay, J., said that the case set 
up by the pe in his statement of claim was totally 
different from that which he raised in his writ. 
A different partnership, & different persons, & 
different times were alleged. Even if the claim in 
the writ had not been altered, that would not have 
been a sufficient ground for resisting the application. 
It would not be good pleading for the pltf. merely 
to allege the acquisition of the share by the deft. 
O., & that he thereby became a partner. He should 
have alleged a contract by which the deft. O. 
became a partner. It was said that the court 
ought to be lax in matters of this kind, but his 
Lordship was not of that opinion. The statement 
of claim must, therefore, be struck out. Pltf. 
could, of course, issue a fresh writ.—KER v. 
WILLIAMS (1886), 30 Sol. Jo. 238. 

657. Copyholders’ action against lessees—tTo re- 
strain working of minerals—Lord of manor added 
as defendant.|—I1n an action by a copyholder to 
restrain the working of minerals under his land 
against lessees who claimed the right to work 
minerals by virtue of their lease from the lord of 
the manor, the lord of the manor was by amend- 
ment added as deft., & an allegation was inserted 
in the amended statement of claim that he claimed 
the right by himself & his lessees to work the 
minerals, that he justified the acts of his Jessees, & 
that he had received & claimed to be entitled to 
receive rents & royalties in respect of such wrong- 
ful working. On a summons under Ord. XXV., 
r. 4, by the lord of the manor, that the amended 
statement of claim might be struck out as against 
him, as showing no reasonable cause of action :— 
Held: the lord of the manor as lessor had been 
properly added as a deft.—SHaAFTO v. BoLcKow, 
VAUGHAN & Co. (1887), 384 Ch. D. 725; 561. J. 
Ch. 735; 56 L. T. 608; 35 W. R. 562. 

658. Action by principals claiming production of 
documents In hands of agent to third person— 
Third person a clerk in rival & unfriendly house 
of business.]—A firm of merchants residing abroad 
brought an action against their agent in this 
country, claiming production of the documents 
relating to their business to a person appointed by 
them for that purpose. Deft. put in a defence, 
stating that the person appointed by the pltfs. was 
a clerk in a rival & unfriendly house of business, 
for which reason he objected to produce the 
documents to him, but that he was willing to 
produce the documents to any proper person. The 
pitfs. moved, under Ord. XXV.,r. 4, to strike out 
the defence :—Held: although principal had a 
general right to the production of documents in 
the hands of his agent to any person appointed 
by him, he cannot insist on their being produced 
to an improper person; ®& therefore the defence 
disclosed a reasonable answer to the claim.— 
DADSWELL v. JACOBS (1887), 34 Ch. D. 278; 56 
L. J. Ch. 233; 55 L. T. 857; 85 W. R. 261, C. A. 

659. Dispute relating to internal management of 
institution. |—The gist of the pitfs.’ complaint was 
that a meeting of the governors had been held for 
the purpose of electing an honorary ophthalmic 
surgeon. The statement of claim alleged that 
there were only two candidates for the post, 
EK. & T., that 18 governors voted in person for T., 
& 254 proxies were tendered on his behalf & 
allowed by the chairman; that 16 governors 


voted in person for E. & 355 proxies were tendered 
on his behalf, but the chairman rejected 140 of 
these proxies, on grounds alleged to be invalid. & 
declared that T. was duly elected. The piltf. 
claimed a declaration that the proxies had been 
improperly rejected, & that the ee EB. ought to 
have been declared to be elected, & other relief. 
Defts. moved to strike out the statement of claim & 
to have the action dismissed, on the ground that the 
pleadings disclosed no reasonable cause of action. 
They argued that the case came within the principle 
that the question in dispute being one relating to 
the internal management of the society which a 
general meeting had complete control over, the 
court would not interfere :—Held: some of the 
pltfs. had a right of action. The question was 
whether their proxies were good or bad. They 
were not bound to rely on a new election. It might 
very well be that persons who would have voted 
one way in the first instance would not, when a 
person had been in possession as an officer, think 
it right to alter the position of matters & turn 
him out. There was a question raised which the 
court could not say was frivolous or vexatious, & 
the court could not, therefore, strike out the 
statement of claim.—HoOwaRpD v. HILu (1887), 4 
T. L. R. 20. 21. 

660. Action for slander of title—No special damage 
alleged—Libel on old ‘company not amounting to 
libel on new.j]—There were actions brought by 
the New Chile Mining Co. against the deft., the 
chairman of the Venezuelan Austin No. 9 Gold 
Mining Co., & also against that company, for an 
alleged libel & slander of the pltfs.’ title contained 
in a circular sent by the deft. company to its 
shareholders. The circular contained, inter alia, 
allegations that upwards of 55,000 ounces of gold 
had been feloniously & unlawfully removed by 
the Old Chile Co., the predecessors in title of the 
pltf. company; that the New Chile Co. had 
benefited to the extent of £200,000 sterling, the 
proceeds of gold so obtained by the Old Chile Co. 
by feloniously stealing the said gold. The defts. 
applied at chambers to strike out the statements 
of claim in the actions as, among other things, not 
disclosing any reasonable cause of action. This 
application was refused by the judge, from which 
decision the defts. appealed to the Divisional 
Court. 

Counsel for defts. contended that a corporation 
is not capable of libelling any one; that there was 
no libel even on the old Chile Mining Co.; but if 
there were a libel against that company, the circular 
did not constitute a libel against the new company. 
Moreover, the old company had been wound up 
three years before the date of the circular, &, being 
practically dead, could not be the subject of libel. 
The new company, even if it did take over such 
liabilities as that to recoup money wrongfully 
taken by the old company, would be under no 
liability to the present defts., as there had been no 
notice to them of the assignment of the cause of 
action, if any, lying in the old company. There 
was no allegation of title in the statement of claim. 
nor yet of express malice or of special damage. 

Counsel for pltfs. contended that the circular 
constituted a libel on the new company & on its 
chairman, to whom it referred in terms. It 
imputed that the truth was that the pltf. company 
would have to recoup to the present owners of the 
Concession Austin No. 9 the sum of £200,000 
feloniously stolen from them, & that the chairman 
& company knew that when they denied it. It 
was known, as alleged in the statement of claim, 
that the new company had taken over the liability 
of the old company, & to impute a liability to the 
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latter was to impute a liability to the new com- 


ae 
ne embarrassment to which the question of 
scandal of title would give rise on the statement of 
claim was removed by counsel for pltfs. asking to 
amend, & alone relying on the question of libel or 
no libel. Probably when that statement of claim 
was drawn the question of slander of title was not 
present in the mind of the pleader, or the document 
on which the claim would particularly rest would 
have been more specifically pleaded. The state- 
ment of claim alleged that in the circular contain- 
ing what was contended to be a libel it was imputed 
by the defts. that in 1884 the predecessors of the 
pitfs. in title knowingly trespassed into a certain 
mine adjoining their own mine & feloniously took 
55,000 ounces of gold, & that the pltfs.. by taking 
the liabilities of the old company, became liable 
to recoup the value of the same. I think that a 
jury might reasonably find that this was a libel 
on the old company, as it might be said to amount 
to a charve of stealing, but that it was not a libel 
on the New Chile Co. It was sought to enlarge 
the facts by some ingeniously drawn innuendoes, 
but the innuendoes were not of any avail, except 
so far as thev were supported by the averments of 
fact in the pleading. There was no charge against 
the pltfs. of improperly dealing with the gold or 
stealing it. I cannot infer from the mere state- 
ment in the statement of claim that the pltf. 
company had taken over the old company’s 
liabilities that impropriety of conduct was imputed 
to the new company, & I think it is going too far 
to say that it imputed a liability to repay the 
value of the gold taken. If sitting at nisi prius 
I should, I feel, have to tell a jury that there was 
no evidence to support the action, & therefore 
judgment must go to the defts. (FIELD, J.).—NEW 
CHILE MINING Co. v. LEE; NEW CHILE MINING 
Co. v. VENEZUELAN AUSTIN GOLD MINING Co. 
(1888), 4 T. L. R. 444. 

661. Action for libel—By corporation—Charge of 
corrupt practices.|—The right of a corporation to 
sue for libel is confined to the protection of their 
property. In an action by a municipal corpora- 
tion for a libel imputing corruption :—Held: as 
a corporation, as distinguished from the individuals 
composing it, cannot be guilty of corrupt prac- 
tices, the statement of claim disclosed no cause of 
action.— MANCHESTER CORPORATION v. WILLIAMS, 
[1891] 1 Q. B. 94; 60 L. J. Q. B. 283; 63 L. T. 
805; 54 J. P.712; 39 W. R. 302; 77T. L. R. 9. 

662. Words incapable of defamatory mean- 
ing.]—On an application to strike out a statement 
of claim in a libel action on the ground that it 
discloses no reasonable cause of action, the court 
will not strike it out on the ground that the words 
are incapable of a defamatory meaning, but will 
leave the question whether they are capable of 
such meaning to be dealt with by the judge at the 
nee v. LAWSON (1915), 31 T. L. R. 418, 

. A. 

663. Action for slander—Defamatory statement 
by magistrate {n course of judicial duties.]—A 
magistrate when sitting in the course of his 
judicial duties is a ‘‘ judge.”’ Defamatory observa- 
tions by a judge in the course of his judicial duties 
are not actionable. Thus a defamatory statement 
made by a magistrate while sitting in the course of 
his judicial duties respecting a prosecutor upon or 
with reference to the withdrawal of a criminal 
charge before the court :—Held: not to be action- 
able, even though it was alleged that the statement 





was made falsely & maliciously & without reason- 
able cause. Accordingly, the statement of claim 
in an action for slander brought by the prosecutor 
against the magistrate on the ground of that 
defamatory statement was ordered to be struck 
out under Ord. XXYV., r. 5, as disclosing no reason- 
able cause of action.—LAW v. LLEWELLYN, [1906] 
1K. B. 487; 75 L. J. K. B. 320; 94 L. T. 359 ; 
70 J. P. 220; 54 W. R. 868; 50 Sol. Jo. 289, C. A. 

664. Words spoken of clergyman—No 
allegation of special damage.|—In the absence of 
special damage an action by a person in Holy 
Orders is not sustainable for words spoken of him 
as a clergyman unless he was holding office or was 
in receipt of professional temporal profit when the 
words were spoken. 

Pitf. could not maintain an action unless he 
alleged special damage. Therefore the statement 
of claim must be struck out (ScRUTTON, I1..J.).— 
WAKEFORD 0. WRIGHT (1922), 389 T. L. R. 107, C. A. 

665. Allegation of improper evidence & conduct 
relative to plaintifY’s bankruptcy——Cause of action 
if any passing to trustee.]—KELLAWAY v. BURY, 
No. 625, ante. 

666. Actions by cestul que trust against trustees— 
Solicitors joined as constructive trustees.J—In an 
action by cestui que trust against their trustees in 
respect of certain alleged breaches of trust, the 
solicitors of the trustees were joined as defts. In 
the statement of claim it was alleged in substance 
that the solicitors had become constructive 
trustees. Upon motion to dismiss the action as 
against the solicitors :—J/eld : if the allegations 
were true, the solicitors & the trustees would be 
equally liable for breaches of trust, & that the 
action must be allowed to proceed.—COWPER v. 
STONEHAM (1893), 68 L. T. 18; 3 FR. 242. 

667. Concealed fraud—Wrongful entry under 
false claim—Adverse possession.|—Pitf. brought 
an action of ejectment in 1892 & alleged by his 
statement of claim that he was the heir at law of 
W., who died intestate in 1798, & that on his 
death his real estate was wrongfully taken pos- 
session of by the mother of G., an infant. in his 
name under false pretence that G. was the heir- 
at-law of W.; that G. died an infant. & that his 
mother continued to hold possession of the estate 
in the name of R., an infant. whorn she falsely as- 
serted to be the brother of G., but who was really 
a supposititious child; that KR. held possession of 
the estates after he came of age, & that he & his 
successors in title, including deft., fraudulently 
concealed these facts from the true heir of W. ; 
that pltf. & his predecessors in title had been 
deprived of the estates by such concealed fraud, & 
that the same could not with reasonable diligence 
be discovered before 1879, when they became 
partially known; that pltf. was an infant at that 
time & did not attain his majority until 1887. 
Deft. moved to have the statement of claim struck 
out as frivolous & vexatious, & filed an affidavit 
showing that the story of Rt. being a supposititious 
child was publicly spoken of in newspapers & 
otherwise as early as 1853, & had been made the 
ground of previous unsuccessful actions of other 
claimants against deft. & his predecessors :—Held : 
the allegations in the statement of claim as to the 
entry in 1798 on behalf of G. did not show a case 
of concealed fraud within s. 26 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, 
but only a wrongful entry under a false claim ; 
that the statute began to run against pltf.’s pre- 
decessors in title in 1798, & that as the possession 
had been adverse to pltf. & his predecessors ever 
since, the operation of the statute had not been 
suspended by the alleged fraud in 1805, & that 
pitfi. or his predecessors might with reasonable 
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diligence have discovered the concealed fraud, if 
any, more than twelve years before the com- 
mencement of the action. On these grounds the 
statement of claim was struck out, & the action 
was dismissed as frivolous & vexatious.—WILLIS 
v. Howe (EARL), [1803] 2 Ch. 545; 62 L. J. Ch. 
690; 69 LL. T. 358; 41 W. R. 433; 9 T. L. BR. 
415; 2 KR. 427, C. A. 

668. Fraudulently conspiring to induce plaintiff 
to buy shares—Fraudulent misrepresentation.] 
Appeal by the defts. from an order of the Divisional 
Court. The question was raised, as a point of law 
upon the pleadings, whether the facts as alleged 
in the statement of claim disclosed any cause of 
action. 

The court has only to Jook at the statement of 
claim & see if it charges fraud & discloses a cause 
of action. Here it is alleged that the two defts. 
entered into a transaction, invented a transaction. 
That transaction was that they would buy some- 
thing for £385,000, because they knew that if that 
were known the shares would go up. I gather 
that the statement of claim alleged that they never 
intended to carry out that transaction. They 
expected that the sharcs would go up, & they 
intended to sell their own shares then. They 
never intended to pay the £385,000. They 
intended to sell the shares & leave them in the 
hands of the persons who bought them, & to pay 
the £25,000 forfeit & to put the difference into their 
own pockets. Why did they pretend, as alleged, 
that they had agreed to give £385,000 for the 
concern 2? It is obvious that the allegation was 
that they intended to cheat’ somebody. The 
stateinent of claim alleged that they had their 
eyes fixed upon the pltf., & intended it to be 
stated to him that they had agreed to give or had 
given this large sum & intended that he should 
buy the shares at a high price & then that he 
should be left with the loss. The difliculty that 
the defts. made no representation to the pltf. was 
avoided, because it was now alleged in the state- 
ment of claim that the defts. intended it should 
come to the pltf..s knowledge & be acted upon by 
him. ‘The statement of claim disclosed a fraudu- 
lent statement by the defts., that fraudulent state- 
ment being that they had given or agreed to give 
£385,000. Of course, the court does not in any 
way say whether the allegation in the statement 
of claim were true or not, nor whether the defts. 
have made any false & fraudulent statement. 
That would have to be decided at the trial. Upon 
the present application the court has only to see 
whether upon the allegations in the statement of 
claim any cause of action has been disclosed. In 
my opinion it is clear that this statement of claim 
discloses a cause of action (LORD HsHER, M.1R.).— 
REID v. HOoLEY (1897), 138 T. L. R. 449, C. A. 

669. Action against railway company -- Refusal 
of official to detain train—-After complaint of 
robbery made.]—<A statement of claim alleged that 
whilst pltf. was a passenger on defts.’ railway a 
gang of men entered the carriage in which he was 
& robbed him of a certain sum of money; that 
the pltf. forthwith complained of having been 
robbed to the stationmaster, who refused to 
detain the train to permit the pltf. to give the men 
into custody & have them searched, but gave the 
signal fur the train to start, although there was a 
large force of police in the station ready to arrest 
& search the men :—Held: the statement of claim 
disclosed no cause of action—CoBB v. GREAT 
WESTERN RaiItway Co., [1893] 1 Q. B. 459; 62 
LL. J. Q. B. 385; 68 L. T. 483; 57 5. P. 487; 
0 T. L. R. 253; 4 R. 288, C. A.; affd., [18094] 
A. C. 419, H. L. 
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670. Partition action—Plaintiff proceeding against 
wishes of mortgagees of one share.]—A., who was 
the owner of an undivided third share of the estate 
in two counties, devised by the will of B., brought 
an action for partition or sale. The statement of 
claim showed that the estates in each county were 
subject to a separate mortgage made by the 
testator, & that the share of pltf. was also subject 
to two mortgages made by pltf. or his predecessor 
in title. All the mortgagees were made defts. to 
the action, & pltf. asked for the usual inquiry what 
persons were interested in the property, & whether 
their shares were incumbered, & what incum- 
brances there were on the estates. The mortgagees 
ot the entirety of the estates in one county & the 
mortgagees of pltf.’s share now moved that the 
statement of claim should be struck out. There 
was a similar motion by the mortgagees of the 
entirety of the estate in the other county :—Held : 
plitf. was not entitled to proceed with the partition 
action against the wishes of the mortgagees of 
his own share, & that the statement of claim 
showed no cause of action against any of the mort- 
vagees, & must be struck out, & the action dis- 
missed as against them. By consent, the action 
was at the same time dismissed against the owners 
of the other third share.—SINCLAIR v. JAMES, 
[189113 Ch. 554; 63 L. J. Ch. 873; 71 L. T. 483 ; 
38 Sol. Jo. 717; 8 R. 637. 

671. Agreement as to costs between country 
solicitor & town agent—Conspiracy to defraud. ]— 
Appeal from an order made by the judge at 
chambers dismissing the action as frivolous & 
vexatious. Deft. C. was a solicitor practising in 
Ireland, & deft. LU. was a solicitor practising in 
Kngland. Deft. C. was retained to act as a solicitor 
in an action commenced in England by the pltf., 
but inasmuch as the action was proceeding in 
Iingland, it was necessary that some solicitor 
practising in England should be appointed to act 
as the solicitor upon the record. 

Paragraph 4 of the statement of claim alleged 
that ‘‘ it was accordingly agreed by & between the 
deft. C. acting as solicitor for pltf. as aforesaid, & 
the deft. H., that the latter’s firm should act as 
solicitors upon the record in the said action & as 
agents for the deft. C. upon the terms that they 
should be paid half protits on all work they did, 
& if the action was not successful, money out of 
pocket only.”” The action was unsuccessful, & 
defts. delivered a bill of costs for full costs. The 
pltf. alleged that he suffered damage by reason of 
defts. having conspired together to defraud him, 
in that they concealed from him the fact of the 
agreement mentioned in paragraph 4 of the state- 
ment of claim having been entered whereby he 
was defrauded. 

The first question is whether the statement of 
claim should be set aside as failing to disclose any 
reasonable cause of action. Iam perfectly satisfied 
that it was right to order it to be struck out. The 
pltf. mainly relied on the fourth paragraph, but, 
in my opinion, that paragraph did not allege any 
contract to which the pltf. was a party, or by which 
it was agreed that the pltfs. should be charged only 
out-of-pocket expenses if the action were not 
successful. The contract between the two defts. 
is, no doubt, such a contract as might be made 
between a country solicitor & a London agent 
(Lorp EsHER, M.R.).—O’BRIEN v. CHANCE (1897), 
13 T. L. R. 458, C. A. 

672. Action for specific performance of alleged 
contract—Acceptance of tender.]—The owner of 
certain coal mines proposed to receive sealed 
tenders from two parties who were competing for 
the purchase of them, & undertook to accept the 
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itors offered such a sum as would exceed by 
£200 the amount offered by the other :—Held: 
a tender in this form did not answer the description 
of the highest net money tender, & an order was 
made striking out the statement of claim in an 
action for specific performance of an alleged con- 
tract founded on such tender as disclosing no 
reasonable cause of action.—HETTON CoAL Co. 
v. HASWELL. SHOTTON & EASINGTON CoAL & 
COKE Co., [1898] 1 Ch. 465; 67 L. J. Ch. 238 ; 
78 L. T. 366; 46 W. BR. 355; 14 T. L. R. 277; 
42 Sol. Jo. 345, C. A. 

678. Action by shareholders of railway company 
—Against railway company & trader— Undue prefer- 
ence. }—If a railway company carries goods for a 
customer at a lower rate than that charged to 
other customers, it may be an undue preference 
& give to other customers a right to complain 
before the Railway & Canal Commissioners, but 
it is not an act ultra vires the company, & it gives 
no right to a shareholder of the company, suing 
on bebalf of himself & all other shareholders, to 
bring an action against the company & the pre- 
ferred customer for an account & an order that 
the preferred customer should make good the 
deficiency. or for an injunction to restrain further 
preferences. 

This is not an action which can be brought by 
the pltf. suing on behalf of himself & all other 
shareholders, except under circumstances which 
do not exist & are not alleged to exist here. There 
is, therefore, no cause of action shown on the 
statement of claim (BUCKLEY, J.).—ANDERSON v. 
MIPLAND Ratt. Co., [1902] 1 Ch. 369; 71 L. J. Ch. 
89: SSL. T. 408; 18 T. L. R. 5; 50 W. R. 40; 
46 Sol. Jo. 14. 

674. Malicious proceedings in bankruptcy—No 
allegation of special damage.}— An action will lie 
to set aside a judgment by default on the ground 
of fraud, but if recourse is had to an action instead 
of summary procedure upon an affidavit of merits 
under Ord. XXVIIL., vr. 15:—Quwre: whether 
the court may not in a proper case order payment 
into court of the sum due on the judgment as a 
condition of allowing the action to proceed. 

Quare: whether an action will lie without 
an allegation of special damage for falsely & 
maliciuusly & without reasonable or probable 
cause presenting a bankruptcy petition, & the 
question is not one which will be determined upon 
an application to strike out the statement of claim 
as disclosing no reasonable cause of action. 

It is said that this action is frivolous in so far 
as it is founded on malicious proceedings in bank- 
ruptey. It is contended that such an action will 
not lie unless special damage is alleged. I do not 
know how that may be, but the point is certainly 
not so clear as to justify the court in stopping this 
action as frivolous. I am by no means satisfied 
that the action will not lie without alleging special 
damage, especially after the alterations in the law 
of bankruptcy whereby a non-trader may be made 
a bankrupt. The action must go on & be disposed 
of on its merits (LINDLEY, M.R.).—WyatTr v. 


ee net money tender. One of the com- 
pe 


PALMER, [1899] 2 Q. B. 106, p. 110; 68 
L. J. Q. B. 709; 80 L. T. 639; 17 W. R. 549, 
CG. A. 


675. Claim founded on contract to transfer 
obligations not transferable.}—Pitf. alleged in the 
statement of claim that she was a single woman 
& the mother of an illegitimate female child, & 
that, in consideration that pltf. would place & 
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leave the child in the defts.’ Pposseasion for the 
period of one month on trial, & would, in the event 
of the defts. determining to keep the child, still 
allow her to remain in defts.’ possession after the 
expiration of the said month, the defts. promised 
& ed with pltf. to maintain & bring up the 
child as though she were the defts.’ own child & 
for ever to relieve the pltf. from all liability & 
responsibility in connection with the PHBE ne up 
of the child. It was further alleged that defts. had 
after maintaining the child for some time, refused 
any longer to do so, whereby the pltf. had been & 
would be put to expense in maintaining her :— 
Held: the statement of claim, being founded upon 
a contract to transfer to another person obligations 
with respect to the child of which the pltf. could 
not by law divest herself, showed no reasonable 
cause of action, & must be struck out & the 
action dismissed.—HuUMPHRYS v. PoLAK, [1901] 
2k. B. 385; 70 L. J. K. B. 752; 85 L. T. 1038; 
49 W. R. 612, C. A. 

676. Unreasonableness in exercise of statutory 
power.]—Defts. were authorised by statute to 
carry out certain works in connection with their 
undertaking, & were in the habit of carrying on 
the work on the site of a proposed station by night 
as well as by day. [ltf., who occupied a house 
close to this site, brought an action to restrain the 
defts. from working at night, alleging that such 
work rendered his house uninhabitable, & was a 
vexatious & unreasonable abuse by the defts. of 
their statutory powers. He also claimed damages. 
This was a summons under Ord. XXV., r. 4, to 
strike out the pltf.’s statement of claim as dis- 
closing no cause of action, on the ground that no 
action would lie for mere unreasonableness in the 
exercise of a statutory power. The court refused 
to hear the application in this form, stating that 
it was only to be used when actions were frivolous 
& vexatious. By consent it was arranged to treat 
the summons as amended so as to be an application 
to try a preliminary puint of law under Ord. XXV., 
yr. 2:—Held: upon the assumption that working 
by night was unreasonable & rendered the pitf.’s 
house uninhabitable, a good cause of action was 
disclosed. The fact that compensation could be 
obtained under s. 68 of the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845, did not exclude the regulating 
& restraining jurisdiction of the court.— ROBERTS 
v. CHARING CROSS, HUSTON & HAMPSTEAD Jy. 
Co. (1903), 87 L. VT. 7323; 19 T. L. R. 160. 

677. Action upon breach of agreement—-Agree- 
ment not to be performed within one year—No indi- 
cation of memorandum or note under Statutes of 
Frauds.|—In an action brought upon an alleged 
breach of agreement it appeared from the statement 
of claim that the agreement was one which was not: 
to be performed within one year from the making 
thereof, but there was nothing in the statement of 
claim or the particulars to indicate the existence 
of any memorandum or note of the agreement in 
writing to satisfy the requirements of s. 4 of the 
Statute of [‘rauds. Upon an application by the 
deft. that the statement of claim should be struck 
out under Ord. X XV., r. 4 :—Held: the statement 
of claim disclosed a reasonable cause of action, & 
therefore ought not to be struck out.—FRASER v. 
PapE (1904), 91 L. 'I’. 340; 20 T. L. R. 798, C. A. 

678. Gaming transactions.}—In an action to 
recover a sum of money deft., before putting 
a statement of defence, applied to strike out the 
statement of claim endorsed on the writ as dis- 
closing no reasonable cause of action, & to dismiss 
the action as being frivolous & vexatious, & made 
an. affidavit that the claim was in respect of bets 
made between him & the plitf. Pltf. admitted that 
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the transactions were gaming transactions :— 
Held: the action, being one which was forbidden 
by the Gaming Acts, ought not to be allowed to 
proceed.——_K ERSHAW v. SIEVIER (1904), 21 T. L. R. 
40, C. A. 

679. Forbearance to sue.]—GOODSON v. 
GRIERSON, No. 644, ante. 

680. Action against members of Army Council— 
Dismissal from Army.|—The statement of claim in 
an action against the members of the Army Council 
for wrongfully procuring the pltf.’s dismissal from 
the Army, or, alternatively, for having wrongfully 
coerced & intimidated him into resigning his com- 
mission, struck out on the ground that it disclosed 
no reasonable cause of action.—Woops v. LYTTEL- 
TON (1909), 25 T. L. R. 665, C. A. 

681. Action against superior official in Army or 
Navy—For acting maliciously in course of duty. |— 
An action will not lie against a superior official of 
the Army or Navy for maliciously causing pltf. to 
be retired from the service. 

Pitf. had no cause of action in a civil court. He 
had contended that when a superior official acted 
maliciously towards him in the exercise of his duty 
an action would lie against such an official, but 
in my opinion the allegation of acting maliciously 
did not give the court jurisdiction. The appeal 
therefore failed & must be dismissed with costs. 
(COZENS-LTARDY, M.R.).—FRASER v. HAMILTON 
(1917), 33 T. L. R. 431, C. A. 

682. Action against Crown brought against named 
defendant.|—A summons for directions taken out 
by the pltfs. was adjourned by the master for further 
hearing of an application by the deft., who 
attended upon the summons, to strike out the 
statement of claim as disclosing no cause of action. 
Deft. also apphed to refer the matter to arbitration, 
& plitfs. applied for leave to amend the statement 
of claim by making it an action under the War 
Department Stores Act, 1867. ‘The master refused 
the application for a reference to arbitration on 
the ground that by attending the summons for 
directions the deft. had taken a step in the action. 
He ordered the statement of claim to be struck 
out because an action for a declaration against the 
Crown only hes against the Attorney-General. He 
refused leave to amend by making the action one 
against Lord Derby personally, & he gave to pltfs. 
leave to amend so as to sue under the War Depart- 
inent Stores Act, 1867. On appeal from the 
master, COLERIDGE, J., rescinded the order of the 
master & directed the deft. to deliver a defence. 
Deft. appealed. 

It was urged that an action might be brought 
under the War Department Stores Act, 1867. 
The present action is not brought under that 
statute, it is not brought against the Secretary of 
State for War for the time being as such; it is 
brought against a named deft., Lord Derby. Then 
it was asked that leave should now be given to 
amend so as to allow the proceedings to be framed 
under that statute. Leave was originally given 
by the master, but pltfs. deliberately determined 
not to avail themselves of that leave. <A period 
was limited for amending the statement of claim, 
& that period had expired before the appeal to 
the judge. In my opinion the time ought not now 
to be extended for converting the action from 
what it now is into an action under the Act of 
1867 ; substantial amendments would have to be 
made & the time for so doing has expired without 
advantage having been tgken of the leave given. 
For these reasons I am of the opinion that the 
only order we ought to make is to allow the appeal 
& restore the order of the master with costs hos 
& below (SWINFEN Eapy, M.R.).—HosIER Bros. 





v. DERBY (LORD), SECRETARY OF STATE FOR WAR, 
[1918] 2 K. B. 672, 675; 87 L. J. K. B. 1009; 
119 L. T. 351; 34 T. L. R. 477, C. A. 

683. Action for ordering imprisonment of defen- 

dant in hospital—& for causing retirement from 
Navy.]—The appellant claimed damages from the 
respondent, on two grounds. He alleged that 
without lawful justification the deft. had ordered his 
imprisonment in hospital, & that by a subsequent 
order the deft. had caused him to be retired from 
the Navy. A summons was taken out before a 
master, who made an order that the indorsement 
on the writ & the statement of claim should be 
struck out as tending to embarrass & delay the 
fair trial of the action & disclosing no reasonable 
cause of action :—-Held: as delivered the state- 
ment of claim had rightly been struck out as 
embarrassing, but the pltf. should have liberty to 
amend his pleadings on both grounds so long as, 
on the ground of alleged false imprisonment, no 
amendment was inconsistent with the admission 
he had made before the master that deft. person- 
ally knew nothing of him & was not actuated by 
malice in what he did.—FRAsER v. BALFOUR 
(1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 1116; 34 T. L. R. 502; 
ale FRAZER v. BALFOUR, 62 Sol. Jo. 680, 
H. LL. 
684. Action by trustee for declaration that defen- 
dant estopped from denying validity of settlement— 
Settlement made on representation of defendant— 
Validity challenged by defendant in other pro- 
ceedings. ]—PItf., who was the trustee of a scttle- 
ment made on the marriage of the settlor’s son, 
brought an action against the settlor’s widow, 
asking in effect for a declaration that the deft. was 
estopped from denying the validity of the settle- 
ment. The statement of claim alleged that the 
deft. had represented to the pltf. that her husband 
desired a settlement to be drawn up providing an 
annuity for his son’s future wife; that the pltf. 
had prepared the settlement accordingly & it was 
executed by the settlor, whose hand was guided 
by the deft. owing to his physical condition ; that 
the marriage took place on the faith of the settle- 
ment, & the settlor died three days later; & that 
in probate proceedings the deft. had since chal- 
lenged the validity of the settlement on the ground 
that the settlor was incapable of approving its 
contents :—Held: the statement of claim must 
be struck out as showing no causc of action, & the 
action must be dismissed.--BRANDON v. MITCHEL- 
HAM (DOWAGER BARONESS) (1919), 35 T. L. R. 
617. 

685. Action by Controller in name of enemy 
subject—Recovery of assets in hands of defendants 
—Prohibition by Peace Treaty.|—The provisions 
of art. 296 of the Peace Treaty with Germany, 
which declared that enemy debts as therein 
defined were to be settled through clearing offices 
to be established after the Treaty came into 
operation, & the annex to that article, are qualified 
by art. 297, & the provisions of the latter article 
& its annex cannot be construed as limited to a 
confirmation of what has been done under ‘ ex- 
ceptional war measures ’’ before the coming into 
force of the Treaty, but must be held to validate 
all acts & procedure done thereafter in the execu- 
tion of such exceptional war measures :—Held : 
therefore, an action brought four months after the 
coming into force of the Peace Treaty by the 
controller with the sanction of the Board of Trade, 
in the name of enemy subjects formerly carrying 
on business in London, to recover assets of the 
business alleged to be in the hands of the deft., 
was properly iit, ee & a motion by the deft. 
to stay the proceeding on the ground that it was 
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prohibited by the provisions of the Peace Treaty 
was dismissed.—MEYER & Co. v. FARER, [1921] 
2 Ch. 226; 91 L. J. Ch. 233; 125 L. T. 531. 

686. Action against bank-—Representation of 
manager—To exercise reasonable care. |— vans 
v. BaRcLAYS Bank & GALLOWAY, No. 647, ante. 

687. Action against illegal association. |— 
DomMINION TRON & STEEL Co., Lrp. rv. INVERNAIRN, 
No. 398, ante. 


SUB-SELCT. S.—ORDERS STRIKING OUT PLEADING, 

688. Interlocutory order—Time for appealing. | 
An order striking out a statement of claim on the 
yround that it discloses no cause of action is an 
interlocutory, not a final order; & consequently 
it must be appealed from within twenty-one days. 
—JONES t. INSOLE (1891), 64 L. T. 708 5 39 W. R. 
G20 CAs 

689. -}—On a point of law being raised 
that the statement of claim disclosed no cause of 
action, the court dismissed the action with costs : 
Held: the order was interlocutory, because the 
proceeding if given in favour of pltfs. would have 
allowed the action to go on, whereas a final order 
is one made on such an application or proceeding 
that for whichever side the decision is given it 
will, if it stands, finally determine the matter in 
hitigation.— SALAMAN tv WARNER, [1891] 1 Q. B. 
T3435 GOL. J. Q. B. 624; 65 L. T. 1823 39 WLR. 
of]; 77. L. R. 4&4, C. A. 

690. — Leave to appeal— Injunction. ]— An 
order striking out a statement of claim as dis- 
clusing no reasonable cause of action & dismissing 
the action as frivolous & vexatious is an inter- 
locutory order, & leave to appeal is necessary, & 
this is so though an injunction is claimed.— 
BRIGHT & Co., rp. v. RIVER PLATE CONSTRUC- 
TION Co., LTp. (1901). 17 T. L. RR. 708, CLA. 




















s+¢T. 6.—FRIVOLOUS OR VEXATIOUS PLEADINGS 
AND PROCEEDINGS—-ABUSE OF PROCESS. 


SUB-sECT. 1.—IN GENFRAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXV., r.4. The Court or a Judge may order 
any pleading to be struck out, on the ground that It discloses 
no reasonable cause of action or answer, and in any such case or 
in case of the action or defence being shown by the pleadings to 
be frivolous or vexatious, the Court or a Judge may order the 
action to be stayed or dismissed, or judgment to be entered 
accordingly, a> may be just. 


Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 51. If, on 
an application made by the Attorney-General under this section, 
the High Court is satisfied that any person has habitually and 
persistently and without any reasonable ground instituted 
vexatious legal proceedings, whether in the High Court or In any 
inferior court, and whether against the same person or against 
different persons, the court may, after hearing that person or 
giving him an Cpporeunity of being heard, order that no legal 
proceedings shall without the leave of the High Court or a judge 
thereof be instituted by him in any court, and such leave shall 
not be given unless the court or judge is satisfied that the pro- 
ceedings are not an abuse of the process of the court and that 
there is prima facie ground for the proceedings. 

If the person against whom an order is sought under this 
section is unable on account of poverty to retain counsel, the 
High Court shall assign counsel to him. 

A copy of any order made under this section shall be published 
fo the London Gazette. 


691. Inherent Jurisdiction of court—Recognised 


cannot maintain an action for maintenance on the 
ground that the deft. incited & supported bank- 
ruptey proceedings in which he had no common 
interest, since the cause of action, if any, passed 
to the trustee in bankruptcy; & such an action 
may be summarily dismissed upon summons as 
frivolous & vexatious; also a corporation in 
liquidation, as distinct from the individual 
liquidator, is incapable of committing such an 
act of maintenance. The inherent jurisdiction of 
the court to protect itself from abuse is recognised 
& extended by Ord. XXV., r. 4, of the Judicature 
Rules of 1883.—METROPOLITAN BANK v. POOLEY 
(1885), 10 App. Cas. 210; 541. J. Q. B. 4493 58 
lL. T. 163; 49 J. P. 7565 33 W. R. 709, H. L. 

692. ——- - As distinct from authority conferred by 
Ord. XXV., r. 4.]—The court has an innate & 
inherent authority to dismiss or to stay a frivolous 
or a vexatious action. This authority is distinct 
from the authority conferred on it by Ord. XXV., 
r. J, which is limited to pleadings which are frivolous 
or vexatious or otherwise objectionable.— -BLAIR t. 
CORDNER (1887), 86 W. R. 6-6. 

693. -}-—Independently of this order 
(Ord. XXV., r. 4), the court has undoubted juris- 
diction to stay all proceedings, or dismiss an 
action, when on the facts proved to the satis- 
faction of the court it appears that. the action is 
frivolous & vexatious. In my opinion, the prose- 
cution of an action is vexatious when it is clear 
that no relief can be granted at the trial (NORTH, 
J.).——BARRETT v. Day, DAY v. Fosrer (1890), 43 
Ch. D. 435, 449; 591. J. Ch. 461 5 62 1.7. 597; 
SSW. R. 3862; 7 RP. CG. Od. 

694. ———.}—The indorsement on a writ 
issued in Aug. 1916, claimed a declaration that 
orders, the last of which was dated Dec. 1915, 
with reference to the closing & demolition of pltf.’s 
premises made by a local authority under the 
Housing, Town Planning, ete., et, 1909, were bad 
in law & ought to be set aside, & an injunction to 
restrain the local authority from acting upon such 
orders. The defts., the local authority, before 
any pleadings had been delivered, brought a 
motion to have all further proceedings in the 
action stayed, & for an order that pltf. should pay 
defts.’ costs, including costs of the motion. The 
grounds of the application were that the court 
had no jurisdiction, having regard to sect. 39 of 
the Act; & that the action could not be main- 
tained, not having been commenced within six 
months of the act complained of, & was therefore 
within the terms of sect. 1 (a) of the Public 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893 :-—Held: (1) the 
indorsement on the writ, on the face of it, raised a 
question of law, &, not being scandalous or im- 
proper in any way, was not an abuse of the process 
of the court. & therefore the inherent jurisdiction 
of the court to set aside a writ could not be 
appealed to; (2) this motion must be dismissed 
with costs, as having been brought before any 
pleadings had heen delivered, it did not adhere to 
the practice laid down by Ord. XXV., r. 4, & the 
practice in the interest of the public & the pro- 
fession must be adhered to. 

I can well conceive cases in which writs would 
be set aside. Supposing, for instance, that a man 
brought an action against another for breach of 
contract to convey him to the moon, I take it that 
the court would look upon that as an abuse of the 
process of the court, & would not allow the pro- 
ceedings to go any further; or supposing that a 
Jady brought an action against a man for not 
promising to marry her under conditions which 
rendered it a moral duty on his part to do so, I 
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can well understand that the court would say it 
would be an abuse of the process of the court to 
allow if to go further. The matter does not stop 
there, because hitherto I have been dealing with 
the inherent jurisdiction that every court must 
have over peers that are taken in it; but 
by a special order—Ord. XXV., r. 4—‘ The court 
or a judge may order any pleading to be struck 
out, on the ground that it discloses no reasonable 
cause of action or answer, & in any such case or in 
case of the action or defence being shown by the 
pleadings to be frivolous or vexatious, the court 
or a judge may order the action to be stayed or 
dismissed.’’ Therefore, if when the pleadings are 
delivered the other side think that they disclose 
no cause of action or no defence to the action at 
law, the court may strike them out if it comes to 
the same conclusion 3; & if the result of the investi- 
gation shows that no other pleading could put the 
matter in any better light, & that the action is 
really frivolous or vexatious, it may stop the 
proceedings altogether there & then. Every court 
must have a practice under which those who 
appeal to it for its assistance, whether professional 
people or litigants in person, must know how to 
approach it, & how to get the question that they 
wish to raise decided 3; & it is in the interest of the 
profession & in the interest of the public that the 
rules which are made, with the view in the best 
possible way of bringing matters before the court, 
should be adhered to, because if that were not 
done there would be perpetual confusion. Each 
man would start anew wavy of attempting to bring 
the matter before the court under the firm con- 
viction that his plan exceeded in its sagacity the 
plan of anybody else. In the present case I see 
nothing on the writ which shows me that it is an 
abuse of the process of the court to commence the 
action, & therefore the inherent jurisdiction of the 
court cannot be successfully appealed to. J turn 
to the special order in the Rules of the Court, & 
there I find that the right to take a short cut like 
this arises when the pleadings are delivered, & not 
upon the issue of the writ. It appears to me, 
therefore, that the method which has been adopted, 
however honestly & with a desire to avoid expense, 
is a mistaken one, & that is the reason why, instead 
of yielding to the argument of counsel for the 
defts., & let the matter stand over, I think it is 
right, when the practice of the court is not adhered 
to, that those who fail to adhere to it should not 
throw the costs of the mistake on the other side. 
It. would not be fair that any costs of such a motion 
as this should fall on the pltf. (NEVILLE, J.).— 
WRIGHT v. PRESCOT URBAN COUNCIL (1916), 86 
L. J. Ch. 221, 222; 115 L. T. 772; 81 5. P. 43; 
33 T. L. R. 82; 15 L. G. R. 41. 

695. Probate Division. |—An action was 
brought to obtain revocation of letters of adminis- 
tration granted in 1798, plitf. claiming to represent 
the next of kin of the intestate, & defts. being the 
representatives of the deceased administrator :-— 
Held: having regard to the lapse of time, the fact 
that. defts. did not & could not succeed to the 
administration sought to be revoked, & the other 
circumstances of the case, the action was frivolous 
& vexatious, & must be dismissed. 

The Probate Division has, apart from Ord. 
XXV., r. 4, an inherent jurisdiction, in common 
with other courts, to stay proceedings which are 
frivolous & vexatious, & an abuse of the process 
of the court.—-WILLIS v. BEAUCHAMP (EARL) (1886), 
11 P. D. 59; 55 L.J.P.17; 54 L. T. 185; 384 
W. R. 357; 2 T. L. R. 270, C. A. 

6 Exercised with caution.]—McHENRY 
v. Lewis, No. 720, post. 

















697. -}-—-LAWRANCE vv. NORREYS 
(Lorp), No. 710, post. 

698. ———.]—-The court will stay an action, 
brought within the jurisdiction, in respect of a 
cause of action arising out of the jurisdiction, if 
satisfied that no injustice will be done thereby to 
pltf., & that deft. would be subject to such 
injustice in defending the action as would amount 
to vexation & oppression, to which he would not 
be subjected if an action were brought, in another 
& accessible court, where the cause of action arose. 

In my opinion, however, the jurisdiction of the 
court to stay proceedings on the ground of vexation 
should be exercised with great care; indeed, I 
find that Cotton, L.J., in McHenry v. Lewis, at 
p. 406 of the report, said: ‘ In the first place, it 
is a jurisdiction which one ought to exercise with 
extreme caution. Stopping in the middle of a 
suit a pltf. from going on, when he has a right of 
action as against the deft., is a jurisdiction which 
has to be exercised with very considerable caution.”’ 
The English Courts are freely open to persons 
foreign to this country seeking to enforce their 
rights against our corporations, companies & 
citizens, in cases in which the courts can properly 
exercise jurisdiction, but, while I think we ought 
to be careful not to check this freedom, I am of 
opinion that we ought not to allow this hospitality 
to be abused. The difficulties which arise in the 
exercise of this power of the court do not appear 
to be so much difficulties in stating the law as 
difficulties in administering or applying it. The 
court should, on the one hand, see clearly that in 
stopping an action it does not do injustice, & on 
the other hand, I think the court ought to interfere 
whenever there is such vexation & oppression that 
the deft. who objects to the exercise of the juris- 
diction would be subjected to such injustice that 
he ought not to be sued in the court in which the 
action is brought, to which injustice he would not 
be subjected if the action were brought in another 
accessible & competent court. There are various 
grounds on which an action may be vexatious. 
It may be so frivolous that it is obvious that it 
cannot succeed, & it will be staved. The facts 
then show that it is only brought to annoy the 
deft., &, in my view, this would not necessarily 
be answered by the pitf. stating that he bond fide 
believed in his rights, because he might be possessed 
of a mind which held a distorted view about the 
matter such as novo reasonable man ought to 
entertain. In other words, it does not appear to 
me that the question ought to be settled by a 
mere consideration of what the pltf. considers his 
intention, but the court is at liberty to treat him 
as intending what his acts show (Sir GORELL 
BARNES).—LOGAN v. BANK OF SCOTLAND (No. 2), 
[1906] 1 K. B. 141; 75 L. J. K. B. 218; 94 L. T. 
153; 54 W. R. 270; 22 T. L. R. 187, C. A. 

699. Particulars showing grounds to be 
frivolous or vexatious.|—As to the question 
whether an order dismissing the action as frivolous 
& vexatious is right, such an order might be sup- 
ported on either of two grounds—that is, either 
directly under Ord. XXV., r. 4, or under the 
inherent jurisdiction of the court to prevent 
oppression. Whether the case can be brought 
within Ord. XXV., r. 4, depends on whether for 
that purpose such particulars as have been ordered 
in this case can be considered as part of the 
pleadings. I incline to that opinion, & to the 
view that the rule should be construed in its 
largest sense, so that where particulars show that 
the grounds on which a party is either bringing or 
defending an action are frivolous or vexatious that 
is sufficient to warrant an order to dismiss the 
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action or strike out the defence, as the case may be. 
It is not necessary finally to decide this point, 
because I have no doubt that the court at any 
stage of the proceedings, if it appears that the 
action is frivolous or vexatious or that the defence 
is so, has by its inherent jurisdiction power to stop 
the proceedings or to strike out the defence (LORD 
EsHer, M.R.).—DAVEY v. BENTINCK, [1893] 1 
Q. B. 185, 187-188; 62 L. J. Q. B. 114; 67 L. T. 
742; sub nom. DAVY t. BENTINCK, 41 W. R. 181 ; 
4B. 144, C. A. 

700. Statement of claim or defence. ]}—The 
court has under its inherent jurisdiction power to 
strike out any pleading. whether a statement of 
claim or a defence. which is an abuse of the process 
of the court. The court will not upon an applica- 
tion to strike out a defence go into the question 
whether the allegations in the defence are true or 
false, and so try the case before the time, but it 
will allow affidavit evidence to show that the 
defence is an abuse of its process. A defence 
contained no substantive allegations, but was 
confined to refusals to admit & denials of all the 
material allegations in the statement of claim, 
which allegations deft. had substantially admitted 
in prior proceedings between the parties :—Held : 
the defence was not a real defence & ought to 
be struck out.—REMMINGTON tv. SCOLES, [1897] 
2Ch. 1; 66L.J3.Ch.526; 76 L. T. 667; 45 W. R. 
080: 41 Sol. Jo. 489, C. A. 

701. Striking out defence.}—There is an 
inherent jurisdiction in the High Court to strike 
out a statement of defence which is frivolous & 
vexatious & an abuse of the procedure. The 
appellant brought an action against his bishop & 
the patrons of a benefice claiming a declaration 
that he was vicar of the benefice & that an instru- 
ment of resignation which he had executed was 
void, & an injunction to restrain the bishop from 
instituting & the patrons from presenting any 
other person to the benefice. The action was tried 
& judgment was given against the appellant on 
the ground that the vicarage was void by reason 
of his resignation thereof with the consent of the 
bishop. Afterwards the respondent, having been 
duly appointed to the benefice as the appellant’s 
successor, brought an action against the appellant 
claiming a declaration that the respondent was 
vicar & a perpetual injunction to restrain the 
appellant from depriving the respondent the use 
& occupation of the house & lands. In his state- 
ment of defence the appellant set up the same 
case as that on whicli he had been defeated in the 
action in which he was pltf. :—Held: there was 
an inherent jurisdiction in the court to strike out 
the statement of defence as frivolous & vexatious 
& an abuse of the procedure, & to enter judgment 
for pltf. with a declaration & injunction as claimed. 
—REICHEL v. MAGRATH (1889), 14 App. Cas. 665 ; 
59 L. J. Q. B. 159; 54 J. P. 196, H. L. 

702. Statement of claim not prima facie 
demurrable.|—The court has an inherent power of 
dismissing an action on the ground that it is 
frivolous & vexatious, & it is not necessary for the 
exercise of that power that the statement of claim 
should be, on the face of it, demurrable. It may 
be exercised if, upon facts which are brought 
before the court, or of which they may take 
judicial cognisance, the action is clearly shown 
to be frivolous & vexatious (FLETCHER MOULTON, 
L.J.).—-BuRR v. SmitH, [1909] 2 K. B. 313; 78 
L. J. K. B. 8889; 101 L. T. 194; 257. L. R. 542; 
16 Mans. 210; 53 Sol. Jo. 502, C. A. 
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708. County court.J—A Divisional Court 
having held that Regulations 27 & 51 (a) of the 
Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 
1914, made under sect. 1 of the Defence of the 
Realm Consolidation Act, 1914, & dealing with the 
spreading of prejudicial reports & with the seizure 
& destruction of prohibited documents, are not 
ultra vires, that a county court has jurisdiction to 
hear matters in camera where it is necessary In 
the interests of justice that the public should be 
excluded, & that a county court judge has the 
game power as a judge of the High Court to strike 
out an action as frivolous & vexatious, the Court 
of Appeal refused to give leave to appeal from the 
decision.— NORMAN v. MATHEWS (1016), 85 L. J. 
K. B. 857; 114 L. T. 1043; 32 T. L. R. 369, 
C. A. 

704. Frivolous interlocutory applications—Form 
of order to prevent.]—In this case no order was 
drawn up, but the indorsement on counsel’s brief, 
which agreed with the registrar’s minute-book, 
was as follows :— 

“LJJ. June 9, 1886. 

‘‘ Motion to stand over until the costs by the 
order of May 21, 1886, ordered to be paid by 
the defts., have been paid, with liberty to defts. 
to apply to have the motion restored to the paper 
when such costs have been paid. & in the 
meantime no notice of motion is to be given by or 
on behalf of the defts. without the special leave of 
the court; & if any such notice shall be given 
without such leave being obtained, the respondents 
shall not be required to appear upon such motion, 
& it shall be dismissed without being heard.’’— 
ScIR vt. NEWTON (1887), 37 Ch. D. 169, n. 

705. -}—Repeated frivvlous applica- 
tions for the purpose of impeaching a judgment 
having been made by the same partics, the Court 
of Appeal made an order prohibiting any further 
application without leave of the court. 

The following direction was inserted in the 
order :— 

‘‘ That the said applicants or any of them be not 
allowed to make any further applications in these 
actions or either of them to this court or to the 
court below without the leave of this court being 
first obtained. & if notice of any such applica- 
tion shall be given without such leave being 
obtained, the respondents shall not be required 
to appear upon such application, & it shall be 
dismissed without being heard.’’—GREPE v. LOAM, 
BULTEEL v. GREPE (1887), 37 Ch. D. 168, 169; 
57 L. J. Ch. 485; 58 L. T. 100, C. A. 

706. -}—Form of order for preventing 
the repetition of frivolous interlocutory applica- 
tion in an action. 

‘* This court doth order that the deft. is not to 
be allowed without the leave of the judge in 
chambers to make any application under the 
summons for directions, or to issue any summons 
on matters of procedure, or to serve any notice of 
motion to discharge any order in chambers made 
on any such application as aforesaid, without 
such leave: & in case he shall, without such 
leave, serve notice of any such application or 
summons or notice of motion as aforesaid on the 
pltfs., they are not to attend unless the judge on 
the return thereof shall so direct; &, unless the 
judge shall think fit to give such directions, the 
application shall be dismissed without being 
heard: & it is ordered that the pltf.’s costs of 
this application be borne by the deft. in any 
event.”—KINNAIRD (LORD) v. FIELD (No. 1), 
[1905) 2 Ch. 306, 808; 74 L. J. Ch. 554; 93 L. T. 
147; 54 W.R.3,C. A. 
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SUB-SECT. 2.—FRIVOLOUS AND VEXATIOUS 
PLEADINGS. 


A. In General. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XXV., r. 4, p. 71, ante. 

707. Duty of counsel to avoid frivolous pleas. |— 
The court resented the number of frivolous sham 
pleas which came before them, saying, it was 
against the duty of counsel, & against the Statute 

ill. 1, c. 20, & that the old rule ought to be 
revived, viz. that counsel should set their hands 
to the books delivered to the judges, which was 
anciently so ordered, that the court might not be 
troubled with frivolous pleas.—ANON. (1698), 2 Salk. 
517; 91 E. R. 440. 

708. Pleadings must be manifestly frivolous & 
vexatious. ]|—In an action of covenant brought on 
an annuity deed alleged to have been made 
between pltf. and deft., deft. pleaded that no 
memorial of the deed had been enrolled as required 
by 53 Geo. 3, c. 141, s. 2, to which pltf. replied 
by setting forth the memorial of a deed similar 
to that declared on in all points, except that it 
described the granting parties as deft. & his wife ; 
deft. having demurred on the ground that this 
replication did not show a compliance with the 
statute in respect of the deed declared on, the 
court refused to set the demurrer aside as frivolous. 

No application ought to be made to set aside a 
pleading as frivolous, unless it be either mani- 
festly so on the face of it, or is pleaded in direct 
opposition to some decided case (ANDERSON, B.),— 
PAPINEAU v. KING (1812), 10 M. & W. 216; 12 
L. J. Ex. 32; 6 Jur. 5389; 152 E. R. 448. 

709. .J—Applications under Ord. XXV..r. 4, 
are not intended to take the place of demurrer, 
where there is any question of law to be argued, 
but are only intended to get rid of frivolous 
actions. The deft. can raise the point of law by 
his pleading, under r. 2 of the same order 
(FIELD, J.).—PARSONS v. BURTON, [1883] W. N. 
216; 28 Sol. Jo. 121; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 169. 

710. .|—It cannot be doubted that the court 
has an inherent jurisdiction to dismiss an action 
which is an abuse of the process of the ct. Itis a 
jurisdiction which ought to be very sparingly 
exercised, & only in very exceptional cases. I do 
not think its exercise would be justifled merely 
because the story told in the pleadings was highly 
improbable, & one which it was difficult to believe 
could be proved. But the Court of Appeal did not 
proceed on that ground. They took into con- 
sideration all the circumstances of the case. We 
have, to begin with, a statement of claim which, 
if it discloses a concealed fraud within the meaning 
of the statute, does so in the barest fashion, with 
much that is most material left vague & undefined, 
when there ought to have been distinctness & 
precision. Moreover, this is not the first but the 
third edition of a statement of claim delivered 
with the object of recovering the Towneley estate ; 
& when we review the history of the litigation 
there is much to lead to the belief that. important 
allegations now made were an after-thought, the 
result of criticisms of the earlier form in which the 
charges of fraud were presented, & that the charges 
thus raised against persons long dead are wholly 
incapable of proof. These impressions might have 
been dissipated by the affidavits filed on behalf of 
the appellant ; but they have not been. On the 
contrary, I think they have been strengthened. 
Both in what it says & in what it does not say, 
Colonel J.’s affidavit confirms in my mind the 
impression that the case had not a solid basis 
capable of proof, but that the story told in the 
pleadings is a myth, which has grown with the 
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rogress of the litigation, & has no substantial 
oundation. For these reasons I concur with the 
Court of Appeal in thinking that the action is an 
abuse of the process of the court (LORD 
HERSCHELL).—LAWRANCE v. NORREYS (LORD) 
(1890), 15 App. Cas. 210, 219, 220; 59 L. J. Ch. 
681; 62 L. T. 706; 54 J. P. 708; 38 W. R. 753 ; 
6 T. L. R. 285, H. L. 
—.|-—-K ELLAWAY  v. No. 625, 
ante. 


712. -]—Pitf. in an action having become 
bkpt., his trustee in bankruptcy elected not to 
continue the action, & thereupon an unconditional 
order was obtained by defts. staying further pro- 
ceedings. B. having purchased the _trustee’s 
interest, commenced a second action for the same 
relief as that asked by the former action. Upon 
motion to dismiss the second action, as an abuse 
of the process of the court & as frivolous & 
vexatious, it was decided by KEKEWICH, J., that 
it must be dismissed ; the trustee, who alone had 
the right of action in him, having by his election 
barred anybody subsequently becoming entitled 
through him to the same cause of action. On 
appeal :—Held: the action ought not to be dis- 
missed in a summary way as frivolous & vexatious, 
as the motion gave rise to a question that required 
consideration, namcly, whether the order staying 
the proceedings in the former action was equivalent 
to a judgment for the defts.—BEAN v. FLOWER 
(1895), 73 L. T. 8713 11 T. L. R. 523, C. A. 

718. -l—An action was brought for the 
revocation of the probate of a will which the court 
in a previous action had held to be valid. PIitf. 
was cognisant of, & had assisted to pltf. in, the 
previous action; but, according to his affidavit, 
he had not then, so far as he knew. any interest in 
the suit & could not, therefore, have intervened. 
Ilis case was that the will which had been declared 
valid was a forgery, & that he was a legatee under 
an earlier will which there had been a conspiracy 
to suppress, but that these facts had only come 
to his knowledge since the previous action. It 
appeared that the earlier will was not likely to be 
aa at the trial :—Held: the pltf. was not 

ound by the result of the previous action, & that 
the action brought by him ought not to be dis- 
missed as frivolous. 

It is so important not to shut out a litigant from 
what may, even possibly, be the assertion of a 
just right, that I cannot take on myself, at this 
stage, to say that this part of the case is so clearly 
frivolous that I should stop the proceedings 
JEUNE, J.).—YOUNG v. HOLLOWAY, [1895] P. 87; 
64 L. J. P. 565; 72 L. T. 118; 48 W. R. 429; 
11 T. L. R. 128; 11 R. 596. 

714. «}+—Where the East India Company as 
representing the Crown has done acts of such a 
nature, & under such circumstances as to lead to 
the conclusion that those acts were done in the 
exercise of supreme power, as acts of State, & to 
negative any intention to give thereby legal rights, 
whether contractual or otherwise, to an individual 
or individuals as against the company, the muni- 
cipal courts have no jurisdiction to question the 
validity of those acts or to entertain any claim in 
respect thereof by an individual against the 
Secretary of State for India as the successor of the 
East India Company :—Held: under the circum- 
stances the acts done by the company were so 
clearly done by them as acts of State, in respect of 
which no action was maintainable, that the action 
should be summarily dismissed as frivolous & 
vexatious. 

I am... of opinion that the statement of 
claim ought not to be allowed to stand. The 


Bury, 
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learned judge, however, has gone further & has 
put an end to the action. It is quite clear there is 
ample jurisdiction so to do, but if has always been 
laid down that this jurisdiction is to be exercised 
with great care, & only in cases where the court is 
absolutely satisfied that no good can come of the 
action (STIRLING. L.J.).—SALAMAN v. SECRETARY 
OF STATE FOR INpD1A, [1906] 1 K. B. 6185 > To 
L. J. K. B. 418; 94 1. T. 858, C. A. 

715. -J—To an action commenced by a 
bookmaker by specially indorsed writ for a sum 
alleged to be due on a stated account, deft. pleaded 
in his defence that the debts were gambling debts, 
& this was admitted by pltf. by his answer to 
interrogatories, but pltf. stated by his answer, as 
other considerations for deft.’s indebtedness, 
plitf.’s forhearance to sue € his giving time to deft. 
at the latter's request. The deft. applied to have 
the action dismissed as being frivolous & vexatious : 
—Held: the forbearance to sue at deft.’s request. 
in view of the possible apprehension of deft. of 
the consequences of not paying the gambling debt, 
which it would be competent to pltf., consistently 
with the pleadings, to allege & prove, might 
constitute a new & valid consideration for the 
debt, & that the action ought not to be summarily 
dismissed. 

The respondent claims that the action has been 
rightly dismissed by the judge as being frivolous 
& vexatious, & he bases that partly on Ord. XXYV., 
r. 4, & partly on the inherent jurisdiction of the 
court. In my opinion r. 4 has nothing to do with 
the matter. That rule provides that ‘“‘ the ct. or 
a Judge may order any pleading to be struck out 
on the ground that it discloses no reasonable cause 
of action or answer.” There is here no order to 
strike out the statement of claim, which is, in 





form. a perfectly good statement of claim. There- 
fore that part of the rule dues not apply. Then 


it goes on thus: ‘ Or in case of the action or 
defence being shown by the pleadings to be 
frivolous or vexatious, the court or a judge may 
order the action to be stayed or dismissed or 
judgment to be entered accordingly, as may be 
just.” In my opinion that is limited to the case 
where on the face of the pleadings it is shown that 
the action cannot be maintained & is frivolous & 
vexatious. Here the attempt to show that the 
action is frivolous & vexatious is not based on the 
pleadings. It is admitted that on the pleadings 
no such case could be made out. A defence has 
been put in, a general traverse is implied in the 
absence of a reply, & thus the pleadings are regular 
& adequate. But deft. has obtained some im- 
portant admissions from pltf. in his answer to 
interrogatories, & on that ground he seeks to have 
the action dismissed as frivolous & vexatious. It 
is, of course. quite open for him to do so. He 
might even do 50 on affidavits sworn by himself 
or made on his behalf, & @ fortiori he can do so on 
admissions obtained from the other side. But it 
is @ serious thing to dismiss an action before it, 
has been tried, & a clear case for doing so must 
be made out (FLETCHER Movu.tton, L.J.).—Goop- 
SON UV. GRIERSON, [1908] 1 K. B. 761, 763, 764; 77 
a a K. B. 507; 98 L. T. 740; 24 T. L. R. 364, 

716. ——.J]—BUrR v. SMITH, No. 702, ante. 

717. -}—WRIGHT v. PRESCOT URBAN 
COUNCIL, No. 694, ante. 

718. Action brought in good faith to try legal 
point.}—By a lease dated Aug. 20, 1880, W. 
demised to M. certain premises for a term of 








ninety-five years at a rent of £222 58. 6d. On 
June 24, 1881, M. demised the term, less three 
days, to H. at a peppercorn rent to secure £2,000 
& further advances. At the present time £8,000 
was due on the security. In 1882 M. procured a 
conveyance in fee, & in 1885 conveyed to F. 
expressing the conveyance to be subject to the 
lease of Aug. 20, 1880. In 1902 M. became 
bankrupt, & in July, 1902, an order was made by 
the registrar of the County Court of Warwickshire 
that the pltfs. (the trustees of II., who died in 
1887) should be excluded from all interest in the 
Iease & the same should be vested in T. (a pur- 
chaser from F.) unless they declared their option 
to accept a vesting order of the lease. The pltfs. 
did not appeal from the said order, being advised 
that if the lease was subsisting the said order was 
right, & if such lease was not subsisting their rights 
were not adversely affected. They now asked for 
a declaration that there was a merger when M. 
took a conveyance in 1882, & that the only term 
now subsisting was the term at a peppercorn rent 
to secure the mortgage. T. moved to dismiss the 
action as frivolous & vexatious & an abuse of the 
process of the court. :——Held: the action was 
brought in good faith to try a legal point which 
ought to be tried, & that the motion wholly failed 
& must be dismissed with costs in any event.— 
LEA tv. THteRSBY (1901), SO 1. T. 7443; affd.. 90 
L. T. 265, C. A. 

719. —~—— Grounds frivolous in estimation of 
court. |— LOGAN v. BANK OF SCOTLAND (No. 2), No. 
O98. ante. 

720. Perversion of administration of justice.|—I 
agree that it would be most unwise, unless one was 
actually driven to do so for the purpose of deciding 
this case. to lay down any definition of what is 
vexatious or oppressive, or to draw a circle, so to 
speak, round this court unnecessarily, & to say 
that it will not move outside it. I would much 
rather rest on the general principle that the court 
can & will interfere whenever there is vexation & 
oppression to prevent the administration of Justice 
being perverted for an unjust end. I would rather 
do that than attempt to define what vexation & 
oppression mean; they must vary with the 
circumstances of each case (BOWEN, I..J.).— 
McHENRY v. Lewis (1882), 22 Ch. ID. 397, 407; 
b2 iL. J. Ch. 8253 17 L. T. 5193) 381 W. RR. 305, 
C. A. 

721. Where no relief can be granted at trial. |— 
BaRRETT v. Day, Day v. Foster, No. 693, ante. 

722. Applications to strike out—-Not intended to 
replace demurrers. |—PARSONS v. BURTON, No. 709, 
ante, 

723. ——-- Time for—Not after pleadings set down 
for trial.]—The deft. applying to have the pltf.'s 
statement of claim struck out as frivolous & 
vexatious, the court refused the motion, which 
would otherwise have been acceded to, on the 
ground of delay, the deft. not having made the 
application until the pleadings were closed & the 
action set down for trial.—Cross v. HOWE (EARL) 
(1892), 62 L. J. Ch. 342; 3 R. 218. 

724. Striking out all endorsements on writ— 
Though defendants objecting to certain portions 
only.J—HUNTLY (MARCHIONESS) v. GASKELL, No. 
570, ante. 

725. Hearing of application to strike out—Court 
will not consider whether allegations true or false— 
Affidavit evidence.|—REMMINGTON v. ScoLeEs, No. 
700, ante. 

726. Motion to stay proceedings before delivery of 
pleadings—Not in accordance with practice.]— 
WRIGHT v. PRESCOT URBAN COUNCIL, No. 694. 

727. Stay of proceedings after delivery of defence & 
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reply.]—The court has jurisdiction, even after the 
statement of defence & reply in an action have been 
delivered, to order the action to be stayed as 
frivolous or vexatious under Ord. XXV, r. 4.-- 
TUCKER v. COLLINSON (1886), 16 Q. B. D. 562; 
55 L. J. Q. B. 224; 54 L. T. 128, 263; 34 W. R. 
3543; 2 'T. L. R. 313, C. A. 

728. Order staying proceedings—Imposition of 
conditions.|—On an application to stay proceed- 
ings as frivolous & vexatious & an abuse of the 
process of the court, the judge has no jurisdiction 
to impose conditions on his assent to or refusal of 
the application.—BrRicHT v. KInuEY (1900), 16 
T. L. R. 559, C. A. 

Against one of several defendants — 
Interlocutory order.|—Sce JUDGMENTS & ORDERS, 
Vol. XXX., p. 183, No. 113. 

729. Order dismissing action as frivolous & 
vexatious—-Alternative permitting plaintiff to pro- 
ceed on payment into court—Security for costs. ]— 
An action for malicious prosecution ought not to 
be stayed as frivolous & vexatious on the ground 
that deft. is the trustee under pltf.’s bankruptcy 
& has prosecuted him by order of the court under 
sect. 16 of the Debtor’s Act, 1869. 

A judge ought not to make an order dismissing 
an action as frivolous & vexatious. with the 
alternative that pltf. may proceed on payment of 
a sum of money into court by way of security for 
the deft.’s costs if the latter should get a verdict 
(WILLES, J.).—MiITrens v. FOREMAN & CAMERON 
(1888), 58 Ja. J. Q. B. 40. 

730. Without proof—Protection of judge 
making order.J—Under an Order in Council, 
dated Feb. 4, 1869, the Consular Court of Mada- 
gascar was vested with plenary civil jurisdiction 
over all British subjects within its limits, though 
it was not created in the sense of English law a 
Court of Record :—Held: the appellant, whilst 
sitting & acting as a judge of the Consular Court, 
was entitled to the same degree of protection 
which is accorded by the law of England to the 
judge of a Court of Record; & that an action for 
damages did not lie against him for dismissing 
without proof an action which he held to be 
vexatious ; for however inadequate his reasons 
for such holding might be, such dismissal was 
within his jurisdiction.—-HAGGarp v. PELICTER 
FrRERES, [1892] A. C. 61; 61 1. J. P22. 193 65 
LT. 769; 8&8 T. I. R. 1380, P. C. 

731. Proper form of order. ]-——.An order made 
by a master in chambers cannot be varied or 
discharged by motion in court. The proper form 
of order to stop a vexatious action is to dismiss 
the action.— HARRINGTON tv. RAMAGE, [1907] 
W. N. 137; 51 Sol. Jo. 514. 

Interlocutory order.J— See JUDGMENTs & 
ORDERS, Vol. XAXX., p. 1382, No. 106. 

















B. Particular Cases. 


See RLS. C., Ord. XXV., 2. 4, p. TL. ante. 

Actions in respect of felonious torts, see 
ACTION, Vol. I., pp. 60-66, Nos. 490 et seq. 

No right of action arises from a base cause, 
see ACTION, Vol. I., p. 40, Nos. 320 et seq. 

Void & illegal contracts, see CONTRACTs, 
Vol. XIL., pp. 234 et seq. 

Gaming & wagering contracts, see GAMING 
& WaGERING, Vol. XXV., pp. 394 et seq. 

782. Sham defence. ]—F alse plea put in for delay, 
ordered to be taken off the file with costs, to be 
paid by the solicitor.— AUBREY v. ASPINALL (1822), 
Jac. 441; 37 E. BR. 917. 

7338. -]—The court sct aside, without an 
affidavit of its falsehood, a rambling sham plea 





which offered several answers to the action without 
leave to plead several matters. 

It is perfectly clear that the court has power to 
strike out a plea which is an abuse of the process 
of the court; & where the court cannot but see 
that the intention of the party pleading it is to 
perplex & confound instead of entering into a 
proper defence (TINDAL, C.J.).—BALMANNO vv. 
THOMPSON (1839), 6 Bing N. C. 153; 8 Scott, 


306; 9 L. J. C. P. 57; 4 Jur. 43; 133 FE. R. 
60. 

134. ———.]—REMMINGTON v. SCOLES, No. 700, 
ante. 

735. -l—In an action for specific performance 





of an agreement to purchase leasehold property, 
the ct. upon the pleadings & correspondence, 
having come to the conclusion that the defence 
was a dishonest one & put in for the purpose of 
gaining time, ordered it to be struck out under 
Ord. XXV., r. 4, & gave immediate judgment for 
pltf.—MACKELLAR v. HORNSEY (1901), 49 W. KR. 
301; 45 Sol. Jo. 2914. 

736. -+ Defts. in an action to recover 
damages for negligence brought by a foreigner 
residing out of the jurisdiction, after obtaining 
an order that the pltf. should give security for 
costs, with which he complied, delivered a defence 
in which they denied the negligence & paid a sum 
of money into court with a denial of liability. 
With the defence was delivered a letter written by 
the defts.’ solicitor, in which, after stating that 
the traverse of negligence was a technical plea 
merely to secure that the money paid into court 
should remain there until the trial unless taken out 
by the pltf. in satisfaction of his claim, he un- 
reservedly undertook on behalf of the defts. not 
to contest liability at the trial:—Held: the 
defence was a sham defence, & must be struck out 
as being an abuse of the process of the court.— 
CRITCHELL v. LONDON & SOUTH WESTERN RAIL. 
Co., [1907] 1 Ik. B. 860; 76 L. J. K. B. 4235; 96 
L. T. 603, C. A. 

737. Plea containing no answer to action.|—To 
an action on a bill of exchange by indorsee against 
acceptor, the deft. pleaded, that after the bill had 
been indorsed to the pltf. & before it became due, 
& before he had notice of such indorsement, he 
gave another bill to the drawer by way of renewal, 
& in lieu of the first mentioned bill; & that he had 
not before or at the time he accepted the latter 
bill, or at any time before the commencement of 
this suit, any notice that the first bill of exchange 
had been indorsed to the pltf., & the deft. did not 
then, nor until after the same became due, know 
that the pltf. was the holder of the bill :—Held: 
the plea would be set aside as frivolous.—BRAb- 
BURY v. EMANS (1839), 5 M. & W. 595; 9 L. J. 
Ex. 7; 151 BE. R. 251. 

738. Action by bankrupt—Inciting or supporting 
bankruptcy proceedings—Cause of action passing 
to trustee.]|—METROPOLITAN BANK tv. POOLEY, 
No. 691, ante. 

73 Unconditional order staying proceed- 
ings—Same relief asked for in later action by 
purchaser of interest—Whether order in former 
action equivalent to judgment.|—BEAN v. FLOWER, 
No. 712, ante. 

740. Malicious bankruptcy proceedings— 
No allegation of special damage. |—Notwithstand- 
ing the provisions of Ord. XXVII., r. 15, which 

rovides a short method of setting aside a judgment 
y default, an action to set aside such a judgment 
on the ground of fraud is still, subject to the dis- 
cretion of the court, as to costs, maintainable 
without leave. The court will not, therefore, 
strike out as frivolous the statement of claim 
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in an action for that purpose, though it may order 
pitf. to pay into court the amount of the judgment 
impeached. Nor will the court strike out as 
frivolous a statement of claim in an action for 
damages in respect of enaenaly bat) proceedings 
maliciously taken, on the ground that it does not 
contain an allegation that pltf. has sustained 


special damage.—WyaTr v. PALMER, [1899] 
2 Q. B. 106: 68 L. J. Q. B. 709; 8&0 L. T. 
639; 47 W. R. 549, C. A. 


741. Suit on behalf of shareholders—By person 
having only nominal interest—Improper pur- 
poses. }—A suit instituted by a pltf. having only a 
nominal interest, on behalf of a body of share- 
holders, not for the benefit of pltf., but for im- 
proper purposes, at the instigation of another 
person, who indemnifies pltf. against the costs 
of the suit. will be treated as an imposition on the 
court. & the bill will be ordered to be taken off the 
file—RoOBsoNn v. Dopps (1869), L. R. & Eq. 301; 
38 L. J. Ch. 547; 20 L. T. 968; 17 W. R. 782. 

742. Action against trustees & members of un- 
registered association.}—The pltfs. brought an 
action of contract against certain members of an 
unregistered association, who were sued as repre- 
senting the general body of members, & against 
the trustees of the property of the association. 
Pitfs. by their statement of claim asked, inter alia, 
for an order directing the trustees to pay the sum 
claimed & the costs of the action out of the 
property of the association. On an application 
to strike out the names of the trustees as defts. 
on the ground that so far as they were concerned 
the statement of claim was frivolous & vexatious : 
—Held: pltfs. were entitled in a representative 
action to insert this particular form of claim against 
the trustees, & the application must be refused.— 
IpEAL Fits, LTp. v. RICHARDS, [1927] 1 K. B. 
374; 96 L. J. K. B. 161; 186 L. T. 295; 70 
Sol. Jo. 1138; 43 T. L. R. 7, C. A. 

743. Action against ministerial officer—Officer 
acting in accordance with duty. }]—It is the duty of 
the clerk of the petty bag office in the Court of 
Chancery not to seal a writ of error in cases of 
misdemeanor until the Attorney-General has 
issued his fiat. Pltf. having been convicted of a 
misdemeanor, prepared a writ of error. & requested 
the clerk of the petty bag office to seal it in pur- 
suance of 12 & 13 Vict. c. 109, 5. 38. The clerk 
having refused, on the ground that the Attorney- 
General had not issued his fiat, pltf. brought an 
action against the clerk claiming damages for the 
refusal, & a mandamus to compel the clerk to seal 
the writ :—Held: the action must be stayed, as 
being frivolous & vexatious, & an abuse of the 
process of the court.— CASTRO v. MURRAY (1875), 
L. R. 10 Ex. 213; 44 L. J.M. C. 70; 32 L. T. 675; 
39 J. P. 440; 23 W. R. 596. 

744. Actions against members of military court— 
Acts done in course of duty.}—Actions were 
brought, charging defts. with conspiring to make, 
& making, false statements respecting pltf., an 
officer in the army, to the commander-in-chief, 
whereby pltf. was placed on half-pay. Upon 
application to stay the actions as frivolous & 
vexatious, & an abuse of the process of the court, 
it was stated in defts.’ affidavits that the actions 
were for acts done by defts. in the due course of 
their duty as members of a military court of 
inquiry, & this was not denied by the plitf. :— 
Held: the actions ought to be stayed, on the 
ground that an action under such circumstances 
would not lie—DAWKINS v. SAxr WEIMAR 


PLEADING. 


(PRINCE EDWARD), DAWKINS v. WYNYARD, Daw- 
KINS v. STEPHENSON (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 499; 45 
L. J. Q. B. 567; 35 L. T. 323; 24 W. R. 670. 

745. Action against member of parliament— 
Refusal to present petition.}—There is no right in a 
person desirous of petitioning the House of Com- 
mons to compel any particular member of the 
House to present such petition, & no action will 
lie against any member of the House for refusing 
to | ety such a petition. 

t is idle to suggest that the action is not 
frivolous or vexatious (GRANTHAM, J.). 

It would be to permit an abuse of the process of 
the court were we to allow the deft., under these 
circumstances, to be harassed by an action which 
cannot possibly succeed. 

I wish to add that, in my opinion, a right of 
action cannot be extended by alleging that to be 
done maliciously which, if not so done, would not 
give a cause of action (WILLS, J.).—CHAFFERS v. 
GOLDSMID, [1804] 1 Q. B. 186; 638 L. J. Q. B. 
59; 70 L. T. 24; 585. P.212; 42 W.R. 239; 10 
T. L. R. 14; 38 Sol. Jo. 11; 10 R. 19. 

746. Claim in respect of acts of State. |—-SALAMAN 
v. SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA, No. 714, ante. 

747. Counterclaim not bona fide—Scandalous 
charges. }|}—Where the court is of opinion, from the 
particulars given under a counterclaim, that it is 
not bond fide, & where it contains scandalous 
charges, the court will order it to be struck out as 
an abuse of the process of the court, & also as a 
pleading which ‘*‘ should not be allowed ”’ under 
Ord. X1X., r. 3.— LEE v. ASHWIN (1885), 1 T. L. R. 
291. 

748. Action to obtain revocation of letters of 
administration — Lapse of time.]—WILLIs  v. 
BEAUCHAMP (EARL), No. 695, ante. 

749. Dispute relating to internal management of 
institution. |—The gist of the pltfs.’ complaint was 
that a meeting of the governors had been held for 
the purpose of electing an honorary ophthalmic 
surgeon. The statement of claim alleged that 
there were only two candidates for the post, 
EK. & T., that 18 governors voted in person for T., 
& 254 proxies were tendered on his behalf & 
allowed by the chairman ; that 16 governors voted 
in person for E. & 355 proxies were tendered on his 
behalf, but the chairman rejected 140 of these 
proxies, on grounds alleged to be invalid, & 
declared that 'T. was duly elected. Pitf. claimed 
a declaration that the proxies had been improperly 
rejected, & that pltf. E. ought to have been declared 
to be elected, & other relief. Defts. moved to 
strike out the statement of claim & to have the 
action dismissed, on the ground that the pleadings 
disclosed no reasonable cause of action. They 
argued that the case came within the principle 
that the question in dispute being one relating 
to the internal management of the society which 
a general meeting had complete control over, the 
court would not interfere :—Held: some of pltfs. 
had a right of action. The question was whether 
their proxies were good or bad. They were not 
bound to rely on a new election. It might very 
well be that persons who would have voted one 
way in the first instance would not, when a 

erson had been in possession as an officer, think 
it right to alter the position of matters & turn him 
out. He therefore thought there was a question 
raised which he could not say was frivolous or 
vexatious, & he could not, therefore, strike out 
the statement of claim.—HOWARD v. HILL, [1887] 
W.N. 193; 4 7. L. R. 20, 21. 

750. Action for malicious prosecution— Defendant 
trustee under plaintiff’s bankruptcy.]—MITTENS v. 
FOREMAN & CAMERON, No. 729, ante. 
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761. Vague allegations of fraud incapable of 
roof.]—In my opinion this action is vexatious, & 
say so on the ground that it is vexatious to 
bring defts. into court to answer a case founded 
on a fraud alleged to have been committed as long 
ago as 1816, when there is good reason for con- 
cluding that the allegations which prevent the 
statement of claim from being demurrable are 
made without any substantial ground, & arise only 
from the imagination of the person who instructs 
counsel to draw the statement of claim. That in 
my opinion is the proper result to be drawn from 
the facts which we have before us here. Pltf. 
has not, in my opinion, shown that he has any 
reasonable ground for making those allegations 
of fraud, & the conclusion which I draw is, that 
they were made without any reasonable ground for 
making them (Corron, [.J.).—LAWRANCE v. 
NORREYS (LORD) (1888), 39 Ch. D. 213, 231; 59 
L. T. 703; 4 T. 1. R. 620, C. A.; affd. (1890), 
15 APP. Cas. 210, LU. L. 

752. Some defendants traversing allegations in 
statement of claim—Evidence in denial by other 
defendants without delivering defence.]—Where 
some defts. deliver a defence traversing the allega- 
tions in the statement of claim, & other defts., 
without delivering any defence, put in evidence 
in denial that it is not distinct & conclusive, the 
court will not dismiss the action as frivolous & 
vexatious or as an abuse of the process of the court. 
—FLETCHER v. BETHOM (1893), 68 L. T. 438; 41 
W.R. 621; 3 2. 589. 

758. Identical question already heard. ]——Defence 
struck out as frivolous & vexatious, the very point 
raised having been decided in a previous htigation. 
—MAGRATH v. REICHEL (1888), 4 T. 1. R. 296, 
C.A.; onappeal, 14 App. Cas. 665, H. L. 

754. In former action for libel— Second 
action in respect of other defamatory matter in 
same publication.]—Deft. published, in the form 
of a pamphlet, a report of the judgment delivered 
in a former action which pltf. had brought against 
him. The pamphlet contained no report of the 
evidence given at the trial, & there were passages 
in the judgment reflecting on pltf.’s conduct. 
Pitf. brought an action for libel in respect of such 
publication, & the jury found that the pamphlet 
was a fair, accurate, & honest report of the 
judgment, & was published without malice, & 
returned a verdict for deft. VPltf. thereupon 
brought another action for libel in respect of the 
same publication ; but he relied on other defama- 
tory statements in the pamphlet than those set 
out in the statement of claim in the former action 
for libel. On an application to dismiss this action 
as frivolous & vexatious :—Held: the questions 
for the jury in the second action for libel being 
identical with those decided in the first, a plea of 
res judicata must succeed, & that the action ought 
to be stayed as frivolous & vexatious : also, even 
if the pltf. could rely in one action on one part 
of the pamphlet, & in another action on another 
part, such a course was an abuse of the process of 
the court, & the second action should be stayed.— 
MacDouGAaLL v. KntauT (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 1; 
59 L. J. Q. B. 517; 68 L. T. 43; 6417. P. 788; 38 
W. R. 553; 6 T. L. R. 276, C. A. 

755. ——~ Unconditional order staying proceedings 
in former action by bankrupt—Same relief asked 
for by purchaser of interest.|—-BEAN v. FLOWER, 
No. 712, ante. 

756. By competent court.}—In an action in 
& county court judgment was recovered for a sum 
of money & costs, but before the costs were taxed 
pltf. agreed, on a representation of the poverty of 
the deft., to accept a smaller sum than that for 








which judgment had been given, & executed a deed 
releasing deft. from the judgment debt & costs. 
Subsequently the pltf. carried in his bill of costs, 
& applied tothe county court judge for an order to 
tax, upon the ground that the release had been 
obtained by misrepresentation. The judge, after 
hearing evidence, found that the execution of the 
deed had been obtained by misrepresentation, & 
made an order that the costs should be taxed, & 
should be paid together with the balance remaining 
due under the judgment. Deft. in that action 
thereupon brought the present action in the High 
Court for a declaration that he had been released 
from the judgment debt & costs, & for an injunc- 
tion to restrain further proceedings to enforce 
payment thereof :—Held: as the question raised 
in this action was identical with that decided by 
the county court judge upon the interlocutory 
application, & had been decided by a court of 
competent jurisdiction, the action ought to be 
stayed as frivolous & vexatious & an abuse of the 
process of the court. 

Though the court ought to be slow to strike out 
a statement of claim or defence & to dismiss an 
action as frivolous & vexatious, yet it ought to 
do so when, as here, it has been shown that the 
identical question sought to be raised has been 
already decided by a competent court (A. L. 
SmitH, L.J.).—STEPHENSON v. GARNETT, [1898] 
1 Q. B. 677; 671. J. Q. B. 447; 78 L. T. 371; 
46 W. R. 410, C. A. 

757. Plaintiff not bound by previous 
action. |—YounG v. HOLLOWAY, No. 713, ante. 

758. Interlocutory application in county 
court—Subsequent proceeding in High Court.]— 
LEA v. THURSBY, No. 718, ante. 

759. ——— Question which might have been raised 
in previous proceeding.|—An action for tort will 
not lie against the Air Council : So held per BANKES 
& ATKIN, L.JJ., & semble, per ScruTron, L.J. :— 
Held: per Scrutron, L.J., that the statement of 
claim should be struck out & the action dismissed 
on the ground that the matter was res judicata 
by a decision of LAWRENCE, J. 

Semble, per ATKIN, L.J.: The Air Council is not 
& corporation. 

In my view the court has inherent jurisdiction 
to strike out as frivolous or vexatious a claim or 
defence which has either been already decided in 
previous proceedings against the party raising it 
or might have been raised in a previous proceeding 
in which the facts necessary to raise it have been 
decided against the person who now desires to 
raise them. In the present case, the facts or legal 
incidents necessary to raise a case of conversion 
of documents, or breach of secrecy with regard to 
them, or conspiracy with Handley Page, have all 
been decided against Mr. Kennedy by Lawrence, J., 
in the previous action, in which he might have 
raised the allegations of tort which he now bases 
on the same alleged facts (ScRUTTON, L.J.).— 
MacKENZIE-KENNEDY v. AIR COUNCIL, [1927] 2 
K. B. 517, 528,529; 43 T. L. R. 733; 71 Sol. Jo. 
633, C. A. 

760. Scandalous charges in affidavit.}—Appeal by 
C. against an order made by a Divisional Court 
under the Vexatious Actions Act, 59 & 60 Vict. 
c. 51, that no legal proceedings should be in- 
stituted by the appellant in any court without 
the leave of the High Court. When the case was 
before the Divisional Court the Attorney-General 
stated that 48 actions had been brought by C. 
In only one of the actions had he succeeded, & in 
no instance had he paid the costs which were 
ordered against him. The Divisional Court made 
an order in the terms of the Act. C. then pro- 
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posed to read an affidavit relating to his former 
actions. The affidavit had been prepared for use 
in the Divisional Court, but had not been used 
there. The court réfused to give leave. C. then 
said that he would refer to some of his former 
actions as instances of the different classes. Ilis 
first action was against lord EsHErR. the Master 
of the Rolls, for telling a deliberate lie upon the 
judicial bench. Lord Justice LINDLEY said that 
he would not hear such language used of any Judge. 
The court dismissed the appeal with costs. 

The proceedings were a perfect scandal. The 
scandalous affidavit must not be filed, or, if it 
had been already filed, it must be taken off the 
file (LinpLry, [..J.).—Re CHAFFERS (1897), 13 
T. L. R. 363, C. A. 

761. Defence confined to refusals to admit & 
denials of all material allegations—Allegations 
substantially admitted in prior proceedings. ]|— 
KREMMINGTON v. SCOLES, No. 700, ante. 

762. Application to set aside judgment by default 
—Fraud.]—WyYaAtTT v. PALMER, No. 740, ante. 

763. Action to set aside judgment—Discovery of 
fresh evidence.}—When it is sought to rescind a 
final & valid judgment on the ground of discovery 
of new evidence it must be shown that such 
evidence is both new & material. 

Although evidence may have been withheld 
from the court at the original trial by one of the 
parties to the suit with an improper intention, 
such evidence, is not sufficient to set aside the judg- 
ment unless the evidence withheld would have had a 
material effect upon the decision of the court. 

The old Chancery practice as to bills of review 
necessitating a preliminary application to the 
court is not now in use. 

An action to set aside a judgment may now be 
commenced without leave, but deft. may move to 
stay the proceedings as frivolous & vexatious. 
On such a motion the court should receive evidence 
on either side as to whether there has been a 
discovery since the judgment of new & material 
evidence.—BoswELL v. CoAKS (1894), 86 I. T. 
365, n.; 6 R. 167, H. 1. 

764. Vendor & Purchaser Summons—Relief to 
which applicant cannot be entitled.|—A summons 
under the Vendor & Purchaser Act asking for 
relief, to which it is plain from the contract that. 
the applicant cannot be entitled, will be stayed 
as frivolous & vexatious. 

A. agreed with B. to sell him a public-house, & 
that in case A. should take, or be interested or 
concerned in a public-house within one-third of a 
mile of the premises sold during the occupation 
of B. or his widow, A. should pay to B. £500, & a 
covenant to this effect should be inserted in the 
conveyance. A.’s title to the property consisted 
of an agreement to purchase it from C., which 
contained a similar provision limited to the occu- 
pancy of A. & his widow, & not mentioning any 
covenant in the conveyance. B. accepted the 
title & tendered a conveyance containing a cove- 
nant by C., in the terms of A.’s agreement with B. 
C. refused to enter into this covenant, & B. took 
out a vendor & purchaser summons for a declara- 
tion that he was entitled to a covenant by ('. A. 
moved to stay proceedings under the summons 
as frivolous & vexatious :—Held: that, as it 
was clearly impossible to make a declaration on 
the summons which would be binding on B., & 
the relief, if any. to which the applicant was 
entitled, was specific performance with abatement, 








to which the declaration asked would not help him, 
the summons ought to be struck out as frivolous 
& vexatious.— Re BARTLETT & BERRY’S CONTRACT 
(1897), 76 L. T. 75]. 

765. Specific performance of agreement to pur- 
chase—-Dishonest defence put in for gaining time.] 
—MACKELLAR v. HORNSEY, No. 735, ante. 

766. Multiplicity of suits.)—The kind of juris- 
diction which the court exercises over litigation 
is, as I have said, to prevent what is vexatious & an 
abuse of its own process. There are many classes 
of cases in which the court acts on that principle, 
which I will not attempt now to enumerate. We 
are all familiar with them. This particular 
application is based on the suggestion that the 
court ought to interfere to prevent what is called 
multiplicity of suits, litigation in various quarters 
of the world on the same subject-matter between 
the same parties & at the same time. Where 
there is more than one suit being carried on in 
the Queen’s Courts, it is obvious that the case 
is wholly different. The remedy & the procedure 
are the same, & a double action on the part of 
pltf. would lead to manifest injustice. When 
you get to the case of concurrent litigation both 
in the Queen’s Courts in England & in the Queen’s 
Courts in Ireland & Scotland, the law has pro- 
bably varied alittle. I have spoken of the Queen's 
Courts in Ireland & Scotland. With regard to the 
Queen’s Courts abroad, the Consular Courts 
abroad, the same sort of principle no doubt 
applies. They are courts of co-ordinate juris- 
diction. sufficiently in the nature of English Courts 
to render it probable that it may be true, as Sir 
Robert Phillimore says, that an English Court 
would not favour the institution & the prosecution 
of litigation both in the Consular Courts & at home. 
But when you come to the courts of the United 
States of America, it seems to me the case is whollv 
different, & for the reasons which have been 
pointed out at length by the Master of the Rolls 
& Lord Justice Cotton. The fact that no English 
action has ever yet been stayed on the ground 
of concurrent litigation in America is a strong 
argument to prove that such concurrent American 
litigation is not by itself a sufficient reason why an 
English action should be stayed. That the court 
has power to do it I agree (BOWEN, I.J.).— 
McHENRY v. LEWIS (1882), 22 Ch. D. 408, 409; 
562 L. J. Ch. 325; 47 L. T. 549; 31 W. KR. 305, 
C. A. 

767. Cause of action arising out of jurisdiction— 
Action brought within jurisdiction.]—LoGAN +. 
BANK OF SCOTLAND (No 2), No. 698, ante. 

768. -J—In 1902 a deed of separation 
was executed in India between pltf. & her husband, 
of which deft. was the trustee. Pltf. was the wife 
of an American domiciled in India, & deft. then 
& still was a solicitor practising at Madras. The 
husband made default in paying the allowance 
which by the deed he had covenanted to pay, 
& the complaint of pltf. against deft. was that he 
had wilfully or negligently delayed taking pro- 
ceedings, & had so wilfully or negligently conducted 
proceedings against her husband that she had 
been unable to recover moneys due to her in respect 
of the allowance. In Oct. 1906, deft. happened 
to be in England on a holiday, & on the day 
before he left for India he was served with the writ 
in the action. At the date of the issue of the writ 
the pltf. was temporarily in England, but left 
shortly afterwards for America, where she still 
remained. Pltf. knew of her alleged cause of 
action when she was resident in India. On an 
application by deft. to dismiss or stay the action 
on the ground that it was an abuse of the process 
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of the court :—Held: inasmuch as the alleged 
cause of action arose in India, & that the liability, 
if any, of deft. would have to be determined accord- 
ing to the law of India, & upon the evidence of 
Indian witnesses, the proper place for the action 
to be brought was India; that the action was not 
brought bond fide in England; that the injustice 
to deft. in bringing the action in this country was 
so great that the court would not allow the action 
to pies ; & that the fact that pltf. happened 
to be in England at the date of the issue of the 
writ was not in itself sufficient to preclude the 
court from dismissing the action. 

The jurisdiction which I am asked to exercise 
is one which, as has been frequently said, is to be 
exercised by the court with extreme caution ; 
&, further, it is one which the court ought not to 
exercise if by so doing an injustice will be caused 
to the pltf., & the real question which I have to 
decide is whether by preventing what, in my 
judgment, is a grievous injustice to the deft., 
I shall at the same time be causing an injustice 
to plitf. If I should be doing so, then I think it 
would be my duty to refuse this application 
(WARRINGTON, J.).—EGRBERT v. SHORT, [1907] 
2 Ch. 205; 76 1. J. Ch. 520; 97 L. T. 903; 28 
T. L. R. 5583; 51 Sol. Jo. 499. 

769. -/--An action was commenced in 
England, in which pltf., a married woman, claimed 
an account under a settlement made in India 
on the occasion of her marriage in 1897, & she 
further alleged a wilful default by defts., one of 
whom, pltf.’s husband, had been appointed a 
trustee of the settlement by a subsequent deed, 
the other two being the original trustees of the 
settlement. Defts. were all domiciled in England, 
but were ordinarily resident in India, pltf.’s hus- 
band being a barrister practising in Calcutta, & 
the other defts. holding appointments in the Indian 
Civil Service. The property comprised in the 
settlement was in India. From 1902 down to the 
commencement of the action the pltf. was living 
in France apart from her husband. She then 
came to England, where, as she alleged, she 
intended thenceforth to reside permanently. The 
husband & another of defts. were served with the 
writ during their temporary presence in England. 
They applied to stay all proceedings in the action 
on the ground that it was an abuse of the process 
of the court. The court was of opinion on the 
evidence that pltf. had in fact brought the action 
in England instead of in India, not for any bond 
fide purpose, but in order to obtain an undue 
advantage over defts., & that the continuance 
of the proceedings in England would necessarily 
be productive of injustice to defts., & in these 
circumstances, the action ought to be stayed.— 
Re NortToNn’s SETTLEMENT, NORTON v. NORTON, 
[1908] 1 Ch. 471; 77 L. J. Ch. 312; 99 L. T. 257. 

770. —— Foreign debtor induced to come to 
England by fraud.|—In the present case the 

rocess of the court has been abused. The debtor 

eing a foreigner resident out of the jurisdiction, 
is by a concerted trick, amounting to a fraud, 
brought within it, I think that pltfs., being parties 
to such a fraudulent abuse of our process, are 
prevented by a personal disability from availing 
themselves of the Common Law Procedure Act. 
I must doubt also whether a foreigner, brought into 
the country in this manner, can fairly be said to be 
about to quit England within the meaning of the 
Act. & the case is the stronger as the debt, 
debtor, residence & everything is foreign. But 
this rule is absolute on the ground that our 
process is abused (CROMPTON, J.).—STEIN v. 

ALKENHUYSEN (1858), 1 HE. B. & E. 65, 68; 27 











L. J. Q. B. 236; 31 L. T. O.S. 80; 4 Jur. N.S. 
411; 120 E. R. 431; sub nom. STEYNE v. VALKEN- 
HUYZEN (1858), 6 W. R. 444. 

771. Action for gambling debts—Forbearance to 
sue.]|—GooDSON v. GRIERSON, No. 715, ante. 

See, generally, GAMING & WAGERING, Vol. XXV., 
pp. 394 et seq. 

772. Denial of authority—Action by lunatic not 
so found—Lunacy not admitted by defence— 
Denial of authority of plaintiff’s solicitors.}—In an 
action brought by pltf. described as ‘‘ of unsound 
mind not so found ”’ by her next friend against 
a firm of solicitors for delivery up of certain deeds 
& documents of title which had been deposited 
with them by pltf. as her solicitors, the statement 
of claim alleged that pltf. was & had for many 
years past been a person of unsound mind not so 
found. Defts. by their defence stated that they 
did not admit that, either at the time when the 
deeds & documents came into their possession or 
at any time since, pltf. was, or that she now was, 
@ person of unsound mind, that they held the 
deeds & documents for her, & that she alleged that 
she was during the period in question, & still 
was of full mental capacity & soundness of mind. 
On application by pltf. to strike out so much of 
the defence as did not admit the unsoundness of 
mind of pltf. & for judgment on the admissions 
in the defence :—Held: the defts. by raising the 
issue as to the unsoundness of mind of pltf. 
were in effect denying the authority of pltf.’s 
solicitors to bring the action & that that was not 
an issue which it was competent to them to raise 
at the trial, therefore, that so much of the defence 
as did not admit the unsoundness of mind of pltf. 
must be treated as irrelevant & pltf. was entitled 
to an order for delivery up of the deeds & docu- 
ments on the admissions in the defence.—RICH- 
MOND v. BRANSON & Son, [1914] 1 Ch. 968; 88 
L. J. Ch. 749; 110 L. T. 763; 58 Sol. Jo. 455, 
C. A. 

778. Branch manager’s authority to sue in 
name of bank.]—In 1914 a Russian Bank had its 
head office in Petrograd & a branch office in 
London, the manager of which was authorised 
by a power of attorney to transact business for & 
bring actions in the name of the Bank. By the 
direction of the Petrograd office the London branch 
deposited with a London Bank certain Brazilian 
& Chinese Government bonds to be held to the 
order & on account of a French Bank as security 
for a banker’s credit opened by the French Bank 
for the benefit of the Russian Bank. In & after 
1918 the Soviet Government of Russia by various 
decrees & orders nationalised banking in Russia 
by taking over the assets, share capital & manage- 
ment of all private banks & vesting them in a 
State Bank, then in a People’s Bank, & ultimately 
in a Government Department. Subsequently the 
manager of the London branch agreed with the 
French Bank to pay off the amount due to the 
latter on the banker’s credit in return for the bonds. 
The amount was paid, but the French Bank refused 
to release the bonds. In an action brought in 
the name of the Russian Bank by the manager of 
the London branch against the French Bank, 
& the London Bank for the return of the bonds, 
defts. by their defence alleged that pltf. Bank had 
ceased to exist, & disputed the authority of the 
London branch manager to bring the action :— 
Held: it was not open to the defts. to raise by 
way of defence to the action the objection that the 
London branch manager had no authority to bring 
the action in the name of the pltf. Bank, but that 
they ought to have moved to strike out the name 
of the Bank as pltf.—RuSSIAN COMMERCIAL & 
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Sect. 6.—Frivolous or vexatious pleadings and pro- 
ceedings—Abuse of process: Sub-sect. 2, B. 
Part VII. Sects. 1 & 2.) 


INDUSTRIAL BANK v. COMPTOIR D’ESCOMPTE DE 
MULHOUSE, [1925] A. C.112; 93 L. J. K. B. 1098 ; 
1382L.T.99; 40T. L. R. 837; 69 Sol. Jo. 792, H. L. 

774. Action for declaration of nationality—By 
foreigner resident in England.|]—It is an abuse of 
the process of the court for a foreigner residing in 
this country, who has not received from the 
authorities any notice differentiating him as 
respects military service from any other foreigner 
temporarily commorant here. to claim a declara- 
tion as to his nationality in an action against 
the Attorney-General.—ROESIN 7. A.-G. (1918), 
34 T. L. R. 417, C. A. 

775. Action for libel—Slander of title.}— Action 
to restrain personal libel & slander of title. 
Application to strike out statement of defence & 
counterclaims & for judgment on pltf.’s pleadings, 
which were in effect admitted by deft. having 
pleaded & not denied but justified the allegations 
in the statement of claim. 

The statements in the defence & counterclaim 
were frivolous & vexatious & the defence showed 
no answer to the claim, & the counterclaim showed 
no cause of action, & the allegations in the state- 
ment of claim being admitted were valid ground for 
giving judgment for the pltf. & the deft.’s pleading 
should be struck out under Ord. AXV., r. 4 





(NORTH, J.).—SALOMONS tv. KNIGHT (1892), 8 
T. L. R. 472. 
776. Against trade union. }—Pltfs. sued deft. 
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trade union for libel & for conspiracy to publish 
libels concerning the pltfs. & to induce persons 
not to deal with pltfs. Defts. applied that the 
statement of claim should be struck out on the 
ground that by virtue of sect. 4 of the Trade 
Disputes Act, 1906, such an action was not 
maintainable :—Held: as the alleged libel related 
to matters affecting deft. trade union as such, the 
action was not maintainable & the statement of 
claim must be struck out.—VACHER & SONS, 
Lrp. v. LONDON SOCIETY OF COMPOSITORS, 
[1912] 3 K. B. 547; 81 L. J. K. B. 1014; 106 
L. T. 778; 28 T. L. R. 866; 56 Sol. Jo. 442, C. A. ; 
affd., [1913] A. C. 107, H. L. 

777, —— Plaintiff subjected to ridicule as result 
of statement.}—PIltf., who lived at (irimsby, had 
arranged to be married on the afternoon of a 
certain date, & on the day before the wedding a 
full account of the ceremony ei eeet in the defts.’ 
local newspaper together with the statement, ‘‘ The 
honeymoon is being spent in the South of England.”’ 
In an action for libel the pltf. alleged that on the 
morning following the publication he went, before 
the ceremony, to work as usual, but was unable 
to do his work because of the ridicule to which he 
was subjected :—Held: the statement of claim 
must be struck out on the ground that the action 
was frivolous & vexatious.—EMERSON v. GRIMSBY 
Times & TELEGRAPH Co., LTp. (1926), 42 T. L. R. 
238, C. A. 

Absolute privilege.]—Sce Lisri & SLANDER, 
Vol. XXXII., p. 102, Nos. 1328 ef seq. 

Qualified privilege. ]|—See LIBEL & SLANDER, 
Vol. XXXII., p. 112, Nos. 1437 et seg. 





Part Vil—Amendment of Pleadings. 


SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Amendments with leave, see Sect. 3, post. 

Amendments without leave, see Sect. 4, post. 

778. Whether necessary—To introduce facts dis- 
closed in answer. |—It is not necessary to amend a 
bill for the purpose of introducing facts. disclosed 
in the answer, on which pltf. means to rely as 
parts of his case, entitling him to relief which 
he has prayed.—ATTWoOoOD vt. (1826), 1 Russ. 
353; 38 E.R. 1373; on appeal (1828), 5 Russ. 
149; 38 E. R. 984. 

779. Amendments of title of action—Assignment 
of interest by original plaintiff.;—A trustee in 
bankruptcy commenced an action to obtain a 
declaration that a deed which purported to be an 
absolute conveyance of real estate by the bank- 
rupt was in fact a mortgage & to redeem such mort- 
gage, & subsequently sold & assigned his interest 
in the subject matter of the action to CU., who 
claimed to carry on the action in the name of the 
original pltf.:—Held: C. was bound to amend 
the title of the action so as to shuw that he was 
the real pltf. & to introduce such averments in 
the statement of claim as would disclose his title.— 
SEEAR v. LAWSON (1880), 16 Ch. D. 121; sub nom. 
SEEAR v. LAWSON, CHATTERTON v. LAWSON, 50 
L. J. Ch. 139; 43 L. T. 716; 29 W. R. 109, C. A. 

780. Writ issued for service out of jurisdiction— 
Amendment of indorsement.J—Ord. XXVIII. 
applies to writs issued for service out of the 
jurisdiction & a statement of claim indorsed on 
such a writ may be amended without re-service, 





Where leave for amendment is necessary, the 
plitf. must show that the amended claim would 
have entitled him in the first instance to leave to 
issue a writ for service out of the jurisdiction.— 
JIOLLAND v. LESLIE, [1894] 2 Q. B. 450; 63 L. J. 
Q. B. 679; 711.7. 33; 42 W.R.577; 10T. LR. 
556; 38 Sol. Jo. 578; 9 R. 748, C. A. 

781. Putting amendments on record.]—No one 
looking at the records of this court would know 
upon what issues this appeal has been determined, 
& that is because leading counsel & judge have 
entirely disregarded the repeated request made by 
the Court of Appeal that, when substantial 
amendments are made to the pleadings, they should 
actually be put upon the record. I do not know 
how many times this court has asked this to be 
done, nor do I know how many times judges & 
counsel have paid no attention to the request. 
It may be necessary in one of these cases to decline 
to hear it upon the ground that matters before the 
court will not appear on the record, & clients will 
be mulcted in costs because counsel & judges will 
not do what we have asked them to do. I hope 
that some attention will be paid to this matter 
(SCRUTTON, L.J.).—-PRACTICE NOTE, [1927] W. N. 
288; 64 L. Jo. 376, C. A. 

782. Effect of amendment—Admissibility of de- 
positions taken in original suit.}—An amendment 
making pltfs. in the original bill sue on behalf 
of themselves & all other persons having the same 
interest does not so alter the parties or the frame 
of the record that depositions taken in the original 
suit cannot be used in the amended suit.— 
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MILLIGAN v. MITCHELL (1837), 3 My. 
L. J. Ch. 87; 1 Jur. 888; 40 E. R. 852 

788. Amendment by arbitrator. |—Disputes having 
arisen between the pltfs. & defts., it was agreed 
between them “that all points in dispute in 
reference to the contract for the sale & purchase 
of S. F.”’ should be referred to the arbitration of 
some practical man. Points of claim & defence & 
counterclaim with particulars were delivered & 
redelivered on being amended between the parties : 
—Held: these documents were in the nature of 
pleadings or particulars & could be amended by the 
arbitrator in his discretion, & all points in dispute 
between the parties relating to the subject matter 
could be so raised, although not in the first instance 
disclosed by such documents.—LLoyp (EDWARD), 
LTp. v. STURGEON FALLS PuLP Co., Lrp. (1901), 
85 L. T. 162. 

784. Failure to amend in pursuance of order— By 
party obtaining order—Right to proceed at trial. ]|— 
Plitf., after obtaining an order to amend his declara- 
tion, with leave to deft. to plead de novo, may 
abandon that order & proceed to trial without 
procuring it to be rescinded.—BLACK v. SANGSTER 
(18384), 1 Cr. M. & R. 521; 5 Tyr. 171; 4 L. J. 
Ex. 4; 149 FE. R. 1186. 

Amendment in penal actions. |—See Sect. 9, post. 

785. Petition of right.|—The court has power 
under Petitions of Right Acts, 1860, s. 7, to amend 
a petition of right, the operation of the word 
‘amendment ”’ in that section not being limited 
to the pleadings of the Crown. An amendment 
of a petition will, however, be granted to asuppliant 
only if the substance of the case after amendment 
is the same, if e.g. the proposed amendment is 
a mere change of date or of amount, or a mere 
variation in the formulation of the contract; 16 
will not be granted where the suppliant secks to 
substitute or add a substantially new cause of 
action without a fiat by the King or a consent by 
the Attorney-General.— RUFFY-ARNELL & BAv- 
MANN AVIATION Co., Lrbp. v. KR., [1922] 1 K. B. 
599; 91. J. K. B. 417; 126 L. T. 573; 38 T. L. 
R. 210; 66 Sol. Jo. 270. 

786. ~—Under sect. 7 of the Petitions of 
Right Act, 1860, the court has jurisdiction to allow 
a petition of right to be amended, provided the 
amendment does not involve a substantial altera- 
tion in the cause of action, so that the allowance of 
it without a fresh fiat would operate in derogation 
of the prerogative of the Crown. The test whether 
a particular amendment ought to be allowed is 
is this: If the petition had originally been pre- 
sented in the forin in which it stands after amend- 
ment, is there a reasonable probability that the 
fiat would not have been refused P—BADMAN 
Bros. v. R., [1924] 1 K. B. 64; 93 L. J. K. B 
132; 1380 L. T. 264; 68 Sol. Jo. 166, C. A. 


Cr. 72; 7 





SrcT. 2.—GENERAL POWER TO AMEND. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXVIII, r. 12. The Court or a Judge may at 
any time, and on such terms as to costs or otherwise as the 
Court or Judge may think just, amend any defect or error in 
any proceedings, and all necessary amendments shall be made 
for the purpose of determining the real question or issue raised 
by or depending on the proceedings. 


787. Determination of real question in con- 
troversy.J}—In an action on a contract for the 
delivery of coal, differently described in several 
counts, but in all described as ‘‘ handpicked,” & 
it appearing that the parties well understood before 
trial that the real controversy between them was, 


whether the coal was to be hand-picked, the judge 
amended, to avoid a variance, by striking out all 
the words of description except the word ‘ hand- 

icked,’” & this without the imposition of an 
erms. It is compulsory on the judge to make ail 
amendments necessary to raise the real question 
between the parties.—StT. Losky v. GREEN (1860), 
90. B. N.S. 370; 2 F. & F. 106; 30 L. J.C. P. 
19; 142 BK. R. 145; sub nom. St. Losky & LEvy 
v. GREEN, 3 L. T. 297; 7 Jur. N.S. 304; 9 W.R. 
119. 

788. -]}—The claim in a declaration may be 
amended, under the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1852, s. 222, by the judge at the trial. 

The 222nd section of the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act does not deal with questions of variance 
only, but enables a judge to make any amendment 
necessary for determining the real controversy 
between the parties (BRAMWELL, B.).—KNOWLMAN 
v. BLUETT (1873), L. R. 9 Exch. 1; 43 L. J. Ex. 
29; 29L. T. 462 ; 22 W. R. 773 on appeal (1874), 
L. R. 9 Exch. 307. 

789. Discretion of jJudge.|—Sect. 222 of the 
Common Law Procedure Act does not render it 
imperative upon a judge to amend the pleadings 
at the trial, so as to entitle the party applying for 
the amendment to a new trial, upon his satisfy- 
ing the court that the amendment was necessary 
for the purpose of determining in the existing 
suit the real question in controversy between the 
parties. The propriety of allowing the amendment 
is left to the discretion of the judge.—BridGER v. 











' Gay (1854), 23 L. T. O. S. 65; 2 W. BR. 374. 








790. -]—Though by the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1854 (c. 96), a judge on the trial 
is bound to make such amendments as are neces- 
sary for determining the real question between 
the parties, & the court has power to review his 
decision in refusing an amendment, if injustice has 
been done by such refusal, yet the court in general 
will not interfere to control the exercise of the 
judge’s discretion. BRENNAN tv. Howanrp (1856), 
1H. & N. 138; 25 L. J. bx. 289; 27 L. T. O.S. 
159; 2 Jur. N.S. 546; 4W. RR. 609; 156 E.R. 1150. 

791. Injury to reversionary interest. |—PItf. 
declared as for an injury to land in his possession, 
which, however, turned out on the trial to have 
been in the possession of his tenant. The real 
question in controversy between the parties was, 
whether the land was pltf.’s property, & whether 
there was a right of way across it :—Held: the 
judge had power to amend the declaration so as 
to adapt it to an injury to pltf.’s reversionary 
interest.—MAy v. FOOTNER (1855), 5 E. & B. 505; 
25 I. J. Q. B. 32; 26 L. T. 0.8.58; 1 Jur. N.S, 
1019; 4W.R.9; 119 EK. R. 569. 

792. Not to introduce new term.}—Decclaration on 
a guarantee stated that, in consideration that pltf. 
would make advances of money by way of loan to 
B., deft. promised to repay pltf. such sums as he 
should so advance, if B. should make default ; 
breach, that B. made default, & deft. did not pay 
pltf. Plea, that pltf. did not make the said 
advances to B. ‘n manner & form, etc. The judge 
at the trial ordered the declaration & plea to be 
amended under stat. 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, 8. 23, by 
stating in the count that, in consideration that 
pltf. would procure the British & Australasian 
Bank, in which plitf. was a partner, to make 
advances, etc., to B., deft. promised pltf. to 
repay the said bank such sums as pitf. did not 
procure, the said bank to make the said advances : 
—Held: such amendment was not warranted by 
the statute. 

_The amendment cannot stand. The introduc- 
tion of a new fact carries the case beyond any of 
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Sect. 2.—General power lo amend. Nect. 3: Sub- 


those in which amendments have been allowed 
(LorD DryMAN, (.J.).— BOUCHER tv. MURRAY 
(1844), 6 Q. B. 862; 13 L. J. Q. B. 2785; 8 Jur. 
G18; 115 E. R. 139. 

793. Clerical error—Claim barred by lapse of 
time.}—Under 15 & 16 Vict. c. 76, 8. 222, 
this court will amend proceedings in an action 
commenced before the passing of that Act, if such 
amendments be according to the right « justice 
of the case. 

I am also of opinion that the rule should be 
absolute to amend the indorsement of the writ ; & 
I think that we should have been justified in doing 
this before the statute: a fortiori we are so now. 
We can look at our own records & correct what we 
see to be a clerical error. It is said that the deft. 
had a vested right, because, if there be no amend- 
ment. he may defeat the pltf. by means of the 
Statute of Limitations. But every amendment of 
a fatal defect takes away the right of the party 
insisting on the defect (ERLE, J.).—CORNISH tr. 
HockinG (1853), 1 E. & B. 602; 22 L. J. Q. B. 
142; 20 L. T. O. S. 2343; 17 Jur. 1049; 1 W. R. 
164; 113 E. R. 563. 

794. Necessity to formulate amendment in writing 
—-Formal amendment by judge.}—The writ in the 
action was indorsed with a statement of claim 
upon an account stated, but at the trial pitf. set 
up, & recovered upon, a fresh agreement; no 
formal amendment of the statement of claim was 
made at the trial, but all necessary amendments 
were taken as having been made :—Held: in all 
cases where the pltf. seeks to recover at the trial 
upon a difterent cause of action from that appearing 
in the pleadings, a formal amendment of the 
pleadings should be made by the judge. 

The Rules of the Supreme Court give wide 
powers of amendment, & it is unquestionably the 
intention of those rules that proper amendments 
should be made, even during the course of a trial, 
so as to bring out the true nature of a pltf’s. claim 
where it has been imperfectly or even incorrectly 
stated in the pleadings. But nothing in my 
opinion permits the court to give judgment on a 
claim (other than a claim of the nature of an 
account) which is neither formulated in the plead- 
ings nor satisfactorily defined in any way. It is 
not the business of the judges of the Court of 
Appeal to tax their ingenuity to see whether on 
the facts as they come before them some good cause 
of action could have been formulated. To accept 
such a function as this 1s to do great injustice to 
the parties in the case, inasmuch as it is impossible 
to know what course they would respectively have 
taken or what evidence they would have called 
had the claim been so formulated before the court 
of first instance while there was still time to decide 
how to support or to meet it. In my opinion the 
Court of Appeal ought in such cases to refuse to 
attend to amendments not specifically made in the 
court below. In the present case it is not clear, 
even from the statements of the counsel employed 
in the case (& there is no other material before us), 
what is the cause of action upon which the learned 
judge has pronounced in favour of the pltf. As, 
however, I am of opinion that no good cause of 
action whatever could be based on the facts of this 
cage, I shall in the present instance deal with all 
the suggested forms of claim (FLETCHER MOULTON, 
L.J.—HYAMS v. Stuart KING, [1908] 2 K. B. 
696, 717, 718; 77 1. J. K. B. 704; 99 L. T. 424; 
24 'T. L. R. 675; 652 Sol. Jo. 551, C. A. 

795. At trial.}—Plitfs. contracted with defts. tu 
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build a steam engine for pumping the defts.’ 
colliery, to be completed & fixed for £2,500. The 
engine was forwarded in poe & fixed piecemeal 
at the colliery :—Held: the price could not be 
recovered under a count ‘for the price & value 
of an engine, & other goods sold & delivered,”’ but 
that the proper form of count was for work, labour 
& materials, or for erecting & constructing an 
engine. 

Semble: the judge at the trial might have 
amended the record by inserting such a count.-— 
CLARKE t. BULMER (1843),1 Dow. & L. 3673 11 
M. & W. 243; 12 1. J. Ex. 463; 152 E.R. 793. 

796. Striking out proviso not contained in 
agreement.]|—A declaration on a special agreement 
stated that the pitt. agreed to lodge, board & 
instruct the deft.’s son for three years, the deft. 
paying 100 guineas a year, with power to either 
party to put an end to the agreement at the 
expiration of any half-year, & the payment to be 
made half-yearly. A proviso then stated that three 
months’ notice was to be given. The breach laid 
was the non-payment of a half-yearly sum. At 
the trial, there being no proof of the agreement 
containing such proviso, the judge amended the 
declaration by striking out the proviso :—Held: 
he was right in so doing.—BoLaM v. SHAW (1846), 
1 New Pract. Cas. 597; 8 L. T. O. S. 294. 

797. Determination of real question in con- 
troversy——Interference with judge’s discretion. ]— 
BRENNAN vt. HOWARD, No. 790, ante. 

















798. ~}—KNOWLMAN tv. BLUETT, No. 
7838, ante. 
799. No new cause of action substituted. ]— 


In an action for breach of promise to marry, the 
declaration laid a promise to marry at a time 
elapsed, & the evidence showed a promise to 
marry at a time not elapsed, & a renunciation by 
deft. of such promise :— Held: there was power 
to amend the declaration at the trial, & a rule to 
enter a verdict for the deft. on the ground that 
such amendment was bad, refused. 

The judge may always amend a declaration s0 
long as he does not either substitute a new cause of 
action or make the declaration demurrable (BRETT, 
J.).— DONOGHUE v. MARSHALL (1875), 32 L. T. 310. 
Amendment with leave.|—See Sect. 3, 
sub-sect. 4, C., post. 

800. Adding & striking out——False imprisonment 
—Plea as amended showing reasonable & probable 
cause.}—To an action for false imprisonment 
deft. pleaded a justification, alleging several facts 
which constituted reasonable & probable cause for 
deft. suspecting that the pltf. had stolen his goods. 
At the trial the deft. failed to prove all the allega- 
tions in the plea, & the learned judge amended it 
by altering one & striking out others :—Held: 
the amendment was properly made, the facts 
stated in the plea as amended affording sufficient 
reasonable & probable cause for the suspicion.— 
HAILES v. MARKS (1861), 7 H. & N. 56; 30 L. J. 
Ex. 389; 41. T. 805; 25 J.P. 808; 7 Jur. N.S. 
851; 9 W.R. 808; 158 E.R. 391. 

801. Action on promissory note.|—In an 
action on a promissory note a paragraph in the 
defence was ordered to be amended or excluded 
which claimed by way of counterclaim & set-off 
payment respecting scrip held by defts. in pltf. 
company, that being a money claim against pltf. 
company.—CADOGAN ADVANCE Co., Lp. v. 
SHEPHERD (1876), 2 Char. Cham. Cas. 134; Bitt. 
Prac. Cas, 134. 

802. Re-insertion of allegations previously ordered 
to be struck out.}—The court has power to amend 
the pleadings at any time, &, if necessary, to order 
alicgations es be re-inserted which it had previously 
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directed to be struck vout.—-MANSEL v. A.-G. (1879), 
4P. D. 232; 48L. J. P. 42; 40 L. T. 367. 

803. Amendment to show plaintiff’s title in free- 
hold premises—In respect of which rent claimed— 
Amounts & dates of rent due.J—A statement of 
claim was ordered to be amended so as to show 
pltf.’s title to freehold premises in respect of which 
rent was claimed as well as the amounts & dates 
of rent due.—BANNICOT & FRITH (EXxoRs.) v. 
HARRIS (1876), 20 Sol. Jo. 217; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 
85; 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 95. 

804. Insufficient description of property in claim— 
Description: set out in schedule—Claim amended 
& re-served.J—In an action for specific per- 
formance the statement of claim alleged an agree- 
ment to which pltf. craved leave to refer, whereby 
‘‘ deft. agreed to purchase from pltf. certain 
hereditaments situate in the parish of St. Peter 
the Great, otherwise Suddeanery in the city of 
Chichester & described in the schedule to the said 
agreement.” The schedule was not set out in the 
statement of claim. Deft. appeared but did not 
put in a statement of defence. On motion for 
judgment in default of defence :—Held: the 
evidence was admissible as to the agreement; also, 
the property not being sufficiently described in 
the statement of claim, the statement of claim 
must be amended setting out the property suffi- 
ciently to enable the court to give judgment in 
accordance with the pleadings, & the amended 
statement of claim must be re-served.—SMITH v. 
BucHAN (1888), 58 L. T. 710; 36 W. R. 631. 

805. Embarrassing pleading. |—The court will not 
order a pleading to be amended unless it is so 
framed as to embarrass the opposite side.—GREEN 
v. GREEN (1864), 33 L. J. P. M. & A. 64, 83. 

806. Order to amend incidental to other order. |— 
The court has jurisdiction to make an order to 
amend, when it is incidental to any other order 
the court is making.—FYLER v. FYLER (1834), 3 
L. J. Ch. 237. 

807. Imposition of terms if pleadings not 
amended.|—A judge cannot order a party to 
amend his pleading, though he can unpose terms 
upon him if it is not amended (SCRUTTON, L.J.).— 
SMITH v. SCHILLING, [1928] 1 K. B. 429, 434; 97 
L. J. K. B. 2763 1388 L. T. 475; 44 T. L. R. 109, 
C. A. 

Terms on which amendments allowed, see Sect. 
3, sub-sect. 5, post. 


Sect. 3.—AMENDMENT WITH LEAVE. 
SUB-SECT. ].—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVIIL, r. 1. Theo Court or a Judge may, at 
any stage of the proceedings, allow cither party to alter or 
amend his indorsement or P apritst jn such manner and on such 
terms as may be just, and all such amendments shall be mado 
as may be necessary for the purpose of determining the real 
questions in controversy between the parties. 


808. Discretion of court.|—The giving leave to 
amend pleas, where the justice of the case requires 
that indulgence, is lodged in the discretion of the 
court; & under that control, is a very useful 
practice on particular occasions. If this plea is in 
effect an amendment of the former, it cannot be 
pleaded without leave to amend; if it is a new 
& distinct plea, it is within the rule against pleading 
double.—FREELAND v. JOHNSON (1794), 2 Anst. 
407; 145 E. R. 918. 

809. ]}—An application for an order that a 
pleading be reformed, is an application to the 





discretion of the court, & in exercising this dis- 
cretion the court will not, as in case of demurrer, 
consider whether or not the pleading is good in 
law; but whether or not it may prejudice the 
opposite side in the conduct of his case.—GRIFFITH 
v. GRIFFITH (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 355; 33 L. J. 
P.M. & A. 81; 10 1. T. 308; 164 E. R. 1312. 

810. ———._ Necessity to state amendments. ] 
Leave to amend a plea, not of course & the amend- 
ments to be stated.— Woop v. STRICKLAND (1813), 
2 Ves. & B. 150; 35 E. R. 276. 

811. Materiality of amendment.]—An 
amendment at a trial ought only to be made for 
the purpose of determining the real matter in 
controversy between the parties ‘‘ before the trial,”’ 
& not any question which may arise in the course 
of the trial & which does not appear ever before 
to have been in controversy between the parties 
in the course of the action. Whether the matter 
Was so in controversy is a question of fact to be 
decided by the judge at the trial. Whether the 
amendment would be necessary or material is a 
question of law; & though the court will not 
disallow an amendment merely because it makes 
a pleading demurrable, the amendment will not 
be allowed if it be left doubtful, whether the 
pleading were proved in fact or is bad in law.— 
WILKIN v. REED (1854), 15 C. B. 192; 2C. L. R. 
796; 23L. J.C. P. 193; 23 L. T. O. S. 160; 18 
Jur. 1081; 2 W. R. 556; 139 E. R. 304. 

812. Exercised independently of counsel’s 
opinion.]—In giving or refusing leave to amend a 
bill the court will not act upon the opinion of 
counsel, but will form its own judgment as to the 
materiality of the proposed amendment.— 
JIEMMING v. MAppDIcK (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 175. 

813. Absolute.}—A judge has an absolute 
discretion to allow any amendment of the plead- 
ings. Therefore where, in the middle of the trial 
of a probate suit before the court and jury, one 
party applied to amend by adding a plea of 
fraud :—Held: the judge had the right to exercise 
his discretion in favour of the party applying to 
add the plea.—RIDING v. HAWKINS (1889), 14 
era 56; 58L. J. P. 48; 60 L. T. 869; 37 W. R. 
575. 

814. ——— Amendment of particulars in action for 
infringement.]—The discretion of a judge to allow 
the amendment of particulars in an action for 
infringement of a patent or design cannot be 
affected by any practice as to the terms on which 
such amendment will be allowed.—WOoOOLLEY v. 
BROAD, [1892] 2 Q. B. 317; 61 L. J. Q. B. 808; 
67 L. T. 67; 40 W. R. 596; 36 Sol. Jo. 592; 
9R. PP. C, 429, C. A. ; 

815. Jurisdiction of arbitrator—Discretion as 
judicial officer.J—An arbitrator has a discretion 
as a judicial officer to allow an amendment of 
pleadings delivered by the parties in compliance 
with a direction given to them by him.—Re 
CRIGHTON & Law Car & GENERAL INSURANCE 
CORPORATION, Lrp., [1910] 2 K. B. 738; 80 
L. J. K. B. 49; 103 L. T. 62. 

816. Form & mode of amendment—Whether 
court will prescribe.}—MILLIGAN wv. MITCHELL, 
No. 1135, post. 

817. Discretion of party obtaining leave. }— 
Pitf. by his original bill claimed to be entitled to 
an estate under a will & codicil, not impeaching 
either. Deft. demurred to the bill, & his demurrer 
was allowed on the ground that the codicil, as it 
stood, gave the deft. a title to the same property. 

ve was, nevertheless, given to pene the bill 
on the ground that pltf. might possibly, by more 
accurate allegations, put a different construction 
on the codicil. Pltf. amended his bill, alleging 
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that the codicil was not made by the testator with 
disposing mind, & praying for an issue of devisarit 
vel non :—Held : the case set up by the amended 
bill was not so inconsistent with that made by the 
original bill as to justify a motion for striking the 
bill off the file, & motion by deft. for that purpose 
refused ; the costs to be costs in the cause. 

Pitf. had leave to amend, by an order which 
prescribed no particular form of amendment. « 
I think there is nothing in the authorities to show 
that this was not such an amendment as pitf. was 
perfectly at liberty to make. The authorities may 
establish that pltf. is not at liberty by an amended 
bill to claim a new piece of property under a new 
title, but pltf. is at liberty to claim the same 
property in any other way he chooses (STUART, 
V.-C.).—- PARKER t. NICKSON (1863), 4 Giff. SII ; 
2 New Rep. 54; 8 L. T. 600; 9 Jur. N.S. 861; 
11 W. R. 635; 66 E. R. 724. 

Written & printed amendments. |—Sce 
Sect. 6, post. 

818. Amendment of claim & defence—Amend- 
ment of claim before defence.}—Where a plea was 
considered imperfect. & in an order for deft. to 
amend his plea hberty was also given for pltf.. at 
his own request, to amend his bill :—Held: in the 
absence of any specified time for such respective 
amendments, that the amended plea was not to 
be taken as to the original bill merely. but that 
the true construction of the order was that pltf. 
ought to amend his bill first; but that if he did 
not amend within a reasonable time, deft. should 
be at liberty to amend his plea to the original bill 
as it then stood.—Garcias vv. RiCARDO (1844), 
4L. T. O. S. 229; on appeal, sub nom. RICARDO 
rt, GARCTAS (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 368, H. L. 

819. Statement of claim embarrassing—No reason- 
able cause of action.}— Appellant claimed damages 
from respondent on two grounds. He alleged that 
without lawful justification deft. had ordered his 
imprisonment in hospital, & that by a subsequent 
order deft. had caused him to be retired from the 
Navy. Asummons was taken out before a master, 
who made an order that the indorsement on the 
writ & the statement of claim should be struck 
out as tending to embarrass & delay the fair trial 
of the action & disclosing no reasonable cause of 
action :—Held: as delivered the statement of 
claim had rightly been struck out as embarrassing, 
but pitf. should have liberty to amend his pleadings 
on both grounds so long as on the ground of 
alleged false imprisonment no amendment was 
inconsistent with the admission he had made 
before the master, that deft. personally knew 
nothing of him & was not actuated by malice in 
what he did.—FRASER v. BALFOUR (1918), 87 
L. J. K. B. 1116; 34 T. L. R. 502; sub nom. 
FRAZER v. BALFOUR, 62 Sol. Jo. 680, Hi. L. 

Embarrassing pleadings.}|—Sec Part VI., Sect. 4, 
sub-sect. 2, ante. 

820. Postponement of discovery till after trial of 
issue raised by amendment.]—Where the discovery 
sought by a pitf. is alleged to be vexatious because 
already once refused, & the materiality of it is 
dependent on an amendment proposed to be made 
on the statement of claim, the statement of claim 
will be ordered to be amended first & the dis- 
covery will be postponed until the trial of the issue 
raised by the amendment.—Woop v. ANGLO 
ITALIAN Bank, Lrp. (1876), 34 L. T. 255; 3 
Char. Pr. Cas. 238, D. (. 





821. Judgment in default of appearance after | 


filing amended statement.}—On motion for judg- 
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ment in default of appearance by deft., it was dis- 
covered that the statement of claim was defective 
& required amendment. Jeave was given to 
amend; &, that having been done, the amended 
statement of claim was filed. Pitf. was then 
ordered to wait eight days from the date of filing 
the amended statement of claim before moving for 
judgment, the motion to stand over for a week.—— 
VELLACOTT v. THOMPSON, [1890] W. N. 158. 

822. Abandonment of order for leave to amend— 
Costs incurred by opposite party before abandon- 
ment.}—If an order for leave to amend be aban- 
doned after service, the opposite party has no 
right to costs incurred before the abandonment. 
on the supposition that the order would be acted 
upon by the party obtaining it.—BROWN  v. 

ILLINGTON (1853), 22 L. J. Ex. 188; 17 Jur. 
144; sub nom. MILLINGTON v. Brown, 20 L. T. 
O. S. 227. 

At what stage of proceedings.|}—Sce Sect. 3, 
sub-sect. 4, post. 

Amendments allowed.J—See Sect. 3, sub-scct. 
3, L. (a), post. 

Amendments not allowed.]}—See Sect. 3, sub- 
sect. 3, Li. (6b), post. 

Pleading to amendment.]—Sce Sect. 4, sub-sect. 
4, post. 

On what terms.]—See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 5, post. 

Alteration of claim without amendment of writ.] 
—WSee Sect. 4, sub-sect. 1, B., post. 


SUB-SECT, 2.—APPLICATION TO AMEND. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXVIIL, r. 6. In all cases not provided for by 
the preceding Rules of this Order, application for leave to 
amend may be made by cither party to the Court or a Judge or 


to the Judge at the trial of the action, and such amendment may 
be allowed upon such terms as to Costs or otherwise as may be 
just, 


At what stage of proceedings amendments 
allowed. |— See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, post. 

823. Application to court—-Amendment after 
cause brought to hearing.) —If it be found requisite 
to amend a bill after a cause had been brought to 
a hearing, application must be made to the 
court, & not to the master.—BRIDERMAN v1. 
SEYMOUR (1837), 1 Jur. 19. 

824. Vexatious & expensive. }— Where a deft. came 
to the court in a vexatious & expensive manner, 
to apply for an amendment that might have been 
obtained at chambers, his rule was discharged 
with costs, unless he would consent to pay the 
costs of the amendment.— BRUNSWICK (DUKE) v. 
SLOMAN (1847), 5 ©. B. 218; 17 1. J.C. P. 81; 
10 L. T. O. S. 187; 136 i. R. 860. 

825. Matters of practice—Discretion of judge in 
chambers.}—Applications to amend the pleadings 
are matters of practice within the discretion of a 
judge in chambers.—GOLDING v. WHARTON SALT- 
works Co. (1876), 1 Q. B. 1). 3745 24 W. RR. 423 ; 
34 L. T. 474, C. A. 

826. Affidavit in support.j—It is unnecessary, 
except in special circumstances, to make an 
affidavit in eg ead of an id Peancuss for leave to 
amend a writ of summons. If such an affidavit is 
made, it is ne prone to cross-examine upon it with 
a collateral object, & thus, in effect, to anticipate 
the trial—CoONYBEARE v. LEW1s (1881), 44 L. T, 
242; 29 W. RK. 391. 

827. Ex parte application—Notice of motion. }— 
On cx parte application for leave to amend, if the 
amendment is of a merely formal nature the court 
will give leave, but in general notice of motion for 
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leave to amend after first amendment must be 
given.— ANON. (1829), 8 L. J. O. S. Ch. 7. 

828. By party in contempt. ]|—A pltf. in contempt 
is at liberty to proceed with the cause in the 
ordinary way. Therefore, a special order for leave 
to amend was granted to a plitf. in contempt.— 
CHATTERTON v. THOMAS (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 592. 


SuB-SEcr. 3.-—WHA?T AMENDMENTS COURT WILL 
OR WILL NOT ALLOW. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XXVIII., r. 1, p. 95, ante. 
A. Delermination of Real Question in Controversy. 


829. Amendment allowed to determine. |—Where, 
in an action for defamation, a rule for a new trial 
was made absolute, & pltf. had leave to amend 
one of the counts of the declaration, in order that 
the words laid therein might correspond with 
those proved at the trial, the court allowed a new 
count to be added, to arrive at the justice of the 
case, in order to try the merits on the second 
trial— Wyatr v. Cocks (1825), 10 Moore, C. P. 
504; 31. J.0.8. C. P. 207. 

830. ~]—On the hearing of a cause, in which 
the question intended to be brought up for 
decision depended on the form of the pleadings, 
& the House, after argument, was of opinion that 
the pleadings would not allow that question to be 
properly decided, time was given to allow an 
arrangement between the parties by which the 
pleadings might be altered for that purpose.— 
Briston (MARQUIS) 1. ROBINSON (1854), 4 H. L. 
Cas. 1088; 15 CC. B. 244; 23 L. J. C. P. 230; 10 
Ik. R. 788, I. L. 3 previous proceedings, sub nom. 
RopBinson v. Brisrou (MARQUIS) (1852), 11 C. B. 
2AL. 

881. -]—The court allowed a count for not 
accepting the bill to be added, as on that count 
pltfs. could recover the whole value of the goods, 
& as the issue raised by defts. was whether the 
bill had been given, the amendment would raise 
the ‘real question in dispute”? between the 
parties.—Isaacs v. PICKARD (1859), 1 F. & F. 672. 

832. -}—A judge has power, in ejectment, 
to amend, at the trial, by adding names of parties 
in whom the legal estate is vested, so as to raise 
the real question, e.g. where the legal estate was 
in two trustees, who should have sued instead of 
the mortgagee of the cestui que trust. Amendment 
by adding the names of the trustees was allowed, 
the question of costs being reserved.—BLAKE vw. 
DonE (1861), 7 H. & N. 465; 2 FF. & F. 575; 
31 L. J. Ex. 100; 5 L. T. 429; 7 Jur. N.S. 1306 ; 
10 W. R. 175; 158 1. R. 555. 

833. -/—In a suit to set aside a settlement 
on the ground of fraud « surprise on pltf., evidence 
was filed in reply tending to show that pltf., at 
the time of executing the settlement, was of 
infirm mind. Upon the hearing of a motion for 
leave to use this evidence, which had been objected 
to as not being properly evidence in reply, pltf. 
asked for leave to amend the bill & go into fresh 
evidence. Leave was given to pltf. to amend the 
bill & go into further evidence. An order asked 
for by deft., that the evidence should be taken 
vivd voce, was refused. 

The inconvenience & imperfection of the old 
practice was made so manifest on that occasion 
that no one can wonder that a remedy has at 
length been applied to this defect. And here a very 
extensive authority has been conferred on the 
court, which is enabled to allow either party to 
alter ae of claim, ‘‘ at any stage of the 

P.P.— 
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proceedings,” without any limitation except the 
discretion of the judge. 

This matter has been very earnestly discussed 
before me; & it is admirable to observe the 
veneration which is expressed for the “‘ old prac- 
tice’ of the court; & the fear which is entertained 
on one side lest any profane hand should be laid 
upon it, whilst, on the other side, counsel exultingly 
appeal to the extended powers which are now 
placed at the command of the judges. But, in 
truth, it is the discretion of the court which has 
to be exercised in the application of this power, 
as in that of every other power to be found in the 
Statute & Orders; & it is a discretion which it is 
most difficult to exercise, because in proportion 
to the extent of the authority must be the degree 
of care with which the court proceeds to exert it. 

In this instance, finding, as I do, the old practice 
of the court to have been inconvenient & unjust 
in the highest degree, & that the legislature has 
afforded a remedy for these defects, can I hesitate 
to say: Where one of the parties comes to the 
court & declares that in order that justice may be 
done it is necessary that the record shall undergo 
an alteration—no matter in what stage the cause 
may be—that this is a case in which I am bound 
to exercise the discretion which is given to me ? 
I feel that I am bound, when facts such as are here 
present are brought before me, to see that the 
record is put into that shape which is necessary 
in order that the issue between the parties may 
be fairly tried; & the circumstance that the 
cause is ready for hearing does not, in my judg- 
ment, prevent my doing this (BACON, V.-C.).— 
RoE v. DAVIES (1876), 2 Ch. D. 729, 733; 24 
W. R. 606; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 126. 

834. ——.]—In an action against an agent for 
account, pitfs. alleged an open account & in general 
terms falsification. Deft. pleaded settled accounts, 
& required specific statements of falsification. At 
the trial the judge held the accounts were settled, 
& gave defts. costs of the trial, but allowed pltfs. 
to amend within fourteen days by stating specific 
instances of falsification. The amendments to be 
limited to the statement of facts necessary to 
surcharge & falsify. Pltfs. to pay the costs of 
present hearing. 

I must bear in mind that the general principle 
laid down by the orders is this—that all such 
amendments shall be made as are necessary for 
the purpose of determining the real question in 
controversy (Fry, J.)—MOZELEY (MOZLEY) v. 
Cowie (1877), 47 L. J. Ch. 271; 38 L. T. 908; 
26 W. R. 854. 

835. »}—All such amendments in pleadings 
are to be allowed as may be necessary for enabling 
the real question at issue to be tried, subject to 
the limitation that the whole nature of the action 
may not be changed by amendment. 

Where, therefore, an action was brought for the 
rescission of a contract for the sale of land, & one 
of the defts., who had entered into the contract 
on behalf of others of the defts., who were the real 
vendors, disclaimed by his defence all interest in 
the contract :—Held: such deft.’s defence should 
be amended by confining the disclaimer to any 
beneficial interest in the contract, & stating that 
he only contracted as agent, & that such deft. 
should be added as a pltf. in a counterclaim by 
the real vendors to compel the specific performance 
of the contract.— BLENKHORN v. PENROSE (1880), 
43 L. T. 668; 29 W. R. 287. 

836. -}+—The two things which it seems to 
me the court has to bear in mind upon applications 
for leave to amend, whether in an action or in 
any other matter, are these: first, that it is very 
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important for the sake of justice that the court 
should have before it the real questions to be tried, 
& as far as possible nothing else. The other thing 
to be borne in mind is this, that—especially in 
recent times—there has been a liberal rule of 
amendment laid down, perhaps more & more 
extended in the last two or three years—if I may 
say so properly, I think it has been wisely extended. 
But it has always been extended subject to this, 
that leave should not be given unless the court 
sees its way to make full compensation to those 
against whom the relief is asked. Where that 
compensation can be given, then the leave will be 
given (KEKEWICH, J.).—J’e GAULARD & GIBBS’ 
PATENT (1887), 57 L. J. Ch. 209, 210; 5 R. PLC. 
190. 

837. }—In 1895 the then registered owners 
of land in Southern Rhodesia granted to a company 
the right to trade in certain parts of it. The com- 
pany subsequently went into liquidation, & all its 
assets were bought by the appellants, who received 
possession of certain sites under the agreement & 
erected stores thereon. No servitude or incum- 
brance was registered in respect of the agreement. 
After mesne assignments respondents became 
owners of the land with a clear registered title, & 
sued for a declaration that appellants were not 
entitled to occupy any part of it, & for ejectment. 
Appellants pleaded that by virtue of the agrec- 
ment they had an exclusive right to trade upon the 
land & to occupy such sites thereon as were neces- 
sary for that purpose, & that respondents pur- 
chased with notice & subject to their rights :— 
Held: respondents were entitled to judgment 
upon the case as pleaded, but that appellants 
should have conditional leave to amend their 
defence by pleading possession of specific sites 
under the agreement & the expenditure of money 
thereon, & that respondents bought with notice of 
those facts. 

Their Lordships are therefore unwilling simply 
to dismiss the appeal without giving the appellants 
an opportunity of raising the true case. But the 
whole procedure, in which the appellants have been 
held to be wrong, is thrown away. The appellants 
must therefore pay the entire costs up to date, 
or the appeal will fail to be dismissed. If the costs 
as taxed are paid, their Lordships will humbly 
advise His Majesty to recall the judgments 
appealed from hoc statu, & remit the case with a 
declaration that the defts. be allowed to amend 
their pleadings, & the pltfs. to put in answers to 
such amendinents (per Cuk.).—COPTHALL STORES, 
LTp. v. WILLOUGHBY’S CONSOLIDATED Co., LTD., 
[1916] 1 A. C. 167, 173; 85 L. J. P. C. 923; 113 
L. T. 1169, P. Cc. 

838. Amendment of claim without adducing 
fresh evidence.|—An objection to part of a pltf.’s 
claim, on the ground that his interest in the subject- 
matter of the action had only accrucd at a date 
subsequent to the transactions out of which such 
part of the claim arose, having been made in the 
statement of defence, it was held too late at the 
trial to apply under Ord. XVI., r. 14, to add an 
additional party as co-plaintiff in respect of the 
former title. 

Where, from facts elicited in the examination of 
witnesses, & which had been in the exclusive 
cognisance of defts., it appeared that the true point 
at issue between the parties was not raised by the 
pleadings as they stood, the pltfs. obtained leave 
to amend their statement of claim, but without 
adducing fresh evidence ; defts. being allowed both 











PLEADING. 


to amend their defence & to adduce fresh evidence. 
Plitfs. having succeeded on the issue thus raised, 
& the court being of opinion that the defect in 
the original plese arose from the defts.’ 
default in withholding information, the whole of 
the costs, including those caused by the amend- 
ment, were awarded to pltfs.——NoBEL’s Ex- 
PLOSIVE Co. v. JONES & Co. (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 
726; 42 L. T. 754; 28 W. R. 653; revad. on 
other grounds (1882), 8 App. Cas. 1, H. I.. 

839. All errors if not fraudulent or intended 
to overreach.}|—Held: as deft. had never asked 
for leave to amend his particulars of objection, 
but had to the last argued the case on the ground 
that no such amendment was necessary, leave 
ought not to be now given. 

I think it is a well-established principle that the 
object of courts is to decide the rights of the parties, 
& not to punish them for mistakes they make in 
the conduct of their cases by deciding otherwise 
than in accordance with their rights. Speaking 
for myself, & in conformity with what I have 
heard laid down by the other division of the Court 
of Appeal & by myself as a member of it, I know 
of no kind of error or mistake which, if not fraudu- 
lent or intended to overreach, the court cught not 
to correct, if it can be done without injustice to 
the other party. Courts do not exist for the sake 
of discipline, but for the sake of deciding matters 
in controversy, & I do not regard such amendment 
as a matter of favour or of grace. Order XXVIII, 
r. 1, of the Rules of 1883, which follows previous 
legislation on the subject, says that, ‘‘ All such 
amendments shall be made as mnay be necessary 
for the purpose of determining the real questions 
in controversy between the parties.’’ It seems to 
me that as soon as it appears that the way in 
which a party has framed his case will not lead to 
a decision of the real matter in controversy, it is 
as much a matter of right on his part to have it 
corrected, if it can be done without injustice, as 
anything else in the case is a matter of right 
(BOWEN, L.J.).—-CROPPER v. SMITH (1884), 26 
Ch. D. 700, 710, 711; 53 L. J. Ch. 891; 51 L. T. 
729; 33 W. R. 60, C. A.; on appeal, sub nom. 
SMITH v. CROPPER (1885), 10 App. Cas. 249, H. L. 





B. Omissions. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XXVIIL., vr. 1, p. 95, ante. 

840. Omission to allege usage as part of con- 
tract.|—The declaration stated that deft. cngaged 
pitf. in the capacity of a commercial traveller tor 
the period of one whole year & complained that 
pitf. was wrongfully discharged. At the trial it 
appeared that there was a usage of trade by which 
upon such a hiring, the employer might dismiss 
his commercial traveller with three months’ 
notice :—Held: the contract was not properly 
stated & the custom ought to have been alleged 
in the declaration as part of the contract. 

Semble: pltf. ought to have been allowed to 
amend at the trial & without costs.—METZNER 
v. BoLTon (1854), 9 Exch. 618; 2C. L. R. 685 ; 
23 L. J. Ex. 130; 23 L. T. O. S. 22; 2 W. R. 302; 
156 E. R. 221. 

841. Accidental omission in statement of claim— 
Partition action—Consent of all parties.]—In an 
action for the partition & sale of certain real 
estate, a portion of the property desired to be 
sold was accidentally omitted from the description 
contained in the statement of claim. The omission 
was not discovered until after the judgment, in 
which the property ordered to be sold was referred 
to as the hereditaments described in the statement 
of claim :—Held: by the consent of all parties the 
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statement of claim might be amended, & the 
judgment post-dated & altered so far as to refer 
to the amended statement of claim.—WINKLEY v. 
WINKLEY (1881), 44 L. T. 572; 29 W. R. 628. 

842. Omission to allege particular acts of default.] 
—Pitf. charged deft. with wilful neglect & default, 
but did not allege any particular act of default. 
Issue having been joined in the suit before Nov. 2, 
1875, upon the cause coming on for hearing after 
that date, leave was given to pltf. on his applica- 
tion to amend the bill by charging some one or 
more act or acts of default, but on the terms that 
he should enter into no new evidence & should pay 
the costs of the present hearing.—KING v. CORKE 
(1875), 1 Ch. D. 57; 45 L. J. Ch. 190; 33 L. T. 
375; 24 W. R. 23. 

843. Omission to set up repayment of claim in 
defence.]|—-The Vice-Chancellor said it appeared 
that the pltf. carried in a claim against her hus- 
band’s estate for a very large sum to the amount 
of £15,000, which she succeeded in proving, & the 
money was paid. It was a most improbable thing 
that this should not have included the £800 now 
claimed, but deft. knew of the claim from the 
first, & repayment ought to have been set up by 
the defence, or the defence should have been 
amended. He would now give leave to deft. to 
amend the pleadings, but the case must stand over 
to give plitf. an opportunity of replying to the 
evidence proposed to be called. —DE BERGUE v. 
Dr BERGUE, [1880] W. N. 191. 

844. Omission of word ‘‘spinster ’’—After name 
of guardian ad litem.|—Action against an infant. 
Appearance by his sister as guardian ad litem. 
Statement of claim describing deft. in the title as 
‘A. B. an infant, by Alice Klizabeth Bray, his 
guardian ad litem.’’ On the action coming on on 
motion for judgment the registrar objected that the 
statement of claim did not show whether the 
guardian ad litem was a spinster, widow, or married 
woman. The statement of claim was allowed to be 
amended by adding the word “ spinster ’”’ to the 
description of the guardian.—LONDON & CouNrTyY 
BANK v. BRAY, [1893] W. N. 130; 37 Sol. Jo. 670. 


CU. Descriptions. 


845. Residence of party. |—Tw constitute a defence 
tu an action for use & occupation of a house taken 
by deft. under a written agreement, at a stipulated 
sum per annum, it is not enough to show that 
deft. was a lunatic, & that the house was unneces- 
sary for her; but it must be also shown that pltf. 
knew this, & took advantage of deft.’s situation ; 
& if that be shown, the jury should find for deft. ; 
& they cannot, on these facts, find a verdict for 
pltf. for any smaller sum than that specified in the 
agreement. 

In a plea stating the above defence, it was 
alleged that the house was unnecessary, as deft. 
occupied another house in A. street. It was 
proved that deft. did not occupy the house in A. 
Street, but resided in it with ber mother. The 
Judge at the trial allowed deft. to amend, by 
stating that she resided in the house in A. Street, 
instead of stating her occupation of it, deft. 
paying the costs of the witnesses who were called 

y pitf. to disprove the deft.’s occupation.— DanrE 
v. KIRKWALL (VISCOUNTESS) (1838), 8 C. & P. 
679; 173 E. R. 670, N. P. 

846. .]—If pitf., at the time of amending his 
bill, has taken up a new place of residence, the 
bill ought to be amended by describing him as of 

new residence, the rule that pltf. should 
not introduce statements in an amended bill not 
to description of his place of residence.— 
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KERR v. GILLESPIE (1844), 7 Beav. 269; 13 
L. J. Ch. 185; 2L. T. O. 8S. 306; 8 Jur. 50; 49 
KE. R. 1068. 

847. .]—PIltf., who had no fixed residence of 
his own, described himself in his bill as of a certain 
address, at which he did not then live & never had 
lived. But all papers & letters sent to the address 
were forwarded to him & reached him the following 
day. There was no fraudulent intention to keep 
out of the way, & deft.’s solicitor made no inquiries 
of pltf.’s solicitor as to his real address :—Held : 
it was a case for requiring security for costs, but 
that pltf. was entitled to amend the bill by insert- 
ing a proper address instead of giving security.— 
Dick v. MUNDEN (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 669; 11 Jur. 
N.S. 819; 13 W. R. 1013. 

848. Insufficient description of property in state- 
ment of claim.]—In an action for specific per- 
formance the statement of claim alleged an agree- 
ment to which pltf. craved leave to refer, whereby 
‘‘ deft. agreed to purchase from pltf. certain here- 
ditaments situate in the parish of St. Peter the 
Great, otherwise Subdeanery in the city of 
Chichester & described in the schedule to the said 
agreement.’”? The schedule was not set out in the 
statement of claim. Deft. appeared but did not 
put in a statement of defence. On motion for 
judgment in default of defence:—Held: the 
evidence was admissible as to the agreement, also, 
the property not being sufficiently described in 
the statement of claim, the statement of claim must 
be amended setting out the property sufficiently 
to enable the court to give judgment in accordance 
with the pleadings & the amended statement of 
claim must be re-served.—SMITH v. BUCHAN 
(1888), 58 L. T. 710; 36 W. R. 631. 

849. Description of guardian ad litem.]—LONDON 
& CoUNTY BANK v. BRAY, No. 844, ante. 





D. Particulars. 
See Part XIV., Sect. 11, post. 


LE. Reply. 


See Rk. S. C., Ord. XXVITII., r. 1, p. 95, ante. 

Reply generally, see Part XV., post. 

850. Nature of issues not altered.]|—-In a case 
where a new trial has been granted an amendment 
of the replication in the first trial can be made 
provided that the amendment does not alter the 
nature of the issues.—BANK OF ENGLAND v. 
MorRIcE (EXECUTRIX) (1734), Kel. W. 1653; 25 
K. R. 549. 


F. Amendment as result of mere Afterthought. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XXVITI., r. 1, p. 95, ante. 

851. Not allowed—Retracing steps. ]—The will’of 
a French subject residing in this country was 
opposed by his next of kin, who pleaded undue 
execution, incapacity & undue influence, but did 
not raise the question of domicil. Issue was 
joined, & the case set down for trial, but in the 
interval the next of kin commenced a suit in the 
French courts, praying that the will might be set 
aside, on the ground that the testator, being a 
French subject, it was not executed in accordance 
with the French law. A few days before the time 
appointed for the trial of the case in this court, a 
motion was made to stay proceedings until the 
foreign suit had been tried. The court refused to 
stay L patie ee & also rejected a motion to 
amend the pleadings, by pleading that the testator 
was a domiciled Frenchman. Leave was given to 
appeal on the main question of a stay of proceed- 
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ings, but refused on the motion to amend plead- 
ings, which was held to be a matter entirely within 
the discretion of the court. 

Then Dr. Tristram varies his application, & he 
says ‘‘ allow me to retrace my steps, & let me now, 
at the eleventh hour, come before the court & 
say this testator was not a domiciled Englishman.” 
That is a matter of discretion fur the court. It is 
ten months since this suit was commenced, & the 
court never would allow a man to retrace his steps 
under such circumstances, unless it was contended 
that he did not. know of the circumstances which 
he wished to plead, & had only discovered them at 
the last moment. But it appears from the affi- 
davits that the deft. knew all along that the testa- 
tor was a domiciled Frenchman, & therefore it 
would be monstrous after all the delay & expense 
to allow him to withdraw his pleas, & bring in 
fresh pleas founded on circumstances within his 
knowledge from the first. The application must 
be rejected, & with costs (Sir J. P. WILDE).— 
DUPREZ tv. VERET (1868), L. R.1 P. & D. 583; 38 
L.J.P.&M.5; 19 L. T. 525; 33 J. P. 118,119; 
17 W. R. 157. 

852. Technical objection to plaintiff’s title.] 
—In an action for damages for an alleged infringe- 
ment of pitf.’s copyright in a song, deft. by his 
statement of defence alleged that the song had 
not been registered at Stationers’ Hall until 
Dec. 9, 1876, & added ‘‘ the deft. denies that the 
song has been duly registered. The time of the 
first publication thereof is not truly entered on 
tl.e register’ :—Held: on this pleading deft. was 
only entitled to prove that the time of first publica- 
tion had been untruly entered & he was not at 
liberty to prove that the name of the publisher 
had been untruly stated ; also that leave to amend 
the statement of defence so as to raise the latter 
point ought not to be given even though by pltf.’s 
own evidence at the trial it for the first time 
appeared that the name of the publisher had been 
untruly entered in the register. 

I do not think I ought to allow an amendment 
for the mere purpose of enabling deft. to raise a 
purely technical objection to pltf.’s title to sue, 
an objection which deft. never intended to raise, 
but of which he now adroitly seeks to avail 
himself (ry, J.).—COLLETTE v. GOODE (1878), 7 
Ch. D. 842; 47 L. J. Ch. 370; 38 L. T. 504. 

853. Contradicting admissions—Admissions 
by non-denial.}—By a building agreement it was 
stipulated that as soon as R. should have roofed in 
the houses to be erected by him on certain plots 
of ground belonging to I1., H. would grant & R. 
would accept a separate lease for ninety-nine years, 
at the rent therein mentioned, of each house when 
& so soon as the roof was completed, & the plot 
of ground on which it stood; the leases to be in 
the form of a draft annexed to the agreement. 
There was a proviso that the lessor “ in respect 
of any of the plots not previously demised,”’ might 
re-enter, in the event of the rent being in arrear 
for twenty-one days, or if at any time the works 
were not regularly proceeded with for twenty-one 
days. The form of lease contained a covenant to 
complete the house within a certain period, & a 

roviso for re-entry on non-payment of rent, or 

reach of covenant, but no power of re-entry was 
given if the works were not proceeded with for 
twenty-one days. In June, 1887, R. assigned to 
L. the benefit of the agreement as to four houses 
which he had roofed in. It. died in July, 1887, & 
after his death building operations stopped for 
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more than twenty-one days. In Oct. 1887, L. 
brought his action to compel H. to grant leases. 

l.., by his statement of claim, alleged that the 
houses were roofed in by March, 1887, & H. did 
not by his defence traverse this statement. The 
evidence at the trial showed that the main build- 
ings of the houses were completely roofed in before 
June, 1887, but the flat wooden roofs of some 
annexes had up to the time of trial not been 
covered with zinc. H. then applied for leave to 
amend his defence, that he might contend that the 
buildings had not been roofed in within the 
meaning of the agreement. 

KEKEWICH, J., refused leave, & held that W. 
must be bound by his admission on the pleadings, 
& that the evidence must be disregarded. On 
appeal :—Held: (1) as H. had been almost con- 
stantly on the property about the time of R.’s 
death, & had been perfectly aware of the state in 
which it was, he ought not now to be allowed to 
amend for the purpose of taking this point, which 
he had not thought fit to raise on the pleadings ; 
(2) the evidence did not show the houses not to be 
roofed in within the meaning of the agreement. 

Ought we, then, to give him liberty to amend 
in order to raise such a point? 1 should say 
unquestionably we ought not. I am satisfied that 
it is merely an afterthought It is a mere straw 
at which a drowning man is catching, & there is 
no substance in it (LINDLEY, L.J.). —-LOWTHER v. 
HEAVER (1889), 41 Ch. D. 248, 249, 266; 58 L. J. 
Ch. 482; 60 L. T. 310; 37 W. KR. 465, C. A. 

854. Statute of Frauds. ]|—NokTH v. LOOMES, 
No. 1490, post. 

Necessity to plead Statute of Frauds spccially, 
see Part IX., Sect. 8, sub-sect. 10. 





G. Adding Charges of Fraud and 
Misrepresentation. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XXVIIL, r. 1, p. 95, arte. 

855. Whether amendment allowed.]—Vltf., an 
author, filed a bill against the deft. with whom he 
had made an agreement for the publication of a 
book which he had written. The bill prayed a 
discovery of the number of copies sold; an 
account of the moneys arising from the sale; «& 
an injunction to restrain an action by the publisher 
for the balance of his account as rendered. The bill 
stated the account as delivered ; but contained no 
allegation of fraud or mistake, though it did state 
to the effect that the pltf. believed the deft. had 
sold more copies than was agreed upon between 
them, & more than appeared from the accounts 
furnished to him. The case made by the bill 
showed that the whole matter between the parties 
was confined within certain limits, & that the 
demand was a mere money one:—Held: a 
demurrer to the bill for want of equity must be 
allowed with costs; & as no amendment could 
be made in the bill without inserting a charge of 
fraud, to insert which, by way of amendment, 
this court never gives leave, liberty to amend was 
refused.—BARRY v. STEVENS (1862), 31 Beav. 258 ; 
35 L. J. Ch. 785; OL. T. 568; 9 Jur. N.S. 148; 
10 W. R. 822; 54 E.R. 1137. 

856. »}—It is the bounden obligation on all 
parties concerned with pleading to abstain from 
charges of fraud unless they are most fully—not 
only legally, but morally—justified by the 
evidence. 

I regret extremely to find that when this bill 
was amended one thing was done, & one thing was 
not done. That one thing that was done was, 
without the smallest justification at all, to insert 
in this record a most scandalous libel upon defts., 
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for without the smallest warrant they are here 
charged with having conspired with M. to cheat 
the Government, & not only having conspired to 
do so by supplying him with corn to be mixed with 
another ingredient for the purpose of cheating the 
Government, but the wickedness of the allegation 
is carried even to this—that in order to ascertain 
how they could best & most effectually cheat the 
Government, they previously sent to M. a certain 
quantity of material to enable M. to try experi- 
ments with a view to such evasion of the printed 
terms of the contract. There is not the smallest 
justification, nor any attempt at justification, of 
those allegations. I wish I could manifest in a 
stronger sense what I hold it my judicial duty to 
express, the bounden obligation on all parties 
concerned with pleadings to abstain from imputa- 
tions of this nature, unless they are manifestly 
required by the case, & most fully, not only legally, 
but morally, justified by the evidence which they 
have in their power to produce. I shall therefore, 
upon this part of the case, order pltf. to pay every 
portion of costs incurred by defts. by reason of 
that charge.—BLEST v. BROWN (1862), 4 De G. F. 
& J. 367; 6L. T. 620, 624; 8 Jur. N.S. 602; 10 
W. R. 569; 45 BH. R. 1225, L. C. 

857. .-]}—Pltfs., who were solicitors, obtained 
from their client an equitable charge on lands in 
Middlesex which they failed to register, the title 
deeds remaining in their possession. ‘The client 
then sold the land to the deft., who duly registered 
his conveyance. Pltfs. claimed priority on the 
rround that deft. had notice of their claim, but the 
bill alleged only that deft. knew that pltfs. held 
the deeds & that he neglected to inquire with 
regard to them, although he was aware of the 
client’s position, & knew that the deeds were 
invariably pledged to secure advances :—Held: 
this only amounted to a charge of constructive 
notice by neglect or omission to inquire, & in order 
to postpone a person who has acquired priority 
by registration, actual notice to him or his agent 
is necessary, or if it is sufficient to allege anything 
other than actual notice, the allegation must 
amount to a clear charge of fraud & not of omission 
to inquire only. Leave to amend by introducing 
a charge of fraud refused, the court not being 
satisfied that such a charge was or could be proved. 
—LEE v. CLUTTON (1875), 45 L. J. Ch. 433; 24 
W.R. 106; 33 L. T. 717; affd. on appeal (1876), 
46 L. J. Ch. 48, C. A. 

858. -]—Upon motion in an action on behalf 
of the ‘‘ Universal Life Assurance Socicty,” a 
company incorporated in 1836, & not registered 
under the Companies Act, 1862, for an injunction 
to restrain the defts. from registering a new com- 
pany under the name of the ‘ Universal Life 
Assurance Association, amited,’ or any other 
name liable to mislead the public into the belief 
that defts.’ company was pltfs.’ company :— 
Held: for such a motion to have been on other 
grounds successful, it was necessary for pltfs. 
to have alleged & produced evidence in support 
of fraudulent intention on defts.’ part. Pltfs. 
having omitted to do this, were not permitted by 
the court to amend for the purpose of supplying 
the omission, the court being of opinion that pltfs. 
would thereby be raising an entirely new cause of 
action.—HENDRIKS v. MontTaau (1881), 17 Ch. D. 
638; 44 L. T. 89; 50 L. J. Ch. 257; on appeal, 
17 Ch. D. 645, C. A. 

859. -]—The statement of claim in an action 
for fraudulent misrepresentation in a prospectus 
relating to a company contained a general allega- 
tion that the prospectus comprised many untrue 
& misleading statements, & then set out certain 
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specific instances of alleged misrepresentations, 
amongst others the following: ‘‘ that the plastic 
or surface clay on the F. property was of an 
average depth of 13 feet, whereas, in fact, at the 
deepest part such clay was ge 11 feet or there- 
abouts in depth diminishing to two feet.” At 
the trial pltf. proposed to adduce evidence that 
there was an average depth of 6 feet of clay, that 
only 4 feet of this could be used for making the 
best bricks and that, instead of there being 33 
acres in the property as stated in the prospectus, 
there were, in reality, only 18 acres :—Held: evi- 
dence of these alleged misrepresentations could not 
be admitted as they had not been specifically 
pleaded & that leave to amend would not be 
granted.—SymMonpns v. Ciry BANK (1886), 34 
W. KR. 364; 27. L. R. 330. 

860. .]}—In the opening of appellants’ case, 
their counsel stated that during the hearing of the 
case in the court below they wished to show that 
pltfs. had advertised their goods as patented goods, 
whereas they were not so protected ; but that the 
judge had refused to allow them, in cross-examin- 
ing one of the pltfs. to ask him whether it was true 
that he had any such patent, & refused also to 
allow them to amend their pleadings, so as to raise 
that question, & they now asked the court to 
permit the introduction of evidence upon this 
point, & to allow the pleadings & notice of appeal 
to be amended so far as necessary for the purpose : 
Held: the questions could not be put, or the 
pleadings ainended ; the question was irrelevant to 
the issue raised on the pleadings, which was 
whether defts. were passing off their soap as that 
of pltfs.; & it involved a charge of fraud, which 
should have been raised, if at all, in the defence, 
at the risk of costs, & could not be started in the 
middle of a cross-examination.—LEVER & Co. v. 
GOODWIN BROTHERS, [1887] W. N. 107, C. A. 

861. .}—It has for a long time been the 
universal practice, except in the most exceptional 
circumstances, not to allow an amendment for the 
purpose of adding a plea of fraud where fraud had 
not been pleaded in the first instance.—BENTLEY 
& Co. v. BLACK (1893), 9 T. LL. R. 580, C. A. 

862. Absolute discretion of court. ]—A judge 
has an absolute discretion to allow any amendment 
of the pleadings. Therefore, where, in the middle 
of the trial of a probate suit before the court & 
jury, one party applied to amend by adding a plea 
of fraud :—Held: the judge had the right to 
exercise his discretion in favour of the party apply- 
ing to add the plea.—RIDING v. HAWKINS (1889), 
147P. D. 56; 58 L. J. P. 48; 60 L. T. 869; 37 
W. R. 575. 

863. —— Fraudulent concealment. |—In an action 
for fraudulent misrepresentation in the prospectus 
of a joint stock company, the false statements 
alleged in the declaration were that half the first 
issue of the shares had been subscribed for, & that 
certain persons were directors of the company. 
It was stated that defts., who were directors, 
thereby induced pltf. to apply for & become the 
holder of shares At the trial it was proved, that 
both when the application by, & the allotment to, 
pltf. took place, although half the first issue of 
shares had been applied for, the deposit had not 
been paid uponthat number. & it was also proved 
that at the time of pltf.’s application, the persons 
mentioncd in the declaration were directors of the 
company, but that before the allotment of the 
shares to pltf., these persons had, without his 
knowledge, retired :—Held: the judge was right 
in refusing to amend the declaration, by adding 
a count for fraudulent concealment ; that it would 
have been sufficient to establish the declaration, 
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if the alleged second misrepresentation had 
induced pltf. to become the holder of shares, & it 
was not necessary to prove that it had induced him 
to apply for them, but that the evidence failed to 
show any misrepresentation at all. BEVAN v. 
ADAMS (1870), 22 L. T. 795; 19 W. R. 76. 


H. Raising New Ground of Claim, Changing 
Nature of Case, etc. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVIIL, r. 1. The Court or a Judge may, at 
any stage of the proceedings, allow cither party to alter or amend 
his indorsement or pleadings, in such manner and on such terms 
ns mav be just, and all such amendments shall be made as may 
be necessary for the purpose of determining the real questions 
in controversy between the parties. 


Ord. XIX., r.16. No pleading, not being a petition 
or summons, shall, except by way of amendment, raise any new 
ground of claim or contain any allegation of fact inconsistent 
with the previous pleadings of the party pleading the same. 





At what stage of proceedings amendments 
allowed, see Sub-sect. 4, post. 

864. Raising new ground of claim.|— After a 
cause is set down you can only amend by making 
parties & cannot introduce new charges or put a 
material fact in issue which was not so in the cause 
before, but should have preferred a supplemental 
bill in this respect.—GoOoDWIN v. GOODWIN (1746), 
3 Atk. 370; 26 E. R. 1014. 

865. -]—Where the court, on demurrer, gives 
leave to amend by stating particularly that which 
before was stated too generally, pltf. may add new 
counts though more than two terms have elapsed 
from the commencement of the suit if they contain 
no new cause of action. but only various specifica- 
tions of the matter which the court required to be 
more particularly stated.—BrRowWN v. CRUMP 





(1815), 6 Taunt. 300; 1 Marsh. 609; 128 E. R. 
1050. 
866. ———.|—JONEsS 1. CoRRY, No. 917, post. 
867. -/—Where the original declaration 





stated that pltf. became & was tenant to the deft. 
of a messuage, on terms contained in articles of 
agreement between them, whereby deft. agrecd 
to grant plitf. a future lease for 21 years, con- 
taining certain covenants; & averred that pltf. 
covenanted to accept such lease, & that. in con- 
sideration of the premises, etc., deft. promised 
pitf. that he should hold & enjoy the premises for 
the term, without any let, hindrance, etc., from 
deft. or any person claiming through him; that 
pitf. remained & continued such tenant as aforesaid 
until, etc., & paid a quarter’s rent ; but that pltf. 
broke his promise in this, that one R. had lawful 
title to the premises under a previous lease, 
granted by deft. & others, & ejected pltf., etc. ; 
to which declaration there were pleas of non- 
assumpsit, & that deft. did not become tenant 
modo et forma:—Held: the amendment of the 
declaration, by such alterations & insertions as 
were necessary in order to treat the agreement, 
not as an actual demise, but merely as an agree- 
ment for a future lease, & making the breach to 
consist, not in pltf.’s not holding or enjoying 
without eviction, but in deft.’s having no title to 
grant a lease, was not within 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, 
s. 23, inasmuch as it introduced an entirely new 
contract & new breach. 

But my brother Bompas has also satisfied us 
that it was an amendment which ought not to have 
been allowed, inasmuch as it introduced a new 
contract, & would require a remodelling of all the 

leas on the a (LORD ABINGER, C.B.).— 

RASHIER v. JACKSON (1840), 6 M. & W. 549, 
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558; 8 Dowl. 784; 9 L. J. Ex. 318; 151 E. R. 
580. 
868. .J—Pitf. will not be allowed under an 
order at the hearing, giving leave to amend, by 
adding parties, with apt words to charge them, to 
introduce by amendment a charge raising &@ new 
issue of liability as against the original defts., 
but unnecessary for the purpose of explaining the 
presence of the new party.— Gibson v. INGo (1846), 





5 Hare, 156; 11 Jur. 555; 16 L. J. Ch. 4; 67 
E. R. 867. 
869. .j—Leave to amend will be refused 





where by the amendment a new case is intended to 
be raised.—JENKINS v. JENKINS (1845), 11 Jur. 
701, n. 

870. ———.]}—Where a new issue has been raised 
by deft. in his answer, & pltf. proceeded to a hear- 
ing without having amended his bill :—Held: 
irregular to allow pltf. at the hearing to amend his 
bill for the purpose of making a new case.— 
Warts v. HypE (1847), 2 Ph. 406; 10 L. T. O.S. 
201; 17L. J. Ch. 39; 11 Jur. 979; 41 E. R. 1000 ; 
subsequent proceedings (1848), 17 L. J. Ch. 409. 

871. .}—An amendment of the record will 
not be allowed where an attempt is made thereby 
to alter an action, so as to obtain a different right. 
—DoerE d. WILTON v. BEcK (18538), 13 C. B. 329 ; 
92 LI. C. P.6; 20 L. T. 0.8. 673 16 Jur. 1142 ; 
1 W. R. 21; 1388 E. R. 1226. 

872. .J—Pltf. had ordered of B. 3,000 
‘‘ Duchess slates ’’ out of a bulk lying at the wharf 
of deft., to whom he took an order by B. for the 
delivery of that nuinber, which order deft. accepted 
but ultimately declined to obey. The price was 
£22 :—Held: there was no appropriation, that the 
acceptance of the order did not supply the want 
of it, & that therefore trover did not lie. Pltf. 
applied for leave to amend by substituting a count 
on the contract. Application refused on the 
ground that that would be an entirely different 
cause of action, & personally against B. rather 
than deft., & that the amount of damage recovered 
could scarcely exceed £5.—UNWIN v. ADAMS (1858), 
1F. & F. 312; 175 E. R. 742, N. P. 

873. -}—An amendment of a declaration will 
not be allowed at the trial, where in a case of tort 
pltf. has stated one cause of action, & then his 
evidence failing to sustain it, has endeavoured to 
raise anot her one.—BRADWORTH v. FOSHAW (1862), 
10 W. R. 760. 

874. -J—As a general rule the question 
whether leave to amend should be given or refused 
at the hearing of a cause, depends on the question 
whether that which is to be introduced by the 
amendments is connected with that already in 
issue, or is new matter unconnected therewith 
(TURNER, L.J.).—-DARNLEY (EARL) v. LONDON, 
CHATHAM & Dover Ry. Co. (1863), 1 De G. J. 
& Sm. 204; 1 New Hep. 409; 33 L. J. Ch. 9; 
8 L. T. 94; 9 Jur. N. S. 452; 11 W. KR. 388; 
46 BE. R. 80, C. A. 

875. .}—A proposed amendment to a bill, 
which would raise a new issue in the cause, not 
allowed.—DENNISON uv. CuRTIS (1865), 11 L. T. 
671. 

876. -}/—Deft. will not be allowed to add a 
totally new issue of fact not in any way suggested 
by his answer to the issues which have been 
already directed for trial.—MoORGAN v. FULLER (1) 
(1868), L. R. 2 Eq. 206; 14 W. R. 497. 

877. -}—In Dec. 1866, P. filed a bill against 
the Lord of the Manor of W. The bill was on 
behalf of P. & all the freehold & copyhold tenants 
of the manor, ite object being to have their rights 
declared in respect of the common of the manor, 
& to restrain the lord from doing anything in 
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derogation of those rights. Pltf. alleged himself 
to be both a freehold & a copyhold tenant of the 
manor. Deft. filed his answer in Aug. 1868, 
& he thereby denied that pltf. was a freehold 
tenant of the manor. He also alleged that, 
according to the custom of the manor, no copy- 
hold tenant was entitled to common rights, unless 
he held a certain quantity of land; & he denied 
that pltf. held land of sufficient quantity to be 
entitled to those rights. In Feb. 1870, the suit 
not having been heard, pltf. obtained from the 
Master of the Rolls leave to amend his bill by adding 
H. as co-pltf. with himself, H. being alleged to be 
the holder of land formerly copyhold of the manor, 
but which had been enfranchised, the bill contain- 
ing an allegation that the enfranchisement accord- 
ing to the custom of the manor left untouched the 
common rights attached to the land so en- 
franchised. The case made by pltf. in support 
of this amendment, was that the rights of the 
enfranchised copyholders could not be protected 
in this suit unless the amendment were made. 
In pursuance of the leave thus obtained the bill 
was amended, & it then became a suit by P. & H. 
on behalf of themselves & all other persons who, 
being owners of lands & tenements, freehold or 
copyhold, or formerly copyhold of the manor of 
W., were respectively entitled to the commonable 
& other rights thereinafter mentioned. Upon 
appeal :—Held: that the amendment was irregular, 
as the effect of it was to introduce a new pltf. with 
an entirely new case. 

Semble, that this would have been equally so 
if the new pltf. had been merely another copy- 
hold tenant of the manor.—PEEK rv. SPENCER 
(1870), 5 Ch. App. 548; 39 L. J. Ch. 588; 22 
L. T. 459; 18 W. R. 558. 

878. .|—Leave was given under the Rules 
of Court to amend a bill at the hearing, though 
the case subsequently set up, was not that originally 
raised.—BUDDING v. MuRDocK (1875), 1 Ch. dD. 
42; 45 lL. J. Ch. 2138; 24 W. RR. 23; 3 Char. Pr. 
Cas. 117. 

879. -}—For defts. it was contended that 
}).’s conveyance containing no reservation of any 
easement of light to pltf.’s premises, they were 
justified in building to the verge of the land so 
conveyed, without regard to any supposed rights 
of pltf. For pltf. it was insisted that, his right 
to the easement of light to the back windows 
having become absolute & indefeasible before he 
became possessed of the eighteen cottages, he could 
not be deprived of that right by the form of the 
conveyance of the latter to D. The learned com- 
missioncr overruling this contention, pltf. asked 
leave to amend his claim by adding a count for 
the obstruction of the way. But this the com- 
missioner declined to allow. 

The amendment was, l think, properly refused ; 
it would have introduced an entirely different case 
from that which defts. came prepared to meet 
(GROVE, J.).—ELLIS v. MANCHESTER CARRIAGE 
ae (1876),2C.P.D.138; 35 L. T. 476; 25 W. R. 








880. ——.]—HENDRIKs v. Montaau, No. 858, 
ante. 
881. .}—Leave to amend will be granted 





where a slip appears in the pleadings, but not so 
as to raise a fresh cause of action.—CLARKE v. 
Se ail 62 L. J. Ch. 32; 47 L. T. 3813; 31 


882. -J—In an action for specific perform- 
ance of an agreement to grant pltf. who was in 
possession of a lease of a brickfield, deft. delivered 
a defence admitting the agreement & expressing his 
readiness to perform it; he also counterclaimed 
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for sums alleged to be due for rent under the 
agreement & for labour & materials supplied to 
pltf. in connection with the property. Three 
months after joinder of issue & after notice of trial 
deft. applied by summons under Ord. XVIII., r. 2, 
for leave to amend his defence & counterclaim & 
to join therewith a claim for the receovery of the 
land. Summons dismissed with costs on the 
ground of (1) mew case and (2) delay.—CLARK v. 
Wray (1885), 31 Ch. D. 68; 55 L. J. Ch. 119; 34 


W. R. 69; sub nom. CLARK v. WRAY, WRAY v. 
CLARK, 53 L. T. 485. 
883. -}-—Quere: whether the court has 





power to allow an amendment of a claim raising 
a cause of action which did not exist before the 
issue of the writ. Such an amendment will not 
be allowed on the eve of the trial of the action.— 
TOTTENHAM LocAL Boarp OF HEALTH v. LEA 
CONSERVANCY BoarD (1886), 2 T. L. R. 410, C. A. 

884. }—On April 18, 1889, pltf. issued a 
writ against the deft. company to obtain the 
removal of his name from the list of shareholders. 
On Aug. 9, 1889, he delivered his statement of 
claim alleging that he had applied for shares in the 
company on the faith of a prospectus which con- 
tained misrepresentations, the particulars of which 
were stated. On Jan. 20, 1890, an order was made 
on a petition presented on Nov. 13, 1889, directing 
that the company be wound up. On Dec. 23, 
1889, pltf. delivered an amended statement of 
claim in which he gave particulars of further 
alleged misrepresentations in the prospectus :— 
Held : the amendment was only an amplification 
of the pltf.’s original case, & did not introduce a 
new cause of action, & that it must be allowed 
notwithstanding the company had been ordered 
to be wound up.—CocKSEDGE v. METROPOLITAN 
Coal, CONSUMERS ASSOCIATION, Lp. (1891), 65 
L. T. 482, C. A. 

885. .J—It was also further contended on 
behalf of pltf. that defts. were liable as the 
transferees of the lability of their predecessors, 
the school board, for the original negligence in 
providing a door of this description & it was upon 
this ground alone that the county court judge 
gave judgment in pltf.’s favour. But that ground 
of liability was not alleged in the original par- 
ticulars & could only be put forward as the result 
of an amendment, & as the statement of it 
amounted to the setting up of a new cause of action 
the judge ought not to have allowed the amend- 
ment without also allowing defts. to plead the 
Public Authorities Protection Act & set up as a 
defence that the new claim was barred by lapse 
of time (DARLING, J.).—MORRIS v. CARNARVON 
County CounciL, [1910] 1 K. B. 159; 79 L. J. 
K. B. 169; 101 lL. T. 914; 26 T. L. R. 1873; on 
appeal, [1910] 1 K. B. 840, C. A. 

886. ——-.|--By contract under seal dated 
Aug. 28, 1930, the pitf. agreed with the owners of 
a club house in Soho to carry out certain altera- 
tions & repairs for the sum of £1,500, to be paid in 
four equal instalments of £375 on Oct. 22, 1930; 
Jan. 15, 1931; April 15, 1931; & July 15, 193], 
subject to uhe works being duly executed, & the 
defts. agreed that upon any default in payment, 
written notice of which should be given by the 
pltf. to the defts. within six days, the defts. would 
themselves make the payment so in default to the 
pltf. The proprietors did not pay the first instal- 
ment when due. No notice of default was given 
by the pltf. to the defts., but on Nov. 27, 1930, the 
pltf, issued a writ against the defts. for the amount 
of the first instalment. The action came before 
the official referee on March 16, 1981, & he then 
gave leave to the pltf. to amend his claim by 
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adding the amount of the second instalment, 
which fell due on Jan. 15, 1931, & was still unpaid. 
Acting on the report of a surveyor, the referee 
found that at the date of the writ it was neccessary 
to spend £80 on the premises to put them into the 
condition required by the contract, but subject 
to this deduction he gave judgment for the pltf. 
for the amounts claimed. The defts. appealed :— 
Held: (1) that the amendment was not justified, 
inasmuch as it admitted a new cause of action 
which did not exist at the date of issue of the 
writ ; (2) the work contracted for had not been 
duly executed in accordance with the agreement, 
& that as due execution was a condition precedent 
to the deft.’s liability, they were not liable there- 
under to the pltf. as guarantors.—ESHELBY vt. 
FEDERATED EUROPEAN Bank, [1932] 1 K. B. 254, 
1). C.; affd.. [19382] 1 kK. B, 423, C. A. 

887. Turning allegation of promise into 
allegation of duty.}—A declaration which alleges 
& promise upon the hiring that the master under- 
took not to expose his servant to extraordinary 
danger will not be supported by evidence of an 
ordinary hiring, & that the servant was injured 
bv defective machinery. 

Semble : such a declaration will not be amended 
at nist prius by turning the allegation of a promise 
into the allegation of a duty.—RILEY v. BAXEN- 
DALE (1861). 6 H. & N. 445; 30 L. J. Ex. 873 25 
J.P. 407; 9 W. R. 347; 168 BE. R. 183. 

888. ——— Amendment constituting new case— 
Introduction of matter on addition of parties. ]}— 
The court in according leave to a pltf. to amend 
his bill by adding parties will not permit the 
introduction of such matter, in connection with 
those parties, into the amended bill which would 
in effect constitute a new case against deft.— 
BaRLow v. M‘Mcrray (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 420; 
141. T. 511; 12 Jur. N.S. 519. 

889. Against new party.]—Though the 
court can give leave to amend a bill at the hear- 
ing by adding parties, yet it will not do so for 
the purpose of enabling pltfs. in effect to obtain 
a new suit against new parties.—WARRICK 7”. 
QUEEN’S COLLEGE, OxFoRD (1868), 3 Ch. App. 
815; 18 L. T. 752; 37 L. J. Ch. 597; 16 W. R. 
$84, L. JJ. 

890. —— Adding defence of 13 Eliz. c. 5— 
Amendment in nature of counterclaim.}—On 
Dec. 8, T. executed a deed of gift of certain furni- 
ture to H. his wife. This deed was not registered 
as a bill of sale. On April 5, 1886, T. gave a bill 
of sale of the same furniture to defts. as security 
for a loan. On July 30, 1886, defts. tuok pos- 
session. On July 31, T. died. On August 4 his 
widow brought an action to restrain defts. from 
entering into possession & for damages. The 
defence was that none of the furniture was the 
property of T. but belonged to defts. under the 
bill of sale :—Held: defts. could not raise the 
defence of the statute 13 Eliz. c. 5, because they 
were not defending as creditors but as persons 
entitled to the possession of specific property & 
had not raised the point in their pleadings. The 
point should have been raised by way of counter- 
claim or separate action by defts. for themselves 
& all other creditors.—Tuck v. SOUTHERN 
CouNTIES DEPOSIT BANK, Lip. (1889), 42 Ch. D. 
471; 60 L. T. 885. 

891. ——— Additional claims closely connected 
with original cause of action.]—After an action had 
been commenced by the Attorney-General] at the 
relation of certain ratepayers against a local 
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authority to restrain as claimed by the writ & 
statement of claim, alleged illegal overdrafts in 
respect of the electric light undertaking of the 
local authority, it appeared after pra of 
documents that the general account of the local 
authority at their bankers was in fact an 
amalgamation of many different accounts, including 
the electric lighting account, & pltfs. thereupon 
applied to amend & extend their statement of claim 
by alleging overdrafts in respect of the general 
account & other accounts of the local authority :— 
Held: the proposed additional claims were so 
closely connected with the original cause of action 
that the amendments ought to be allowed.--- 
A.-G. v. WEsT HAM Coren. (1910), 74 J. P. 196 ; 
subsequent proceedings, [1910] 2 Ch. 560. 

892. Changing nature of case.]|—The original bill 
sought relief against deft., as mortgagee in pos- 
session. Deft. by his answer, claimed under a 
conveyance from pltf. By amendment, pitf., 
abandoning the relief under the mortgage title, 
sought to avoid the conveyance. A motion by 
deft. that the amended bill might be taken off the 
file, or that pltf. might pay the costs up to the 
amendment, was refused. 

The rule is, that a pltf. cannot file a bill for one 
purpose, & then, by amendment, convert if into 
a bill for an opposite purpose. Thus, a person 
cannot file a bill to set aside a deed, & then, by 
amendment, turn it into a bill to execute the trusts 
of the same deed. But it would be extremely 
dangerous to lay down, that the court must 
examine whether, by amendment, the case has 
been materially or substantially, or completely 
varied. In many cases, the pltf., though right, 1 
ignorant of his rights ; & it has frequently occurred, 
that fishing bills have had the effect of showing that 
the plitf. has a substantial equity, but which he has 
only been able to ascertain from the discovery 
given by the answer. 

I am of opinion, that this is not a case in which 
pltf., wholly ignorant of the title of deft., is pre- 
cluded from so altering the bill, or that she can- 
not do so without paying the whole of the costs 
already incurred (ROMILLY, M.R.).—ALLEN tv. 
SPRING (1856), 22 Beav. 615, 617, 618 5; 52 EF. RR. 
1245. 

898. ——— Pleading made bad in substance. ]-—In 
determining whether a variance in a pleading ought 
to be amended, the character of the action or 
defence ought not to be taken into consideration, 
but, on this point there is a difference of opinion 
amongst the judges. But where the proposed 
amendment would materially alter the nature of 
the case originally set up, & where it is doubtful 
whether it would not make the pleading bad in 
substance, it ought not to be made.—HuUGHEs vr. 
Bury (1858), 1 F. & F. 374; 175 E. R. 769. 

894. ——— Amendment asked for on interlocutory 
application for injunction.J}—The right of the 
holder of a debenture which is a charge on the 
undertaking of a company, to enforce his security, 
attaches if the company parts with the whole or 
substantially the whole of its undertaking & assets 
otherwise than in the ordinary course of business, 
& ceases to be a going concern. 

The proper remedy of the debenture-holder in 
such a case is by the appointment of a receiver of 
the property comprised in his debenture. 

here in such a case the debenture-holder, suing 
on behalf of himself & the other debenture-holders, 
merely claimed a declaration that the transaction 
was void, & an injunction to restrain the person 
who had affected to purchase the undertaking & 
assets from dealing therewith, the court, on an 
interlocutory application for an injunction, being 
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satisfied that under the circumstances no injustice 
would be thereby done, gave leave to amend by 
claiming a receiver & the realisation of the security 
of the debenture-holders. 

Injunction granted until the trial restraining 
the purchaser from dealing with the property 
comprised in the assignment to him otherwise 
than in the ordinary course of the business carried 
on by the company, or in the exercise of rights 
previously acquired by him as mortgagee. 

It is proposed at the bar, & leave is now asked 
for, to amend by asking for the appointment of a 
receiver & manager, & that the property subject 
to the debentures may be realised, & the rights 
of the debenture-holders against the company 
enforced. But it is said that I ought not to give 
the leave, because the amendment amounts to an 
entire change of the nature of the action. I 
think it does substantially change the nature of 
the action; but I think, at the same time, that it 
is an amendment which ought to be allowed, & 
that the question simply is on what terms it should 
be allowed ; & if it had been shown to me that I 
was doing any injustice by allowing the amend- 
ment now, I should have directed the motion to 
stand over, & given leave to the plitf. to amend 
the writ & notice of motion, & bring the motion 
on next motion day ; but as there is nothing of the 
hind suggested, I think I ought to allow the 
amendment (STIRLING, J.).—HUBBuUCcK v. LLELMS 
(1887), 56 Ta. J. Ch. 586, 588-539 ; 56 L. T. 232; 
30 W.R.5743 38 T. LL. RR. 881. 

895. Whole nature of case changed. ]— 
Semble: an amendment converting a claim on 
the footing of a subsisting lease into a claim on 
the footing of eviction ought not to be allowed.— 
NEWBY v. SHARPE (1878), 8 Ch. D. 39; 47 L. J. Ch. 
G17; 38 L. T. 588 5; 26 W. R. 685, C. A. 








896. —-~— ,]—BLENKIIORN v. PENROSE, No. 
$35, ante. 
897. —- Action against public department— 


Amendment to enable plaintiff to sue members 
individually. |— Pitfs. commenced an action against 
the Lords of the Admiralty with the object. of 
establishing as against them that they were not 
entitled to enter upon, or acquire by way of com- 
pulsory purchase, certain Jand, the property of the 
pltfs., for the purpose of erecting thereon a train- 
ing college for naval cadets, & claiming damages 
for alleged trespass & an injunction to restrain 
further trespass :—Held: though pltfs. could sue 
any of defts. individually for trespasses committed 
or threatened by them, they could not sue them 
as an official body, & that as the action was a claim 
against defts. in their official capacity, it was mis- 
conceived & would not he; leave to amend by 
suing defts. in their individual capacity, & by 
adding as defts. persons who had actually tres- 
passed on the land. was also refused, & the action 
was dismissed with costs. 
_ In my opinion, the present action as it stands 
IS misconceived & will not lie; & the only further 
question T have to consider is whether I ought to 
give pltfs. leave to amend, as asked by them. On 
consideration 1 think TI ought not ; for what pltfs. 
are secking to do is to change one action into 
another of a substantially different character 
(ROMER, J.).—RALEIGH v. GOSCHEN, [1898] 1 Ch. 
733 671.3. Ch. 50; 77 1. T. 429; 46 W. R. 90; 
14 T. L. Rt. 36; 42 Sol. Jo. 46. 

898. —— Petition of right.]—RuFry-ARNELL & 
BAUMANN AVIATION Co., Lrp. v. B., No. 785, ante. 

8 .|—BapbMAN Bros. v. R., No. 786, 





ante. 


900. Matiers not in dispute at commencement of 


eo an action for an excessive distress not 
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averring that the sum distrained for was not due, 
with a count for selling before the expiration of 
five days, pltf. at the trial applied to amend by 
adding a count for distraining & selling goods to 
satisfy more rent than was due. The judge refused 
to allow the amendment on the ground that it 
was not a matter in dispute at the time of the 
commencement of the action :—Held: the amend- 
ment was Ae eal disallowed.—Lvucas v. TARLE- 
TON (1858), 3 H. & N. 116; 271. J. Ex. 246; 30 
L. T. O. S. 369; 22 J. P. 228; 157 E. R. 409. 

901. .}—A pleading can only be amended at 
the trial, so as to make it really applicable to the 
same transaction to which it originally referred. 
It cannot be allowed, so as to make it apply to a 
separate & distinct transaction.— DAVIS v. PREECE 
(1843), 2 L. T. O. S. 226. 

902. Not in controversy before. ]—WILKIN v. 
REED, No. 811, ante. 








I. Injustice to other side. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XXVIII., r. 1, p. 95, ante. 

At what stage of proceedings amendments 
allowed, see Sub-sect. 4, post. 

903. Amendment not allowed.J—JENKINS vt. 
JENKINS, No. 869, ante. 





904. .J—GRIFFITH v. GRIFFITH, No. 809, 
ante. 
905. .}—The court will not allow an amend- 





ment of pleadings where a party to the action 
would be seriously & irremediably damnified by 
such amendment being allowed.—CLAPAREDE & 
Co. v. COMMERCIAL UNION ASSOCIATION (1883), 32 
W. R. 151; reversed on other grounds, sub nom. 
CLARAPEDE & Co. v. COMMERCIAL UNION ASSOCIA- 
TION, 32 W. R. 262, C. A. 

906. .|—Defts., a tramway company, were 
sued in respect of injuries alleged to have been 
occasioned to pltf. through their not having 
maintained a road upon which their tramway 
ran in a safe & proper condition. Six months after 
the close of the pleadings defts. applied for leave 
to amend their defence by setting up a contract 
under s. 29 of the Tramways Act, 1870, by which 
the liability to maintain the road was shifted 
from them to the vestry, the road authority of the 
district. Since the close of the pleadings the 
statutory period of limitation within which pltf. 
could have sued the vestry had elapsed :—Held : 
defts. ought not to be allowed to amend their 
defence, because pltf. could not be placed in the 
same position as if defts. had pleaded correctly in 
the first instance.—STEWARD v. NORTH METRO- 
POLITAN TRAMWAYS Co. (1886), 16 Q. B. D. 556 ; 
55 L. J. Q. B. 157; 54 L. T. 35; 50 J. P. 324; 
34 W. R. 316; 2 T. L. R. 263, C. A. 

907. .]—This was an action to enforce an 
agreement by deft. to accept a lease of a shop. 
Deft. declined to take the premises & pltf. issued 
a writ in the action. Subsequently to the issue 
of the writ the pltf.’s solicitors wrote to deft. 
renewing the offer & saying that if deft. declined 
to accept pltf. would let the premises & limit his 
claim to damages. Deft. did not accept the offer 
& pltf. let the premises. When the case was 
opened on behalf of the pltf. it was stated that the 
claim would be limited to damages. The plead- 
ings, however, had not been amended, & no leave 
to amend was asked at this stage of the case. On 
the close of the pltf.’s case an objection was taken 
on behalf of the deft. that the claim for specific 
performance having failed through the pltf.’s own 
act, & the pltf.’s case having been closed without 
leave to amend being asked, the claim for damages 
must fail too. Pltf. asked leave to amend. 
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The first question is whether any injustice will 
be done by granting leave. I have had before me 
every witness who could give evidence on any 
material point except one. It is possible that in 
one view of the case there may be an absence of 
evidence as to the damage incurred by deft. in 
that particular case. If anything were to be done 
now which would shut out the deft. from being 
able to adduce such evidence I should refuse to 
grant this application. I cannot, however, see 
that any injustice can be done to the deft. by the 
absence if evidence on this question of damage be 
reserved. Then as to the terms on which leave 
will be granted I will give leave to amend provided 
that the deft. is to be in such a position as to avail 
bimself of every means of defence which would 
have been open to him if this action had been at 
common law for damages (STIRLING, J.).— 
NICHOLSON v. BROWN (1897). 41 Sol. Jo. 490. 

908. Striking out admission from defence— 
Plaintiff deprived of benefit of evidence.|—The 
court will not allow a deft. to amend an answer 
by striking out of it the admission of a fact, by 
which pltf. would be deprived of the benefit of 
this evidence, especially as he does not swear he 
was surprised into it, or Ul advised in setting it 
forth.— PEARCE tv. GROVE (1747), 3° Atk. 522; 
Amb. 65; 26 E. R. 101. 

909. Amendments taking plaintiff by sur- 
prise. }—-JONES v. Corry, No. 917, post. 

910. Defendant deprived of defence. ]—The 
charter-party with the memorandum form the 
real contract of deft., who only signed the charter- 
party on the understanding that the ship should 
sail by a specified day or immediately. When this 
qualification was made known to pltf., he was not 
bound to acquiesce in it; he might have rejected 
It, but he does not. He takes to it, & then sues 
deft. as if no such qualification had been stipulated 
for. That is the question deft. comes here to-day 
to try. Hesays: ‘I never made the contract set 
out in your declaration ” ; & he comes here to try 
the question raised by pltf.’s own declaration. He 
also pleads fraud; & I take that plea to mean this : 
if in law & in fact [ am bound by the original 
charter-party, then I say that you obtained it from 
me by fraud, & under a representation that this 
condition should be engrafted in it. If I allow 
pitf. to amend, I shall thereby virtually deprive 
deft. of that plea, which might be otherwise a good 
answer tou the declaration (PoLLocKk, C.B.).— 
WILSON wt GADSDEN (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 522. 

911. -]}—HvtpDson tv. FERNYHOUGH, 
Oe 1, post. 























— Party applying mala fide.]—In an 
action against a lessee to set aside a lease granted 
under a power, the statement of claim stated that 
the donee of the power had received a specified 
sum as a bribe, & stated the circumstances; the 
statement of defence denied that that particular 
sum had been given & denied each circuinstance. 
but contained no general denial of a bribe having 
been given. Fry, J., having held that the denial 
was evasive & amounted to an admission that 
some bribe had been given & having refused leave 
to amend the statement of defence :—//eld: leave 
to amend the statement of defence ought to be 
given. 

As a general rule leave to amend ought not to 
be refused unless the court is satisfied that the 
po applying is acting mald fide, or that his 

lunder has done some injury to the other side 
which cannot be compensated by payment of 


PLEADING. 


costa or otherwise (BRAMWELL, J.).—TILDBSLEY v. 
HARPER (1878), 10 Ch. D. 393; 48 L. J. Ch. 496 ; 
39 L. T. 552; 27 W. R. 249, O. A. 

913. ——— Prejudicing rights of party as existing 
at date of amendment.}—Amendments are not 
admissible when they prejudice the rights of the 
opposite party as existing at the date of such 
amendments (ESHER, M.R.).—WELDON v. NEAL 
(1887), 19 Q. B. D. 394, 395; 56 L. J. Q. B. 621; 
35 W. R. 820, C. A. 

914. Costs inadequate compensation. |—The 
court refused defts. leave to amend their points 
of defence by pleading the Public Authorities 
Protection Act where the application for leave to 
amend was made at a very late stage of the pro- 
ceedings, & where costs would not have been an 
entire compensation to pltf. if leave were granted. 
—ARONSON v. LIVERPOOL CORPORATION (1913), 
77 J. P.176; 29 T. L. BR. 325. 





J. Claim barred by Lapse of Time. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XXVITI., r. 1, p. 95, ante. 

915. Whether amendment allowed—Amendment 
of defence—Setting up plea of Statute of Limita- 
tions. }—The court refused to permit a deft. to add 
the plea of the Statute of Limitations.—Cox v. 
Ror (1764), 2 Wils. 253; 95 E. R. 795. 

916. ——— After amendment by plaintiff 
setting up new cause of action.|—Monrnis v. 
CARNARVON COUNTY COUNCIL, No. 885, ante. 

917. ——— Action commenced in time—Defen- 
dants not taken by surprise as to grounds of action 
—No new demand.}—In 1835 pltf. sued defts., as 
executors, for work done on a house of their 
testator, & delivered his particulars in July, 1837, 
after he had commenced a second action against 
them in their own capacity for work done to the 
same house after testator’s death: both actions 
were referred to arbitration, & an award made was 
set aside in Hilary term, 1839; pltf. having 
abandoned his second action, was allowed, in 
Trinity vacation. 1839, to amend his particulars 
in the first by adding to them certain items which 
had been contained in the particulars of the 
second. 

The defts. are not taken by surprise, for they 
were well acquainted with the nature of the 
claim; & as it is the last portion of the work 
done which pltf. seeks to introduce, the case has 
no resemblance to an application by which a 
party seeks to introduce items which would other- 
wise be barred by the Statute of Limitations 
(TINDAL, C.J.). —JONES v. CorRRY (1840), 6 Bing. 
N. C. 247, 219; 8 Scott, 515; 9L. J.C. P. 177; 
4 Jur. 248; 133 E. R. 97. 

918. ——— Fresh action barred—-Formal 
amendment.j|—Where an action was commenced 
in tine & a formal amendment became necessary, 
the court allowed the amendment, as a fresh 
action would have been barred by the statute.— 
Dore d. RABBITS v. WELSH (1846), 1 New Pract. 
Cas. 500; 15 L. J. Q. B. 312; 10 Jur. 1066. 

919. Addition of co-plaintiffs. |— 
Two members of a partnership firm having brought 
an action to recover the balance of an account, 
defts. proposed a reference of the subject-matter 
of the suit, & pltfs. having agreed thereto, an 
arbitrator was appointed, but, after a delay of 
three years, the reference was abandoned by 
consent. Upon the eve of the action coming on 
for trial, it was discovered that other persons then 
living were interested in the firm at the time the 
debt accrued. It was sworn that the Statute of 
Limitations would be a bar to a fresh action. The 
court allowed an amendment of the writ & all 
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subsequent proceedings, by the addition of the 
names of the other parties as co-pltfs.—CARNE v. 
MALINS (1851), 6 Exch. 803; 2 L. M. & P. 498; 
20 L. J. Ex. 484; 155 E. R. 770. 

920. Striking out names of 
parties. |—Pltf., a customer of a banking firm, sued 
them for the balance of his account, but was non- 
suited, on the ground that two of the members 
of the firm joined in the action as co-defts. were 
not members of the firm at the time the cause of 
action accrued; & that the new firm had not 
taken upon themselves the liabilities of the old 
firm. It appeared on affidavit that negotiations 
on the subject of the action had been going on 
for several years, during which defts. had not 
questioned their liability; & that in a bill in 
equity filed by them against pltf., after pleading 
& before trial, they had stated that the liabilities 
of the previous firm had been transferred to 
themselves, & had also named the parties who 
were partners at the time the cause of action 
accrued. The court, to prevent the operation of 
the Statute of Limitations, upon certain terms 
imposed upon pltf., set aside the non-suit, & gave 
him liberty to emend the declaration & all subse- 
quent proceedings, by striking out the names of 
defts. erroneously joined in the action.—CRrAUFURD 
v. Cocks (1851), 6 Exch. 287; 2L. M. & P. 192; 
155 E. R. 551; sub nom. CRAWFURD 0. Cocks, 20 
L. J. Ex. 169. 

921. —— —— —— ——.. ]— The eourt, for the 
purpose of saving the Statute of limitations, 
allowed pltf., before trial, upon payment of costs, 
to amend the declaration & all subsequent pro- 
ceedings by striking out one of the defts., the 
other deft. being at liberty to plead the non- 
joinder of a co-deft. in abatement, & also to plead 
de novo, although it appeared that an action had 
been brought for some portion of the same subject- 
matter against the same defts.; in which action 
defts. obtained the verdict by reason of pltf.’s 
failure to establish the joint liability of both 
defts.; & on a motion for a new trial in that cause 
on the ground of surprise, the affidavits in support 
of the motion stated that pltf. could have proved 
the joint lability of both defts.; & though it 
further appeared that the application for an 
amendment by striking out the name of one of 
defts. in that case after the trial was refused by 
the court, & that the evidence to be adduced in 
the present action would be very similar to that 
relied upon in the former.—COWBURN v. WEARING 
(1853), 9 Exch. 207; 23 L. J. Ex. 81; 156 E. R. 
88; previous proceedings, 21 Ll. T. O. S. 169. 

922. Clerical error. |—CoRNISH v. 
Hockina, No. 798, ante. 

923. Setting up cause of action barred since 
issue of writ.|—Pitf. will not be allowed to amend 
by setting up fresh claims in respect of causes of 
action which since the issue of the writ have 
become barred by the Statute of Limitations.— 
WELDON v. NEAL (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 394; 56 
L. J. Q. B. 621; 35 W. RK. 820, C. A. 

924. .|—PItf., suing as assignee of a 
debt, issued a writ for money lent, without having 
given notice of the assignment to deft.; & he 
afterwards applied to amend his writ by adding 
the assignor as a party to entitle him to sue. 
Between the date of the issue of the writ & the 
application to amend, the Statute of Limitations 
had barred the remedy, & a judge at chambers had 
given pltf. unconditional leave to amend the writ 
as of the date of its issue :—Held: pltf. ought not 
to be allowed to make such amendment, as it 
would take away from deft. a defence which had 
already accrued to him by virtue of the statute, & 
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would change the substantial rights of the parties. 
—HvupbDson v. FERNYHOUGH (1889), 61 L. T. 722, 
D. C.; affd. on appeal, 34 Sol. Jo. 228, C. A. 

925. ~+—The judge has no power to 
give leave to amend the statement of claim by 
setting up a cause of action which has been barred 
by the Statute of Limitations since the issue of the 
writ.—LANCASTER v. Moss (1899), 15 T. L. R. 
476, C. A. 

926. JA mortgagee brought an 
action against his solicitor claiming to be indemni- 
fied against the loss which he had sustained by 
having been improperly advised & induced by 
deft., acting as his confidential solicitor, to release 
a part of a mortgage security whereby the security 
had become insufficient. The statement of claim 
alleged that deft. when he gave the advice well 
knew that the security would be thereby rendered 
insufficient & that the advice was not given in 
good faith, but in deft.’s own interest. NEVILLE, 
J., found that the charge of fraud was not proved 
& dismissed the action. The Court of Appeal 
reversed this finding & granted relief on the footing 
of fraud :—Held: pltf. was not precluded by the 
form of his pleading from claiming relief on the 
footing of breach of duty arising from fiduciary 
relationship & that he was entitled to relief on 
that footing. 

It is necessary to note that the pleadings could 
not be amended so as to charge negligence, if 
amendment was necessary, since at the date of the 
suggested amendment such a charge would be 
statute-barred (LORD PARMOOR).—NOCTON v. ASH- 
BURTON (LORD), [1914] A. C. 982; 83 L. J. Ch. 
784; 111 L. T. 641; 30 T. L. R. 602, H. L. 

927. Adding executor as co-defendant 
with other executors—Accidental omission. ]—It is 
neither just nor ‘Yreasonable that because an 
executor, who has acted as such in relation to the 
subject-matter of the action, has been accidentally 
omitted from a writ, he should have the benefit 
of the Statute of Limitations while his co-executors 
cannot have it, & that he should so escape by a 
mere technicality.—CHALLINOR v. RODER (1885), 
1T. 1. R. 527, 528, D.C. 

928. Amendment at trial adding plea of 
Statute of Limitations—In reply to set-off.]—In an 
action for goods bargained & sold, where deft. 
pleaded a set-off, the particulars of which had not 
been delivered till after joinder of issue on the part 
of pltf., the judge considered he had no power 
to allow pltf. at the trial to reply the Statute of 
Limitations to deft.’s set-off.—BRANCKER v. 
CROZIER (1867), 16 L. T. 391. 

929. Action for breach of trust—Amend- 
ment charging capacity in which defendant liable— 
Action treated as if commenced at date of amend- 
ment.}—An action for breach of trust was brought 
by a newly appointed trustee against the survivor 
of the former trustees & the representatives of 
two deceased former trustees, to make them 
replace trust money, lost through investments 
made, more than six years before the action, 
without proper valuations & on _ insufficient 
securities. The executor of G., one of the deceased 
trustees, had, after duly issuing the statutory 
advertisements, administered his testator’s estate, 
& then retained the balance as trustee of certain 
trust legacies, which it was insufficient to pay in 
full. The court gave leave at the trial to amend 
the statement of claim so as to make the action 
one against G.’s executor as a trustee, & not merely 
as an executor, & so that the amount retained for 
the legacies might be followed in his hands; but 
such amendment was allowed only upon the terms 
that the action was to be treated as commenced 
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Sect. 3.— Amendment with leave: Sub-sect. 3, J., K. 
& L. (a).] 


on the day of the trial, & that the defence was to 
be treated as amended so as to allow G.’s executor 
to claim the benefit of any statute of limitation :— 
Held: (1) the Trustee Act, 1888, s. 8 (1) (0), 
did apply to the case, though sub-s. (1) (a) did not. 
(2) In view of BR. S. C., 1883, Ord. XVI., r. 8, the 
beneficiaries entitled to the legacies were not 
necessary parties to an action to follow the 
legacies in the hands of a trustee.—Re BOWDEN, 
ANDREW v. CooPEer (1890), 45 Ch. D. 444; 59 
L. J. Ch. 815; 39 W. R. 219. 

930. Penal actions—Amendment after time 
limited for bringing new action—Usury.]—In a 
penal action under the statute against usury the 
court refused leave to amend the declaration after 
the time limited for bringing a new action.—-STEEL 
v. SOWERBY (1795), 6 Term Rep. 171; 101 E.R. 494. 

931. No unnecessary delay. |}— 
Pitf. was allowed to amend his declaration in a 
penal action after the time limited for bringing 
another action, there having been no unnecessary 
delay in his proceedings.—Cross v. KAYE (1796), 
6 Term Rep. 543; 101 E. R. 693. 

932. —— —— ——-.]— The court will grant 
leave to amend in penal actions, even after the 
time limited for bringing a new action; provided 
pltf. has not been guilty of any unnecessary delay 
in prosecuting his suit, & the amendment praved 
for does not introduce any new substantive cause 
of action.—MapDpocK v?. HAMMET (1796), 7 Term 
Rep. 55; 101 EK. R. 851. 

933. ———- —— -——- ——..}__ The court will not 
permit any amendments to be made in a penal 
action, where pltf. has been guilty of delay in 
carrying on the suit.— RANKIN v. MARSH (1798), 8 
Term Rep. 30; 101 EF. R. 1249. 

934. —— -~—— No substantive cause of 
action introduced.|—MAppock v. JTLAMMET, No. 
932, ante. 




















Kk. Addition, Substitution, clc., of Parties. 
Sce PRACTICE, Part XIX. 


L. Particular Instances. 
(a) Amendment Allowed. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XXVIII, rv. 1, p. 95, ante. 

At what stage of proceedings amendments 
allowed, see Sub-sect. 4, post. 

935. Explaining admission of assets in answer. |— 
Liberty given to amend an answer so as to explain 
an admission therein of assets.— DAGLY v. CRUMP 
(1719), Dick. 35; 21 E. R. 180. 

936. Mistake — Solicitor’s error.J—A bill filed 
against deft. & which, by mistake of pltf.’s 
attorney, had been drawn incorrectly, allowed to 
be amended.—CLARKE v. Corron (1732), Barnes, 
3; 94 E. R. 777. 

937. Mistake in proceedings.|—A. sues B. 
for a breach of contract, & B. pays money into 
court, which A. takes out, & costs are taxed & 
paid. A. afterwards Sas to a judge at chambers 
for an order to set aside the replication on repay- 
ment of the money & costs, & to amend the declara- 
tion, on the ground that pltf., in his particulars, 
had claimed too small a sum, & had not treated 
the damages as unliquidated. 'The order was 
granted :—Held: it was rightly made, as remedy- 
ing a mistake in the proceedings.—EMERY v. 
WEBSTER (1853), 9 Exch. 242; 2 C. L. R. 306; 
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23 L. J. Ex.9; 22 L.T. O.S.78; 2W.R.18; 156 
E. R. 103; affd. on appeal, sub nom. WEBSTER Uv. 
EMERY (1855), 10 Exch. 901. 

938. Slip in pleadings. ]}—Leave to amend 
will be granted where a slip appears in the plead- 
ings, but not so as to raise a fresh cause of action. 
—CLARKE v. YORKE (1882), 62 L. J. Ch. 32; 47 
L. T. 381; 31 W. R. 62. 

939. Remedial law—Remedy otherwise lost to 
plaintiff./—In the case of a remedial law, an 
amendment will be allowed, where otherwise the 
pltf. must lose his remedy; although in an action 
upon a penal statute the court probably would not 
interpose.—Cook v. SHONE (1740), Barnes, 12; 
04K. R. 783. 

940. Capacity in which plaintiff suing—Promise 
to executor personally instead of testator.]—An 
executor may have leave to amend his declaration 
by laying a promise therein to himself instead of 
one to his testator.—TENOUR v. SMITH (1754), 1 
Keny. 141; 96 E. R. 944. 

941, As surviving partner instead of personal 
representative. |—Declaration amended by allowing 
pitf. to declare, on the same cause of action, as 
surviving partners instead of administratrixes. 
—TAYLOR v. Lyon (1829), 5 Binge. 333; 2 Moo. & 
P. 586; 7L.J.0.S.C. P. 118; 130 E. R. 1089. 

942. Striking out names of relators—Justice & 
convenience.|—The irregular amendment of a bill 
is not a ground for taking it off the file, if the 
record can be restored to the state in which it 
was before the amendment was made; but if, 
in effecting such irregular amendment, a new 
engrossment has been made, such new engrossment 
may be ordered to be taken off the file. 

An application by a number of relators named in 
an information, to strike out the names of several 
of themselves will not be granted, even though 
defts. will not be prejudiced; unless it appears 
either that without the alteration justice will not 
be done, or that the suit cannot be so conveniently 
prosecuted if the alteration be not made.—A.-G. v. 
COOPER (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 258; I Jur. 790; 40 
E. R. 923, L. C. 

943. Credit given for disputed sum.]—If by 
mistake credit is given in the particulars of demand 
for sums which are disputed, the court will allow 
pitf. to amend them.—PRESTON v. WHITEHEAD 
(1837), Will. Woll. & Dav. 363. 

944. Variance between figures & words.]—An 
action having been brought to recover £245 on a 
bill of exchange which in figures was expressed to 
be for £245, but in the body appeared to be for 
£200 only, it was held that pltf. was entitled to 
judgment for £200 and that it was a case in which 
an amendment should have been made.—SAUNDER- 
SON v. PIPER (1839), 5 Bing. N. C. 425; 132 E.R. 
1163; sub nom. SANDERSON v. PIPER, 7 Dowl. 
632; 2 Arn. 58; 7 Scott, 408; 8 L. J. C. P. 227; 
3 Jur. 773. 

945. Amendment of claim in accordance with 
consideration.|—By agreement between C. & F. 
of the one part, and S. of the other part, S., in 
consideration of two several sums of £50 & £50 
pac to him by C. & F. respectively, agreed with 

he said C. & F., their executors, etc., to indemnify 
the said C. & F., their executors, etc., & their & 
each & every of their estates & effects, etc., from 
all costs, in a certain event therein mentioned. In 
an action against S. by C. alone, upon this agree- 
ment, the declaration omitted all mention of F., 
& stated the promise by S. to C. alone, in con- 
sideration of £50 paid to S. by C. The judge, at 
the trial, amended the declaration in accordance 
with the consideration, as stated in the agree- 
ment :—Held: the amendment did not vitiate the 
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declaration ; that though the consideration was 
from two jointly, the promise was to indemnify C. 
and F. severally ; and that C. might sue, alleging 
a promise to himself, without joining his co- 
covenantee.—-PALMER v. SPARSHOTT (1842), 4 Man. 
& G. 137; 4 Scott, N. R. 748; 11 L. J.C. P. 204; 
134 E. I. 57. 

946. Quality of goods contracted to be sold.]— 
Where a declaration proceeds on a contract for the 
sale of ‘‘ beans of a merchantable quality ” & the 
evidence is of the sale of ‘“‘ beans” simply :— 
Semble: the court will amend the declaration by 
striking out the words ‘of a merchantable 
quality.” —ALEXANDER v. HooKER (1847), 8 L. T. 
O. S. 451. 

947. Action for slander—lInsertion of words 
a v. DENNY (1847), No. 1039, 
post. 

948. Action for ibel—Introducing letter contain- 
ing libel.|—The declaration stated that deft. wrote 
& published of pltf. that ‘‘ a receipt was obtained 
from deft. by fraudulent means, & that pltf. was 
cognisant of such fraud.”’ The judge at the trial 
allowed the declaration to be amended by intro- 
ducing the letter, alleged to contain the libel, with 
the words “ meaning thereby ” immediately before 
the libel charged in the declaration :—Held: the 
amendment was properly made.—SAUNDERS v. 
Bate (1856), 1 HW. & N. 402; 156 EF. R. 1259. 

949. Circumstances coming to knowledge of 
applicant after suit instituted.J—A pltf. filed his 
bill, asserting a legal right, & at the hearing he was 
ordered to establish it at law. Before the trial, 
he alleged he had discovered circumstances, which 
happened before he filed his bill, but of which he 
was not aware when he instituted the suit, and 
moved for leave to amend, under the 53rd section 
of the 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86. The court gave leave to 
amend.—BOLTON v. RIDSDALE (1854), 24 1. J. Ch. 
70; 2 W. RR. 488. 

950. Substitution of words enabling defence to 
answer claims—No terms imposed.|—To a count 
for money had & received, deft. pleaded, that the 
‘said debt for money received became due from, 
& was contracted by, deft. jointly with A., & not 
by deft. alone, nor by the two jointly & severally, 
but only jointly ;°’ that, after the accruing of the 
causes of action in the count mentioned, pltf. 
sued A. for money had & received & in trover, 
& recovered a judgment against him for £100 & 
costs; & that the causes of action in respect of 
which pltf. so recovered that judgment against A. 
included all the causes of action to which that plea 
was pleaded. It appeared in evidence, that deft. 
and A. had wrongfully converted the gouds of 
pltf. by selling them; that the procceds of the 
sale, £150, were received by deft. alone; & that pltf. 
had sued A., & recovered a verdict for £100, as 
the value of the goods so converted; but that, 
in consequence of A.’s insolvency, he had obtained 
no satisfaction. Upon its being objected, at the 
trial of this action, that these facts did not sustain 
the plea, the judge allowed deft. to amend by 
substituting for the words above in inverted 
commas, the following, ‘‘the said money was 
money received for & as being the proceeds of 
the sale of the goods in the last count & herein- 
after mentioned ’’ :—-Held: the amendment was 
properly allowed, though the judge imposed no 
terms on deft., & the amended plea afforded a 
complete answer to the claim of pltf. in this action. 
— BUCKLAND v. JOHNSON (1854), 15 C. B. 145; 
2C.L. R. 784; 23 L. J. C. P. 204; 23 L. T. O. 
S.190; 18 Jur. 775; 2 W. R. 565; 1389 E. R. 375. 

951. Matter already in issue.]—Speaking gene- 
rally, I should think that leave should be given to 
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amend where matters connected with what is 
proposed to be introduced by amendment are 
already in issue, but that the bill should be dis- 
missed without prejudice in cases in which the 
question is, whether new matter unconnected with 
what is already in issue should be allowed to be 
introduced into the record (TURNER, L.J.).— 
DARNLEY (EARL) v. LONDON, CHATHAM & DOVER 
Ry. Co. (1863), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 204; 1 New 
Rep. 409; 33 L. J. Ch. 9; 8 L. T. 94; 9 Jur. 
N. S. 452; 11 W. R. 388; 46 E. R. 80; on appeal 
(1867), L. R. 2 H. L. 43. 

952. Substantial point taken upon evidence—Not 
raised by pleadings.]—Where a substantial point 
is taken at the bar upon the evidence, but is not 
sufficiently raised by the pleadings, the court may 
either give leave to amend or dismiss the bill 
without prejudice ; but the practice of allowing a 
cause to stand over for amendment should be 
very sparingly resorted to, & only upon special 
grounds.—GossIp v. WRIGHT (1863), 2 New Rep. 
152; 32 L. J. Ch. 648; 8 L. T. 627; 9 Jur. N.S. 
592; 11 W. R. 632; on appeal (1869), 21 L. T. 
271, H. L. 

958. Charges of cruelty—Altering dates.]—In a 
suit for dissolution, on the ground of adultery 
coupled with cruelty, the respondent having filed 
an answer denying the charges, but not being 
represented by counsel at the hearing, the court 
granted leave to amend the petition at the close of 
the petitioner’s case by altering the dates of the 
charges of cruelty.—BUNYARD v. BUNYARD (1863), 
32 L. J. P.M. & A. 176; 11 W. R. 990. 

954. Title of plaintiff—Suit as personal repre- 
sentative — Beneficial interest.}—MAUGHAN  v. 
BLAKE, No. 1052, post. 

955. Plea of payment—Liability not intended to 
be admitted.]|—Where to a declaration on contract 
there is a plea of payment which could not have 
been intended to admit the liability contended for 
by pltf., the court will allow deft. to amend.— 
HENDERSON v. SQUIRE (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 170 ; 
10B. & S. 1838; 388 L. J. Q. B. 73; 19 L. T. 601 ; 
33 J. P. 582; 17 W. R. 519. 

956. General allegation of negligence & default— 
Amendment to show particular instances of neglect 
& default.}—A pltf. charged the defts. with wilful 
neglect & default but did not allege any particular 
act of default. Issue having been joined in the 
suit before Nov. 2, 1875, upon the cause coming 
on for hearing after that date :—Leave was 
given to the pltf., on his application, to amend the 
bill by charging some one or more act or acts of 
default, but on the terms that he should enter into 
no new evidence, & should pay the costs of the 
present hearing.— KING v. CORKE (1875), 1 Ch. D. 
57; 45 L. J. Ch. 190; 33 L. T. 375; 24 W. R. 23. 

957. Action turned into information—Sanction 
of Attorney-General.|—An action may, by leave 
of the court. & with the sanction of the Attorney- 
General, be turned into an information by amend- 
ing the writ & statement of claim, & this may be 
done without prejudice to a pending motion.— 
CALDWELL v. PAGHAM HARBOUR RECLAMATION 
Co. (1876), 2 Ch. D. 221; 45 L. J. Ch. 796; 24 
W. R. 690; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 119. 

958. Amendment of evasive defence. |—TILDESLEY 
v. HARPER, No. 912, ante. 

959. Alternative relief.}—-DALLINGER v. ST. 
ALBYN, No. 1058, post. 

960. Disclaimer of beneficial interest by defen- 
dant.}—BLENKHORN v. PENROSE, No. 835, ante. 

961. Striking out qualified words in defence— 
Making denial of plaintiffs’ possession unqualified. ] 
—In an action to restrain the removal of shingle 
from, & the placing of bathing machines upon, 
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da of the foreshore of the sea at M., pltf. claimed 
be tenant in possession of the locus a quo 
under a building agreement granted him by the 
lord of the manor of M., who was the tenant for 
life of the property under a settlement. By his 
statement of defence deft. set up a forty years’ 
uninterrupted user & enjoyment of the locus in quo 
by himself & his predecessors in title for the purpose 
complained of, & denied that pltf. was or ever had 
been in possession of the locus in quo ‘** save subject 
to the right of the deft.’’ At the trial Fry, J., 
refused deft. leave to amend his statement of 
defence by striking out the qualifying words so as 
to make his denial of pltf.’s possession an un- 
qualified one. On appeal :—Jleld: the amend- 
ment ought to have been allowed. 

If pltf. had no right to sue deft. at all, that would 
appear either upon the admitted facts or on the 
facts which deft.’s counsel would state he was 
prepared to prove; & the result of proving that 
statement would be that pltf. would entirely fail. 
It seems to me, therefore, it would not be right 
to refuse deft. leave to amend with a view of trying 
that question. Pltf. is not prejudiced, because, 
having stated what he can prove, if the court 1s 
of the opinion that that is not sufficient he is not 
injured at all; &, on the other hand, if we allow 
deft. to be fixed by what is not really an admission, 
except by the strictest rules of interpretation, it 
will deprive him of his property altogether. As lL 
said before, I think the amendment should be 
allowed & pltf. should be put to show that he has a 
title because I am by no means convinced that 
there ever was a case in which the Court of Equity 
of the High Court has interfered on behalf of a 
pltf. simply in possession who had not title to that 
possession (JESSEL, M.R.).—LAIRD v. BRIGGS 
(1881), 19 Ch. D. 22, 29; 45 L. T. 238, C. A. 

962. Accidental omission from description of 
property desired to be sold—Partition action— 
Amendment with consent of all parties.|—WINK- 
LEY v. WINKLEY, No. 84], ante. 

963. Matters relevant arising after closing of 
pleading.|—After the closing of the pleadings in 
an action several new matters had arisen which, 
it was contended by pltf. were relevant & material 
to the question at issue in the action. Affidavits 
had been filed by deft. on the footing of such 
pleadings, the action had been set down & was 
ready for hearing & the briefs had been delivered. 
Plitf., who was resident abroad, applied for leave to 
amend his pleadings:—Held: the application 
being made entirely bond fide, the amendment of 
the pleadings might be allowed. Lut inasmuch as 
a very great indulgence was thus being conferred 
upon pltf. he must before making any such 
amendment, pay deft.’s costs of this application, & 
of a previous summons; & moreover, to secure 
any additional costs to which such amendment 
might put defts., the pltf. must deposit in court a 
further sum of £300 which, in addition to a sum 
of £100 already in court in respect of the general 
costs of the action, would be sufficient for that 
purpose.—He TRUFORT; TRAFFORD v. BLANC 
(1885), 53 L. T. 498 ; 34 W. RB. 56. 

964. Action for recovery of land—Addition of 
alternative claim for payment of money.}]—In an 
action for the recovery of land, deft. claimed to be 
entitled to possession under an alleged agree- 
ment :—Held: pltf. ought to be allowed to amend 
by adding an alternative claim for payment of a 
sum of money pursuant to a term in the alleged 
agreement. 
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Leave to join causes of action with an action 
for the recovery of land under Ord. XVIII., r. 2, 
can be given after the issue of the writ.—Rvus- 
BROOKE v. FARLEY (1885), 64 L. J. Ch. 1079; 
33 W. R. 557; sub nom. RUSHBROOKE v. FARLEY, 
62 L. T. 572. 

965. Bills of Sale Act—Adding plea.]—Deft. had 
not pleaded the Bills of Sale Act. The court 
considered that, if deft. intended to rely on the 
Act, it should have been tage trte. but gave leave 
to amend so as to raise the defence.—CoOBURN v. 
CoLuins (1887), 35 Ch. D. 873; 56 L. J. Ch. 504 ; 
56 L. T. 431; 35 W. R. 610; 3 T. L. R. 419. 

966. Contracts avoided by English law—Addition 
of plea.]}—Appeal by deft. from an order of the 
Divisional Court. The Société de Métaux agreed 
to purchase from all the chief copper companies, 
including pltf. company, all the copper produced 
for three years. at greatly enhanced prices. 
Defts. guaranteed the performance of this agree- 
ment. The Socicté des Mcéctaux & defts. subse- 
quently went into liquidation, & the French ring 
collapsed. The price of copper fell considerably, 
& pltfs. brought this action against the liquidator of 
the Comptoir d’Escompte, upon the guarantee to 
recover damages for the loss sustained by them in 
consequence of the non-performance of the agree- 
ment by the Société des Métaux in respect of 
certain deliveries of copper. Defts. applied for 
leave to add a defence that the agreement was 
illegal & void according to English law as being in 
restraint of trade, & therefore against public 
policy. The Divisional Court refused to allow the 
amendment, giving leave, however, to add a 
defence that the agreement was illegal & void 
according to French law. Defts. appealed :— 
Held: defts. ought to be allowed to plead that 
these contracts were avvided by English law.— 
CaPE CoPPER Co., LTD. v. COMPTOIR D’ESCOMPTE 
DE Panis (1890), 6 T. L. R. 362, C. A. 

967. Amendment amplifying original case—No 
new cause of action introduced.|—On April 18, 
1889, pltf. issued a writ against deft. company to 
obtain the removal of his name from the list of 
shareholders. On August 9, 1889, he delivered 
his statement of claim alleging that he had applied 
for shares in the company on the faith of a pros- 
pectus which contained miisrepresentations, the 
particulars of which were stated. On Jan. 20, 
1890, an order was made on a petition presented on 
Nov. 138, 1889, directing that the company be 
wound up. On Dec. 23, 1889, pltf. delivered an 
amended statement of claim in which he gave 
particulars of further alleged misrepresentations in 
the prospectus :—Held: the amendment was only 
an amplification of pltf.’s original case, & did not 
introduce a new cause of action, & that it must be 
allowed notwithstanding the company had been 
ordered to be wound up.—CoCKSEDGE v. METRO- 
POLITAN COAL CONSUMERS ASSOCIATION, LTD. 
(1891), 65 L. T. 482, C. A. 

968. Amendment to raise new points of law.]—A 
common order for discovery was made against 
defts., who made an affidavit of documents of 
which there were a large number, & then applied 
by summons that inspection might be postponed 
until certain questions of law mentioned in the 
summons had been determined. These questions 
of law were not raised by the pleadings :—Held : 
the statement of defence should be amended so as 
to raise the points of law which defts. desired to 
have determined & that the court then had juris- 
diction under Ord. XXV.,r. 2, to order the points 
of law to be set down for hearing & to postpone the 
inspection until they had been disposed of. 

emble: Ord. XXXI., r. 20, is not to be construed 
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so narrowly as to mean that the right to discovery 
or inspection is determined by the making of the 
common order, or that the court has no juris- 
diction after such an order to make a subsequent 
order for questions of law to be determined before 
inspection.— LEVER v. LAND SEcunItTiIEs Co., LTp., 
De CARTERET v. LAND SECURITIES Co., Lip. (1893), 
_ e 328; 42 W. R. 104; 38 Sol. Jo. 38; 7B. 

»,C. A. 

969. Service of writ out of the jurisdiction.]—The 
provisions of Ord. XXVIII. as to the amendments 
of indorsements & pleadings apply to writs issued 
for service out of the jurisdiction. Where a 
writ had been issued for service, & served out of 
the Pes teae ae & deft. had appeared thereto :— 
Held: the indorsement of claim on such writ 
might be amended under Ord. XXVIII., the 
amendment sought to be made not introducing a 
cause of action in respect of which leave for service 
out of the jurisdiction could not have been given. 

In indorsing the statement of that cause of 
cation upon the writ, pltfs. made a blunder, & 
gave wrong description of the bill. Leave was 
given for the issue of the writ so indorsed, & 
service of notice of it out of the jurisdiction ; such 
notice was duly served upon deft. abroad ; & deft. 
has in due course appeared in this country. It is 
argued that, under these circumstances, the writ 
cannot be amended. Why not? ‘The rules with 
regard to amendments appear in terms to apply 
to such acase. It is contended, nevertheless, that 
there cannot be an amendment, because the writ 
was for service, & has been served, out of the 
jurisdiction. But deft. has now appeared in this 
country ; & 1 can see no reason why an amend- 
ment such as this should not be made, just as in 
the case of a writ served within the jurisdiction. 
We were pressed with the possibility that, if such 
& writ could be amended, it might he amended 
so as to introduce a cause of action in respect 
of which leave could not have been originally given 
for service out of the jurisdiction. That is not 
the present case. When that case arises, there may 
be good reason for refusing to allow the amend- 
ment (ESHER, M.R.).—LoOLLAND v. LESLIE, [1894] 
2 Q. B. 450, 451; 63 L. J. Q. B. 679; 71 L. T. 33; 
A2 W. R. 577; 10 T. L. R. 556; 38 Sol. Jo. 578; 
9 R. 743, C. A. 

970. Embarrassing statement of claim.]—State- 
ment of claim struck out as einbarrasing as against 
one of the defts., & as against the other defts. 
leave to amend was given.—HEDWARDs v. PNEU- 
MATIC TYRE Co., Lrp., DUNLOP PNEUMATIC TYRE 
Co., Lrp., AND Du Cros (1900), 16 T. L. R. 
308, C. A. 

971. Setting up new cause of action——_Defendants 
allowed to plead new defence—-Lapse of time. ]— 
MorRRIS v. CARNARVON COUNTY COUNCIL, No. 885, 
ante. 


(b) Amendment not Allowed. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XXVIII., r. 1, p. 95, ante. 

Amendment as result of afterthought, see 
Sect. 3, sub-sect. 3, F., ante. 

Adding charges of fraud, etc., see Sect. 3, 
sub-sect. 3, G., ante. 

Raising new ground of claim, see Sect. 3, 
sub-sect. 3, H., ante. 

poauetice to other side, see Sect. 3, sub-sect. 3, I., 
ante. 

Claim barred by lapse of time, see Sect. 3, 
sub-sect. 3, J., ante. 

972. Putting material facts in issue.]—After a 
cause is set down you can only amend by making 
parties & cannot introduce new charges or put a 
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material fact in issue which was not so in the cause 
before, but should have preferred a supplemental 
bill in this respect.—-GOoDWIN v. GOODWIN (17486), 
8 Atk. 870; 26 E. R. 1014. 

973. Matters material to merits.]|—After an 
amendment had been made under a judge’s order, 
the court discharged the order, upon the ground 
that the amendment was too material to be per- 
mitted in a writ of right.—-TooTH v. BODDINGTON 
(1823), 1 Bing. 208; 8 Moore, C. P. 42; 1L. J. O. 
S.C. P. 66; 130 E. R. 84. 

974. .]|—A plea of set-off to a count in debt 
for goods sold & delivered, stated that pltfs. 
authorised & empowered one A. to trade under the 
firm of ‘“‘ A. & Co.” & so trading, to sell the goods 
in question to deft. as & for his own proper goods, 
& that deft. accordingly bought the goods as the 
goods of A.; & that A. was indebted to deft. in a 
larger amount. At the trial, it was proved that 
A. & B. were authorised by pitfs. to carry on the 
trade in the name of, & to sell the goods as & for 
the goods of, ‘‘ A. & Co.” The judge refused to 
allow the plea to be amended under Civil Procedure 
Act, 1833, c. 42, s. 23, by inserting therein the name 
of B. or by alleging that the goods were sold by A. 
& B.; but he directed the jury to find the facts 
specially, under sect. 24. The jury found “ that 
A. was authorised to sell the goods as the goods of 
‘A. & Co.’ but not as the goods of ‘ A.’; and that 
‘A. & Co.’ represented A. & B.” :—Held: the 
amendment proposed was in a matter material to 
the merits, & therefore properly disallowed; & 
that’ judgment can only be given under sect. 24 
of the statute, in cases where the court think the 
variance immaterial to the merits.— ADDINGTON v. 
MaGaN (1851), 10 C. B. 576; 20 L. J. C. P. 82 ; 
16 L. T. O. 8S. 4873; 138 BK. R. 228. 

975. Destroying effect of plea admitted—Plea 
allowed upon argument.]—After a plea has been 
allowed upon argument, pltf. will not be permitted 
to amend his bill, so as to destroy the effect of the 
plea.—BaATHO v. FULTON (1824), 2 L. J. O.S. Ch. 196. 

976. Plea made totally different by striking out 
averments.]—Declaration upon a bill of exchange 
drawn by C. on deft. payable to pltf. & accepted by 
deft. Plea, that before & at the time of accepting 
the said bill of exchange deft. was of unsound 
mind, & incapable of managing her own affairs, 
& that C. well knowing the premises & intending to 
take advantage of deft. fraudulently obtained the 
said bill of exchange & there never was any con- 
sideration or value whatever for the said accept- 
ance of the said bill :—Held: a plea of fraud, & 
if so, bad, as pltf. was not charged with having had 
notice of it. 





If a party pleading a plea will state on the face 
of it a number of circumstances from which a 
different state of facts arises to what he intended, 
he is hardly at liberty to strike out all averments so 
as to make it a totally different plea.—MorgIs v. 
CowELL (1844), 3 L. T. O. S, 179. 

977. Matters of substance going to basis of action. | 
—The court will not allow an amendment, where 
the variance is matter of substance, & goes to the 
very basis of the action.—Moss v. SOLOMON (1858), 
1F. & F. 342, N. P. 

978. Inserting inconsistent claims——Shareholder’s 
action for rescission of contract & indemnity.}—On 
Nov. 22 a shareholder in a company commenced 
an action against the company & its directors. 
By the indorsement on the writ he claimed to have 
the allotment of shares to him cancelled, on the 
ground that he had been induced to take the shares 
by the fraudulent misrepresentations of defts. ; 
& that defts. might be declared jointly & severally 
liable to repay him what he had paid for the shares 


112 


Sect. 3.— Amendment with leave: Sub-sect. 3, L. (b).] 


& to indemnify him against any further liability. 
On Nov. 29 a petition was presented to wind up 
the company. On Dec. 18 the petition was heard, 
& a winding-up order was made, pltf. then appear- 
ing as a contributory to support the petition, & 
the order providing for the payment of his costs in 
that character. On April 3 pltf. delivered a 
statement of claim in the action, by which he 
claimed the same relief as that which he had 
claimed by the indorsement on the writ, with this 
exception, that he did not expressly ask that the 
allotment of shares might be cancelled. There 
was a claim for further or other relief. After this 
the liquidator applied in the winding-up to put 
pltf. on the list of contributories ; pltf. resisted the 
appheation, & it was ordered to stand over until 
after the trial of the action:—Held: on the 
pleadings as they stood pltf. could not claim the 
rescission of his contract to take the shares. 

Leave to amend the statement of claim was 
refused, on the ground that by his conduct pltf. 
had elected to claim the rescission of the contract, 
not in the action, but in the winding-up.—-CARGILL 
v. BOWER (1878), 10 Ch. D. 502 ; 47 L. J. Ch. 649 ; 
38 L. T. 779; 26 W. R. 716. 

979. Amendment leaving question doubtful— 
Whether pleading proved in fact or bad in law. |— 
WILKIN v. REED, No. 811, ante. 

980. Amendment not carrying case any further. |— 
An action was brought to recover possession of 
certain premises on the ground of breach of 
covenant to repair, the lease containing a power of 
re-entry. Arrears of rent accruing after the notice 
to repair were also claimed by the writ. The 
notice with which deft. failed to comply was served 
in accordance with the Conveyancing Act, 1891. 
The claim dor rent was not repeated in the state- 
ment of claim :—Held: (1) the claim in the writ. 
for rent amounted to a waiver of the forfeiture for 
breach of covenant & was inconsistent with a claim 
for possession on the ground of forfeiture ; (2) leave 
to amend the writ, even if granted, would not alter 
the effect of the waiver.—BEVAN tv. BARNETT 
(1897), 13 T. L. R. 310. 

981. Partition action—Addition of claim for 
redemption. }— An action for partition was brought 
by the owner of the equity of redemption of an 
undivided share of land subject to mortgages 
affecting the whole, the pltf.’s mortgagee & the 
overriding mortgagees being made parties. The 
action was dismissed against the several mort- 
gagees as showing no reasonable cause of action 
against them. 

It is said there was a mistake in the pleadings, 
& IJ am asked to allow an amendment by the 
addition of a claim for redemption. If there were 
merely a slip, & the action would be right when 
amended, I should allow an amendment. But 
this is not so; for I do not think that a pltf. 
mortgagor can combine in the same action a claim 
against his own mortgagee to redeem him with 
a claim for partition against another deft. Though 
at the present time the rules as to pleading do 
allow claims to be combined in the same action 
to a greater extent than tormerly, I do not see 
how this can be done in a case where a judgment 
for redemption & payment would have to be 
finally worked out against one deft. before any 
judgment for partition could be pronounced against 
the other (NorTH, J.).—-SINCLAIN v. JAMES, [1894] 
3 Ch. 554, 557; 63 L. J. Ch. 873; 71 L. T. 483; 
38 Sol. Jo. 717; R. 637. 

982. Misjoinder of parties.}—Sect. 7 (1) (c) 
of the Education Act, 1902, which requires 
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the consent of the local education authority to 
the dismissal of a teacher in a non-provided 
public elementary school, has no application to a 
case where, a teacher having been eppone by the 
old managing body of such a school, they, before 
the Act comes into operation on ‘‘ the appointed 
day ”’ under sect. 27, have given him three months’ 
notice in writing terminating his engagement 
pursuant to the terms of their contract with him, 
& that period expires after the appointed day. 

A plitf. who, prior to the Education Act, 1902, 
has entered into a contract with the old managing 
body of a non-provided public elementary school 
cannot maintain an action to enforce his contract 
against the new managing body appointed under 
sect. 6 (2) of the Act, where that new managing 
body does not include the original contracting 
parties. 

The claim which pltf. has presented to us is, to 
my mind, ill-conceived; & it seems to me that, 
whatever his rights may be under the statute, this 
action ought not to have been brought against 
these four persons, who are some of the members 
of the body of management as it exists under the 
Act of 1902. These gentlemen are not the original 
contracting parties neither are they the whole of 
the body of management under the Act of 1902. 
Mr. Low says that we ought to give leave to amend. 
One good reason for our not doing so is that, 
looking at the case that he tells us he would wish 
to present, that case, if presented by amendment, 
would, in my judgment, also fail; so that there 
is nothing to be gained by amendment (VAUGHAN 
WILLIAMS, L.J.).— JONES vt. HuGiugs, [1905] 1 Ch. 
180, 186-187 ; 74 L. J. Ch. 57; 92 1. T. 2185 69 
J. P. 338; 53 W. R. 344; 21 1T. 1. RR. 595 49 
Sol. Jo. 67; 3 L. G. R. 1, C. A. 

983. Allegation not supported by facts. |— 
Deft., who was an art dealer, obtained leave to 
amend his defence by adding an allegation that 
plitf. was a money-lender, &, not being registered 
under the Money-lenders Act, 1900, could not 
recover on the bills. PItf. denied that he was a 
money-lender. 

The only question that remains is this. Deft. 
asked for leave to amend by alleging that pltf. is 
a person whose business is that of a money-lender 
within the Money-lenders Act, 1900, & therefore 
cannot recover anything at all under these bills 
because, as is admitted, he is not registered under 
the Act. .. . It isimportant to determine what is a 
money-lender within the definition in sect. 6 of the 
Act, which contains the exception of ‘‘ any person 
bond fide carrying on the business of banking 
or insurance or bond fide carrying on any business, 
not having for its primary object the lending of 
money in the course of which, & for the purposes 
of which, he lends money.’”’.. . 

The question in each case is, Does he carry on the 
business of a money-lender ? That depends on the 
facts of the case. On the facts of this case I hold 
that pitf. does not carry on & never did carry on 
business as a money-lender. Under the circum- 
stances, the amendment ought never to have 
been asked for, & so far as that defence is con- 
cerned, it fails entirely (FARWELL, J.).—LITcH- 
FIELD v. DREYFvus, [1905] 1 K. B. 584, 585, 588, 
590; 75 L. J. K. B. 447; 22 T. L. R. 385; 50 
Sol. Jo. 391. 

984. ——— Setting up alternative claim—Nominal 
damages.J—This action is brought against an 
auctioneer, & the claim of pltf. is framed upon the 
contention that when an auctioneer has let, the 
hammer fall after a bid he becomes the agent of 
the bidder to write his name to a memorandum of 
the contract of sale. 
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The learned judge who tried the case held that 
the falling of the hammer did not create an obliga- 
tion on the auctioneer to make a legally perfect 
contract between the vendor & the bidder. In 
this case the offer of cach lot was subject to a 
reserve price, & if that price was beyond the 
amount at which the lot was knocked down there 
was no authority on the part of the auctioneer to 
complete the sale. The learned judge held, 
therefore, that pltf. had failed to make out his 
case, but an application was made to amend the 
claim to one of breach of warranty on the part of 
the auctionecr that he had authority to sell the 
lot at the price at which it was knocked down. 
This application was refused upon the ground that 
the damages in such a case would be only nominal. 
I am of opinion that the decision of the learned 
judge was right in the view that he took as to the 
duty of the auctioneer, & that even if the amend- 
ment were taken to be made, it does not carry 
pitf.’s case further (CoLiins, M.R.).—McMANuUSs 
». ForTEsCUR, [1907] 2 K. B. 1,4, 5; 76L. J. 
K. B. 393; 96 L. T. 444; 23 T. L. R. 292; 51 
Sol. Jo. 245, C. A. 

985. Amendment not tending to furtherance of 
justice—Penal action. ]—The court will not allow a 
pltf. in a penal action to amend his declaration 
after demurrer, where the amendment would not 
tend to the furtherance of justice——-MATTHEWs v. 
SwiFtT (1835), 3 Dowl. 636; 1 Bing. N. C. 735; 1 
Hodg. 175; 131 EF. R. 13801; sub nom. Marurws 
v. Swirr, 1 Scott, 7063; previous proceedings, sub 
nom. La ». Swirr (1835), 1 Bing. N. (. 734; 
HUMPUREYS vr. HARVEY (1884), 1 Bing. N. C. 


Penal actions, see Sect. 9, post. 

986. Amount of claim—Damages exceeding plain- 
tiff’s claim.J—The amount of a claim may be 
amended at the trial, but will not be so if the 
damages appear to have exceeded what pltf. had 
really claimed or was entitled to.—INCLEDON v. 
WATSON (1862), 2 EF. & If. 841. 

987. Curing defect in plaintiff’s tithe—Title de- 
fective at institution of suit.]—PItf., whose title to 
relief is defective at the time of the institution of 
the suit, cannot introduce by amendment or 
supplemental bill subsequently occurring facts 
by which the defect is cured.— A.-G. v. AVON 
CORPORATION (1863), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 637; 2 
New Rep. 564; 33 L. J. Ch. 172; 9 0.. 'T. 187; 11 
W. RK. 1050; 46 E. R. 783, C. A. 

988. -|—If a pltf. has no title to main- 
tain his suit at the time when the bill is filed, he 
cannot carry on the suit by subsequently acquiring 
a title & amending the bill accordingly.—Evans 
v. BAGSHAW (1870), 5 Ch. App. 340; 39 1. J. Ch. 
145; 18 W. R. 657, L. C. & L. J. 

989. Adding charges of cruelty—Judicial separa- 
tion.J—Where in a suit for judicial separation on 
the ground of cruelty the petition had been filed 
for nearly a year, issue had been joined, & the 
cause set down for trial at the present sittings ; 
the court refused to allow the petitioner to amend 
her petition by adding further charges of cruelty.— 
AUSTIN v. AUSTIN (1871), 41 L. J. P. & M. 83; 25 
lL. T. 856; 20 W. R. 128. 

990. Amendment unnecessary.|—Where’ the 
material fact was pleaded, namely, that deft. 
had received the money for pltfs.’ use, amendment 
was refused, it being unnecessary to state the 
circumstances under which the money was 
received.—BARTLETT Uv. ROCHE (1876), Bitt. Prac. 
Cas. 121; 2 Char. Cham. Cas. 34. 

991. Amendment after failure of charge of fraud. ] 
~~Leave to amend a statement of claim which 
contains an allegation of fraud which fails, will 
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not be granted.— HALSEY v. BROTHERHOOD (1880), 
15 Ch. D. 514; 49 L. J. Ch. 786; 43 L. T. 366; 
29 W. R. 9; 1 Goodeve’s Patent Cases, p. 218 ; 
affd. (1881), 19 Ch. D. 386, C. A. 

992. Opening accounts — Pleading treated as 
amended without order. |—Defence & counterclaim 
did not formally ask to have the accounts opened ; 
an application to amend made at the hearing was 
refused; the court, however, permitted the 
parties to give evidence as to the accounts on the 
ground that it might be the duty of the court to 
make all such amendments as should be necessary 
for determining the real question between the 
parties. Having heard the evidence, the court, 
without ordering amendment, treated the plead- 
ings as amended, & decided on the evidence.— 
Warp v. SHARP (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 313; 50 
L. T. 557; 32 W. R. 584. 

993. Amendment in nature of counterclaim— 
Adding defence of 13 Eliz. c. 5.]—Tuck v. SOUTH- 
ERN COUNTIES Derposir BANK, Lrp., No. 890, 
ante. 

994. Amendment not proper subject of counter- 
claim.]—Pltfs., who were interested under a will 
& a settlement, commenced an action in April, 
1889, against ten defts., claiming that a release 
dated March 19, 1872, executed in favour of 
defts., C. L. & W. S. I., or their predecessors, 
might be declared to be not binding, & might be 
set aside, & that notwithstanding such release an 
account might be taken of a certain legacy & of 
trust funds comprised in the settlement, dated 
May 8, 1841; & of the residue of the estate of 
J.C. F., & that such estate might be administered 
by the court. C. L. & W.S. L. had put in a state- 
ment of defence & submitted that the agreement 
which was come to, & the distribution of the funds 
made on the faith thereof, & the several matters & 
questions concluded by the release, should not 
now be re-opened, & that the necessary & proper 
parties for the re-opening were not parties to the 
action. 

The other defts. had not put in any defence at 
all, C. lL. & W.S. L. took out a summons that 
they might be at liberty to deliver interrogatories 
in writing for the examination of pltfs. & six of 
defts., & this was a motion on behalf of the 
applicants that the order made at chambers 
refusing the application as regarded the said 
defts. might be discharged, & that applicants 
might be at liberty to deliver interrogatories, or 
in the alternative that they might be at liberty 
to amend their statement of defence by counter- 
claiming against pltfs., & all defts. other than 
themselves; a declaration that the release was 
valid & binding on pltfs. & such other defts., & 
that on such amendment being made might deliver 
interrogatories. 

STIRLING, J., said that the application was made 
under the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, 
Ord. XXXI., r. 1; & the question was whether 
co-defts. were in this action ‘‘ opposite parties.” 
The two principal defts. had put in a defence 
asserting the validity of the release, but their 
co-defts., against whom this application was made, 
had not put in any defence. They admitted the 
allegation, but they did not make it the ground of 
any application to the court on their behalf. Was 
there any issue joined bctween co-defts.? He 
thought that no issue had been joined between 
them at the present time. The summons asked 
for leave to amend, but the answer to that was 
that it was not a proper subject of counterclaim. 
The release was proper, & valid until it was set 
aside. Upon the present pleadings he failed to 
see that the rights of applicants were affected. 
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No issue had been raised between cu-defts.; &, 
in order to raise it, the pleadings must be amended. 
He was of the same opinion which he expressed in 
chambers, & the motion must be refused with 
costs.——-MARSHALL v. LANGLEY, [1889] W. N. 
222, 223. 

995. Amendment inconsistent with counterclaim 
& implied admission.]/—The court were of the 
opinion, & came to the conclusion that the learned 
judge was right in disallowing by way of amend- 
ment a defence to a breach alleged in 1889 founded 
on an alleged exoneration in 1890, especially as a 
commission had been ordered to Australia to take 
evidence in support of the defence originally set 
up. No defence founded on exoneration had pre- 
viously been set up. But the defence was allowed 
as to the claim for general damages on the whole 
contract, & no doubt as to that it would be 
admissible, & it was allowed. But the deft. now 
desired to plead it as to the particular shipment 
in 1889, whereas there was an implied admission 
that at that time & afterwards the contract still 
existed, & there was a counterclaim for damages 
as to subsequent shipments. That being sv, it 
would be absurd to allow the addition to the 
defence. 

The appeal, therefore, was dismissed, with 
costs. —CENTRAL QUEENSLAND MEAT Export Co. 
v. GALLOP (1892), 8 T. L. R. 225, 226. D. C. 

996. Statute of Frauds—Amending defence by 
pleading statute.]|—Pitfs. were paper manufac- 
turers carrying on business at Sheffield. Defts. 
were the Capital & Counties Newspaper Co., who 
were the proprietors & publishers of the Sun 
newspaper, & B., who was the holder of debentures 
in the company for the amount of £15,000. Pitfs., 
having supplied deft. company with paper, drew 
a bill of exchange for £446, which deft. company 
accepted, &, the bill not being met at maturity, 
pltis. refused to supply the company with any 
more paper unless B. would endorse the bill. B., 
in a letter addressed to the managing director of 
deft. company, wrote, ‘‘ You can tell Marsdens 
that I am willing to guarantce the bill, but 1 will 
not endorse it.” This letter was handed to pltfs., 
& pltfs. thereupon supplied the company with 
further paper & refrained for a time from suing 
upon the bill. They now sued the company to 
recover £446 on the bill & the price of further 
paper supplied, & they sued B. on the ground 
that he had guaranteed payment of the bill. 
Judgment was entered against the company, but 
was not satistied, & the action proceeded against 
B. alone. His defence was that he had not given 
any guarantee. Ile did not plead the Statute of 
Frauds. On the question as to whether he ought 
to have been allowed to amend by pleading the 
Statute :—Held: it would have been wrong to 
allow an amendment.—MARSDEN & Son v. 
CaPiTaL & COUNTIES NEWsPAPER Co., Lp. 
(No. 1) (1901), 46 Sol. Jo. 11, C. A. 

99 ——.]— NORTH »v. 





1490, post. me: 

998. Costs inadequate compensation to other side. { 
—Pltf. claimed damages from deft. corporation 
for injury done to a statue. Before issuing the 
writ in May. 1912, pltf.’s solicitor intimated to 
the defts. that he was issuing it at the time he did 
in view of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 
1893. Shortly before the hearing, namely, on 
Feb. 17, 1913, defts. applied in chambers for leave 
to amend their points of defence by pleading the 
Act. The question was reserved for the judge at 
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the trial. Upon application to amend at the 
trial, the question was reserved until after verdict 
found. The jury found for pitf.:—Held: in the 
circumstances the application was too late, & that, 
in any event, it would only have been granted 
upon defts. paying pltf.’s costs. 

I think it was Lord Bramwell who said that 
amendments should be allowed in every case where 
costs would be ae Meee pee to the other party 
for the default which made it necessary to make 
the amendments (see Tildesley v. Harper, No. 
912, ante). I must therefore consider whether, 
in the present case, costs would be an entire 
compensation to pltf. As I have said, pltf. has 
already incurred the whole of the expense likely 
to be incurred with the exception of the attend- 
ance of the witnesses. The costs he would get 
would not, therefore, be entire compensation to 
him, but would probably leave him considerably 
out of pocket (PICKFORD, J.).— ARONSON Uv. 
LIVERPOOL CoRPN. (1918), 77 J. P. 176; 29 
T. L. R. 325. 

999. Interlocutory application.|—Ratepayers in 
a borough issued a writ claiming an injunction to 
restrain the borough council from approving certain 
deposited plans, an injunction restraining them 
from refusing to allow pltfs. to inspect the plans, 
& an injunction to restrain the persons who had 
deposited the plans from carrying them out. They 
then moved for interim injunctions in the terms of 
the indorsement on the writ :—Held : with regard 
to the carrying out of the plans by the other defts., 
that, as pltfs. had not joined the A.-G. & had 
not sued on behalf of themselves & all other 
ratepayers in the borough, & had not shown any 
special injury to themselves beyond a mere 
prievance, they could not succeed without amend- 
ing their writ, & that no leave to amend would 
be given for the purpose of an interlocutory 
application —DovER PIcTURE PALACE, LTp. & 
PESSERS v. DOVER CORPORATION & CRUNDALL, 
WRAITH, Gurr & KNIGHT (1913), 11 lL. G. R. 971, 
C. A. 

1000. Amendment to make some other person 
liable in substitution for defendant—Whether 
defendant acting as agent for undisclosed principal. } 
—In an action by the vendor against the pur- 
chaser for specific performance of a contract of 
sale, pltf. is not entitled to interrogate deft. for 
the purpose of discovering whether he was acting 
as agent for an undisclosed principal. Leave to 
amend & to deliver interrogatories with this object 
refused. 

It is clear that if the amendment were allowed 
& the action proceeded on the footing of the new 
facts suggested by pltf. the result would be that 
pltf. might be in a position to take judgment 
against one or other of two persons, but under no 
circumstances against both. The only object of 
the amendment & interrogatories, therefore, so far 
as this action is concerned, is to give pltf. the 
opportunity, if he is so minded, of releasing the 

resent deft. from all liability under the contract 
But not to give him any kind of assistance in sup- 
port of his claim against deft. The question, 
therefore, is whether an amendment ought to be 
made or interrogatories allowed the object of 
which is not to support the existing proceedings 
or to make them regular & effective against the 
present deft., but to secure for pltf. some other 
person liable under the contract in substitution 
for & not jointly with the present deft. I think it 
would be entirely contrary to the practice of the 
court to accede to such an application (YOUNGER, 
J.).—SEBRIGHT v. HANBURY, [1916] 2 Ch. 245; 
85 L. J. Ch. 748; 1165 L. T. 75. 
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SUB-SHOT. 4.—AT WHAT STAGE OF PROCEEDINGS 
AMENDMENTS ALLOWED. 


A. In General. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XXVIII., r. 1, p. 95, ante. 

1001. Any stage of the proceedings.|—RorE v. 
DAVIES, No. 833, ante. 

1002. Necessity for prompt application—Delay no 
ground for refusal—Unless opposite side preju- 
diced.J|—Although delay may be a ground for 
refusing leave to amend the declaration on the 
eve of the trial, it is no ground for ultimately 
refusing it, unless it would involve some prejudice 
to deft. as by reason of the expected absence or 
death of a witness. And except under special 
circumstances, the court will allow pltf. amend- 
ment at any time before trial, on the usual terms. 
——-TRICKET v. JARMAN (1854), 2 C. L. R. 716. 

1003. Unreasonable delay.}—The court will 
not give leave to pltf. to amend his bill if he has 
not taken any —e in the prosecution of the suit 
for an undue length of time, in this case, two years 
after answers put in, & not being able to explain 





his delay. Gencral Orders are to be strictly 
enforced.—ALTREE v. ILORDEN (1839), 3 Jur. 
816. 

1004. ———_ ———. ]—-DUPREz v. VERET, No. 851, 
ante. 

1005. —— Year from time for appealing 





against order.|—JIn an action under Patents Act, 
1883, s. 32, to restrain a patentee from issuing 
threats, pltfs. in their statement of claim alleged 
that defts.’ patent was invalid. CuiTry, J., 
ordered this allegation to be struck out, being of 
opinion that the validity of defts.’ patent could 
not be tried in such an action. After nearly a 
year, the time for appealing against that order 
having long expired, pltfs. applied to KEKEWICH, 
J., to whom the action had been transferred, for 
liberty to amend the statement of claim by 
inserting an allegation that defts.’ patent was 
invalid. KEKEWICcH, J., refused the application, 
& pltfs. appealed :—Held (by CoTron & BOWEN, 
L.JJ.): liberty to amend ought to be given but 
upon special terms, in or that defts. might not 
suffer any loss by pltfs. not having taken the 
proper course of appealing in due time from the 
order of CuHiTtry, J. Dissentient, ry, L.J., who 
was of opinion that though the amendment was 
in itself proper, it was not competent to the court 
to allow it, when doing so was inconsistent with 
& substantially reversed an order of Cuirty, J., 
which was not liable to be appealed from.— 
KuRTZz v. SPENCE (1887), 86 Ch. D. 770; 58 L. T. 
320; 36 W. R. 4388; 3 T. L. R. 827, C. A. 

1006. ——— ——— Costs inadequate compensation 
to other side.]|—ARONSON v. LIVERPOOL CORPN.,, 
No. 998, ante. 

1007. Before completion of matter & entry on 
record—Civil & criminal cases.|—The court may 
give a party leave to amend as well in criminal 
as in civil causes before the matters are completed 
& entered on record.—KNOWLES’ CASE (1693), 12 
State Tr. 1167. 

1008. After commencement of suit—No new cause 
of action—Matters particularly stated.]—-BROWN 
v. CRuMP, No. 865, ante. 

1009. Motion to dismiss for want of prosecution. ] 
—The court will not, without evidence on the part 
of pltf., or consent of deft., give leave to amend 
the bill on motion to dismiss it for want of prose- 
cution.—FREBSTON v. CLAYDON (1853), 22 L. J. 
Ch. 640; 17 Jur. 435. 

1010. On interlocutory application for injunction 
—Changing nature of action—Amendment allowed. } 
~—HUBBUCK v. HELMS, No. 894, ante. 
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B. Before Trial. 


1011. Any time before trial—On usual terms. ]}— 
TRICKET v. JARMAN, No. 1002, ante. 

1012. After cause set down.]—A claim may be 
amended after it has been set down for hearing.— 
Ports v. THAMES HAVEN, Dock & Ry. Co. (1851), 
15 Jur. 762. 





1013. .}—Re TRUFORT, TRAFFORD v. BLANC, 
No. 9638, ante. 
1014. Clerical error.|—After the bill had 








been previously amended, & the cause had been set 
down, leave given on an ex parte application, to 
amend the bill by correcting a clerical error.— 
COCKBURN v. RAPHAEL (1829), 9 L. J. O. S. Ch. 10. 

1015. After reply—Mistake in proceedings. ]— 
EMERY v. WEBSTER, No. 937, ante. 

1016. After examination & cross-examination of 
witness under judge’s order.]—The court allowed 
deft. to amend his pleadings after one of plté.’s 
witnesses had been examined & cross-examined 
under a judge’s order—it appears that, prior to 
the examination, pltf.’s attorney was apprised 
of the proposed amendments, & the witness was 
examined with reference thereto.—HOLLINGWORTH 
v. BRIGGS (1836), 2 Scott, 794. 

1017. Equitable plea added on morning of trial 
—Plea insisted on from beginning—Knowledge of 
plaintiff.;—In an action upon a promissory note, 
to which deft. had pleaded that he did not make 
the note, leave was given to amend the pleadings 
upon the morning of the trial, by aAding an 
equitable plea, that deft. signed the note as a 
witness only, & not asa maker. Pltf. having been 
aware of this line of defence which was insisted on 
from the beginning, although not pleaded. 

Semble: it would be otherwise if pltf. had not 
known such an amendment ought not to be 
allowed, without the strongest affidavits of the 
truth of the matter proposed to be pleaded.— 
Morrts v. MILLER (1861), 2 F. & F. 551. 

1018. After reply & joinder of issue—Materiality 
of amendment.|]—The court will give leave to a 
pltf. to amend his statement of claim after re 
& joinder of issue without requiring to be satisfied 
as to the materiality of the proposed amendment, 
the plitf. paying the costs of the application.— 
CHESTERFIELD Co. v. BuLack (1877), 25 W. R. 
409. 

1019. After joinder of issue & notice of trial—New 
cause of action raised.]—CLARK v. WRAY, No. 882, 





ante. 

1020. After joinder of issue & hearing of point 
of law—Terms.]—An action was brought by a 
municipal corporation to restrain the local board 
from interfering with water-mains & pipes laid 
down by the corporation in the district of the 
local board. Issue was joined & admissions made 
to raise the point of law whether the corporation 
had any legal right to break up the streets vested 
in the local board, which was decided against 
pltfs. Pltfs. then moved to be allowed to amend 
their reply by pleading acquiescence & estoppel 
by conduct on the part of defts.:—Held: the 
court would allow the amendment, but only on 
the terms of pltfs. paying the costs which might 
turn out to have been thrown away by reason of 
the amendment, & of the costs of the motion being 
costs in the action, but to be defts. in any event.— 
PRESTON CORPN. v. FULLWoOD LocaL BoarpD 
(No. 2) (1885), 34 W. R. 200. 

1021. Hearing fixed & accidentally postponed.] 
—ROE v. DAVIES, No. 833, ante. 

1022. Eve of trial—Raising fresh cause of action. ] 
—TOTTENHAM LocAL BOARD OF HEALTH v. LEA 
CONSERVANCY BOARD, No. 883, ante. 
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1023. After notice of trial—Adding Attorney- 
General as party.}—By the Pontypridd Water- 
works Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. eviii), s. 4, 
deft. company were authorised to make & main- 
tain a reservoir & certain filter beds, service tanks, 
conduits or lines of pipes & other works in the 
county of Glamorgan therein mentioned. Sect. 10 
provided that if the works authorised were not 
completed within the time thereby limited the 
powers of deft. company should cease, ‘‘ Provided 
that for the protection of the Pontypridd «& 
Ystradyfodwy Local Boards .. . the following 
provisions shall have effect (namely)”’; & then 
followed provisions imposing certain obligations 
upon deft. company with reference to the quantity 
& quality of the water to be supplied to the districts 
of the two local boards. 

On Sept. 13, 1906, pltf. council, who were the 
successors in interest of the Ystradyfodwg Local 
Board. commenced an action in their own name 
against deft. company to enforce by mandatory 
injunction the provisions of sect. 10. Deft. company 
by their defence alleged (inter alia) that they 
would object that pltf. council's statement of 
claim disclosed no cause of action. On Nov. 6, 
1907, after notice of trial had been given, pltf. 
council obtained an order giving them liberty to 
amend their writ & statement of claim by adding 
the Attorney-General as a co-pltf. on their relation. 
The order provided that ‘ all questions as to the 
terms upon which such amendments ought to be 
allowed be left to the judge at the trial of this 
action, when defts. are to be at liberty to raise 
such preliminary objections as they may think 
fit.’ The Attorney-General was accordingly added 
as a co-pitf.:—Held: the liberty given to amend 
by the order of Nov. 6 must be upon the terms 
that pltf. council should pay to deft. company 
their costs of the action up to & including that 
order, & that the Attorney-General should only 
be entitled to such relief as he could have claimed 
if the action had been commenced at the date on 
which he was added as a party.—A.-G. v. Ponty- 
PRIDD WATERWORKS Co., [1908] 1 Ch. 388, 389; 
77 iL. J. Ch. 237; 98 L. T. 275; 72 J. P. 483; 24 
T. L. R. 196; 71 J. P. Jo. 616; 6L.G. R. 39. 


C'. At Trial. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XXVIII., r. 1, p. 95, ante. 

Addition & substitution of parties, see PRACTICE, 
Part XIX. 

1924. Whether amendment allowed—Discretion 
of judge.|—The proper time to apply for an amend- 
ment of pleadings is on the conclusion of the 
applicant’s case, but a judge, sitting without a 
jury, may in his discretion allow an amendment 
after he has begun delivering his decision.— 
RAIny v. Bravo (1872), L. R. 4 P. ©. 287; 9 
Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 35; 27 L. T. 249; 36 J. P. 
788; 20 W. R. 873; 17 E.R. 427, P. C. 

1025. ——-—_—-.]—BykpD v. Nunn, No. 1036, post. 

1026. —— Equitable relief. |—The rights of parties 
litigating in equity must be decided secundum 
allegaia et probata; & where a pltf. prays by his 
bill for the specific performance of an agreement, 
but the court considers he is not entitled to that 
relief, it is irregular to give him liberty at the 
hearing to amend the prayer of his bill by asking 
to be placed as nearly as possible in the same 
position as if that agreement had never been 
entered into.— BELLAMY v. SABINE (1847), 2 Ph. 
425; 17 L. J. Ch. 105; 10 L. T. O. S. 181; 41 
E. R. 1007, 1. C. 
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1027. Not to make new case.|—WATTS 0. 


HyYvpkE, No. 870, ante. 
1028. Only to determine matters in con- 


troversy before trial.}—-WILKIN 7. REED, No. 811, 
ante. 








1029 ——.]—Lucas v. TARLETON, No. 
900, ante 
1030. -}+—Semble: if pltf.’s counsel con- 








siders that the matter at issue between the parties 
is not properly raised in the pleadings, he should 
call the attention of the judge to it at the trial, 
when the plea might be amended.—HoORTON v. 
McMurtry (1860), 5 H. & N. 667; 29 L. J. Ex. 
260; 2L. T. 297; 8 W. R. 628; 157 H.R. 1347. 

1081. Not to obtain new suit against new 
parties. |—-WARRICK v”. QUEEN’S COLLEGE, OXFORD, 
No. 889, ante. 

1032. As to dates—Charges of cruelty.]— 
BUNYARD v. BUNYARD, No. 953, ante. 

1033. Insertion of correct dates. |-- 
BRECKON v. RUSSELL, No. 1116, post. 

10384. No injury to other party. |—Leave to 
introduce a new plea after issue joined will not be 
given unless the affidavit in support of the motion 
discloses such facts as, if proved in evidence, 
would warrant the plea. If at the trial evidence 
of such facts were to be given, the court would 
allow a corresponding plea to be added to the 
record, if it could be done without injury to the 
other party. — TWELLS v. CLARKE (1863), 3 Sw. & 
Tr. 280; 9 L. T. 658; 33 L. J. P.M. & A. 49; 
9L. T. 658; 28 J. P. 248; 164 K. R. 1282. 

1035. Delay by plaintiff.]—Lceave to amend 
at the hearing of the cause was refused. Pltf. ought 
to have amended his bill when the answer came in. 
—OFFORD v. OFFORD (1875), 1 Char. Pr. Cas. 102. 

1036. Defence inconsistent with rules of 
pleading.]—An application was made to amend 
the statement of defence. A similar application 
had been refused by Fry, J., & on this ground the 
Court of Appeal declined to interfere with the 
discretion of the court below. 

With respect to the leave to amend, I think that 
we ought not to interfere with the discretion of 
the judge in the court below in such a case. If 
a deft. were to be at liberty to put in a defence 
inconsistent with the rules of pleading, & then at 
the trial get the case to stand over in order to 
put in a new defence, the consequences might be 
very prejudicial. If a proper case for amendment 
had been made out at the trial, the judge, who had 
all the facts before him, might have given leave 
to amend at the time, & have proceeded to try 
the action at once. Lut it is a matter entirely 
in the discretion of the judge, with which this 
court ought to be very chary in interfering. The 
appeal must be dismissed with costs (JAMES, L.J.). 
—Byrp v. NUNN (1877), 7 Ch. D. 284, 286; 47 
L. J. Ch. 1; 37 L. T. 585; 26 W. R. 101, C. A. 

1037. Variance between figures & words— 
Bill of exchange.|—SAUNDERSON v. PIPER, No. 944, 
ante. 

1038. Action for libel.]—In an action for a 
libel the declaration stated, that deft. published 
a libel, ‘‘ contained in, & being an article, in a 
certain weekly printed publication, or paper, 
called the Paul Pry.’ At the trial it was proved 
that deft. gave a printed slip of paper, which 
appeared to have been cut from the Paul Pry, 
to several persons for them to read, & that they 
read it:—Held: the judge at the trial might 
properly allow the record to be amended by striking 
out the above-mentioned allegation, that the 
libel was contained in, & was an article in, the 
Paul Pry.—Foster v. PoInTer (1841), 9 C. & P 
718; 173 E. R. 1024, N. P. 
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1039. Action for slander.]— Declaration 
stated that pltf. was a surgeon & accoucheur, & that 
he had been employed to attend, & had attended, 
one R.in her confinement; that deft. in a discourse 
with the said R. of & concerning pltf. in relation 
to his said profession, falsely, etc. spoke & published 
the following words: ‘ I wonder you had him to 
attend you. Do you know him? Ile is not an 
apothecary ; he has not passed any examination ; 
he is a bad character; none of the medical men 
here will meet him. There have been many 
inquests had upon persons who have died because 
he had attended them.’ At the trial the words 
proved, as to the inquests, were ‘ several have 
died that pltf. has attended, & there have been 
inquests held upon them ”’:—IHHeld: the judge 
was right in allowing the declaration to be amended, 
by inserting the words proved. If the amended 
words could have been answered by a plea of 
justification, & the words originally inserted could 
not, the counsel for deft. should have applied to 
the judge to postpone the trial.—SouTHEE v. 
DENNY (1847), 1 Exch. 196; 17 LL. J. Iex. 151; 
154 Ki. 1. 83. 

1040. Amendment to make pleading applic- 
able to transaction originally referred to.]—DaAvIs 
v. PREECE, No. 901, ante. 

1041. Omission to allege usage of trade. |— 
METZNER v. BOLTON, No. 840, ante. 

1042. Addition of new plea.]—Thce inclination 
of the court is to allow the record to be amended 
at the trial by the addition of a new plea, rather 
than to shut out any defence which might be raised. 
Defts. were allowed to put on the record at the 
trial a plea, that the will in dispute had been 
obtained by the undue influence of one of pltfs., 
subject to the postponement & rehearing of the 
cause, if required by pitfs., & to the payment by 
defts. of all expenses incurred by such postpone- 
ment.—Tobbp & Prick v. SUMPSION & SPRIGGES 
(1859), 1 Sw. & Tr. 269; 164 I. R. 723, 724. 

1043 -|/—Pitf. brought trespass for 
injury to his land. Defts. pleaded a right of way 
under the Prescription Act, & at Common Law. 
At the trial, after the counsel for defts. had 
summed up his evidence, the judge allowed an 
amendment by adding a plea of a limited right of 
way over pltf.’s land at such times of the year 
when certain fields of defts.’ were under cultivation. 
A verdict was entered for the pltf. by consent on 
all the other issues, & the jury found the issue 
raised by the added plea for defts. :—J/cld: the 
amendment was rightly allowed & that the added 
plea was good in law.— JONES v7. BULKELEY (1871), 
24 L. T. 101. 























1044, ——— — —..|-—COBURN v. COLLiINs, No. 965, 
ante. 

1045. - -—— Pleading Statute of Limitation in reply 
to set-off.]——LBRANCKER 7. CROZIER, No. 928, 
ante. 

1046. —-—- Adding charge of fraudulent conceal- 


ment. ]—BEVAN v. ADAMS, No. 863, ante. 

1047. Pleading Statute of Frauds. |—MArs- 
DEN & SON v. CAPITAL & COUNTIES NEWSPAPER Co., 
LTp. (No. 1), No. 996, ante. 

1048. Plea of Public Authorities Protection 
Act.J—ARONSON v. LIVERPOOL CORPORATION, 
No. 998, ante. 

1049. Amount of claim.J—INCLEDON v. 
WATSON, No. 986, ante. 

1050. Collision. |—The court will not, at the 
hearing of a cause of collision, allow a plea to be 
added, alleging that the vessel proceeded against 
was in charge of a licensed pilot & that the accident 
was caused by his default.—THE ALHAMBRA (1864), 
Brown & Lush, 286. 
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1051. Action for salvage—Facts admitted. ] 
—To recover remuneration for services rendered to 
a, stranded steamship, seven actions of salvage were 
commenced on behalf of eight tugs & the crews 
of two lifeboats. These actions were consolidated 
& one defence was put in, the material paragraph 
of which stated that ‘‘ the defts. admit the facts 
alleged in the various statements of claim . 
but not the inferences sought to be drawn from 
the said facts, & they submit themselves to the 
judgment of the court thereon.” At the trial 
leave was asked on behalf of some of the salvors 
to put in the log of defts’. vessel & on behalf of 
other salvors to amend their statement of claim 
on the ground in both cases, that discovery of 
defts’. documents obtained after the defence had 
been delivered, particularly the letters & telegrams 
of defts’. master, had disclosed material facts 
tending to lead to inferences increasing the value 
of the services rendered by these pltfs. :—Held: 
both applications must be refused, the first on the 
ground that further evidence at the trial as to the 
salvage services was inadmissible, the court being 
only concerned with the inferences to be drawn 
from the admitted facts, & the second on the 
additional ground that the application came too 
late as it should have been made before the trial, 
after discovery had been obtaincd.—THE BUTE- 
SUIRE, [1909] P. 170; 78 L. J. P. 108; 100 L. T. 
1005; 11 Asp. M. L. C. 278. 

1052. Title of plaintiff to sue.]—The sole 
pltf. in a creditor’s administration suit alleged that 
she was the personal representative of a creditor 
of the testator. At the hearing it appeared that 
pitf. was not his representative ; & she then applied 
for leave to amend the bill by adding the truc 
representatives as co-pltfs. with her & by inserting 
allegations to show that she had a beneficial 
interest in the debt which was the foundation of 
the suit. 

The court (affirming the order of the Master of 
the Rolls) gave leave to make the amendments ; 
& it was held that, although the original pltf. was 
herself an accounting party to the creditor’s 
estate, there was no misjoinder in joining her as 
co-pltf. with the legal personal representatives. 

In the original bill the personal representative 
of the testator whose estate was sought to be 
administered was made a deft. in another capacity ; 
but there was no statement that she filled the 
character of personal representative. Leave was 
given at the bearing to amend the bill by alleging 
her title as such representative.—MAUGHAN v. 
BLAKE (1867), 3 Ch. App. 32; 37 L. J. Ch. 109 ; 
17 I. T. 278; 16 W. R. 66. 

1053. ——— Amendment making denial of plitf.’s 
possession unqualified. |—-LAIRD v. Briaas, No. 961, 
ante. 








1054. ——— Description of guardian ad litem.]— 
LONDON & CouNTY BANK tv. BRAY, No. 844, ante. 
1055. ——— Termination of contract.|—The in- 


formation & bill as originally filed stated that deft. 
company had entered into a contract with the local 
authorities of the town for the lighting of the public 
streets. When the cause came on to be heard by 
the Vice-Chancellor, on motion for decree, this 
contract had been put an end to by the local 
authorities, & an affidavit was filed stating this 
fact, but the information & bill was not amended. 
The Vice-Chancellor at the hearing gave leave to 
amend the information & bill accordingly. 

Semble : the case was a proper one for allowing 
the amendment at the hearing 2420. v. 
CAMBRIDGE CONSUMERS’ GaAs Co. (1868), 4 Ch. App. 
71; 38 L.J.Ch. 94; 19 L. T. 508; 33 J. P. 147; 
17 W. R. 145, L. JJ. 
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1056. —— Accounts—Amendment to surcharge & 
falsify. }—MozeELEy (MOZLEyY) v. CowIF, No. 834, ante. 

1057. ——— Testatrix prevented from altering will 
by force & threats.}—Testatrix in 1853 made her 
will, by which she gave her property equally between 
pltfs., defts. & interveners. In an action by 
pltfs. propounding this will, it appeared that in 
1874 she gave intructions for another will, which 
would have deprived pltfs. of all interest in her 
estate. In the course of pltfs.’ case some evidence 
was given tending to show that the testatrix was 
prevented by force & threats from executing the 
proposed will:—Held: the pleadings could be 
amended by adding statements to that effect, & 
praying for a declaration that pltfs. held their 
shares as trustees for defts. & interveners.—BETTS 
v. DouGutTry (1879), 5 P. D. 26; 48 L. J. P. 71; 
41 L. T. 560. 

1058. Claim for alternative relief. }—Pltf. 
claimed specific performance of an agreement to 
settle on her an annuity of £100, in consideration 
of her residing with the deft. as companion, & 
acting as her amanuensis, &, alternatively. dam- 
ages for breach of the agreement, & for wrongful 
dismissal. The defence was that the agreement 
was for a simple employment of the pltf. in such 
capacity at the salary of £100 per annum, & that 
she had wrongfully left such employment. The 
evidence failed to establish the claim for specific 
performance, but, in the opinion of the court, the 
circumstances as to the dismissal were sufficiently 
raised by the pleadings, & the subject of evidence, 
& the disuussal was wrongful :—Held: if neces- 
sary, such an amendment might be made as to 
put the case as to wrongful dismissal on the 
statement of claim, & that the court ought at once 
to determine such case.—DALLINGER v. ST. ALBYN 
(1879), 41 L. T. 406. 

1059. ——— After cross-examination of plaintiff— 
Discovery of new facts.]—During the trial of a 
patent action, after the examination & cross- 
examination of pltf. had been concluded, deft. 
asked for leave to apply for the postponement of 
the trial & to amend the particulars of objection, 
alleging that since the conclusion of the cross- 
examination he had discovered new facts showing 
that the alleged invention was not new at the date 
of the patent. No affidavit was tendered in 
support of the application, but deft. asked to be 
allowed to recall pitf. or to go into the box himself 
to prove the new facts :—Held: the application 
must be refused.—Moss v. Matinas (1886), 33 
Ch. D. 603; 56 L. J. Ch. 126; 35 W. R. 165; 
Griffin’s Patent Cases (1887), 166. 

1060. Close of evidence of plaintiff & one 
defendant—Amendment to plead judgment re- 
covered refused.}—An action was brought against 
A. & B. for wrongful removal of furniture. At the 
trial it appeared from the evidence of pltfs. that 
they had recovered judgment in an action against 
other persons who had joined in the removal. 
After the evidence for pltfs. & for A. had been 
taken, B. asked for leave to amend by pleading 
the judgment, & A. thereupon made the same 
application :—Held: on the pleadings as they 
stood A. could not avail himself of the judgment 
in the former action for that it ought to have 
been pleaded, also, that leave to amend had been 
Tightly refused at the trial—EpDEVAIN v. COHEN 
(1889), 43 Ch. D. 187; 62 L. T. 17; 38 W. R. 
177, C. A. 

1061. After close of plaintiff’s case. J—Rainy 
v. Bravo, No. 1024, ante. 
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1062. Terms. }—This was an action to 
enforce an agreement by deft. to accept a lease of 
a shop. Deft. declined to take the premises & 
pltf. issued a writ in the action. Subsequently 
to the issue of the writ the pltf.’s solicitors wrote 
to deft. renewing the offer & saying that if deft. 
declined to accept pltf. would let the premises & 
limit his claim to damages. Deft. did not accept 
the offer & pltf. let the premises. When the case 
was opened on behalf of pltf. it was stated that the 
claim would be limited to damages. The plead- 
ings, however, had not been amended, & no leave 
to amend was asked at this stage of the case. On 
the close of pltf.’s case an objection was taken on 
behalf of deft. that the claim for specific per- 
formance having failed through pltf.’s own act, 
& pltf.’s case having been closed without leave to 
amend being asked, the claim for damages must fail 
too. Pltf. asked leave to amend. 

The first question is whether any injustice will 
be done by granting leave. I have had before me 
every witness who could give evidence on any 
material point except onc. It is possible that in 
one view of the case there may be an absence of 
evidence as to the damage incurred by deft. in 
that particular case. If anything were to be done 
now which would shut out deft. from being 
able to adduce such evidence I should refuse to 
grant this application. I cannot, however, see 
that any injustice can be done to deft. by the 
absence of evidence on this question of damage, 
if this question of damage be reserved. Then as 
to the terms on which leave will be granted. I will 
give leuve to amend provided that deft. is to be 
in such a position as to be able to avail himself 
of every means of defence which would have been 
open to him if this action had been an action at 
common law for damages (STIRLING, J.).— 
NICHOLSON v. BROWN (1897), 41 Sol. Jo. 490. 

10638. Adding claim for mesne_ profits— 
Recovery of possession.J—<A statutory tenancy 
under the Increase of Rent & Mortgage Interest 
(Restrictions) Act, 1920, is ‘‘ property”? of the 
tenant within the meaning of Bankruptcy Act, 
1914, s. 167. 

Pitfs. having let to deft. a dwelling-house to 
which the Increase of Rent & Mortgage Interest 
(Restrictions) Act, 1920, applied, deft. retained 
possession of it after the expiration of the term 
under the provisions of that Act. Deft. was 
afterwards adjudicated bankrupt & the trustee in 
bankruptcy disclaimed any interest in the house. 
In an action by pltfs. against deft. for possession 
of the house & mesne profits :—-Held : the statutory 
tenancy to which deft. became entitled under the 
Act of 1920 was ‘ property ’’ within the meaning 
of Bankruptcy Act, 1914, s. 167, & passed under 
sect. 53 to his trustee in bankruptcy, that on dis- 
claimer thereof by the trustee that interest in the 
premises ceased to exist & was no longer available 
for the benefit of deft., & consequently plitfs. were 
entitled to Judgment. 

On application the writ was amended by adding 
a claim for mesne profits. —PARKINSON v, NOEL, 
[1923] 1 K. B. 117, 120; 92 L. J. K. B. 361; 





128 L. T. 538; 67 Sol. Jo. 184; 21 L. G. R. 
130. 
1064. ——— Original defence agreeing to complete 


on particular construction of contract—Amend- 
ment asking for rescission & recovery of deposit. ]— 
A vendor who claims specific performance of a 
written contract for sale & insists upon a wrong 
interpretation of the contract down to & at the 
trial, does not thereby forfeit his right to elect to 
have specific performance of the contract as rightly 
interpreted, the purchaser’s offer, contained in this 
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defence, to complete on those terms not having 
been withdrawn. 

A party to a contract who desires to avail him- 
self of an act of repudiation by the other party 
must evidence his election to do so with every 
reasonable dispatch. 

_ Accordingly, it is too late for a purchaser, who 
in his defence to an action by the vendor for specific 
performance has pleaded that he was willing to 
complete on the right interpretation of the contract, 
to seek at the trial to amend that offer & ask for 
rescission & recovery of his deposit, on the ground 
that pltf. by his conduct in insisting upon a wrong 
interpretation had repudiated the contract & had 
there y given deft. the option to accept that 
repudiation. 

_ First let me say that in my judgment the learned 
judge was right in refusing to allow deft. to amend 
& plead repudiation by the pltf. & deft.’s accept- 
ance of it. Apart from the difficulty that such a 
plea would be remote from the facts, deft. is not 
entitled to raise it at this stage of the proceedings 
(PoLLOcK, M.R.).—BERNERS v. FLEMING, [1925] 
1 Ch. 264, 269; 94 L. J. Ch. 273; 182 L. T. 822; 
69 Sol. Jo. 507, C. A. 

1065. Order for trial in short cause list— 
Addition of unliquidated claim.]—Although it may 
be a condition precedent to the master’s power to 
order a cause to be tried in the Short Cause List, 
that the claim specially indorsed on the writ should 
be for a liquidated demand, yet when once he has 
made the order giving leave to defend, & has 
ordered the cause to be put in the Short Cause 
List, there is no restriction whatever on the powers 
of the judge to order such an amendment as 
he is authorised to make under the Rules of 
Court. 

The judge trying causes in the Short Cause List 
has the full powers of amendment that are given 
to him by the Rules of Court as though he were 
hearing the cause in the ordinary list.—THOMAS v. 
ALDERTON, Lrp., [1928] 1 K. B. 638; 97 L. J. 
K. B. 259; 138 L. T. 315, C. A. 





D. After Verdict. 


1066. Whether amendment allowed.|]— Where 
there is a manifest defect in the pleadings which has 
not been taken advantage of at the trial, but is 
attempted to be taken advantage of on a motion 
to enter judgment non obstante veredicto or for a 
new trial, the court will amend the pleadings so 
as to raise the true question at issue between the 
parties.— PARSONS v. ALEXANDER (1855), 5 E. & B. 
263; 3 C. L. R. 1888; 24 L. J. Q. B. 277; 25 
L. T. O. S. 175; 19 J. P. 693; 1 Jur. N. S. 660; 
3.W. R. 510; 119 E. R. 479. 

1067. Not when causing injustice. ]|—PItf. by 
his statement of claim alleged damages for false 
& fraudulent representation, whereby he was 
induced to sell the lease of a public-house to one N., 
& receive bills in part payment on the faith that 
N. was in good & solvent circumstances, which bills 
were dishonoured. The paragraph which alleged 
the false & fraudulent representations went to 
allege ‘that deft. undertook & promised piltf. 
that he, deft., would discount or procure the 
indorsement of some person of good credit on the 
said bills as a guarantee for their payment when 
due.’’ No consideration for this promise, nor any 
specific damages resulting from its breach, was 

eged. The jury found that deft. had not been 
guilty of any fraudulent representation, but that 
he had agreed to get the bills backed or to discount 
them as alleged :—Held: this agreement was not 
pleaded as a substantive ground of action, but as 
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evidence in support of the case of fraud, & that deft. 
was entitled to judgment. 

Leave to amend after verdict by pleading con- 
sideration for the agreement & alleging it as a 
substantive cause of action, refused, the judge who 
tried the case being of the opinion that such amend- 
ment would not do justice between the parties.— 
NoapD v. Murrow (1879), 40 L. T. 100. 

1068. ——— Award of greater amount than 
claimed.]—Writ of summons in assumpsit indorsed 
for £150; particulars for the same amount. Dam- 
ages in declaration laid at £10 only. Verdict for 
£150. The court refused to amend the issue & the 
record by increasing the damages laid in the de- 
claration to £150, but granted a new trial on 
payment of costs, with liberty to pltf. to amend. 
TEBBS v. BARRON (1842), 4 Man. & G. 844; 5 
Scott, N. R. 837; 12 L. J. C. P. 33; 1314 E. R. 347. 

1069. ———.]—In an action for damages the 
jury awarded pltf. larger damages than he had 
claimed & the court allowed an amendment so as 
to include the additional amount.—WyYATT v. 
ROSHERVILLE GARDENS Co. (1886), 2 T. L. R. 282. 

1070. -]—The petitioner in a suit for 
dissolution of marriage claimed £500 damages from 
the co-respondent. The jury having awarded 
£1,000, the court allowed the petitioner to amend 
his claim to that amount.—MODERA v. MODERA & 
BarcLay (1893), 10 T. L. R. 69. 

1071. .—Where in an undefended case 
damages are assessed at a higher figure than that 
claimed in the petition, a summons must be taken 
out by the petitioner (if he desire to amend his 
claim) asking for leave to amend & re-serve the 
petition. 

The summons should be served upon the co- 
respondent, who, although not represented at the 
trial, will be entitled to be heard in opposition to 
the application. BECKETT v. BECKETT & JONES, 
(1901) P. 85; 701. J. P.17; 84 L. T. 272; 17 
T. L. R. 120. 

1072. .}—In an action for libel pltf. 
claimed £1,000 damages. No defence was delivered 
& interlocutory judgment was signed for the 
damages to be assessed in the Sheriff’s court. The 
jury returned a verdict for £2,500. Pltf. without 
applying to amend the starement of claim signed 
judgment for this amount :—Held: the judgment 
was bad.—CHATTELL v. DAILY MAIL PUBLISHING 
Co., Lrp. (1901), 18 T. L. R. 165, C. A. 

1073. Verdict for defendant—Motion to 
enter verdict for plaintif¥.]—- Upon a plea of not 
guilty ‘‘ by statute,’’ where the defence arises upon 
several statutes one or more of which are omitted 
from the margin, their insertion is an amendment 
which may be allowed upon terms, within 15 & 16 
Vict. c. 76, 8s. 222, at any time. 

Where in an action of trespass deft. pleaded not 
guilty by statute, inserting 11 Geo. 2, c. 19, s. 16, 
in the margin of his plea, & the judge amended 
at the trial by putting two additional statutes in 
the margin, & the verdict was found for deft., the 
court, on motion to enter a verdict for pltf., 
allowed deft. to amend, on payment of the costs 
of the rule, by adding any other statutes he pleased, 
to raise the intended defence, to those already in 
the margin of the plea.—EDWARDS v. HODGES 
(1855), 150. B. 477; 30. L. R. 472; 24L.5.M.C. 
































81; 24 L. T. O. S. 114, 237; 1 Jur. N. S. 
ae 3 W. R. 112, 167; 19 J. P. 102; 139 EB. R. 
10. 


fi, After Judgment. 


1074. Whether amendment allowed.J]—In 1875 
an injunction was granted restraining defts. from 
polluting by sewage the river Tame, but its 
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operation was suspended for five years so as to 
give defts. time to carry out works for the pre- 
vention of the nuisance complained of. After the 
passing of the Public Health Act. 1875, a new local 
government district for Birmingham was created, 
upon whom devolved all the duties & liabilities 
of the old local authority. On a summons by pitfs. 
at the expiration of the five years, for leave to 
amend the information & bill by adding the new 
district as defts. :—Held: no amendment in the 
pleadings could be made after final judgment, & 
that the new district could only be brought before 
the court by action.—-—A.-G. «. BIRMINGHAM 
CorPN. (1880), 15 Ch. D. 423: 43 L. T. 773 29 
W. R. 127, C. A. 

1075. Before judgment drawn up & entered 
—-Making puisne mortgagees defendants. ]|—Where 
judgment in a foreclosure action had been pro- 
nounced, but had not been drawn up & entered, 
& it was discovered that they were puisne mort- 
gagees, leave was given under R. S. C., 1883, 
Ord. NVI., r. 11, to amend the writ & statement 
of claim by making the puisne mortgagees defts. 
KEITH tv. BUTCHER (1884), 25 Ch. D. 750; 53 
L. J. Ch. 640; 50 L. T. 203; 32 W. R. 37s. 

1076. Setting aside judgment in default. |-— 
Pitfs. had signed judgment for want of a plea, & 
received the amount of debt & costs from defts. 
Pitfs. subsequently discovered that a sum which 
had been charged to a firm. in which one of defts. 
had been a partner, ought to have been charged 
to defts. Upon an application to the court to set 
aside the judgment, & to allow pltfs. to amend 
their particulars of demand, & proceed with the 
action :—Held: the court had jurisdiction to 
grant the application, if made within a reasonable 
time, defts. being restored to the position they 
were in before the mistake was made.—CANNAN ?. 
REYNOLDS (1855), 5 E. & B. 301; 3 C. L. R. 
1400; 1 Jur. N.S. 878; 26 L. J. Q. B. 62; 25 
L. T. O. S.176; 3 W. R. 546; 119 E.R. 498. 

1077. Statement of fact omitted—-Not where 
fact disputed or intention denied.}— Although the 
court may have power, even after judgment on a 
special case, to order an amendment by the state- 
ment of a fact omitted, & intended to be intro- 
duced, it will not do so when the fact is disputed 
or the intention denied.— PENNINGTON v. CARDALE 
(1862), 10 W. R. 5414. 

1078. Amendment adding third party as 
defendant—-Leave refused.}—The court has no 
jurisdiction, after judgment has been given in an 
action, to grant liberty to a pltf. to amend by 
adding the third party as a deft. (Corron, L.J.).— 
Kepison & Swan Unitep ELEectric Ligut Co. v. 
HOLLAND (1889), 41 Ch. D. 28; 58 L. J. Ch. 524; 
61 L. T. 323; 37 W. R. 690; 5 T. LL. R. 204; 6 
KR. PoC. 243, -C. A, 














FF. On Application for New Trial. 


1079. Whether amendment allowed.]—VParsons 
uv. ALEXANDER, No. 1066, anile. 

1080. +] In an action for slander, the jury 
found a verdict for pltf. The words proved at the 
trial were not thuse set out in the statement of 
claim. The judge at the trial had offered counsel 
for pltf. an amendment of the pleadings, but this 
was refused on the ground that he did not think 
it necessary, the words proved being substantially 
the same. 

On motion by deft. for a new trial, the court 
were of opinion that the pleadings would have to 
be amended, & as no injutice would be done, the 
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case having been practically argued on altered 
 paetapaies hey would be amended there & then, 

y inserting the words proved to have been used.— 
ECKLIN v. LITTLE (1890), 5 T. L. R. 366, D.C. 

1081. .}—On an application for a new trial : 
—Held: (1) there was no evidence to support the 
finding of the jury that the manhole or the setts 
projected above the roadway owing to the original 
improper construction of the manhole; (2) there 
should be a new trial upon the question as to 
whether defts. had been guilty of negligence in 
the maintenance of the manhole, & pltf. to have 
leave to amend his pleadings so as to raise that 
question.—WINSLOWE tv. BUSHEY URBAN DISTRICT 
CoUNCIL (1908), 72 J. P. 259, C. A. 





G. On Appeal. 
(a) In General. 


1082. Whether amendment allowed.|—The case 
raised by a bill essentially a case for specific per- 
formance of an agreement. Pltfs. possibly were 
entitled in fact to some other relief independently 
of the agreement, but the bill was not so framed as 
to give defts. distinct notice that they would be 
called upon to meet such a case. The cause having 
come on for hearing upon motion for decree :— 
Held: leave to amend ought not to be given, & 
that the motion ought not simply to be refused, 
but that the bill should be dismissed, though with- 
out prejudice to any suit by pltf. for any other 
purpose than that of obtaining specifie perform- 
ance of the agreement.—FImtTH tv. RIDLEY (1864), 
4 New Rep. 415: 33 L. J. Ch. 598. 

1083. Jurisdiction of Court of Appeal.]— 
Anticipation was one of the grounds of defence to 
an action for infringement of patent, & the judge 
held the patent to be valid & granted an injunction 
against deft. After the trial deft. gave notice of 
appeal, & applied to the Court of Appeal for leave 
to amend his particulars of objections, & to 
adduce further evidence of anticipations at the 
hearing of the appeal :—Held: under Judicature 
Acts, & under Ord. LVIII., r. 4, the Court of 
Appeal had jurisdiction to make the order, but 
that on the merits leave ought not to be granted 
in the present case. With reference to the exercise 
by the Court of Appeal of the powers conferred 
by Ord. LVIII., r. 4, a patent action is im the same 
position as any other action.—SHOEK MACHINERY 
Co., Lrp. vu. CUTLAN, [1896] 1 Ch. 108, C. A. 

1084. On appeal from refusal to amend at 
trial. j—-l.AIRD 1. Brices, No. 961, ante. 

1085. Inconvenience of raising new point for 
first time. j]—If pleadings are to be of any use a man 
should be bound by the statement of his case, so 
that a deft. may know what he has got to answer. 
Otherwise pleadings are a snare & a delusion. I 
do not say that an application may not sometimes 
be properly made to the court in which the record 
is, for leave to amend the statement of claim 80 as 
to raise a different question from that which is 
already in it, but I think it an inconvenient thing 
when the question comes to be discussed before 
the Court of Appeal, that an entirely new point 
should then be raised for the first time (BRAMWELL, 
L.J.).—-NEW ZEALAND & AUSTRALIAN LAND Co. 
v. WATSON (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 374, 382; 50 1. J. 
Q. B. 433; 44 L. T. 675; 29 W. R. 604, C. A. 

1086. Failure to apply for leave in court 
below. |—Held: as deft. had never asked for leave 
to amend his particulars of objection, but had to 
the last argued the case on the ground that no 
such amendment was necessary, leave ought not 
to be now given.—CROPPER v. SMITH (1884), 26 
Ch. D. 700; 53 L. J. Ch. 801; 51 L. T. 729; 33 
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W. R. 60; Griffin’s Patent Cases, 60; 1 R. P. C. 
81, C. A.3 on appeal, sub nom. SMITH v. CROPPER 
, (1885), 10 App. Cas. 249, H. 1. 

1087. ——— Plaintiff arguing previously that no 
amendment necessary.|—CROPPER v,. Smiti, No. 
839, ante. 

1088. Unreasonable delay.]-—Pitf. by his state- 
ment of claim claimed specific performance of a 
contract by which he agreed to sell & deft. agreed 
to purchase the lease, goodwill, fixtures & stock- 
in-trade of a business ; pltf. alleging that he was & 
always had been able & willing to perform the 
contract, but that deft. refused to perform the 
same. The statement of claim in the alternative 
claimed £100 as liquidated damages fixed by the 
contract for the refusal to perform the contract. 
The statement of defence alleged false representa- 
tions by pltf. as to the character of the business, 
& denied that pltf. was able & willing to perform 
the contract. DItf., after the close of the pleadings. 
gave notice to deft. that, unless deft. completed 
the purchase within a week, he should re-sell the 
business, which he accordingly did. No amend- 
ment of the pleadings was then asked for by the 
pitf., & the action went on to trial. At the trial 
pitf..s counsel did not apply for any amendment 
of the pleadings. The Vice-Chancellor dismissed 
the action on the ground that the claim for specific 
performance failing through pltf.’s own act the 
alternative claim for damages must fail also. On 
appeal :—Jleld : in the absence of any amendment 
of the pleadings, which ought not at that stage of 
the action to be allowed, the action must be 
treated as one for specific performance with a 
claim for damages in the alternative as a substitute 
for specific performance, according to the practice 
existing before the Judicature Act in the Court of 
Chancery, & that pltf., having by his own act. 
rendered specific performance impossible, was not 
in such action entitled to damages. 

I] cannot but think that the decision of the Vice- 
Chanccllor was right. If an amendment upon the 
record would have altered the case. it was for pltf. 
to make such amendment, or ask for leave to 
make it, at the proper time & in the proper 
manner. The proper time would, primd facie, 
have been when pltf. did that act which made 
specific performance of the contract impossible. 
Having omitted to amend then, at any rate he 
should have applied for an amendment at the 
hearing. The court then might have granted such 
amendment upon such terms as if might have 
thought reasonable. I do not propose to offer 
any opinion as to what would have been the result 
of such an amendment (MARL OF SELBORNF, L.C.). 
~ PIIPGRAVE v. CASE (1885), 28 Ch. D. 356, 300 ; 
541. 3. Ch. 390; 62 L. T. 242, C. A. 

1089. —--—- Variation of order.|—-The cestui que 
frust under a settlement sued B. & J., who were in 
partnership as solicitors, to recover a sum of trust 
money alleged to have been received by the firm 
& not duly invested. J. was the sole trustee of 
the scttlement, & was in difficulties. B., by his 
defence, admitted that J. had paid the money into 
the banking account of the firm, but without B.’s 
knowledge; & he made a like admission in his 
answer to interrogatorics. J. made a like admis- 
sion. Upon these admissions, an order was made 
in shignber for B. & J. to pay the money into 
court. B. moved to discharge this order, so far 
as it affected him, on the ground that this admission 
had been made by mistake, & he adduced evidence 
which showed conclusively that the money never 
had come into the banking account of the firm. 
STIRLING, J., held that B. ought to have leave to 
withdraw his admission as made by mistake & 
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to amend his defence, & discharged as against B. 
the order for payment into court on the ground 
that there was no such admission in B.’s affidavits 
as to justify the order. Pltf. appealed :—Held : 
as the admission was shown to have been made by 
mistake, it was right that B. should be allowed to 
amend his defence for the purpose of withdrawing 
it; & that on the materials before the court apart 
from that admission, there was no such admission 
by B. of receipt of the money as would justify an 
order on him for payment into court; but as on 
these materials there was still a strong case for 
contending that the firm had received the money, 
the order to amend ought not to have been made, 
except on the terms of the money being brought 
into court.—HOL.L.LIs v. BURTON, [1892] 3 Ch. 226 ; 
67 L. T. 146; 40 W. R. 6103; 36 Sol. Jo. 625, 
C. A. 

1090. Amendment leading to new issue. |— 
The court has no power to allow such an amend- 
ment in the pleadings, after the cause has been 
removed by writ of error, as might lead to a new 
issue.—GREEN v. MILLER (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 781 3 
9L. J.O.S. K. B. 317; 109 E.R. 1335, 





(b) Judicial Committee of Privy Couneil. 


1091. Raising true case.J—CorTHALL STOREs, 
Lrp. v. WILLOUGHBY’S CONSOLIDATED Co., LTD., 
No. 837, ante. 

1092. Irregularity causing no injustice. |—A com- 
pany having entered into an agreement for amalga- 
mation with another company, special resolutions 
were passed in pursuance of Indian Companies Act, 
1913, ss. 208, 213, for voluntary winding up & for 
the appointment of liquidators for the purpose of 
carrying into effect the agreement. The latter 
resolution provided that the liquidators should 
act under the supervision of the directors. Two 
shareholders in the liquidated company sued per- 
sonally for declarations that the amalgamation 
agreement was not binding upon them, & that 
the resolutions were invalid: they alleged various 
grounds which did not include any objection to 
the form of the liquidators’ appointment. Both 
courts in India dismissed the suit. During the 
agreement on appeal to the Privy Council it was 
sought to amend the plaint by raising the objection 
above mentioned :—Held: the form of the 
resolution appointing the liquidators was highly 
objectionable, in that it subjected the liquidators 
to the supervision of the directors & thus pur- 
ported to restrict them in the exercise of their 
statutory duties, but that an amendment of the 
plaint should not be permitted, since it was sought 
too late & the irregularity had produced no in- 
justice, the amalgamation, which had been fully 
carried out, being beneficial to the shareholders ; 
that appellants had failed to establish any of the 
grounds raised in their plaint, & the dismissal of 
the suit should be = affirmed.-—PARASHURANI 
DATHARAM SHAM-DASANI tv. TATA INDUSTRIATL 
BANK, Irn. (1928), 556 L. R. Ind. App. 2714. 


(c) House of Lords. 


1093. Question for decision dependent on form 
of pleadings.|}—-BrIsToL (MARQUIS) r. ROBINSON, 
No. 830, ante. 

1094. Leave granted on terms. |—FRASER vr. 
BALFouR, No. 683, ante. 

1095. Hearing of second action after amend- 
ments.}|—Where, upon an appeal tu the House of 
Lords, there has been an order that the appellants, 
the pltfs., may amend their pleadings & commence 
another action, & that, in the event of their doing 
so, the judgments of the courts below mav be dis- 
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charged, the courts, upon the hearing of the 
second action, will not readily reverse the findings 
of courts of like jurisdiction in the previous action 
in all matters not affected by the new issucs 
raised.— DAVIES tv. POWELL DUFFRYN STEAM COAL 
Co., Lrp. (No. 2) (1921), 91 lL. J. Ch. 40; 125 
L. T. 432, C. A. 


SuB-SECT. 5.—TERMS OF AMENDMENT. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XXVIII, rr. 1, 6, pp. 95, 96, 
ante. 

1096. Payment of costs. |—Pltf. by his original bill 
sought to set aside a deed. After the answer was 
filed he, under the usual order, amended the bill 
by making quite a different case, & sought to 
establish the deed. The court ordered him to pay 
the costs of the original bill & of certain accounts 
set forth in the answer in compliance with the 
praver of that bill, & the costs of the motion.— 
Mavor v. Dry (1824), 2 Sim. & St. 113; 57 E. R. 
288, 





1097. J—DaANEr. KIRKWALL (VISCOUNTESS), 
No. 845. ante. 
1098. -+—Where a deft., notwithstanding a 





candid & explicit statement in the pltf.’s bill of 
particulars of the sums for which he received 
credit & of the balance sought to be recovered, 
pleaded in such a manner as to compel the pltf. 
to amend the declaration. the court would not 
allow him to withdraw his plea & plead de novo, 
but they gave him leave to amend his plea & 
allowed him the costs of such amendment.— 
COLLINS 1, AARON (ARON) (1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 
2333; 6 Dowl. 423; 1 Arn. 54; 5 Seott, 595; 
7L.5.C.P.184; 2 Jur. 255; 1382 FE. R. 778. 

1099. .}-—Leave to amend a bill filed to 
restrain defts. from working coal under an allot- 
ment, by making some of defts. pltfs. to the 
suit, was granted to pitf. on his paying all the costs 
of the application.—MADEN v. VEEVERS (1843), 
1L. T. O. S. 384. 

1100. -}—A deft. who has put in a joint 
defence will be allowed to put in a separate & 
amended statement alleging new grounds of 
defence, without any affidavit as to the nature of 
the new defence ; but will be ordered to pay the 
costs rendered necessary by not having put in such 
defence at an earlier period, subject, however, to 
such directions as the court may think fit to give 
where it sees that unnecessary or oppressive costs 
have heen incurred by pltf. in opposing the 
application.—CARGILL vt. BOWER (1876), 4 Ch. D. 
78; 46 1. J. Ch. 175; 35 L. T. 621; 25 W. R. 
221; subsequent proceedings (1878), 10 Ch. D. 502. 




















1101. »-} —CHESTERFIELD Co. 7. BLACK, No. 
1018, ante. 

1102. -}—MOzZELEY (MOZLEY) 7. COWIE, 
No. 834, ante. 

1103. .}—In an action on a policy of marine 


insurance, the defence was that the loss was not 
caused by perils of the sea, & that the subject- 
matter of the policy, viz. two lighters in tow of a 
tug, was unseaworthy. Particulars of the unsea- 
worthiness were delivered, stating that the lighters 
were of improper construction for the purpose of 
being towed. Evidence as to the lighters was 
taken abroad on commission, & questions were 
asked as to the tug. Subsequently, at a time when 
the evidence of the captain of the tug could no 
longer be obtained, the deft. applied for leave to 
amend the particulars, so as to state that the tug 
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was of insufficient power, whereby the subject- 
matter of the policy was rendered unseaworthy :— 
Held: the amendment should be allowed on 
terms, as no ay would be caused to plitfs. for 
which they could not be compensated by costs.—— 
CLARAPEDE & Co. v. COMMERCIAL UNION ASSOCIA- 
TION (1883), 82 W. R. 262, O. A.; reversing S. C. 
sub nom. CLAPAREDE & Co. v. COMMERCIAL UNION 
Asscn., 32 W. R. 151. 

1104. ———.}—PRESTON CORPN. v. FULLWOOD 
LocaL BOARD (No. 2), No. 1020, ante. 

1105. -}—The two things which it seems to 
me the court has to bear in mind upon applications 
for leave to amend, whether in an action or in any 
other matter, are these: first, that it is very 
important for the sake of justice that the court 
should have before it the real questions to be 
tried, & as far as possible nothing else. The other 
thing to be borne in mind is this, that—especially 
in recent times—there has been a liberal rule of 
amendment laid down, perhaps more & more 
extended in the last two or three years—if I may 
say so properly, I think it has been wisely extended. 
But it has always been extended subject to this. 
that leave should not be given unless the court 
sees its way to make full compensation to those 
against whom the relief is asked. Where that 
compensation can be given, then the leave will be 
given (KEKEWICH, J.).—Re GAULARD & CGIBBs’ 
PATENT (1887), 57 I. J. Ch. 209, 210; 5 R. PLC. 
190. 

1106. ——.]— Kurtz v. SPENCE, No. 1005, ante. 

1107. }—The indorsement of a writ in an 
action between partners claimed to have the 
partnership accounts taken, & an injunction to 
restrain deft. from dealing with certain shares in 
a limited company & other assets of the partner- 
ship. Pltf. delivered a statement of claim which 
alleged various breaches of the partnership 
articles & misconduct on the part of deft., & 
claimed a dissolution, the return of a@ premium 
paid by pltf. to deft. a receiver, & damages, in 
addition to the relief claimed by the writ. The 
partnership articles contained an arbitration clause. 
Deft. moved to strike out the statement of claim 
as irregular :— Held: the stateinent of claim was 
not an alteration, modification or extension of the 
claim made by the indorsement of the writ, & was 
not within Ord. XX., r. 4, & must be struck out as 
irregular. Liberty given to pltf. to amend the 
indursement of the writ upon the terms of paying 
all costs thrown away.—CAavE v. CREW (1893), 62 
L. J. Ch. 530; 68 L. T. 254; 41 W. KR. 33803 3 
R. 401. 

1108. »]—Pltfs. said that defts. had pub- 
lished a libel upon them, & defts. denied it. Now, 
defts. sought to withdraw that plea, & they 
admitted the libel & asked for leave to pay £500 
into court in satisfaction of the claim. In such a 
case, a deft. who had up to that time denied the 
libel & now came & admitted it should pay the 
costs of the proceedings up to that time (VAUGHAN 
WILLIAMS, I..J3.).—FARQUHAR, NORTH & CO. v. 
Luoyp, Lrp. (1901), 17 T. 1. R. 568, 569, C. A. 

1109. «}+-—CoPTHALL STorES, Lrp. v. WIL- 
LOUGHBY’S CONSOLIDATED Co., Ltp., No. 837, 
ante. 

1110. Suit in forma pauperis. |—-Jn this case 
Itf. sued in forméd pauperis, & the action was 
rought for a false imprisonment whilst on board 

the vessel of deft. Deft. had pleaded a justiflca- 
tion, & pltf., instead of replying de injuria, had 
replicd excess. Pltf. withdrew the record in order 
that he might amend his replication. A summons 
was accordingly taken out for leave to amend, & 
an order was granted on payment of costs. 
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A motion to set aside so much of the judge’s 
order as referred to costs, or for a rule nisi to 
amend without such payment on the ground that 
& pauper was in no way liable to pay costs, was 
refused. 

These are not interlocutory costs; you are 
applying for leave to amend your own error, that 
18, asking a favour, & you must submit to the terms 
which the judge imposes. You have applied at 
chambers, & t e learned judge thought that he 
ought not to give liberty to amend unless upon 
the condition of your paying the costs, & I ought 
not to interfere unless I have a very strong opinion 
upon the subject (WIGHTMAN, J.).—BERE v. 

OLF (1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 82. 

1111. ---Pitf., suing in formd pau- 
peris, who is desirous of amending his pleadings, is 
not entitled to do so as to matter of right without 
payment of costs.—FosTerR v. BANK OF ENGLAND 
(1845), 2 Dow. & L. 790; 6 Q. B. &78; 1 New 
Pract. Cas. 129; 9 Jur. 107; 115 E. R. 331; 
sub nom. Forstrr v. BANK OF ENGLAND, 4 
L. T. O. S. 854; subsequent proceedings, Foster 
v. BANK OF ENGLAND (1846), 8 Q. B. 689. 

1112. —— Enforcement of order. |—Deft. obtained 
leave to amend a plea, & to add another, upon the 
terms of paying the costs of the amendment & 
of the appheation, but afterwards declined to 
avail himsclf of the rule. The court refused to 
make a rule ordering him to pay such costs.— 
ee v. SAWYER (1818), 6 C. B. 71; 136 E. BR. 

1118. Two amendments. }—Where pltf., after 
notice of trial, on an issue of not guilty, & shortly 
before trial, had leave to amend on payment of 
costs, & the declaration, as amended, was re- 
delivered, & a demurrer was then delivered, & 
afterwards the costs of the amendment had been 
taxed, & the master allowed all the costs of pre- 
paring for trial, which included almost all the 
costs of the cause, & pltf. had obtained another 
order for leave to amend upon payment of costs 
upon both amendments, the court allowed pltf. to 
amend on paying the costs of the latter, & paying 
into court the costs of the former; reserving the 
question of review of taxation until it were seen 
whether, on the pleadings to the declaration as 
re-amended, the costs of preparing for trial would 
become thrown away; & if they were not. 
Semble: that there would be a review of taxation, 
& that they would not be allowed as costs of the 
first amendment.—ALLESON ¥v. MIDLAND Ry. 
Co. (1854), 2 C. L. R. 712. 

1114. Ignorance of rights.]—- ALLEN v. 
SPRING, No. $92, ante. 

1115. Substitution of plaintiff at trial.}— 
Where a foreign bank sued in a corporate name 
by which it was known, & deft. pleaded that it 
was not a body corporate, the court allowed the 
writ, declaration, & subsequent proceedings to be 
amended by inserting the name of a director of the 
bank as nominal pltf., it appearing that by the 
law of the country the bank was cntitled to sue 
in his name. A rule enabling pltfs. to s0 amend 
was made absolute on payment of costs.—BANCA 
NAZIONALE SEDE Di TortIno v. HAMBURGER 
(1863), 2 H. & C. 330; 2 New Rep. 369; 8 L. T. 
548; 11 W.R.1074; 159 E. R. 137. 

1116. Accidental slip or omission. }—A bill 
was filed for specific performance of an agreement 
by the defts. to buy shares. The vendors were to 
notify their acceptance of the terms by a certain 
day, & the purchasers were to be at liberty to 
withdraw from the terms when not accepted by 
that date. In the original bill it appeared that on 
the same day the pltf. wrote to accept the terms 
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& the defts. wrote to withdraw; but the pltf. 
amended his bill, & altered the date of the letter 
of withdrawal to one day later. No answer was 
called for, & no voluntary answer was put in; 
notice of motion for a decree was given, & the 
affidavits on both sides in relation to these circum- 
stances were only those of the parties themselves, 
without corroboration, or anything to show what 
were the correct dates, or when the two letters 
were actually despatched & received :—Held: at 
the hearing of the cause, that the pltf. was entitled 
to amend his bill by stating the correct dates of 
the letters, & of their being sent & received, with 
liberty to file interrogatories for answer, & liberty 
to the defts. to file a voluntary answer, but he was 
ordered to pay the costs of the original hearing of 
his motion for a decree. 

Where a suitor is. from mere accidental slip or 
omission, in peril of losing the substance of his 
case, he should be made to pay the costs he has 
thereby occasioned, but should he put in a position 
to avail himself of all the expense already incurred, 
wherever it can be done without impropriety or 
injustice to the opposite party (Woop, L.J.).— 
BRECKON v. RUSSELL (1868), 19 L. T. 81, 468 ; 
17 W. R. 149. 

1117. ——— No introduction of new evidence. ] 
Kin@ v. CoRKE, No. 956, ante. 

1118. Stay of proceedings.]—In an action 
for specific performance of a building agreement, 
a statement of defence having been put in, pltf. 
obtained leave to amend his statement of claim, 
& by it as amended pltf. abandoned his claim for 
specific performance, & claimed to have a lien 
upon the property. the subject of the agreement, 
for the expenses which he had incurred in building 
upon the property. The writ was not amended. 
Deft. moved that pltf. be ordered to pay the costs 
of the action up to the time of the amendment & 
that the action be stayed until the payment thereof. 

The Vice-Chancellor made an order in the terms 
of the notice of motion._-BLACKMORE v. EDWARDS, 
11879] W. N. 175. 

Compare No. 1159, post. 

1119. Deposit to secure additional costs. ]— 
Re TRUFORT ; TRAFFORD v. BLANC, No. 963, ante. 

1120. ——— Substantial amendment. |—In an action 
for slander the statement of claim alleged that 
deft. falsely & maliciously spoke & published the 
following of pitt. : “ Did he (meaning pltf.) have 
a fire twice?” (meaning thereby that pltf. had 
upon two occasions sect his business premises on 
fire or caused them to be set on fire). ‘‘ He 
(meaning pltf.) has had two fires, & is a dangerous 
man to have on your premises ’? (meaning thereby 
that plitf. had upon two occasions wilfully set on 
fire his business premises, or caused them to be 
set on fire, & was likely to do so again) :—Held: 
pitf. must be nonsuited on the ground that the 
innuendo was insufficiently alleged to give a good 
cause of action. 

Leave to amend was refused except on the terms 
that pltf. would pay all costs incurred to the date 
of the trial, the amendment asked for being a 
substantial one.—Jacoss v. SCHMALTZ (1890), 62 
L. T. 121, 122; 6 T. L. R. 155, N. P. 

1121. ——— Amendment not inconsistent with 
admission.]—-FRASER v. BALFouR, No. 622, ante. 

1122. ——— Addition of legal owners as parties— 
Action for infringement of copyright.}—I think 
that the appeal must be allowed with costs, but 
respondents must have an opportunity of amend- 
ing by adding the legal owners of the copyright 
as parties, but only upon the terms offe them 
in the court below—namely, on paying all costs 
thrown away in any event (BANKES, L.J.).— 
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PERFORMING RIGHT SOCIETY v. LONDON THEATRE 
OF VARIETIES, [1922] 2 K. B. 4838, 450; 91 L. J. 
K. B. 908; 127 L. T. 760; 35 T. I. R. 7913; 67 
Sol. Jo. 62, C. A. . 

1123. Security for costs.}—.An action was com- 
menced by a limited company which was in course 
of liquidation. Defts. put in a defence, counter- 
claim, & demurrer, & subsequently obtained an 
order for inquiries. After this, & about ten 
months after the original statement of claim had 
been delivered, pltfs. obtained an order to amend. & 
made amendments raising a fresh case likely to 
require a great mass of additional evidence. 
Defts. thereupon applied to have security for costs, 
which was refused by Mains, V.-C., in chambers, 
but no certificate that he did not desire the case 
to be further argued was applied for :—Held: 
(1) on a point of this kind an appeal direct from 
chambers ought to be allowed; (2) as a new case 
which would cause a great increase of expense had 
been raised by the amendment, security for costs 
ought to be given.—NORTHAMPTON COAL, [RON & 
WaGGon Co. tv. MIDLAND Wacaon Co. (1878), 7 
Ch. D. 500, 38 L. T. 82; 26 W. R. 485, C. A. 

1124. Bringing money into court.|—Honmis +. 
Burton, No. 1089, ante. 

1125. Amendment of claim at trial—Defen- 
dant to be in same situation as if money paid in 
with pleas. |—PItf. complained of a wrongful dis- 
missal, alleging the hiring to be for a whole year. 
The court refused deft. liberty to plead, with a 
denial o: the dismissal. a plea that the contract 
was subject to a condition that the hiring should 
be determined by giving three months’ notice, 
& payment into court of £29; but the court inti- 
mated that pitf. should not be allowed to amend 
at the trial, except on the terms that deft. should 
be in the same situation as if the money had been 
paid in with the pleas.—HartT vv. DENNEY (1857), 
5 W. RR. 235. 

1126. Portion of legacy received—Addition 
of pleas impeaching validity of will.]—B. died in 
May, 1850. leaving a will, dated May, 1819, & 
two codicils dated May, 1850. Probate of these 
papers was taken in common form in July, 1850. 
In April, 1858. two legatees under the will inti- 
mated their intention of disputing the two codicils ; 
whereupon the surviving executors commenced a 
suit & filed their declaration on June 25. On 
July 21 defts. filed pleas; first, alleging that the 
codicils were unduly executed; & secondly, that 
the testator was of unsound mind at the time of 
their execution. On Nov. 18 pltfs. set the case 
down for hearing, but it had not come on for trial. 
Defts. now, on the affidavit of their solicitor, 
applied for leave to amend their pleas by inserting 
similar pleas as against the will, on the ground that 
since the pleas were filed, their solicitor had 
received information impeaching the validity of 
the will. The court allowed such amendment on 
condition of a portion of a legacy already received 
by one of defts. being brought into court, the costs 
of the motion being paid, & the pleadings amended 
within a week.—WaARE & GROVE v. CLAXTON & 
CLAXTON (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 251; 32 L. T. O.S. 
229; 7W.R. 145; 164 EF. R. 715. 

1127. Postponement & re-hearing if required by 
opposite party—-Payment of expenses of postpone- 
ment.|—Topp & PRICE v. SUMPSION & SPRIGGES, 
No. 1042, ante. 

1128. Time of amendment—-Fourteen days.]— 
MOZELEY (MOZLEY) v. COWIE, No. 834, ante. 

1129. Amendment of claim without adding fresh 
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evidence—Amendment of defence with permission 
to adduce fresh evidence. |—NOBEL’S EXPLOSIVES 
Co. v. JONES & Co., No. 838, ante. 

1180. Statute of Limitations—Action treated as if 
commenced at date of amendment. ]|—Re BowDEN, 
ANDREW v. COOPER, No. 929, ante. 

1131. No injustice to other side.]—NICHOLSON v. 
Brown, No. 1062, ante. 


SuB-SEctT. 6.—TIME FOR AMENDMENT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXVIII, r. 7. If a party who has obtained an 
order for leave to amend does not amend accordingly within the 
time limited for that purpose by the order, or if no time is thereby 
limited, then within fourteen days from the date of the order, 
such order to amend shall, on the expiration of such Hmited 
time as aforesaid, or of such fourteen days, as the care may be, 
become tpso facto void, unless the time is extended by the Court 
or a Judge. 

1132. Time limited for amendment—Fourteen 
days.]—MoZELEY (MozLiey)?v. Cow1r, No. 834, ante. 

1133. Extension of time. ]—Where a specified time 
is fixed by the orders of the court to take a certain 
step, & it appears in evidence that unless that time 
is enlarged the step cannot be taken, & the party 
cannot have the advantage of it by reason of his 
residing out of the jurisdiction, the ct., in the 
exercise of its general inherent discretion, will 
enlarge the time. 

Where the answers of all the defts. had been 
put in, & one order as of course to amend had been 
obtained, but pltf., who was in Jamaica, was from 
that circumstance unable to amend his bill within 
the time fixed by the orders of the court, the court, 
in the exercise of its discretion, gave him further 
time to amend.—CROSSLEY v. DORNING (1867), 160 
L. T. 698 ; 15 W. RR. 1078. 

Solicitor guilty of negligence & mis- 
conduct. ]—U pon motion for further time to amend, 
on account of pitf. having been obliged to dismiss 
his solicitor for negligence and misconduct, & the 
new solicitor not having had time to investigate 
the proceedings in the suit :—Held: pltf. was not 
entitled to relief, although he might have his 
remedy by action against the solicitor.—CLARKE 
v. DERBY CORPORATION (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 69; 
SL. T. O.S. 442; 10 Jur. 978. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—DISALLOWING AMENDMENTS MADE 
WITH LEAVE. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XXVIII., r. 1, p. 95, ante. 

What amendments court will or will not allow, 
see Sub-sect. 3, ante. 

At what stage of proceedings 
allowed, see Sub-sect. 4, ante. 

1135. Order to amend by adding parties or show- 
ing reason for inability in bringing proper parties 
—Amendment introducing new co-plaintiffs and 
charges—Mode of objection—Costs.|—Under an 
order, made at the hearing, that the cause should 
stand over, with liberty to pltf. to amend his 
bill by adding parties, as he should be advised, 
or showing why he was unable to bring all proper 
parties before the court, pltf. is not entitled to add 
parties as co-pltfs. & introduce new statements & 
charges in the bill relating to such co-pltfs. The 
court will not prescribe the particular form & 
mode in which an order for amendment, made at 
the hearing, is to be carried into effect. Where 
amendments are introduced into a bill irregularly, 
& deft. does not come to the court to complain of 
the irregularity, but by his answer to the amended 
bill insists upon the objection, & reserves to himself 
the same benefit of it as if he had pleaded it in bar, 
objection may be urged at the hearing, & will 
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entitle deft. to the costs.—MILLIGAN v. MITCHELL 
(1836), 1 My. & Cr. 433 ; 40 E. R. 441; subsequent 
proceedings (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 72. 

1136. Sufficiency of compliance with.]|—An 
order made at the hearing of a cause & giving pltfs. 
leave to amend, for the purpose of adding parties 
or showing why they were unable to bring all 
proper parties before the court, is sufficiently 
complied with by an amendment, stating that 
pltfs. sue on behalf of themselves & all other 
persons, other than defts., who fill a particular 
character, & alleging that the persons filling that 
character are so numerous, that if they were indi- 
vidually made parties, the suit could not be 
effectually prosecuted.—MILLIGAN v. MITCHELL 
(1836), 1 My. & Cr. 511; 40 E.R. 471; subsequent 
proceedings (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 72. 

1187. Striking out names of co-plaintiffs—Order 
to amend as plaintiffs may be advised.|—-An order 
to amend as pltfs. may be advised, does not 
authorise the names of co-pltfs. to be struck out.— 
SLOGGETT v. COLLINS (18413), 13 Sim. 456; 7 Jur. 
639; 60 Ie. R. 177. 

1138. Insertion of untrue allegations—Striking 
out statements known to be true.]—Pitfs. having 
obtained leave to amend on paying the amount in 
question into court, amended by striking out the 
allegation of the judgment of the court of law 
against them, & inserting an allegation that they 
had paid the money into court :—Held: when 
leave is given to amend a Dill, it is the duty of 
pltf. not to insert statements known to be untrue, 
& not to strike out anv of the allegations which 
pitf. knows to be true, the doing so being an abuse 
of the permission given to him by the court, & 
pitf. having so done the demurrer tu the amended 
bill was allowed.— PRINCE OF WALES INSURANCE 
Co. v. TruLock (1856), 28 L. T. O. $8. 955 5 
Whe dd, CaN 

1139. Order to strike out name of one defendant 
& general liberty to amend—Name of another 
defendant struck out.J}—Under an order to strike 
out the name of one deft. & giving general liberty 
to amend, pltf. is not justified in striking out the 
name of another deft.—-WYMER v. Dopps (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 1363; 48 L. J. Ch. 568; 40 L. T. 420; 
27 W. KR. 675. 

1140. Whether statement of claim embarrassing 
as amended.]—The statement of claim in an 
action to restrain alleged trespass on the bed of a 
watercourse set out that pltfs. were, as owners in 
fee & occupiers of a water-mill & appurtenances, 
entitled in fee in possession to the bed, & also to 
certain specified easements, & rights over the 
banks. Defts. having obtained an order for 
particulars, pitfs. delivered an amended statement 
of claim, which represented that the fee simple of 
the watercourse was, bv a deed of Feb. 23, 1805, 
the parties to which were specified, conveyed to a 
specified person, “the predecessor in title of 
pitfs.,”’ & passed under a general conveyance 
therein of watercourses belonging to the mill. 
Alternatively pltfs. pleaded a possessory title. 
With respects to the rights & easements, the 
amended statement of claim alleged that pltfs. 
were entitled to them by prescription, or alterna- 
tively by admissions contained in a memorandum 
of agreement dated Nov. 1, 1886, & made between 
a specified party & ‘ pltfs.’ predecessor in title.”’ 
An application by defts. for further & better par- 
ticulars having been refused, they moved to dis- 
charge the order, & for an order for such par- 
ticulars, & that unless they were delivered pro- 
ceedings might be stayed; or alternatively that 
the words ‘ predecessor in title’ might be struck 
out as embarrassing :—Held: the amended state- 
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ment of claim was not embarrassing, as it made 
plain to defts. what case they had to meet, & what 
the point in dispute would be; & that the applica- 
tion must therefore be refused.— PLEDGE & SONS 
v. POMFRET (1905), 74 L. J. Ch. 357; 92 L. T. 560. 

1141. No inconsistency.]—PARKER v. NICKSON, 
No. 817, ante. 


Sect. 4.—AMENDMENT WITHOUT LEAVE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—STATEMENT OF CLAIM. 


A. In General. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXVIIL, r. 2. The plaintiff may, without any 
leave, amend his statement of claim, whether indorsed on the 
writ or not, once at any time before the expiration of the time 
limited for reply and before replying, or, where no defence is 
delivered, at any time before the expiration of four weeks from 
the appearance of the defendant who shall have last appeared, 
or where defence is delivered but no order tor reply is made 
within ten days from delivery of the defence or last of the 
defences. 

1142. Subsequent acquisition of title to sue.]— 
Where there was no title to sue at the time of 
filing an original bill or information, a decree in the 
Court of Chancery could not be founded upon a right 
of suit subsequently acquired & brought forward by 
a supplemental bill or under the new practice by 
way of amendment. This rule applied not only 
in cases where the title to sue in respect of the 
whole matter of the suit had been acquired 
subsequently to the filing of the original bill, but 
also in cases where the title to sue in respect of 
any of the matters of the suit had been so acquired. 
The principle was that there must be a right of 
suit when the suit was commenced, & a supple- 
mental bill was not commencement but con- 
tinuance of the suit.—A.-G. v. AVON CORPN. 
(1863), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 637; 2 New Rep. 564 ; 
33 L. J. Ch. 172; 9 L. T. 187; 11 W. R. 1050; 
46 E. R. 783, C. A. 

1143. ./—A tenant in common in reversion 
cannot maintain a suit for partition. 

If a plitf. has no title to maintain his suit at the 
time when the bill is filed. he cannot carry on the 
suit by subsequently acquiring a title & amending 
the bill accordingly.—Evans v. BacsHaw (1870), 
5 Ch. App. 340; 39 L. J. Ch. 145; 18 W. R. 
657. 

1144. Entire ground of action altered—Disallow- 
ance or allowance upon terms as to costs. |— 
BouRNE v. COULTER, No. 1159, post. 

1145. Altering place of trial. ]|—PItf. is not entitled 
to alter the place of trial of the action by amending 
his statement of claim under Ord. XXVIII, vr. 2. 
No place of trial was named in a statement of 
claim, but pltf. amended it under Ord. XXVIII., 
r. 2, and named Winchester as the place of trial :— 
Held: no place of trial having been named in the 
original statement of claim, the place of trial, 
under Ord. XXXVI., r. 1, was in the county of 
Middlesex, & could not be altered except by an 
order of the court or a judge.—LockKE v. WHITE 
(1886), 33 Ch. D. 308; 55 L. J. Ch. 7313; 54 L. T. 
891; 34 W. KR. 648, 747, C. A. 

(Note.—The place of trial is now fixed by the 
master.) 


B, Alteration of Claim without Amendment of Wri. 





R. S. C., Ord. XX., r. 4. Whenever a statement of claim is 
delivered the plaintiff may therein alter, modify, or extend his 
claim without any amendment of the indorsement of the writ. 

1146. Delivery of statement of claim.]—Where a 
statement of claim has once been delivered, amend- 
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ment of the indorsement on the writ is unnecessary. 
— LARGE v. LARGE, [1877] W. N. 198. 

1147. Remitted action—Plaintiff not restricted to 
mode of action as indorsed on writ—Or stated in 
particulars.}—When an action is remitted from 
the High Court under 30 & 31 Vict. c. 142, for trial 
& the writ, & statement of claim, if any, lodged in 
the county court, together with particulars given 
under the County Court Rules, 1875, Ord. XX., 
r. 1, the county court judge ought not to restrict 
pltf. to proof of the claim as indorsed on the writ 
or stated in the particulars, but should take cog- 
nisance of the statement of claim. &, if asked to do 
s0, receive evidence in support of the allegations 
therein.— JOHNSON v. PALMER (1879), 4 C. P. D. 
256; 27 W. R. 941, D.C. 

1148. Improper joinder of claims——Recovery of 
land with other claims—Delivery of statement 
omitting claim for recovery of land.]—Pltf., with- 
out obtaining the leave of the court. joined a 
claim for recovery of land with other claims. 

By his statement of claim he altered his claim 
a aaa by omitting the claim for recovery of 
land. 

Deft. by his defence raised the objection that the 
writ of summons was issued without leave of the 
court :—Held: the defence ought not to be struck 
out as embarrassing. 

Semble: (1) an objection that a writ of sunimons 
joining a claim to recover land with other claims 
has been issued without leave of the court, is 
properly pleaded in the defence; (2) pltf. cannot 
cure the irregularity in his writ by omitting the 
claim for recovery of land from his statement of 
claim; (3) to cure the irregularity the writ of 
summons must be amended; & (4) such amend- 
ment cannot be made without the consent of deft. 
—WILMOTT v. FREEHOLD JloUtsE PROPERTY 
(1884), 51 L. T. 552, C. A. 

1149. Mere irregularity—Objections to writ 
capable of being waived.}—Leave to join another 
cause of action with an action for the recovery 
of land may be given by the court or a judge after 
issue of the writ in which the causes of action have 
been improperly joined. Such a joinder is an 
irregularity only, & an objection to the writ on 
that ground is capable of being waived by defts.— 
LLOYD v. GREAT WESTERN DAIRIES Co., [1907] 
2K. B. 727; 76 L. J. BK. B. 924; 07 L. T. 384; 
23 T. L. R. 570; 51 Sol. Jo. 530, C. A. 

1150. Cause on statement of claim different from 
that in writ.}—Motion by defts. to have plitf.’s 
statement of claim struck out, on the ground that 
it disclosed no prone of action :—Held: the case 
set up by pltf. in his statement of claim was 
totally different from that which he raised in his 
writ. <A different partnership, & different persons 
& different firms were alleged. Even if the claim 
in the writ had not been altered, that would not 
have been a sufficient ground for resisting the 
application. The statement of claim must be 
eae out.—KER v. WILLIAMS (1886), 30 Sol. Jo. 

1151. ——.}--An action was commenced by pltfs. 
in 1884 against defts. for alleged infringement of 
pitfs.’ patent. That action was, however, dis- 
continued in consequence of the evidence adduced 
by defts. on interlocutory proceedings, & pltfs. 
paid the costs. 

Pltfs., in May, 1888, commenced another action 
against defts. for the same object; & by their 
writ they claimed an injunction, delivery up of 
the infringing instruments, & an account, or 
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damages & costs. The statement of claim in the 
second action contained an allegation that, since 
discontinuing the former action, pltfs. had dis- 
covered that defts.’ evidence which led to its dis- 
continuance was false. The statement of claim 
then contained a claim (which did not appear in 
the writ) that the second action might be treated 
as supplemental to the previous action, & that 
defts. might be ordered to repay the costs paid to 
them in the previous action, & to pay the costs, 
charges, & expenses of pltfs. of that action as between 
solicitor & client :—Held: (1) it was irregular 
to introduce into the statement of claim a different 
cause of action not mentioned in the writ; that 
the causes of action contained in the statement of 
claim were entirely separate & distinct; & that 
the two paragraphs above mentioned must be 
struck out, leaving pltfs. to bring a separate action ; 
(2) the action could not be treated as supplemental 
to an action which had been discontinued.— 
UNITED TELEPHONE (o., Lrp. v. TASKER, SONS & 
Co. (1888), 59 L. T. 852. 

1152. -}+—The indorsement of a writ in an 
action between partners claimed to have the 
partnership accounts taken, & an injunction to 
restrain the deft. from dealing with certain shares 
in a limited company & other assets of the partner- 
ship. Pltf. delivered a statement of claim which 
alleged various breaches of the partnership articles 
& misconduct on the part of deft., & claimed a 
dissolution, the return of a premium paid by pltf. 
to deft. a receiver, & damages, in addition to the 
relief claimed by the writ. The partnership 
articles contained an arbitration clause. Deft. 
moved to strike out the statement of claim as 
irregular :—Held: the statement of claim was 
not an alteration, modification or extension of the 
claim made by the indorsement of the writ, & was 
not within Ord. XX., r. 4, & must be struck out 
as irregular. Liberty given to plitf. to amend the 
indorsement of the writ upon the terms of paying 
all costs thrown away.—CAVE v. CREW (1893), 
62 L. J. Ch. 580; 68 LL. T 254; 41 W. R. 359; 
3 R. 401. 

1158. Default in appearance by defendant—De- 
livery of claim by filing—-Judgment in default. |— 
Notwithstanding the provision of Ord. XX., r. 4, 
that, whenever a statement of claim is delivered, 
pitf. may therein extend his claim without any 
amendment of the indorsement of the writ, pltf. 
cannot, when deft. does not appear to the writ & 
a statement of claim is delivered by filing it with 
the proper officer, obtain judgment in default of 
appearance for more than he has claimed by his 
writ.— GEE v. BELL (1887), 35 Ch. ID. 160; 56 
L. J. Ch. 718; 56 1. T. 305; 35 W. R. 805. 

1154. Enlarging scope of claim indorsed in 
writ.J—Where no appearance has been entered by 
deft. in an action, pltf. cannot, by his statement of 
claim, enlarge the scope of the claim indorsed on 
his writ. Where, therefore, a deft. did not enter 
an appearance to the writ issued in a foreclosure 
action, & the writ was not indorsed for payment, 
the court held that the pltf. was only entitled to 
the usual order for foreclosure, although, on his 
statement of claim, he was also entitled to an order 
for peyent against deft.—LAw v. PHILBY (No. 2) 
(1887), 56 L. T. 522; 385 W. R. 450. 

1155. Statement of claim filed.]—An agree- 
ment for the sale of real estate contained a clause 
poe for the forfeiture of the deposit & givin 
iberty to resell in case the purchaser should fail 
to comply with the conditions of the agreement. 
The purchaser failed to complete on the day 
named, & the vendor commenced an action for 
specific performance. By his statement of claim 
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he asked for specific performance, or, in the alter- 
native, a declaration that he was entitled to forfeit 
the deposit & resell. Deft. did not appear to the 
writ, the statement of claim was filed. Pit. 
moved for judgment, & asked for a declaration 
according to the alternative claim. Deft. did not 
appear upon the motion :—Held: a declaration 
might be made in the form asked, but as judgment 
in such form was unusual, the order should direct 
pltf. to pay the costs of the action. 

It was subsequently discovered that the writ 
had only claimed specific performance without the 
alternative claim. 

As deft. has not appeared to the writ, pltf. can 
only have judgment for what he has expressly 
claimed thereby. I cannot therefore make the 
order in accordance with the alternative claim in 
the statement of claim (Norti, J.).—KINGDON v. 
Kirk (1887), 37 Ch. 1D. 141; 57 1. J. Ch. 328; 
58 L. 'T. 883; 36 W. R. 430. 

1156. ——— Claim going substantially beyond in- 
dorsement on writ—Amendment of writ & re- 
service essential.|—-There is no hard & fast rule 
that an amended writ, whatever be the nature of 
the amendment, must be re-served personally 
on . deft. who has not appeared to the original 
writ. 

The Rules of the Supreme Court: make no pro- 
vision for the personal service of an amended writ, 
& therefore Ord. LXVII., rv. 4, applies, & an 
amended writ may be served on a deft. who has 
not appeared by filing it with the proper officer. 
When this has been done the court has jurisdiction 
to proceed to try the action as against such a deft. 

But the court has a discretion in the matter, 
&, if it can see that there is any probability of 
injustice being otherwise done to the absent deft., 
it will require that he be served personally with the 
amended writ, e.g. if the indorsement on the writ 
has been amended in such a way as substantially 
to enlarge the relief claimed against him, & to 
make the writ in cffect a new writ. 

Per STIRLING, L.J.: On granting leave to amend 
a writ the judge can, if he thinks it right to do so, 
impose the condition that the amended writ shall 
be served personally on a deft. who has not 
appeared to the original writ. 

An action was brought by a Colonial railway 
company & the then Governor of the Colony, 
who in the statement of claim was stated to be 
suing on behalf of the Government. One of the 
defts. did not appear to the writ. A change of 
Governor took place, &, in pursuance of leave 
given by the court, the writ was then amended by 
adding the name of the new Governor as a pltf., 
& the statement of claim was amended by stating 
that he was suing on behalf of the Government :— 
Held: the non-appearing deft. was sufficiently 
served by filing the amended writ in pursuance of 
Ord. LX VII., r.4.—JAMAICA Ry. Co. v. COLONIAL 
BANK, [1905] 1 Ch. 677; 74 L. J. Ch. 410; 92 
L. T. 548; 538 W. Rh. 564, C. A. 

1157. ——— Statement filed before amendment of 
writ—Statement as originally filed referring to writ 
not the writ in the action.]—A writ of summons 
issued on July 14, 1906, was indorsed with a claim 
for an injunction to restrain a breach of a restric- 
tive covenant stated, through clerical error, to be 
contained in an indenture dated Oct. 26, 1891, 
instead of Oct. 26, 1901. The indenture was in 
other respects correctly described by the indorse- 
ment on the writ. On Aug. 3, 1906, a statement of 
claim was, the deft. not appearing, filed under 
Ord. LXVII., rv. 4. Subsequently, on Nov. 21, 
1906, the indorsement on the writ having been duly 
amended by substituting ‘( 1901” for ‘ 1891,” 


127 


the writ as amended with a copy of the statement of 
claim was personally served on deft., but the 
statement of claim, in which no alteration had been 
made, was not refiled :—Held: on motion for 
judgment, that the statement of claim having 
been filed before the date of the amendment of 
the writ, the writ being the basis of everything in 
the action, & the statement of claim as originally 
filed referring to a writ which was not the writ in 
the action, & although the amendment was un- 
necessary, that the service of the writ after filing 
the statement of claim was of no avail, & that 
pltfs. must file another statement of claim before 
moving for judgment in default of appearance.— 
SOUTHALL DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LID. v. 
DuNsDON (1907), 96 L. T. 109; 51 Sol. Jo. 189. 

1158. Claim for injunction & general damages. }|— 
Then it was said that the claim for £100 liquidated 
damages precluded the granting of an injunction. 
It was true the writ claimed both forms of remedy ; 
but the claim indorsed thereon was superseded by 
the statement of claim, & under Ord. XX., r. 4, 
a pltf. was entitled in his statement of claim to 
alter, modify or extend his claim without amending 
his writ. According to the statement of claim 
pltfs. were claiming only an injunction & general 
damages, & the proper order to make would be for 
an injunction following the words of the notice 
of motion, with the addition “‘ without the written 
consent of the pltfs.”’ As the parties agreed to 
treat the hearing as the trial of the action, the 
injunction would be made perpetual (SWINFEN 
EApy, J.).—LEwis & LEwIs v. DURNFORD (1907), 
24 T. L. R. 64, 65. 


SUB-SECY. 2.—COUNTERCLAIM OR SET-OFF. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXVIII, r. 3. <A defendant who has set up any 
counterclaim or set off may, without any leave, amend such 
counterclaim or set off at any time before the expiration of the 
tine allowed him for answering the reply and before such 
anawer, or in case there he no reply then at any time before the 
expiration of twenty-cight days from defence. 

See, also, R.S. C., Ord. XXVIII., r. 13, p. 128, 
post. 

Set-off & counterclaim generally, see SET-OFF 
& COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 367 ef seq. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—DISALLOWANCE OF AMENDMENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVIIL, r. 4. Where any party has amended 
his pleading under either of the last two preceding Rules, tho 
opposite party may, within eight days after the delivery to him 
of the amended pleading apply to the Court or a Judge to dis- 
allow the amendment, or any part thereot, and the Court or 
Judge may, if satisfied that the justice of the case requires it, 
disallow the same, or allow it subject to such terms as to costs 
or otherwise as may be mjust. 


1159. Motion to stay proceedings irregular. ]—PItf. 
amended his statement of claim under R. S. C., 
1883, Ord. XXVIII., r. 2, by, in effect, abandoning 
a claim to copyright in a design under the Fine 
Arts Copyright Act of 1862, & substituting therefor 
a claim to copyright in a book under the General 
Copyright Act. Deft., treating such amendment 
as amounting to a discontinuance of the original 
action & commencement of a new one, more than 
eight days after delivery of the amended pleading, 
moved that pltf. should be ordered to pay his costs 
of the action down to the time of the amendment, 
& that all proceedings in the action should be 
stayed until such costs were paid :—Held: the 
motion was irregular, & that the proper course was 
for deft. to have applied, within the eight days, 
under Ord. XXVIII., r. 4, that the amendment 
should be disallowed, or allowed upon terms as to 
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e. 5, 
costs.— BOURNE v. COULTER (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 
699; 50 L. T. 321. 

1160. Altering place of trial.]—LockE rt. WHITE, 
No. 1145, ante. 

(Note.-—The place of trial is now fixed by the 
master.) 

1161. Joining two causes of action without leave 
—rTime for raising objection. ]}—-\n action was com- 
menced against a trustee & the executors of his 
deceased co-trustec for the administration of the 
estate of atestatrix. Pltfs. subsequently amended 
their statement of claim without the leave of the 
court. & asked that one of the executors of the 
deceased trustee might be ordered to give up 
possession of a certain inn belonging to the trust 
estate. It was pleaded by the defence & urged 
at the trial that this pleading was irregular, as 
joining two causes of action without leave: 
Held: deft. should have applied at once to have 
the pleadings set right. & the objection was now 
untenable.—Re DERBOX, DERBON v. COLLIS (1888), 
o8 L. T.519 5 86 W. RR. 667. 





SUB-SECT. 4.— PLEADING TO AMENDMENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVHUL, r. 5. Where any party has amended 
his pleading under Rules 2 or 3, the opposite party shall plead 
to the amended pleading, or amend his pleading, within the 
time he then has to plead or within cight days from the delivery 
of the amendment, whichever shall last expire; and in case the 
opposite party has pleaded before the delivery of the amend- 
ment, ond does not plead again or amend within the time above 
mentioned, he shall be deemed to rely on his original pleading in 
answer to such amendment, 


1162. Time for amendment of defence. ]—-An 
action in which the landlord having paid the out- 
going tenant the amount of the valuation of produce, 
seed, etc., claimed the amount from deft., the 
incoming tenant, who disputed the claim as 
including things which ought not to have been 
valued. The question was as to the effect of an 
alteration in the way of putting claim. Ord. 
ANAAVIIT.. rr. 2, 3, allowed for an amendment 
without leave before the time for plea, if after 
plea & without leave then there would be a similar 
time allowed for pleading to the altered or arnended 
claim. In the present case the altered or amended 
claim was delivered on Jan. 29, & the venue 
was Leicester. The application & notice of trial 
were delivered at the same time as the altered 
statement of claim. The master set the proceed- 
ings aside as irregular under the rule, leaving deft. 
no time to plead to the amended claim, & taking 
fur granted that his plea to the original claim would 
be the same as to the amended claim. The judge 
at chambers however set the master’s order aside. 
Deft. appealed. The court came to the conclusion 
that the master’s order was right & should be 
restored, & the judge’s order set aside-—Buc- 
CLEUCH (DUKE) v. TICKLE (1894), 10 T. LL. R. 253. 

1163. Amendment of statement of claim—Whether 
defendant bound to deliver new defence—Or amend 
original defence. |— Where plitf. delivers an amended 
statement of claim, deft. must cither deliver a 
new defence or amend his original defence, & so on 
toties quoties, until the pleadings are closed.— 
DURLING v. LAWRENCE (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 808. 

1164. -+—-Where pltf., after de- 
livery of a statement of defence, has amended his 
statement of claim, deft. is nut obliged to deliver 
a new defence, or amend his original defence ; but, 
on the analogy of the old practice in the Court 
of Chancery & at common law, may procecd to 
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trial upon his original defence, in which case the 
amendments in the statement of claim will be 
treated as admitted, & the defence stand for an 
answer as far as it goes.— Boppy v. WALL (1877), 
7Ch. D. 164; 47 L. J. Ch. 112; 26 W. R. 348. 
See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XXVIIL., r. 5, supra. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—CosTs. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXVHIL, v.13. The costs of and occasloned by 
any amendment made pursuant to Rules 2 and 3 of this Order 
shall be borne by the party making the same, unless the Court 
or a Judge shall otherwise order. 


1165. Consideration of pleading before amend- 
ment.}—Where the bill has been amended, the 
court, with a view to the question of costs, may 
look at the frame of the bill, as it stood before 
amendment.—PARKHURST v. LOWTEN (1827), 5 
L. J. OWS. Ch. 120. 

1166. Proceeding in vexatious & expensive 
manner.]|—BRUNSWICK (DUKE) v7. SLOMAN, No. 
S24, ante. 


Secr. 5.—SPECIALLY INDORSED WRIT. 


See Pracrick, Part IV., Sect. 6. 


Sect. 6. —WRITTEN AND PRINTED AMENDMENTS. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXVIIL, r. 8. An indorsement or pleading may 
be amended by written alterations in the copy which has been 
delivered, and bs additions on paper to be interleaved therewith 
it necessary, unless the amendments require the insertion of 
more than 144 words in any one place, or are so numerous or of 
such a nature that the making them in writing would render the 
document difficult or inconvenient to read, mm either of which 
cases the amendment must be made by delivering a print of the 


docttnent as amended, 


SECT. 7.— MARKING OF AMENDMENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVIII, r. 9. Whenever any indorsemenut or 
pleading is amended, the same, when amended, shall be marked 
with the date of the order, if any, under which the same is 80 
amended, and of the day on which such amendment is made, in 
manner following, viz.: ‘' Amended day of 
pursuant to order of dated the of 


1167. Writ specially indorsed—-Date of order for 
amendment & date of amendment—Marking in 
copy delivered to opposite side.]—In an action by 
the successor in title of a lessor for the recovery of 
premises from lessees whose term had expired, the 
writ, which was specially indorsed, was by order 
amended, & as amended, stated the date of making 
length of term of the lease, & devolution to the 
deft. The copy served upon the deft., however, 
omitted to state the length of the term. The 
copy served upon the deft. also was not marked 
with the date of the order for amendment & the 
date of amendment, which, however, were marked 
upon the writ itself. No fresh appearance was 
entered by the deft. to the amended writ :- -J/eld : 
the copy served upon the deft. was sufficiently 
indorsed to satisfy the requirements of Ord. VI., 
r. 6, & that the writ was a good specially-indorsed 
writ within the meaning of that rule. ‘The 
amended writ being duly marked with the date 
of the order for amendment & the date of amend- 
ment, the requirements of Ord. XXVIII, r. 9, 
were complied with, & did not extend to require 
the like marking on the copy of the amended 
document delivered to the opposite party under 
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Ord. XXVIII., r. 10; & the appearance by the 
deft. to the original writ stood as a good appearance 
to the amended writ.— HANMER v. CLIFTON, [18094] 
1 Q. B. 238; 42 W. R. 287; 10 T. L. R. 12; 38 
Sol. Jo.10; 10 R. 55, D.C. 


SEctT. 8.—DELIVERY OF AMENDED PLEADING. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXVIII, r.10. Whenever any indorsement or 
pleating is amended, such amended document shall be delivered 
o the opposite party within the time allowed for amending the 
Bamo, 


1168. Writ marked with amendment—Unneces- 
sary to mark copy served. |—HANMER v. (LIFTON, 
No. 1167, ante. 

1169. Filing at central office—Personal service not 
necessary.}—An amended writ may be delivered 
to a deft. who has made default in appearance, by 
filing it at the central office, personal service being 
unnecessary.— Re HARTLEY, NUTTALL v. WHiIT- 
Hae [1891] 2 Ch. 121; 64 1. T. 7863; 39 W. R. 

1170. —-—— --—.]—Ord. XX., rv. 4, on the face of 
it could not be clearer. It says that ‘ whenever 
a statement of claim is delivered the pltf. may 
therein alter, modify, or extend his claim without 
any amendment of the indorsement of the writ,’’ 
& yet it has been repeatedly held ... that, when the 
statement of claim goes substantially beyond the 
indorsement on the writ in asking for relief against 
an absent deft.. the court will refuse to act upon 
Ord. XX., r. 4, & will require the pltf., if he 
desires to obtain ayainst such a deft. greater relief 
in substance than that which appears on the 
indorsement of the writ, to amend his writ & re- 
serve it. But that 1s a matter of grace. It is 
not that the court has no jurisdiction, but it will 
not exercise the jurisdiction in such a_ case 
(ROMER, L.J.).—JAMAICA Ry. Co. v. COLONIAL 
BANK, [1905] 1 Ch. 677, 690; 74 L. J. Ch. 410; 92 
LT. 51835 53 W. RR. 564, C. A. 

1171. Re-service of amended statement of claim. ] 
—SMITH v. BUCHAN, No. 818, ante. 





SictT. 9.—PENAL ACTIONS. 


1172. Whether amendment allowed. ]—Cook v. 
SHONE, No. 9390, ante. 

1178. ~-+—-Amendments may be made in 
penal as in other actions, unless there has been un- 
necessary delay.-—JONES (qui tam, ete.) v. EDWARDS 
(1838), 3 M. & W. 2183 6 Dowl. 369; 1 Horn. & 
ei rag 7L. J. Ex. 70; 2 Jur. 207; 100 EF. R. 

1174, Date of election of member of Parlia- 
ment—-Common Iinformer’s action for penalties. ]— 
A. member of the House of Commons was partner 
in a firm which made a contract with the Secretary 
of State for India in Council for purchasing silver 
for the Indian currency. A common informer 
brought an action against the member for penalties, 
& alleged in the statement of claim that deft. was 
elected to Parliament on Jan. 10, 1910, & that he 
voted on various dates in 1912. In fact Parlia- 
ment was dissolved on Jan. 10, 1910, & was again 
dissolved in Dec. 1910, & deft. was elected at a 
general election in Dec. 1910 :—Held: deft. had 
entered into a contract for or on account of the 
public service within sect. 1 of the House of 
Commons (Disqualification) Act, 1782; pltf. was 
entitled to an amendment of the date alleged in 
the statement of claim as the date of deft.’s elec- 
tion, & that therefure pltf. was entitled to recover 

P.P.—5 
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the penalties sued for.—BirpD v. SAMUEL (1914), 
30 T. L. R. 323. 

Common informer’s action based on 
wrong statute—Amendment not allowed.|—The 
pltf. as a common informer brought an action for 
penalties under the statute 22 Geo. 3, c. 45, 
which was applicable only to the Parliament of 
Great Britain. He alleged that deft. had sat & 
voted in the House of Commons when he was dis- 
qualified from so sitting & voting. Ga Haare 
having been made to amend by adding the right 
statute :—Held: the pltf. having based his claim 
for penalties on the wrong statute, the discretion 
of the court to amend ought not to be exercised in 
favour of a common informer suing for penalties.— 
BuRNET?r v. SAMUEL (1913), 109 L. T. 630; 29 
T. L. R. 583. 

1176. .|—PItf. as a common 
informer, claimed penalties from deft. for having 
sat & voted in the House of Commons when in- 
capacitated from so doing by reason of his interest 
in a Government contract, contrary to the pro- 
visions of the House of Commons (Disqualification) 
Act, 1782. Two writs by other common informers 
against deft. for penalties for the same offence 
were issued prior to the writ in pltf.’s action :— 
Held: (1) it was not necessary for the maintenance 
of the action that pltf. should first have made oath 
under 21 Jac. 1, c. 4, 8. 3, that he believed in his 
conscience that the offence was committed by 
deft. within a vear before action was brought ; 
(2) the action failed inasmuch as it was barred not 
only by the fact of the prior issue of the other 
writs for penalties, but also by the fact that pltf. 
had proceeded under the House of Commons 
(Disqualification) Act, 1782, instead of under the 
House of Commons (Disqualification) Act, L801, & 
that in the circumstances pitf. should not be allowed 
to amend his writ & statement of claim so as to 
claim under the later Act.—FORBES v. SAMUEL, 
[1913] 3 K. B. 706; 82 L. J. K. B. 1135; 109 
L. T. 599; 20 T. I. R. 544. 

Delay in bringing, sce Sect. 3, sub-sect. 3,"J., ante. 














Sect. 10.—PROCEEDINGS IN COUNTY COURT. 


See County Courts Act, 1888 (c. 143), s. 87; 
County Court Rules, 1003-1929, Ord. AIV., 
Ord. IV., r. 7, & notes thereto in Yearly County 
Court Practice. 

Substitution of parties, see CouNTYy COURTS, 
Vol. XIIL.. p. 497, Nos. 480-481. 

Amendment at trial, see COUNTY CoOURTs, 
Vol. NIIL, p. 502, Nos. 527-835. 


Remitted actions, see COUNTY COURTS, Vol. 
XIII, p. 488, Nous. 377-38 $. 
Admiralty causes, sce ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 


p. 248, Nos. 1759-1700. 


SEcT. 11.—MATRIMONIAL CAUSES. 


Sce HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. AXAVIL., pp. 379- 
383, Nos. 3680-3756. 


Sect. 12.—APPEALS. 


1177. Appeals not encouraged. |—The other part 
of the application relates to an amendment of 
leadings. I cannot help thinking, quite apart 
ron) the merits of the case, that when the judge 
who is to try the case himself, & to have full 
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Secl, 12.—Appeuls. Sect. 13. 
1&2: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 


control both over the pleadings, & over all ques- 
tions of costs—the matter being one of pure 
procedure—has refused such an application; 1 
cannot help thinking that it is somewhat of an 
abuse of the statutory provisions as to leave to 
appeal to come here & make an application of this 
kind. What are we to say about it? I think we 
ought to ask ourselves, What injustice will be 
done by leaving the matter before the learned 
judge ? It seems to me there is no pretence of a 
reason for giving leave to appeal in such a case as 
this. I do not think it is a sort of case in which 
applications of this kind ought to be encouraged. 
The motion will therefore be refused (HALSBUERY, 
L.C.).—Dowson, TAYLOR & Co. v. DROSOPHORE 
Co., Lrp. (1895), 12 R. 1388. 

1178. Whether judge’s discretion interfered with. ] 
—BERE v. WOLF, No. 1110, ante. 

1179. »}— BRIDGER tr. GAY, No. 789, ante. 

1180. -/—-Though by the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act, 1854, c. 96, a judge on the trial is 
bound to make such amendments as are necessary 
for determining the real question between the 
parties, & the court has power to review his 
decision in refusing an amendment, if injustice 
has been done by such refusal, yet the court in 
general will not interfere to control the exercise 
of the judge’s discretion.—-BRENNAN v. HOWARD 
(1856), 1 H. & N. 138; 25 L. J. Ex. 289; 27 
L. T. O. 8. 159; 2 Jur. N.S. 546; 4 W. R. 609. 

1181. ~|}—DUPREZ v. VERET, No. 851, ante. 

1182. -}—A bill was filed mainly for the 
purpose of obtaining the appointment of a receiver 
of the rents of real estate pending litigation at 
law. Upon motion a receiver was appointed by 
MaAuins, V.-C., but this order was afterwards 
discharged by the Court of Appeal on the ground 
that the case was merely one of disputed legal title. 
Pltf. afterwards applied to the Vice-Chancellor for 
leave to amend his bill by introducing statements 
of facts which had been in evidence when the 
motion for a receiver was made. The Vice- 
Chancellor having given leave to amend, the Court 


Part Vill. Sects. 
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of Appeal refused to interfere with his discretion. 
Pe each v. Ferrion (1868), 16 W. R. 1072, 

1183. ——_.]—Byrp v. Nunn, No. 1495, post. 

1184. ——— Strong grounds.]}—Jn an action for 
slander it was pe that the deft. had spoken 
words to the pltf.’s employer which imputed that 
the pltf. had made overtures to the deft.’s clerk 
to commit a fraud upon the pltf.’s employer, & 
divide the proceeds between them; these over- 
tures of the pltf. were alleged tou have been made 
eleven months before the deft. mentioned them ; 
the declaration stated that tho deft. said they had 
been made to the deft. himself. The judge at the 
trial refused to amend, & non-suited the pltf. on 
the ground that the occasion was privileged :— 
Held: the court will not interfere, except upon 
strong grounds, with a judge’s discretion to amend ; 
that no words are actionable, if spoken on a privi- 
leged occasion, unless express malice is proved ; 
& that it is the duty of a judge to withdraw such 
a case from the jury, unless an active motive of 
spite on the deft.’s part is clearly shown.— 
CAULFIELD v. WHITWORTH (1868), 18 L. T. 527; 
16 W. R. 936. 

1185. Appeal from order refusing amendment at 
trial—Refusal as part of judgment—-Separate 
appeal unnecessary.}—When at the trial of an 
action an application for leave to amend the 
pleadings is refused, the refusal forms part of the 
judgment, & it is unnecessary to appeal separately 
from it; but on an appeal from the judgment the 
Court of Appeal has power, if it thinks fit, to give 
leave to amend. It is contrary to the practice to 
insert in the judgment as drawn up any mention 
of the refusal of leave to amend.— LAIRD v. BRIGGS 
(1881), 16 Ch. D. 663; 44 L. T. 361, C. A. 

Whether amendments allowed on appeal, see 
Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, G., ante. 


Sect. 13.—COSTS. 


See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 5; Sect. 4, sub-sect. 5, 


ante. 


Part VIll._—Statement of Claim. 


SrcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XX., r.4. The delivery of statements of claim 

shall be regulated as follows : 

(a) Where the writ is specially indorsed under Order III., 
Rule 6 (see p. 138, post], no further statement of claim 
shall be delivered, but the indorsement on the writ 
shall be deemed to be the statement of claim: 

(b) Subject to the provisions of Order XIII., Rule 12 [see 
PRACTICE, Part XV., Sect. 15, post], as to filing a etate- 
ment of claim when there is no appearance, no state- 
ment of claim shall be delivered unless the same be 
ordered under Order XXX. [see PRACTICE, Part XXXI., 


post}. 
(c) When delivery of a statement of claim is ordered the same 
shall be delivered within the time specified in the order, 
or, if no time be so specified, within twenty-one days 
from the date of the order, unless in either case the 

time be extended by the Court or a Judge. 

[New Procedure List, see PRacTicE, Part XCIV., Sect. 4, sub- 
sect. 1, post.) 

1186. Definition.}—The declaration is a technical 
statement of the facts necessary to support the 
action._—_MCPHERSON v. DANIELS (1829), 10 B. & 
C. 263; 5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 251; 8 L. J. 0.8. 
Kk. B. 14; 109 E. BR. 448. 


1187. Short cause in Chancery Division. |—Where 
a@ cause is to be heard short, no statement of claim 
is necessary.— GREEN v. COLEBY (1876), 1 Ch. D. 
693; 45 L. J. Ch. 303; 24 W. R. 246; 3 Char. 
Pr. Cas. 100. 

1188. -+-An action was intended to be heard 
as a short cause in the Chancery Division & the 
cause of action was the administration of the 
trusts of a will involving pussibly points of con- 
struction. 

It is inconvenient not to have a statement of 
claim (MALINS, V.-C.).—BRETON v. MOCKETT 
(1875), 33 L. T. 684; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 98 

1189. «}—Where an action is brought to 
carry into execution the trusts of a deed, or other 
written instrument, a statement of claim should 
be delivered.— Boyes v. Cook (1876), 33 L. T. 778; 
3 Char. Pr. Cas. 101; reved. on other grounds 
(1880), 14 Ch. D. 53; 49 L. J. Ch. 350; 42 L. T. 
556; 28 W. RR. 764, C. A. 

1190. »~+—A short cause is a consent cause & 
in such a cause expense should be avoided ; there- 
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fore, where defts. consent to an administration 
decree being taken they should require pltf. not 
to file a statement of claim.—Taytor v. DucKEerr 
(1875), 1 Char. Pr. Cas. 98. 

See, now, R. 8S. C., Ord. XX., r. 1, p. 180. ante. 

1191. Interrogatories prior to delivery of statement 
——Fishing application.]}—The court refused pltfs. a 
rule nisi, to administer interrogatories to deft. 
after writ, & appearance, but before declaration, 
where pltfs.’ davits disclosed facts from which 

Itfs. believed they had a good cause of action, 
ut could not without interrogatories decide in 
what form to draw the declaration.—ANOoN. v. 
PARR (1865), 5 New Rep. 306; 34 L. J. Q. B. 
95; 11 L. T. 706; 11 Jur. N.S. 388; 13 W. R. 
337; sub nom. MORRIS v. Parr, 6 B. & S. 203; 
122 E. R. 1171. 

1192. Discovery prior to delivery of statement. }— 
Where it was alleged that discovery was necessary 
for the preparation of the statement of claim, an 
order was made to put them before delivery of the 
statement of claim.--LEY v. MARSHALL (1876), 
Bitt. Pract. Cas. 100; 2 Char. Cham. Cas. 59. 

1193. Affidavit in support-——Action for specific 
performance—Motion for judgment in default of 
pleading.|—It is unnecessary upon motion for 
judgment in default of pleading in actions for 
specific performance, to have affidavits in support 
of the statement of claim.—BAGLEY v. SEARLE 
(1887), 56 L. T. 306; 35 W. R. 404. 

1194. Copies of statement sent to third persons— 
Statement containing charges against defendant’s 
character—Contempt of court.]—If a pltf.’s state- 
ment of claim in an action contains charges in- 
uriously affecting deft.’s character, & if pltf., 

efore the hearing of the action, sends copies of 
the statement to persons not parties to the action, 
he is guilty of a contempt of court, & will be 
restrained from further publishing the statement, 
& ordered to pay the costs of a motion to commit 
him.—BoOwDEN v. RUSSELL (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 
414; 30 L. T. 177. 

Persons suing & sued on behalf of themselves & 
others. |— See PRACTICE, Part XIX., Sect. 7, post. 

Remitted actions.|—See County Courts, Vol. 
ATI, p. 483, Nos. 328 ef seq. 





SECT. 2.— DELIVERY OF STATEMENT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XX., r. 1, p. 130, ante. 

1195. Service of specially indorsed writ—Equiva- 
lent to delivery of statement of claim.]|—The service 
of a writ specially indorsed under Ord. IIL. r. 6, 
is delivery of a statement of claim to deft. within 
the meaning of Ord. XXL., r. 6, so that deft. has 
ten days from the time limited for appearance 
within which to deliver his defence. 

Where a pitf. has obtained judgment irregularly 
deft. is entitled ex debito justitie to have such 
Judgment set aside; & the court has only power 
to impose terms upon him as a condition of giving 
him his costs.—ANLABY v. PR2&TORIUS (1888), 20 
Q. B. D. 764; 57 L. J. Q. B. 287; 58 L. T. 671; 
36 W. R. 487; 4 T. L. R. 439, C. A. 

1196. Service of copy of indorsement on writ— 
InsufMcient.]|—Where in an action of trespass 
pltfi. had served a copy of the indorsement on the 
writ as a statement of claim, the statement was 
ordered to be amended in a week, otherwise order. 
It was, however, said that such an informal 
statement of claim might be sufficient in some 
cases.— ANON, (1876), Bitt. Prac. Cas. 104. 
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1197. Notice in lieu of statement—wWrit not 
specially indorsed— Delivery by solicitor after 
delivery by plaintiff in person.]—A pltf., who by 
his writ claimed an injunction & damages in 
general terms, besides certain specified sums, was 
ordered to deliver within a certain time & state- 
ment of claim; & it was also ordered that in 
default of his doing so his action should stand 
dismissed for want of prosecution. 

Before any statement of claim had _ been 
delivered, & very shortly before the expiration 
of the time named, his solicitor refused to act for 
him ; whereupon he, being a barrister, prepared 
& delivered a statement of claim in person, but 
afterwards apprehending that this course was 
irregular, he induced this same solicitor (whose 
name had not yet been removed from the record) 
to deliver at the last moment a document headed 
‘* statement of claim ”’ in which it was stated that 
“the particulars of pltf.’s claim therein & of the 
relief & remedy to which he claimed to be entitled 
appeared by the indorsement upon the writ of 
summous.”’ . 

The first statement of claim having been ordered 
to be struck out as irregular, a summons was 
issued to set aside the second as not being a “‘ state- 
ment of claim,’’ within the original order. 

The chief clerk, however, refused to set it aside, 
& ordered pltf. to deliver further & better par- 
ticulars within four days; but, at the request of 
the deft.’s solicitor, adjourned the summons into 
court :—Held: the writ not being specially in- 
dorsed, the so-called statement of claim was not 
a proper one; the first statement of claim having 
been properly struck out, the original order had 
not been complied with; & pltf.’s action must 
therefore be dismissed, with costs, but without 
prejudice to his bringing a fresh action.— YEATMAN 
uv. SNOW (1880). 42 L. T. 502; 28 W. R. 574. 

1198. Request for delivery of statement— Whether 
‘“ step in the proceedings.’’}—Deft. entered into a 
contract with a railway company for the con- 
struction of a railway. The contract provided 
that disputes between the parties should be referred 
to the company’s engineers. Deft. subsequently 
entered into a sub-contract with the pltfs. for the 
erection by them of ironwork for the railway. 
The sub-contract provided that the work should 
be done in such manner as the engineers should 
approve, & also adopted the arbitration clause in 
the principal contract. Plitfs. brought an action 
against deft. for specific performance & damages. 
The deft. appeared, & at the same time wrote 
asking for a statement of claim. Deft., before the 
statement was delivered, took out a summons to 
stay under the Arbitration Act, 1889, s. 4 :— 
Held: the notice requiring delivery of a statement 
of claim was not a ‘‘ step in the proceedings ”’ 
within sect. 4.—IveEs & BARKER v. WILLANS, [1894] 
2 Ch. 478; 63 L. J. Ch. 521; 70 L. T. 674; 42 
W. R. 483; 10 T. L. R. 439; 38 Sol. Jo. 417; 
7 R. 248, C. A. 


SuB-SEcCT, 2.—TIME FOR DELIVERY. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 7. The Court or a Judge shall have 
power to enlarge or abridge the time appointed by these Rules, 
or fixed by any order enlarging time. for doing any act or taking 
any proceeding, upon such terms (if any) as the justice of the 
case may require, and any such enlargement may be ordered 
although the ay lication for the same is not made until after the 
expiration of the time appointed or allowed. Provided that 
when the time for delivering any pleading or document or filing 
any affidavit answer or document, or doing any act is or has 
been fixed or limited by any of these Rules or by any direction 
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Sect. 2.—Delivery of statement: Sub-sects. 2 & 3.] 


on or under the summons for directions or by any order of the 
Court or a Judge the costs of any application to extend such 
time and of any order made thereon shall be borne by the part 
making such application unless the Court or a Judge shall 
otherwise order, 

R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., r.8. The time for delivering, amending, 
or filing any pleading, answer, or other document may be enlarged 
clase in writing, without appleation to the Court or a 

u : 

[New Procedure List, sce Practick, Part XCIV., Sect. 4, sub- 
sect. 1, post.] 

See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XX... r. 1 (c), p. 180, 
ante; R.S.C.. Ord. XXVII., r. 1, infra. 

1199. Extension of time.}—A pltf. who was in 
default with respect to the delivery of his state- 
ment of claim within the prescribed time was 
allowed one week further time, after which, in case 
of a continuance of the default, the action would 
stand dismissed with costs; the pltf. to pay the 
costs of the present motion.—HIGGINBOTTAM Yr. 
AYNSLEY (1876), 3 Ch. D. 288; 24 W. R. 782; 
3 Char. Pr. Cas. 103. 

1200. ~--—-An order was made under Ord. 
AXIX., r. 1, dismissing an action for want of 
prosecution unless a statement of claim should be 
delivered within a week. The week having 
expired, & no statement of claim having been 
delivered :—Hecld: the action was at an end, & 
there was no jurisdiction to make an order subse- 
quently extending the time for delivery of the 
statement of claim.—WHISTLER v. HANCOCK 
(1878), 3 Q. B. D. 83; 47 L. J. Q. B. 1525 37 
L. T. 639; 26 W. R. 211. 

1201. -——.]—-An order having been made on 
May 6 dismissing the action for want of prosecu- 
tion if the statement of claim: were not delivered 
within fourteen days, on May 19 pltf. took out 
a summons returnable the next day, the last of 
the fourteen days, for further time to deliver 
statement of claim. The summons was, on the 
20th. adjourned, by the consent of the parties in 
writing indorsed thereon, till the 21st, & on the 
2ist a master made an order giving seven days 
more for delivery of statement of claim. The 
judge having rescinded the order of the master on 
the ground that he had no jurisdiction, the action 
being at an end on May 20 :—Held: the decision 
of the judge was correct.—KING v. DAVENPORT 
(1879), 4 Q. B. D. 402; 48 L. J. Q. B. 606; 27 
W. R. 798. 

1202. Jurisdiction of court.}—It appears to 
me that the cases of Whistler v. Hancock, No. 1200, 
ante, & King v. Davenport, No. 1201, ante, & cases 
like them, have settled the law on the point which 
is now before me. The court cannot, after the 
action is gone, entertain an application the result 
of which would be to set it on foot again. The time 
for delivering the statement of claim expired on 
Dec. 17, 1889. The summons to extend the time 
was not returnable till Dec. 18, & under these 
circumstances the application was too late, & I 
have no jurisdiction to extend the time. It has 
been suggested that I can extend the time for 
appealing from the chief clerk’s order of Nov. 26, 
1889, but 1 see no reason for giving any facilities 
to plitfs. or for allowing the recent proceedings to 
continue, instead of leaving pltf{s. to bring a new 
action if 80 advised. I do not see how I can set 
up a@ dead action, & J must dismiss this application, 
with costs (NorTH, J.).—Scripr PHONOGRAPHY 
Co., Ltp. v. GREGG (1890), 59 L. J. Ch. 406, 407. 

1203. Mistake of solicitor’s clerk.}—A writ 
was issued in Aug. 1877, in respect of a claim 
which would have become statute barred in Nov. 
1877. Appearances were entered in Feb. 1878. 
By a mistake of the clerk of pltf.’s solicitor the 
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statement of claim was served too late by two 
days. The court allowed pltf. further time to 
deliver his statement of claim.—CANADIAN OIL 
Works Coren. v. Hay (1878), 38 L. T. 549. 

1204. Delivery after expiry of time limited by order 
—Before order drawn up & served.}—On Nov. 2 
an order was made dismissing an action unless a 
statement of claim was delivered within seven 
days, & on Nov. 9 this time was extended to three 
days. On Nov. 14 pltf. delivered his statement of 
claim, & on the following day deft. drew up & 
served the order of Nov. 2. On Nov. 17 the master, 
& subsequently a judge, made an order that the 
statement of claim do stand :—Held: the time of 
appealing from the order of Nov. 2 should be 
extended. An order does not take effect until it 
is drawn up & served, & that the action was not 
dead when the statement of claim was delivered.—- 
METCALFE v. BRITISH TEA ASSOCIATION (1881), 46 
LT. 31. 

1205. Before hearing of application to dis- 
miss.]—Pltfs. having made default in delivering 
a statement of claim within the time limited 
by an order of court, defts. issued a summons 
under the above rule to have the action dismissed 
for want of prosecution. Before the summons 
was heard the pltfs. delivered a statement of 
claim :—Held: the latter part of Ord. XXVII., 
r. 1, applied only where no statement of claim had 
been delivered before the hearing of the applica- 
tion to dismiss; that a statement of claim had 
been delivered before the hearing, although out 
of time it could not be treated as a nullity, & 
therefore that the court had no jurisdiction to 
dismiss the action.—LYON (ERNEST), LTn. v. 
STURGES (WILLIAM) & Co., [1918] 1 K. B. 326; 
S87 L. J. K. B. 494; 118 L. T. 427; 62 Sol. Jo. 
247, C. A. 





SUB-SECT. 3.— DEFAULT IN DELIVERY. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XXVIII, r. 1. If the plaintiff, being bound to 
deliver a statement of claim, does not deliver the same within 
the time allowed for that purpose, the detendant may, at the 
expiration of that time, apply to the Court or a Judge to dismiss 
the action with costs, for want of prosecutions and on the 
hearing of such application the Court or Judge may, if no state- 
ment of claim shall have been delivered, order the action to be 
dismissed accordingly, or may make such other order on such 
terms as the Court or Judge shall think just. 


1206. Each case dealt with on its merits. ]—PItf. 
being bound to deliver a statement of claim, & 
not having dune so within the six wecks allowed 
by Ord. XXI., r. 1 (a), deft. moved under Ord. 
XXIX., r. 1, to dismiss the action with costs for 
want of prosecution. The court gave plitf. one 
week’s time to take further proceedings, he paying 
the costs of the motion. 

TI think a week’s time will be long enough. 
Kach case must depend upon its own merits. I 
shall accordingly give pltf. a week’s time, he 
paying the costs of the motion (ITALL, V.-C.).— 
HIGGINBOTTAM v. AYNSLEY (1876), 3 Ch. TD. 288 ; 
24 W. R. 782; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 103. 

1207. Action at an end—Order granting extension 
of time set aside. |—Whistler v. Hancock, No, 1209, 
post, was followed in the Exchequer Division where 
the same question arose. An order was made 
at chambers on Nov. 8, 1877, to dismiss the action 
unless a statement of claim were delivered within 
ten days. The time having expired, on Nov. 20 
a master’s order was made extending the time for 
delivering the statement of claim. This order 
having been affirmed at chambers by PoLuock, B., 
deft. appealed. 


Part VIJI.—STAatTEMENT oF CLAIM. 


The court (CLEasBY, B., & Hawxrnse, J.), after 
consulting the judges of the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion, held that there was no jurisdiction to make 
the order of Nov. 20, the action being then dead, & 
the order must be set aside.—-WALLIS v. HEPBURN 
(1878), 3 Q. B. D. 84, n. 

1208. ——— -}—An order having been made 
on May 6 dismissing the action for want of prose- 
cution if the statement of claim were not delivered 
within fourteen days on May 19, pltf. took out 
a summons returnable the next day, the last of 
the fourteen days, for further time to deliver 
statement of claim. The summons was, on the 
20th, adjourned, by the consent of the parties in 
writing indorsed thereon, till the 21st, & on the 
2Ist a master made an order giving seven days 
more for delivery of statement of claim. PoLLock, 
B., having rescinded the order of the master on 
the ground that he had no jurisdiction, the action 
being at an end on May 20 :—Held: the decision 
of the judge was correct.— Kina v. DAVENPORT 
(1879), 4 Q. B.D. 402; 48 L. J. Q. B. 606; 27 
W. R. 798. 

1209. —-— Plaintiff taking out summons to set 
aside appearance-—Summons not heard within time 
limited for delivery of claim—No extension of time.]— 
This is a very plain case. Deft. obtained an order 
that unless the statement of claim were delivered 
within a week the action should be at an end. 
Pltf. took out a summons to set aside the appear- 
ance, & if he could have obtained an order to that 
effect before the week was out, he would have 
been the victor; but before his summons could 
be heard he fell under the operation of the order 
dismissing the action, & the action was at an end. 
It cannot be contended that the taking out of a 
summons to set aside the appearance in the mean- 
time could keep the action alive after the period 
when by the operation of the master’s order it was 
defunct. For these reasons, I think the master 
had no jurisdiction, & the order of the judge was 
night (COCKBURN, (.J.).— WHISTLER v. HANCOCK 
(1878), 3 Q. B. D. 88-81; 47 1. J. Q. B. 152; 
37 L. T. 6389; 26 W. R. 211. 

1210. Jurisdiction of court.|—It appcars to 
me that the cases of Whistler v. Hancock, No. 1209, 
ante; King v. Davenport, No. 1208, ante, & cases 
like them, have settled the law on the point which 
is now before me. The court cannot, after the 
action is gone, entertain an application the result 
of which would be to set it on foot again. The 
time for delivering the statement of claim expired 
on Dec. 17, 1889. The summons to extend the 
time was not returnable till Dec. 18, & under 
these circumstances the application was tov late, 
& I have no jurisdiction to extend the time. It 
has been suggested that I can extend the time for 
appealing from the chief clerk’s order of Nov. 26, 
189, but I see no reason for giving any facilities 
to pltfs. or for allowing the recent proceedings to con- 
tinue, instead of leaving the pltfs. to bring a new 
action if so advised. I do not see how I can set up 
a dead action, & I must dismiss this application, 
with costs (NorTH, J.).—Script PHONOGRAPHY 
Co., Lrp. v. Greaa (1890), 59 L. J. Ch. 406, 407. 

1211. Plaintiff becoming bankrupt within time 
limited for delivery—Service of notice of motion 
to dismiss on trustee.]—Where a pltf. had made 
default in delivering his statement of claim, & 
had since become bankrupt. 

Notice of motion to dismiss for want of pro- 
secution was ordered to be served on the trustees 
in bankruptcy, although the action had not become 
abated by the bankruptcy.—WRIGHT v. SWINDON, 
MARLBOROUGH & ANDOVER Ry. Co. (1876), 
4Ch. D. 164; 46 L. J. Ch. 199. 
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1212. Default by mistake—Fresh action barred by 
Statute of Limitations.]—It is the duty of the 
ee to be diligent in the conduct of their 
itigation. Now, in this case, pltfs.’ claim is 
founded on an alleged malfeasance, & for the 
purpose, I suppose, of saving the claim being barred 
by the Statute of Limitations, this writ was 
issued. This writ, therefore, prevented the opera- 
tion of the statute. The writ then having been 
served, appearances were entered by the three 
defts. on Feb. 20, Feb. 22, & Feb. 25, 1878. Now, 
if the statement of claim had been delivered on 
April 3, it would have been in time, but by mis- 
take the clerk of the pltfs.’ solicitors counted the 
time from the appearance of the last deft. who 
appeared, instead of from the appearance of the 
first. Now, it being admitted that the time for 
delivering the statement of claim is out, I am 
asked, under Ord. LVII., rv. 6 [see, now, R. S. C., 
1883, Ord. LXIV., r. 7], to enlarge the time. On 
the part of pltfs. it is said that there has been a 
mere slip, & that it would be a grievous hardship 
for the pltfs. to lose their opportunity for estab- 
lishing their case for relief through a mere mistake, 
& it does appear to me that it would be a lament- 
able thing to lay down that a mere slip of a 
solicitor’s clerk is to have such an effect (MALINs, 
V.-C.).—CANADIAN OIL WorkKS CORPN. v. Hay 
(1878), 38 L. T. 549. 

1213. Delivery before order for dismissal drawn 
up by defendant.|—Here the question is whether, 
considering the order made on Nov. 9, the action 
was dead on Nov. 12. IT think, under the cir- 
cumstances of the case, it was not, because if 
deft. wished to avail himself of the order made on 
Nov. 2, he ought to have drawn it up. Until 
he does that he may abandon it. He allowed 
plitf. to go on until he delivers a statement of claim 
on Nov. 14, & then on Nov. 16, he draws up & 
serves the order made on Nov. 2. I cannot say 
that the action was then dead; he himself treats 
it as alive by drawing up the order. On the whole, 
I think that it will be safer to extend the time of 
pltf. for appealing from the order of Nov. 2 
(GROVE, J.).—METCALFE v. BRITISH TEA ASSOCN. 
(1881), 46 L. T. 31. 

1214. Delivery before hearing of motion to dis- 
miss. |—Ord. XX VII., r. 1, provides that ‘“‘ If pltf., 
being bound to deliver a statement of claim, does 
not deliver the same within the time allowed for 
that purpose, deft. may, at the expiration of that 
time, apply to the court or a judge to dismiss the 
action with costs, for want of prosecution.”’? That 
defts. did in this case; they took out a summons 
to dismiss the action for want of prosecution. 
Then the rule goes on: ‘* & on the hearing of 
such application the court or judge may, if no 
statement of claim shall have been delivered, order 
the action to be dismissed accordingly. ...’’ In my 
opinion that means if no statement of claim shall 
have been delivered when the summons to dismiss 
for want of prosecution is being heard. That is 
the necessary meaning of the rule, otherwise the 
words “ if no statement of claim shall have been 
delivered’? are meaningless & add nothing to 
what goes before, because by the earlier part of 
the rule it is assumed that a time has been fixed 
for the delivery of the statement of claim & that 
pitf. has not delivered it within due time; so 
that if the expression ‘if no statement of claim 
shall have been delivered ’’ in the latter part of 
the rule were taken to refer only to the state- 
ment of claim not having been delivered within 
the time limited, it would be redundant & have no 
meaning. 

The meaning of the rule is that, on a summons 
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Sect. 2.— Delivery of statement: Sub-sect. 3. Sect. 3: 
Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6.] 


to dismiss for want of prosecution, the action 
cannot be dismissed if at the time the sunimons 
comes before the tribunal to be dealt with the 
statement of claim has actually been delivered, 
though out of time; but justice will be adminis- 
tered by making the defaulting party pay all 
the costs. 

It follows that the order made below dismissing 
the action was erroneous & must be discharged 
(SWINFEN Eapy, L.J.).—LYON (ERNEST), LTD. v. 
STURGES (WILLIAM) & Co., [1918] 1 K. B. 326, 
328-329; s7 L. J. K. B. 494; 118 L. T. 427; 
62 Sol. Jo. 247, C. uA. 


Sect. 3.—FORM AND CONTENTS. 
SURB-SECT. ].—IN CGENERAL. 


See, R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 5, p. 8. ante; Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice, Appendix C. 

Statement of facts, not law.}|—wNSee Part ITT., 
Sect. 1, ante. 

Statement of material facts only.}—WSee Part III., 
Sect. 2, ante. 

Statement of facts in summary form.]}—Sce 
Part. III., Sect. 3, ante. 

Statement of facts, not evidence. ]—See Part ITT., 
Sect. 4, ante. 

Unnecessary or irrelevant matter. }|—See Part VI., 
Sect. 2, ante. 

Scandalous matter.}—Sec Part VI.. 
ante. 

Embarrassing matter.}—See Part VI., Sect. 4, 
ante. 

No reasonable cause of action disclosed. |}— See 
Part VI., Sect. 5, ante. 

Frivolous & vexatious proceedings.|— See Part 
VI., Sect. 6, ante. 

Amendment.}—See Part VII., ante. 

1215. Necessity for certainty.j;—.A declaration 
must be certain to every intent; & therefore, 
in an action for an escape, if it be shown that the 
prisoner was in the legal custody of the former 
sheriff, & was delivered over to the new sherift, 
without alleging that he was delivered over in 
execution, with the causes of his imprisonment, 
it is insufficient.—DoSEWELL tv. REYNELS (1620), 
Cro. Jac. 588; 79 E. R. 502. 

1216. -}~—A declaration must be certain for 
these purposes: (1) without certainty the deft. 
cannot well respond ; (2) unless it be certain the 
jury knows not what damages to find; (3) it 
should be so certain that the court knows how to 
give Judgment on it.—FEEKE 7. Warp (1660), 
2 Sid. 174; $2 E. R. 1318. 

1217. ——.}—BriTisH & COLONIAL JAND 
ASSOCIATION, LTD. v. FOSTER AND Roprys, No. 
5, ante. 

1218. —__.]—-THE CLAUS THOMESEN, No. 4, 


Sect. 3, 





ante. 

1219. Facts creating title to relief— Statement of.] 
—There is no rule of pleading which requires that 
the facts creating the title of pltf. to relief must 
appear on the stating part or before the charging 
part of the bill; but an allegation that deft. 
pretends, etc., & a general charge of the contrary 
of such pretences, is not an averment of the facts 
implied in the contrary charge.—HOUGHTON v. 
REYNOLDS (1843), 2 Hare 264; 7 Jur. 414; 67 
E. R. 110. 

1220. Particulars of demand.}—Where admis- 
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sions are made by defts. to pltf.’s solicitors were 
pleaded in a statement of claim, the paragraph 
was ordered to be struck out. Defts. would be in 
the difficulty of not knowing whether to traverse 
the admissions. All that is necessary in a state- 
ment of claim in ordinary cases is particulars of 
the demand.—AsKEW v. NORTH HASTERN Ry. 
Co. (1875), Bitt. Prac. Cas. 52, 82; 1 Char, Cham. 
Cas. 90; [1875] W. N. 238. 

1221. Full particulars. }—The statement of claim 
or the indorsement. on the writ ought always to 
give full particulars rendering further particulars 
unnecessary (QUAIN, J.)—ANON. (1875), 1 Char. 
Cham. Cas. 35. 

See, further, Part XIV., post. 

1222. Grounds of claim.]—PIltf., a barrister, 
issued his writ on Aug. 30, 1879, indorsed for an 
injunction, & other relief, & for payment of a sum 
of £1,000, alleged to have been received by deft. 
as hissolicitor. On Dec. 12, 1879, pltf. was ordered 
to deliver a statement of claim on or before 
Jan. 12. On Jan. 10, he delivered a statement 
of claim in person. Onthe 12th his solicitor, who 
had been that day served with a summons to set 
aside the statement of claim for irregularity, 
delivered a notice that his claim appeared by the 
indorsement on the writ in the form prescribed :— 
Held: the writ was not specially indorsed, & the 
statement of claim delivered by the solicitor must 
be set aside. 

TI think the statement of claim in this case is 
wholly wrong, & must be set aside. The object 
of the statement of claim being filed is to tell the 
court on what grounds pltf. claims the relief which 
he does claim. It is impossible that the htigation 
in this court or in any other court could be con- 
ducted unless there is that which used to be known 
in the common law courts as a declaration & in 
these courts as the bill. The object of the bill 
was that pltf. should state his case in order that 
the deft. by the answer might meet it. The object 
of the declaration in the common law courts was 
to submit what the cause of action was, & the 
grounds of it, & to enable the deft. to plead to it. 
The object of this substituted form is very much 
the same as that of the bill. The statement of 
claim is to state upon what grounds it is that the 
pitf. seeks the relief for which he comes to the court 
(MALINS, V.-C.).—YEATMAN vv. SNOW (1880), 
42 L. T. 502, 503; 28 W. RR. 574. 


SUB-SECT., 2.—ALTERNATIVE STATEMENTS OF FActT. 


Alternative & inconsistent defences, see Part IX., 
Sect. 5, post. 

Statement of relief, see Sect. 12, post. 

1223. Alternative & inconsistent facts.]—A 
person cannot be joined as deft. to a counterclaim 
against whom there is only a claim for relief in 
one of two inconsistent alternatives._—EVANs v. 
Buck; Buck ev. Evans (1876), 4 Ch. D. 482; 
46 1L.J.Ch. 157; 25 W. R. 392. 

1224, .J—A pltf., by his statement of 
claim, claimed to have an agreement for a partner- 
ship with deft. in a land speculation cancelled 
on the oo that he had been induced to enter 
into it by the misrepresentation of the deft., & 
in ignorance of its real effect ; or, in the alternative, 
that the partnership created by the agreement 
might be dissolved & the accounts taken, & the 
deft. restrained from interfering with the manage- 
ment of the works in violation of the agreement. 
Deft. moved for an order for the pltf. to amend his 
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statement of claim by confining it to one of the 
alternative claims :—Held: there was no incon- 
sistency in the alternative claims, or in the allega- 
tions in support of them; & the motion was 
refused.—BAGOT v. EASTON (1877), 7 Ch. D. 1; 
47 1.. J. Ch. 225; 37 1. T. 369; 26 W. Rt. 66, GC. A. 

1225. ——.]—CHILD v. STENNING, No, 1323, post. 

1226. -}~A landlord suing in respect of 
breaches of covenants agreed to be inserted in a 
lease contracted for, claimed an injunction and 
possession; his pleadings stated that he was 
willing to grant the lease :—Held: forfeiture was 
waived by the pleadings.— Evans v. Davis (1878), 
10 Ch. D. 747; 48 L. J. Ch. 223; 39 L. T. 391; 





-]}—-In an action for the recovery of 
land of which pltf. has never been in possession, 
the statement of claim must allege the nature of 
the deeds & documents upon which he relies in 
deducing his title from the person under whom he 
claims; & a general statement, that by assurances, 
wills, documents, & Crown grants in the possession 
of the defts., without further describing them, 
pitf. is entitled to the land, is embarrassing, & 
liable to be struck out.—PHILMIPS v. PHILLIPS 
(1878), 48 L. J. Q. B. 185; 39 L. T. 556; 27 
W. R. 436, C. A. 3 subsequent proceedings (1879), 
40 lL. T. 815. 

1228. -}—Pleadings will not necessarily be 
struck out as embarrassing, because they are 
inconsistent.— Fe MORGAN, OWEN v. MORGAN 
(1887), 35 Ch. D. 492; 56 L. J. Ch. 603; 35 
W. R. 705; 56 L. T 503, C. A. 3 subsequent 
proceedings, sub nom. Re WOwEL MorRGAN, OWEN 
v. MorRGAN (1888), 39 Ch. D. 316; 60 L. T. 71; 
37 W. R. 243, C. A. 

1229. -|—Appeals from orders made in 
chambers are to be subject to the same rules in the 
Probate Division as in the Chancery Division, & 
will not be entertained unless the judge gives leave 
to appeal direct, or certifies that he does not 
require to hear further argument. 

Pitf. propounded for probate a will of Sept. 
1880. <A deft. counterclaimed to prove a will 
of May, 1881. Pitf. replied (inter alia) that the 
testatrix was not of sound mind when she executed 
the will of May, 1881, & (5), that if she did duly 
execute it when of sound mind she duly revoked 
it by a will of June, 1881, executed when she was 
in a similar state of mind :—Held: that clause 
5 of the reply ought not to be struck out as em- 
barrassing.—/?e Smiryu, Rica v. Wuarnes (1884), 
9 P. D. 68; 5 LJ. P. 62; 501. T. 2933; 32 
W. R. 355, C. A. 











SuB-SECT. 3.—PARTIES., 
See Practice, Part XIX. 


SuUB-SEcT. 4.—CLAIMS FOR MONEY LENT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XX., r.10. In actions by a moneylender or an 
asaignee for the recovery of money lent by the moneylender or 
the enforcement of any agreement or security relating to any 
such money, the statement of claim shall state, in addition to 
any other particulars, the particulars referred to in paragraphs (a) 
to (k) Inclusive in Rule 10 of Order III, (wnfra). 


Ord. IIL, r. 10. In actions by a moneylender or an 
assignee for the recovery of money lent by the moneylender or 
the enforcement of any agreement or security relating to any 
such money, the indorsement on the writ shall state, in addition 
to any other particulars, the fact that the plaintiff, or (in an 
action by an assignee) the original assignor, is a licensed money- 
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lender, and if the writ be specially indorsed under Rule 6 of this 
Order, shall state, in addition to uny other particulars— 
(a) the fact that the plaintiff, or (in an action by an assignee) 
the original assignor, is a licensed moneylender ; 
b) the date on which the loan was made ; 
iY the amount actually lent to the borrower ; 
(d) the rate per cent. per annum of interest charged ; 
(e) the date when the contract for repayment was made ; 
(f) the fact that a note or memorandum of the contract was 
made, and was signed by the borrower ; 
(g) the date when a copy of the note or memorandum was 
delivered or sent to the borrower ; 
(h) the amount repaid ; 
(i) the amount due but unpaid ; 
(9) the date upon which such unpaid sum or sums became 


due ; 
(k) the amount of interest accrued due and unpaid on every 
such sum. 


SuB-SECT. 5.—STATEMENT OF REIFF. 


See Sect. 12, post. 


Supn-SEcT. 6.—PARTICULAR CASES. 


Account stated.|—See R. S. C., Ord. XX., r. 8, 
Part III., Sect. 15, ante. 

Administrators.|—-See PERSONAL REPRESENTA- 
TIVES, infra. 

Admiralty actions.}—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 178 et seq., Nos. 96 et seq. 

1230. Agreement—Whether necessary to state 
whole agreement—Part omitted not qualifying that 
stated.|—An instrument executed on Nov. 24, 
1807, upon an agreement stamp, setting forth the 
conditions of setting a farm, & the regulations to 
be observed by the tenant; that the term was to 
be from year to year, the lands to be entered upon 
Feb. 3, 1808, & the housing on May 12, & that a 
lease was to be made upon these conditions with 
all usual covenants; at the foot of which the 
deft. wrote: ‘‘ I agree to take lot 1 (the premises 
in question) at the rent, etc., subject to the 
covenants ”’; is an agreement for a lease, & not 
a present demise; there being not only a stipula- 
tion for a future lease, but time given to prepare 
it before the commencement of the term, & no 
present occupation as tenant contracted for. But 
after deft. had been let into possession under such 
agreement, & had paid rent under it :—Held: it 
was not necessary to state the whole of the agree- 
ment, if the part omitted did not qualify that 
which was stated.—TEMPEST v. RAWLING (1810), 
13 Kast, 18; 104 E. R. 272. 

1231. - —— Legal effect of am- 
biguous agreement.]—If an agreement be am- 
biguous, its legal effect should be stated in the 
declaration..—-SHEPHERD v. DUNCAN (1849), 14 
lL. T. O. S. 2235; affd. (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 303, 
Ex. Ch. 

1232. ——— Allegation in very terms of contract— 
Whether necessary. ]—It is not always sufficient to 
allege a contract in the very terms of it; the 
statement must lead deft. to know what piltf. 
seeks to recover.—COMBE v. WOOLF (1832), 8 
Bing. 156; 1 Moo. & S. 241; 1L. J. C. P. 51; 
131 E. R. 360. 

12388. ——— Consideration—Defendant’s right to 
particulars.|—The rule that if deft. to a second 
action attempts to put on record a plea inconsistent 
with any traversable allegation in the declaration 
in the first action he will be estopped from doing 
so, does not apply to a plea in confession & avoid- 
ance or to a special plea necessitating proof by 

eft. 
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Where a necessary traversable allegation is 
omitted from the statement of claim in the first 
action & deft. does not then take advantage of 
the omission, he cannot in a second action allege 
that there was not traversable allegation in the 
statement of claim in the first action (BANKEs, J.). 

Deft. is entitled to particulars of consideration 
when agreement is sect up without stating con- 
sideration. —COUOKE tv. RICKMAN, [1911] 2 K. B. 
1125; 811. J. K. B. 38; 105 L. T. 896; 55 
Sol. Jo. 668, D.C. 

1234. Setting out agreement—Subsequent 
statement that work under agreement.}—It is a 
legitimate mode of pleading to set out an agree- 
ment, & then to state that work has been done 
under it (PATTESON, J.).—MILLS v. BLACKALL 
(1847), 11 Q. B. 358; 17 L. J. Q. B. 3813 10 L. T. 
O.S. 226; 12 Jur. 93; 116 FE. R. 511. 

1235. Signature.|—Demurrer to a bill for 
specitic performance, alleging an agreement in 
writing to which, as set forth in the bill, no name 
was signed, but not alleging that the agreement 
was signed :—Held : the demurrer was bad, as the 
court would intend, in favour of the bill against 
the demurrer, that a written agreement was an 
agreement signed. 

Semble : it is not necessary to plead the Statute 
of Frauds if it appears negatively on the face of 
the bill that the requisitions of that Act have not 
been comphed with.—RHIst v. HOBSON (1824), 1 
Sim. & St. 543; 2 L. J. O.S. Ch. 86; 57 E.R. 215. 

1236. ——— General averment of existence & 
effect—Necessity to state whether agreement in 
writing or by parol—Or result of series of docu- 
ments.]—Semble: Whenever in any pleading an 
agreement is alleged, it is not sufficient generally 
to aver the existence of an agreement, & to state 
its effect ; but the pleading should state whether 
the agreement relied on is in writing or by parol, 
or the result of a series of documents.—TURQUAND 
& CAPITAL & COUNTIES BANK v. FEARON (1879), 
48 L. J. Q. B. 703; 40 L. T. 543, C. A. 

1237. Simple averment of promise to pay 
debt—-Statute of Limitations.]|—Defts. contended 
that an allegation in pltf.’s pleadings which simply 
stated that there was a promise to pay the debt 
which was the cause of action, was not sufficient 
to take the debt out of the Statute of Limitations, 
for there was no allegation that such promise was 
made in writing; consequently the pleadings 
admitted that the debt was barred by the statute : 
—Held: the allegation in the pleadings was 
sufficient, & the pleadings need not have stated 
that the promise made was made in writing, which 
was a matter to be shown by the evidence to be 
produced at the trial—PascaL vy. RICHARDS 
(1881), 44 L. T. $7, 88. 

Effect of documents to be stated briefly. ]— 
See Part II1., Sect. 11. arte. 

Bills of exchange & other negotiable instruments 
—Action on.}—See BILLS OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., 
p- 461, No. 2943. 

Bonds—-Statement of claim.]—See Bonps, Vol. 
VII., p. 243, Nos. 861-880. 

——— Assignment or suggestion of breaches under 
8 & 9 Will. 3, c. 11, s. 8.}-—See Bonps, Vol. VII., 
p. 245, Nos. 881-901. 

Breach of trust—Action for.]—See Trusts & 
TrusTEES, Vol. XLIII., p. 1025, Nos. 4649 et seg. 

Certiorari—Removal of cause by—Proceedings 
after removal.|—See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., 
pp. 449-450, Nos. 3184-3186, & Supp. 

Commons—Action by commoners.|}—See Com- 
MONS, Vol. XI., p. 47, Nos. 673-689, 

















PLEADING. 


Condition of mind.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XIX., 
r. 22; Part III., Sect. 12, ante. 

Conditions precedent.}—Sce Rt. S. (., Ord. XIX., 
r. 14; Part Il]., Sect. 10, ante. 

Contract.|—-See Agreement, supra; CONTRACT, 
Vol. NII. 

Copyright—Infringement of.]—See CoryRIGHT, 
Vol. XIII, p. 225, Nos, 649-652. 

Custom.}—See Customs & Usaaks, Vol. XVII., 
p. 22, Nos, 227-239. 

Damages——Matters in aggravation & mitiga- 
tion.}—See Part III., Sect. 9; Part IV., Sect. 3, 
ante; DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., p. 129, Nos. 372-379. 
Special damage must be pleaded. |—See 
DAMAGES, Vol. X VIL. p. 153, Nos. 549-554. 

Defamation—Defamatory statement. |—See LIBEL 
& SLANDER. Vol. X XXII., p. 68, Nos. 964-978. 
Slander of title.|—See Linen. & SLANDER, 
Vol. XXXII., p. 203, Nos. 25265 et seq. 

Pleading publication.|—See LinEL & 
SLANDER, Vol. XXXII., p. 89, Nos. 1198 et seq. 
Special damage. |—See LIBEL & SLANDER, 
Vol. XXXII, p. 169, Nos. 2082 ef seq. 

Necessity for innuendo.}—See LIBEL & 
SLANDER, Vol. NXAII., p. 65, Nos. 932 et seq. 

Documents.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XIX., vr. 21; 
Part Ill., Sect. 11, ante. 

1238. Donatio mortis causa—Necessity to state 
facts alleged to constitute valid gift.]—A statement 
of claim alleged that an intestate ‘‘two days 
before his death made a good & valid donatio 
mortis causa to pltf. of the whole of his moneys 
standing on deposit to his account at the HNesmere 
Savings Bank,’’ but did not state any facts 
amounting to a donatio mortis causa. 

Demurrer allowed, on the ground that the facts 
alleged in the statement of claim did not show a 
valid donatio mortis causa.—Re PARTON, TOWNS- 
END v. PARTON (1882), 30 W. R. 287; 45 L. T. 
755. 

~J}—See, generally, Vol. XXYV., 
p. 541, Nos. 286 et seq. 

Easements. |— See HASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., p. 76, 
Nos. 456 et seq. 

Executors.]— See PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVES, 
infra. 

Foreclosure actions.|}—See MortTaacr, Vol. 
XAXXV., p. 569, Nos. 3014-3016. 

Fraud. |]—See Part 1I]., Sects. 7, 12, ante. 

Husband & wife—Ante-nuptial obligations of 
wife.|—See HvUsBAnD & WiFr, Vol. XXVITI., 
p. 175, Nos. 1433 et seq. 

Implied contract or relation.|—See R. S. C., 
Ord. X1IX., Part IITI.. Sect. 14, ante. 

1239. Money payable on certain day—Necessity 
to state whether date of payment past——-Or not yet 
come.}—In all actions founded upon torts, where 
nothing certain is demanded or recoverable, 
accord & satisfaction is a good plea. In an action 
for breach of contract, the falsity of a warrant 
made by deft. subsequent to the date of the con- 
tract will not entitle pltf. to recover damages. 
Where a claim is made in respect of money payable 
on a certain day, the pleading must state clearly 
whether the date of peyiiou is past or not yet 
come.—ANDREW Uv. OUGHEY (1552), 1 Dyer, 
754; 73 EK. R. 160. 

Injunction—Application for by action.]—See 
INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII., p. 499, Nos. 1001 et seq. 
Does not run with land.]—See INJUNCTION, 
Vol. XXVILI., p. 863, No. 11. 

1240. Insurance—Action on marine policy— 
Conditions & exceptions need not be set out.]—In 
an action on a policy insurance against loss by 
perils of the sea with a clause excepting loss by 
capture, seizure, & consequences of hostilities, it 
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Part VIIJ.—SratremMent or CLAIM. 


is not necessary for a pltf. whose ship has been lost 
at sea to prove that it was not lost by the excepted 
causes. 

In an action on a policy insuring a ship against 
loss by capture, scizure, & consequences of 
hostilities, pltf. fails if on the evidence the pro- 
babilities are equally in favour of a loss by the 
perils insured against & a loss by other perils. 

Rules for determining the incidence of thic 
burden of proof in actions upon policies of insur- 
ance containing exceptions from liability. 

I noticed in looking at the forms of declaration 
for actions for loss or damage to goods during 
carriage by sea that of the three given two refer 
in general terms to the bill of lading exceptions & 
negative them, while one does not. It was, of 
course, at all times the practice for deft. to set up 
in his plea any exceptions upon which he relied. 
Upon the whole I have come to the conclusion that 
before the Judicature Acts it was considered the 
safer course to set out the exceptions & to negative 
them in the declaration, & that, too, whether they 
were contained in a separate clause or not. 

When one turns from the old form of pleading 
to the mnodern, the change is striking. A form of 
statement of claim on a policy of marine insurance 
is given. It is quite short. The terms of the 
policy are not set out, still less are the exceptions. 
If a total loss is claimed all one need say is ‘ loss 
total’; while it is noteworthy that if a particular 
average loss is claimed & the policy contains the 
3 per cent. franchise, it is necessary to say ‘ loss 
partial, exceeding 3 per cent.”’ 

I may further remark that when the form for 
total loss is used no particulars will be ordered of 
how the peril relied on arose. <A pltf. who alleges 
that his vessel was lost by a peril of the sea or by 
sinking cannot be ordered to state how the sinking 
came about. These forms were prepared at a 
time when the older rules of pleading were well 
known & when it was desired to simplify them. 
The fact that the form for a total loss does not 
make any provision for setting out or negativing 
exceptions, & mercly describes the loss as due to a 
peril insured against, would seem to show that its 
framers, while stating the facts necessary to be 
proved, intended to limit the form strictly to these 
facts & discarded unnecessary averments, while 
the form for a particular average loss shows that 
the framers well knew what averments were 
necessary. If the question under discussion is to 
be decided upon forms of pleading, I have come to 
the conclusion that the free of capture & seizure 
exception need not be set out & need not be 
negatived (BAILHACHE, J.).—MUNRO, BRICE & 
Co. v. WaR Risks Assocn., Lrp., [1918] 2 K. B. 
78, 85, 86; 88 L. J. K. B. 509; 118 L. T. 708; 
34 T. L. R. 331; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 312 ; reversed on 
inference of fact, sub nom. MUNRO, BRICE & Co. v. 
MARTEN, SAME v. R., [1920] 3 K. B. 94, C. A. 

Knowledge.|—Scee R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 22, 
Part ITI., Sect. 12, ante. 

Landlord & Tenant-——Pleading assignee’s title. ]— 
See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 427, 
428, Nos. 5728-5732. 

Libel.]—-See Defamation, supra. 

Light—Obstruction of.}—See EASEMENTs, Vol. 
XIX., p. 77, No. 465. 

Lost grant.]J—See EASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., 
pp. 77, 78, Nos. 466, 467. 

Malice.]|—Sece R. 8S. C., Ord. XTX., r. 22, Part 
ITT., Sect. 12, ante. 

Malicious prosecution.]—See Malicious PRosE- 
CUTION, Vol. XXXIIL., pp. 514-515, Nos. 589-596. 

Master & servant—Liability of master in cases 
of accident or death caused by defective plant. ]— 

5* 
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See MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., p. 203, 
Nos. 1162 et seq. 

Seduction.|—See MASTER & SERVANT, 
Vol. pera oe 178, Nos. 1439 ef seq. 

Merchant Shipping Act—Exact violation to be 
pleaded.|—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 180, Nos. 
928, 929. 

Money had & received.|—See ConTrRActT, Vol. 
XII., pp. 539 ef seq. 

Money paid.]—See CONTRACT, Vol. XIT., pp. 520 
et seq. 

Money lent.|—See ht. S. C., Ord. XX., r. 10; 
Ord. ITI., r. 10, Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, ante. 

Negligence. ]—Sce, generally, NEGLIGENCE, Vol. 
XXXVI. 

1241. ——— Collision suit—Sufficiency of general 
allegation. |—PIltf. may plead new matter in reply, 
if it is really matter of reply, & not properly part 
of the case set up in his libel. 

A pitf. whose vessel has been run down at anchor 
may charge negligence generally, & the burden of 
proof, the collision being proved, is thrown upon 
deft. to establish his defence. 

Where plitf.’s vessel was run down at anchor & 
plif. pleads that fact, charging negligence generally, 
& the answer pleads that the collision was not 
occasioned by negligence, but by violence of 
tempest & sea, which prevented the anchor of 
deft.’s vessel from holding, pltf. may reply that 
the collision was occasioned by default of deft.’s 
ground tackle.—THE BoTHNIA (1860), Lush. 52 ; 
29 L. J. P.M. & A. 65; 21. T. 160. 

1242, —-— ——— Necessity to allege par- 
ticular act relied on.]—If a pltf. in a collision suit 
intends to rely on a particular act of negligence by 
deft., he is bound specifically to allege that act in 
his pleadings, & it is not sufficient that the act 
may be included generally in an allegation in the 
pleadings, which do not state clearly such par- 
ticular act, as it is likely to mislead deft., & prevent 
his being prepared to meet that particular case.— 
THE MarpEsIA (1872), L. R. 4 PB. C. 2123 8 
Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 468; 26 L. T. 3333 1 Asp. 
M. L. C. 2613; 17 BE. R. 387, B.C. 

1243. Necessity to give particulars. ]— 
A vessel at anchor was run into & damaged by a 
vessel in motion. In an action for damages, the 
owners of the vessel at anchor delivered a state- 
ment of claim in which they alleged that those on 
the vessel colliding with them did not take proper 
& seamanlike measures to keep clear. A sum- 
mons for particulars of the measures which should 
have been taken having been dismissed by the 
registrar :—Held: as pltfs. could give no par- 
ticulars, the allegations should be struck out, the 
judge at the trial having the power to deal negli- 
gence proved but not pleaded.—THE KANAWHA 
(1913), 108 L. T. 483; 12 Asp. M. L. C. 317. 
——.]—-See, generally, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I. ; 
SHIPPING, Vol. XLI. 

1244. Solicitor & client—Allegation of 
retainer without stating consideration.]}—In an 
action against an attorney for non-feasance in not 
looking sufliviently into a title, it is sufficient to 
state that he was retained as attorney without 
stating the consideration. 

If diligence would have been ineffectual, deft. 
must prove it.—BOURNE v. DIGGLES (1814), 2 
Chitt. 311. 

1245. Issue must be clearly pleaded. }]}— 
When it is sought to make a solicitor liable for 
negligence, that issue must be raised clearly upon 
the pleadings.—BETTYES v. MAYNARD (1883), 49 
L. T. 389; 31 W. R. 161, C. A. 

—.]—See, generally, SoLicrrors, Vol. 
XLII. 
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1246. Action for personal injuries—Particulars 
of loss.]}—In an action for personal injuries where 
the accident out of which the action arose occurred 
in 1880 & the statement of claim was delivered 
in 1886, claiming inter alia £1.000 for loss of busi- 
ness :—Held: defts. were cntitled to particulars 
of the loss of business notwithstanding that their 
defence had already been delivered.—WATSON v. 
NORTH METROPOLITAN TRAMWAYS Co. (1886), 3 
T. L. R. 273. D.C. 

Notice.]—-See R. S. C., Ord. NIX., r. 23; Part 
III., Sect. 13. ante. 





Nuisance.] — See, generally, NUISANCE, Vol. 
XXXVI. 

1247. Inevitable nuisance—Rabbit cours- 
ing. ]—The fact that rabbit coursing is an inevitable 





nuisance is a fact which ought to be pleaded, the 
court cannot take judicial notice of such a fact, 
but it must be proved by evidence.—AYERS vr. 
HANSON, STANLEY & PRINCE (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 
735. 

Particulars. ]|—See Part X1V.. post. 

Personal Representatives—Actions against. ]— 
See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XNIV., 
p. 732, Nos. 7599-7607. 

Actions by.]—See ExecuTrors & ADMINIs- 
or Vol. AXXIV., pp. 719-720, Nos. 7476— 
TATT. 

Presumption of law.|—See R.S. C., Ord. NIX., 
r. 25, Part III., Sect. 8, ante. 

1248. Privilege—Necessity to set out nature of 
privilege—Liability of sheriff.}—Declaration in case 
stated that a suit in Chancery, by J. against F. & 
the present pltf., being pending, it was ordered by 
the Court of Chancery that J. should pay money 
into court to the credit of the cause, subject to the 
further order of the court: that J. having con- 
temptuously neglected so to do, to pltf.’s damage, 
pltf. caused a writ of attachment to be sued out of 
Chancery against J., directed to deft... being 
Sheriff of N., which writ was delivered to deft. to 
be executed ; whereupon it became deft.’s duty 
to execute it in a careful & proper manner: yet 
deft. wrongfully, carelessly, & improperly, & 
against plitf.’s consent, attached J. by his body, J. 
being then privileged from being so attached, & 
deft. well knowing the premises; that J. was 
discharged by the Court of Chancery from the 
attachment ; &, by means of the premises, pltf. 
was deprived of the benefit of the writ, & delayed 
& hindered in compelling J. to pay, & was put to 
expenses & trouble in causing another writ to be 
issued, & was also put to costs in opposing J.’s 
discharge, & was vtherwise damnified :—//eld : 
bad, for not setting out the nature of J.’s privilege, 
& that the objection might be taken on demurrer 
to the declaration, though not assigned for cause. 

Semble: the declaration disclosed no cause of 
action.— LLOYD v. Woop (1836), 5 Ad. & El. 228; 
2 Har. & W. 158; 6 Nev. & M. K. B. 822; 5 
L. J. K. B. 200; 111 EB. R. 1152. 

General privileges & exemptions of Crown 
in legal proceedings. |—See CONSTITUTIONAL Law, 
Vol. X1., pp. 518, Nous. 236 et seq. 

iplomatic privileges.j—See ConsTiTU- 
TIONAL Law, Vol. XI., pp. 536, Nos. 390 et seq. 
Privilege from arrest.]—See CONTEMPT OF 
Court, Vol. XVI., pp. 79, Nos. 976 et seq. 

——— Privilege of clergy.J|—See ECCLESIASTICAL 
Law, Vol. XIX., pp. 364-365, Nos. 1811-1823. 

Salvage.|—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 178, 
Nos. 906 et seg.; SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., pp. 823 


et seq. 


























PLEADING. 


Seduction.]—Sce MasTer & SERVANT, Vol. 
XXXIV., pp. 178, Nos. 1439 et seq. 

Title to land—aAction for recovery—Statement of 
claim.J— See REAL PRorrerty, Vol. XXXVIILI., 
p. 776, Nos. 1114-1118. 
Specially indorsed writ.J|—See REAL 
PrRopvERTY, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 773, Nos. 1062 


et seq. 
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— Particulars.|—See RAL PROPERTY, 
Vol. XXXVIII., p. 777, Nos. 1119-1120. 

—— Defence.|—See REAL PROPERTY, 
Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 777-778, Nos. 1121-1130. 
—— Evidence.|—See REAL PROPERTY, 
Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 779, Nos. 1139 et seq. 
Estoppel as between landlord & tenant. }|— 
See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXX., pp. 3147, 
Nos. 63 et seq. 

Assignment & devolution of reversion— 
Pleading assignee’s title.]}—See LANDLORD & 
TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 427, Nos. 5728 et seq. 
Agreement for lease—Title to be shown by 
lessor.J—See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXX., 
pp. 395, Nos. 584 et seq. 

Waiver of production of title—Agreement for 
lease.J— See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXX., 
pp. 397, Nos. 603 ef seq. 

Watercourse—Liability for injurious diversion— 
Necessity to show title.|—See WATERS & WATER- 
COURSES, Vol. XLIV., p. 25, Nos. 166-169. 

Way—Action for disturbance. ]— See EASEMENTS, 
Vol. NIX., pp. 121, Nos. 812 et seq. 

Action for trespass.|—See MASEMENTs, 
Vol. XIX., pp. 122, Nos. 826 et seq. 

Wills—Undue influence.]|—See ExrctuTors «& 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIII., p. 129, Nos. 1276 
ef seq. 


























Pleadings in probate actions. ]—See Sect. lo. 


.—SPECIALLY INDORSED WRITS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XX., r.1. The delivery of statements of claim 

shall be regulated as tollows ; 

(a) Where the writ is specially indorsed under Order UT, 
Rule 6, no further statement of Claim shall be delivered, 
but the indorsement on the writ shall be deemed to be 
the statement of claim. 


——— Ord. HL, r. 6. In actions — 

(1) Where the phuntiff seeks to recover a debt or liquidated 
demand in money payable by the defendant, with or 
without interest, arising 

(a) upon a contract, express or implied (as, for 
instance, on a bill ot exchange, promissory 
note or cheque, or other simple contract 
debt) ; or 

(b) ona bond or contract under seal for payment of 
a liquidated amount of money; or 

(r) on a Btatute where the sum sought to be re- 
covered i8 a fixed sum of money or in the 
nature of a debt other than a penalty; or 

(d) on a guaranty, whether under seal or not, 
where the claim against the principal Is in 
respect of a debt or liquidated demand ; or 

(ec) on a trust; or 

(2) Where a landlord secks to recover possession of land 
with or without a claim for rent or mesne profits, 
against a tenaut whose term has expired or hus becn 
duly determined by notice to quit or has become 
lable to forfeiture for non-payment of rent, or against 
persons claiming under such tenant; or 

(3) Where the plaintiff seeks to recover possession of a 
specific chattel with or without a claim for the hire 
thereof or for damages for its detention ; 


the writ of summons may, at the option of the plaintiff, be 

specially indorsed with a statement of his claim, or of the remedy 
or relief to which he claims to be entitled. Such special indorse- 
ment may be to the effect of such of the Forms in Appendix C., 
ein JV., a8 shall be applicable to the case or In a similar 
orm, 


See, generally, PRACTICE, Part TV. 

Pleadings defined, see Part I., Sect. 2, ante. 

1249. Whether statement of claim necessary. ]— 
Where a writ is specially indorsed, it is unnecessary 


Part VIII.—STATEMENT OF CLAIM. 


to deliver a statement of claim.—ATKINS v. 
TAYLOR (1870), 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 53;  Bitt. 
Prac. Cas. 89. 

1250. -}+—The action was brought on a 
dishonoured cheque, and the writ was specially 
indorsed. The deft. entered an appearance & 
gave notice that he required a statement of claim 
to be delivered. He did not deliver his defence 
within ten days after his appearance. The pltf. 
signed judgment in default of defence. In support 
of the appeal it was contended that the judgment 
was regularly signed as no statement of claim 
could be required where the writ was specially 
indorsed. 

I have come to the conclusion that in all cases 
in which the writ is specially indorsed no further 
statement of claim can be required & that Ord. 
XX., r. 1 (0), really means that the deft. is to have 
the right of requiring a statement of claim save 
as aforesaid. I think that it is clear from several 
of the other rules that it was not intended that a 
statement of claim should ever be delivered where 
the writ is specially indorsed (FIELD, J.).—G. v. H., 
[1883] W. N. 233; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 160. 

1251. ——— Disputed claim for large sum with 
interest.]|—Where the special indorsement on a 
writ claimed a large sum for interest at 12 per cent., 
which claim deft. disputed, it was said that the 
form of summons ought not to have been for 
particulars but fer a statement of claim, so that 
it might appear on the pleadings what was pltf.’s 
case & what,deft.’s case, & an order was accordingly 
made for a statement of claim.—-SCHOMBERG v. 
ZOEBELLI (1876), 2 Char. Cham. Cas. 36; Bitt. 
Prac. Cas. 143. 

1252. Specially indorsed writ together with 
notice in Heu of statement of claim—Whether 
equivalent to statement of claim—‘‘ Pleading.’’ |— 
I think that a specially indorsed writ, coupled 
with notice in leu of statement of claim,'is to be 
treated as a statement of claim for all purposes, 
& may be demurred to. It is a ‘‘pleading”’ 
(LANDLEY, J.).—ROBERTSON v. HOWARD (1878), 
3C. P. D.2803 47 L. J. Q. B. 480; 38 L. T. 715; 
26 W. RR. 683. 

1258. ——— -| —This demurrer must be 
overruled. The Judicature Acts intended to 
shorten & simplify the pleadings which had 
formerly been adopted, & with that object the 
rule was framed enabling pltf. to give notice that 
his claim was that which appeared by the indorse- 
ment on the writ. Now without saying that a 
statement of claim worded like the one before us 
would be for all purposes good, I think that in 
the present case any objection as to the sufficiency 
of the notice cannot be raised by demurrer. There 
may possibly be cases where the writ having set 
out all the facts, the defts. may demur on the 
ground that they show no cause of action. But 
where, as here, the complaint is that the state- 
ment gives imperfect & incomplete particulars 
of the claim, the proper course is not to demur, 
but to apply to a judge under the rule for a further 
statement (WATKIN WILLIAMS, J.).—FAWCUS uv. 
aa (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 516; 52 L. J. Q. B. 

10. 

1254. Service of specially indorsed writ—Word 
** delivery ’’ not inserted.|—In the present case no 
form of claim is to be delivered at all, but the 
special indorsement on the writ is in place of a 
form of claim, & although it is practically the form 
to be used where separate statements of claim 
are made, I do not think it essential that the word 
** delivered ’’ should be on the back of the writ. 
I cannot see any object in having it there. No 
doubt the date of the issue of the writ should be 
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stated on it before service, but a man knows 
when a writ is served on him, & if it were necessary 
to state the date of service before serving it the 
process server would have to carry a pen & ink 
& insert the date at the time of effecting service. 
He might as well be required to fill up on the spot 
the memorandum of service. Moreover, one does 
not speak of delivering a specially indorsed writ, 
but of serving it. The objection is without sub- 
stance, & we should be yielding to a technicality 
if we allowed it (ITAWKINS, J.).—-VEALE v. AUTO- 
MATIC BoILER FEEDER Co., LTp. (1887), 18 
Q. B. D. 631; 56L. J. Q. B. 307; 35 W. R. 454. 

1255. At any hour of day—Not a ‘‘ plead- 
ing.’’]—A specially indorsed writ is not a pleading 
within the meaning of Ord. LXIV., r. 11, & service 
thereof may be effected at any hour of the day.— 
MURRAY v. STEPHENSON (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 60; 
560 L. J. Q. B. 647; 56 1. T. 720; 35 W. R. 666. 

1256. ——— Equivalent to delivery of statement 
of claim—Within Ord. XXI., r. 6.]-—-The service of 
a writ specially indorsed under Ord. IIL, r. 6, 
is delivery of a statement of claim to deft. within 
the meaning of Ord. X XI., r. 6, so that deft. has 
ten days from the time limited for appearance 
within which to deliver his defence. 

Where a plitf. has obtained judgment irregularly 
the deft. is entitled cx debito justitie to have such 
judgment set aside; & the court has only power 
to impose terms upon him as a condition of giving 
him his costs.—ANLABY v. PRETORIUS (1888), 
20 Q. B. D. 764; 57 L. J. Q. B. 287; 58 L. T. 
671; 36 W. R. 487; 4 T. L. R. 439, C. A. 

1257. Form of indorsement—Forms of statement 
of claim not applicable.|—The forms given in 
Appendix (, s. 4, are the forms of statement of 
claim generally, & are not adapted, as they stand, 
for indorsement on a writ. Every one of them 
ends with ‘‘ delivered,’ which, when filled up. 
would be ‘‘ Delivered by Messrs. A. & B., solicitors 
for the pltf. on’ such a day—words inapplicable 
to an indorsement on the writ. Appendix A, 
No. 2, gives the form of a specially indorsed writ. 
which after the signature proceeds, ‘‘& the sum 
of £ (or such sum as may be allowed on 
taxation) for costs. Ifthe amount,’ etc. Indeed, 
it is clear from forms 1 & 2 of Appendix A, that 
such an indorsement as, ‘‘ The pltf. also claims 
interest on £3,514 15s. 5d. from the date of this 
writ,” etc., is no formal part of any writ at all, 
whether specially indorsed or not. If, therefore, 
any effcct is to be given to it, it must be considered 
as a part of the indorsement, & to be taken into 
account in determining whether it answers the 
description of a proper ‘‘ special indorsement,”’ 
although it comes after the signature (LORD 
COLERIDGE, C.J.)—RYLER v. MASTER, SHEBA 
GoLpD Minine Co., Lrp. v. TRUBSHAWE, [1892] 
1 Q. B. 674, 681-682; 61 L. J. Q. B. 219; 66 
lL. T. 228; 40 W. R. 381; 8 T. L. R. 3693; 36 
Sol. Jo. 329, D. C. 





SECT. 5.—-WRITS INDORSED WITH CLAIMS FOR 


ACCOUNT. 
See PRACTICE, Part XVIII. 


Sect. 6.—WRIT INDORSED FOR TRIAL WITHOUT 
PLEADINGS. 


See, now, R.S. C., Ord. XXX.; Practice, Part 
XXXI. 
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Sects. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, sub-sect. 1.] 


Sect. 7.—FILING STATEMENT ON 
ANCE OF DEFENDANT 


See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XIII., rr. 12, 12435 
R. S. C., Ord. XX X.; PRACTICE, Parts XV., XAXI. 


NON-APPEAR- 


SeEcT. 8.~——-PARTIES. 
See PRAcTIcE, Part XIX. 


Sect. 9.—ORDER FOR PLEADINGS ON SUMMONS 
FOR DIRECTIONS. 


See PRAcTICE, Part XXXII. 


Sect. 10.—JOINDER OF PARTIES. 
Sec PRACTICE, Part XIN. 


Sect. 11.—JOINDER OF CAUSES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL, 


R.S. C., Ord. XVIII, r. 4. Subject to the following Rules of 
this Order, the plaintiff may unite in the same action several 
causes of action, but if it appear to the Court or a Judge that 
any such causes of action cannot be conveniently tried or disposed 
of together, the Court or Judge may order separate trials of any 
of such causes of action to be had, or may make such other order 
hg et be necessary or expedient for the separate disposal 

ereof, 


Joinder of Parties, see R. S. C., Ord. XVI; 
PrRAcrIceE, Part XIX. 

Cause of action—Definition of.]—See Action, 
Vol. I., p. 18, Nos. 101-108. 

1258. Joinder by plaintiff—Several causes— 

Alternative relief.}—The pltf. tells a story, which 
may or not be supported by the evidence; & he 
asks, upon certain facts alleged, that a particular 
agreement for partnership may be rescinded on 
the ground of fraud, or, if the court shall not be 
of opinion that the facts justify such a decree, 
that upon certain additional facts alleged he may 
be held entitled to a dissolution of the partnership 
on the ground of the deft.’s conduct. 
_ Tam at a loss to conceive how there is anything 
Inconsistent in point of pleading in joining these 
claims together. Before the Judicature Act 1 
think this form of claim would have been allowed. 
But the Judicature Act has enlarged the liberty 
of the pltf. in claiming relief, for it is expressly 
provided that, subject to certain regulations, 
alternative relief may be asked & several causes 
se action may be joined in the same statement of 
claim. 

The only objection to this claim that could be 
urged is that there might be some inconvenience 
& expense to the deft. caused by the prayer for 
alternative relief, because he might have to prepare 
evidence to meet a double case at the trial. But 
looking at the claim before us, I doubt whether 
there will be any great inconvenience (LORD 
CAIRNS, C.).—BaqgoT v. EAston (1877), 7 Ch. D. 
1 ae L. J. Ch. 225 5 37 L. TI’. 369; 26 W. R. 66, 


PLEADING. 


1259. ——— Numerous causes of action not 
intimately connected—Infringement of patents.]— 
Prima facie a dozen causes of action cannot be 
combined in one writ; they must be so intimately 
connected as to justify their being included in 
one writ; but when one finds no less than twenty- 
three, that seems to me to be an outrageous 
extension of the latitude given by the rules to a 

Itf. In dealing with a patent case, instead of 
he incidents of a patent case being in favour 
of relaxing the rules, it seems to me that they are 
against doing so, because the pltf. has had_be- 
stowed on him by the patent law this privilege, 
that when he has started an action, the deft. has 
to make up his mind whether he intends to dis- 
pute the validity of the patent, &, if he intends 
to do so at the trial, is compelled to take the 
initiative himself & point out the different grounds 
on which he intends to object to the validity of the 
patent. Therefore, a very great burden is imposed 
on the deft. when the pitf. has multiplied his 
causes of action. Here the pltfs. have multiplied 
them to the extent of no less than twenty-three 
different causes of action. Now, it seems to me 
that. the grounds on which they justify this, when 
sifted, cannot be maintained (COLLINS, M.R.). 
SACCHARIN CORPN., LTD. v. WILD, [1903] 1 Ch. 
410; 721. J. Ch. 270; 88 L. T. 101; 19 T. LR. 
154, C. A. 

1260. Joinder by plaintiffs-—Alternative incon- 
sistent claims.}—A claim in which the vendor of 
goods & the indorsees of a bill given by the pur- 
chaser to the vendor for the price jointly sue the 
purchaser to recover the price & also upon the 
dishonoured bill is embarrassing & may therefore 
be struck out.—SmItTH v. RICHARDSON (1878), 
4. Pp. D. 112; 48 L. J. Q. B. 140; 40 L. T. 256 ; 
27 W. R. 230. D.C. 

1261. .J—It seems to me that this 
re-amended part of the statement of claim is 
open to objection. It introduces not merely an 
entirely new case, but one antagonistic to, &, 
as it seems to me, at variance with the case of the 
pitf. The one pltf. says he is incumbent & entitled 
to receive the rentcharge. The other says, if 
this is not so, he is entitled to sue in respect of it. 
I do not think two such cases, one depending & 
only arising on the other failing, can properly 
be combined (HALL, V.-C.).—-A.-G. v1. DURHAM 
(EARL) (1882), 46 L. T. 20. 

1262. Joinder of personal claim by person 
suing on behalf of himself & other shareholders. j— 
—Pitfs. joined two causes of action against defts. 
From the statement of claim it appeared that 
certain paragraphs dealt with the cause of action 
of pltf. K. alone, and that the remaining para- 
graphs dealt with a joint cause of action of the 
pltf. K., as a shareholder, and certain other persons, 
being ‘‘ all the other shareholders ” of a certain 
company :—Held: such causes of action were 
misjoined..——_KELso v. GOLDSMID (1889), 53 J. P. 


200. 
J}_Pltt. 

















1268. in his statement of 
claim on his own behalf claimed damages from 
defts., who were directors of a company, for induc- 
ing him by fraud to purchase shares in the com- 
pany, & stated in his particulars of the alleged 
fraud, among other things, that defts. had 
declared & paid a dividend on the shares of the 
company when there were no profits, & he claimed 
in the same action on behalf of himself & all other 
the shareholders of the company a declaration 
that the payment of the dividend as aforesaid 
was ultra vires & illegal & judgment against the 
defts. for repayment of the amount of the dividend 
to the company :—Held: the pltf. was not 
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entitled under Ord. XVI., r. 1, to join both causes 
of action in one action, as the right to relief claimed 
in his personal capacity & the right to relief 
claimed by him as representing the shareholders 
did not arise out of the same transaction or 
series of transactions within the meaning of the 
rule above-mentioned.—STROUD v. Lawson, [1898] 
2Q. B. 44; 67 L. J. Q. B. 718; 78 L. T. 729; 
14 T. L. R. 421; 46 W. R. 626, C. A. 

1264. Claims in respect of separate slanders 
—Some of one & some of other. |—Two pltfs. sued 
jointly for slander & delivered a statement of 
claim alleging several slanders, some of one pitt., 
some of the other :—Held: they were improperly 
joined, that they must elect which would proceed, 
& that the other must be struck out of the action. 
—SANDES v. WILDSMITH, [1893] 1 Q. B. 771; 62 
L. J. Q. B. 404; 69 L. T. 887. 

1265. ——— Separate & distinct causes of action.] 
—Ord. XVI., r. 1, deals merely with the parties 
to an action, & has no reference to the joinder of 
several causes of action. 

Bales of cotton were shipped by several shippers 
upon a general ship for carriage to Liverpool, the 
bills of lading being similar. Upon arrival it was 
found that the number of bales landed fell short 
of those shipped, & that some of the landed bales 
could not be identified, their marks having been 
ubliterated. These latter bales were sould & their 
proceeds distributed proportionately among the 
several consignees. Sixteen holders of bills of 
lading, nine being shippers & seven consignecs, 
joined in one action against the shipowners 
claiming damages for non-delivery of the number 
of bales specified in their bills of lading respec- 
tively :—JTeld: the causes of action of the several 
pitfs. were separate & distinct, & could not be 
joined in one action under Ords. XVI. & XVIII., 
or otherwise.—SMURTHWAITE v. HANNAY, [1894] 
A. C. 494; 63 L. J. Q. B. 737; 71 L. T. 157; 
43 W. R. 118; 10 T. L. R. 649; 7 Asp. M. L. C. 
485; 6 R. 299; H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. 
HiANNAY & Co. v. SMURTHWAITE, [1893] 2 Q. B. 
412, (. A. 











1266. -/—Hy the flooding of a mine 
of the defts. fifty miners, who were in their 
employment, were drowned. Thereupon fifty 


persons, being relatives respectively of the de- 
ceased miners, joined in bringing an action in the 
county court against the defts. under Lord Camp- 
bell’s Act & the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880 
(c. 72), in respect of their deaths, which were 
alleged to have been caused by the negligence of 
the defts. or of their servants :—Held: as their 
causes of action were several, they could not be 
joined in one action.—CARTER v. RiaBy & Co., 
[1890] 2 Q. B. 113; 65 L. J. Q. B. 587; 74 LT. 





744; 60 J.P. 5681; 14 W. R. 566; 12 T. L. R. 
471, C. A. 
1267. ~}/—Where a libel is published 








in the same words & in the same document of 
different persons, they cannot be joined as pltfs. in 
one action of libel.—-PEDDIE v. KYLE, [1900] 2 
I. R. 265. 

. pee now, R. S. C., Ord. XVI.; PRACTICE, Part 


1268. Joinder against defendants—-Breach of 
contract & negligence—Claims against school- 
master & doctor.}—Claim alleged that the pltf. 
was @& medical man, & the deft. W. headmaster 
of Epsom College, & the deft. J. a medical man 
practising as a surgeon & apothecary in the neigh- 
bourhood of Epsom; that the college was under 
the management of the medical council; that the 
deft. W. had a separate boarding-house of his 
own, where he received boys to be educated at 
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the college, & which was exclusively under his 
own management; that the pltf. required an 
assurance & promise from the deft. W. that his 
son, if received by him, should be & remain under 
his or his wife’s persona] care, & not under the 


care of the council, & the deft. W. gave this 
assurance; & it was agreed that the pltf. should 
pay for such medical attendance as his son re- 


quired ; that upon these terms the pltf.’s son was 
received by deft. W.; that the pltf.’s son became 
ill & was attended by the deft. J.; that the illness 
roving to be scarlet fever, with the sanction of 
he deft. J. the deft. W. caused the pltf.’s son to 
be removed to a room in the infirmary of the 
college, which was not in a fit state to receive him, 
& in which he was not properly attended; that 
owing to the removal the pltf.’s son became worse 
& died. As regarded the deft. W., the pltf. 
charged that he was guilty of a breach of contract 
with the pltf. in causing the boy to be removed 
to the infirmary, where he ceased to be under the 
deft.’s own personal care & was transferred to the 
care of the medical council, & further that he was 
guilty of negligence. As regarded the deft. J., 
the pltf. charged that the deft. was employed to 
attend upon his son, but that he neglected to 
exercise reasonable skill & care. In_ the 
alternative the pltf. charged that the deft. 
J. as a surgeon & apothecary warranted that 
he would exercise reasonable skill & care in his 
attendance upon his patients, yet that being 
employed to attend the pltf.’s son, he did not 
possess, or neglected to exercise, reasonable & 
competent skill & care. The plitf. alleged that he 
had incurred expenses W loss in attending himself 
& in procuring attendance upon his son, & in 
procuring assistance in his business during his 
absence. DENMAN, J., ordered the claim to be 
struck out, on the ground that it was embarras- 
sing; the Queen’s Bench Division affirmed the 
decision of DENMAN, J., on the ground that there 
was a misjoinder. The pltf. appealed to this 
court :—Held: the claims were rightly joined, & 
allowed the appeal; the defts. to be at liberty 
to deny in general terms the averments of the 
claim.—HOWELL v. WEST, [1879] W. N. 90, C. A. 

1269. Causes of action totally disconnected. ] 
—Ord. XXV., although in form abolishing 
demurrers, has merely substituted other modes of 
procedure by which the objects of a demurrer so 
far as it served a bencficial purpose in obtaining 
a speedy decision of the point at issue can now be 
attained. Where the cause of action against one 
deft. is totally disconnected with that against the 
other deft. except so far as it arises out of an 
incident in the same transaction. there is a mis- 
joinder & it is not the case contemplated by 
Ord. XVITII., r. 1. 

Solicitors who were made parties with other 
defts. to an action, the statement of claim in which 
showed no reasonable case of action as against 
them :—Held: entitled under Ord. XXV., r. 4, 
to an order dismissing the action as against them 
with costs & striking their names out of the pro- 
ceedings. To make solicitors or other parties 
to an action without seeking any relief against 
them except payment of costs or discovery is 
vexatious.— BURSTALL v. BEYFUs (1884), 26 Ch. D. 
35; 58 L. J. Ch. 565; 60 L. T. 542; 32 W. R. 
418, C. A. 

1270. ——— Separate causes of action.}—I am 
not aware that the Judicature Act or any principle 
that has ever been acted upon or affirmed in any 
court has said that you may confuse several 
separate & distinct causes of action. What we 
used to know as a common law cause of action, 
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Sect. 11.—Joinder of causes: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 4 
& 5, A.] 


& what is a common law cause of action, must 
still remain so, & as such is open to the incidents 
of a cause of action so as to pe that which 
is a separate cause of action being made a joint 
cause of action. The whole point here is this. 
The pleader having set out the separate causes of 
action, which he has carefully & accurately 
described as separate causes of action, how can 
he combine these separate causes of action so as 
to bring one action against two defts. in respect 
of their several liability on separate causes of 
action? It seems to me that it is impossible to 
maintain such a proposition (LORD HALSBURY, C.). 
—SADLER tv. GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., [1896] 
A.C. 450; 65 L. J. Q. B. 462; 74 L. T. 561; 45 
W.R. 51; 12 T. L. R. 894, HW. 1. 

1271. ——— Resulting in same damage. |— 
Pitfs. brought an action against defts. for neg- 
ligently excavating near the pltf.’s house, & there- 
by damaging it. Defts. in their defence denied 
liability, & attributed the damage wholly or in 
part to the negligence of a water company in 
leaving their water-main insufficiently stopped. 
On an application by the pltfs. to add the water 
company as defts.:—Held: the causes of action 
against defts. and the water company being in 
respect of separate torts, though the resulting 
damage might be the same in each case, the water 
company could not be joined as defts. 

Ord. XVIII. relates to the joinder of causes of 
action, but Ord. NVI. does not. The _ pitfs. 
desire to Join the New River Company, but to 
allow that to be done would be to allow the 
joinder of a separate cause of action (SMITH, L..J.).— 
THOMPSON t. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. [1899] 
1 Q. B. 840; 62 L. J. Q. B. 625; 80 L. T. 512 ; 
47 W. R. 433; 43 Sol. Jo. 379, C. UA. 

1272. Conspiracy—Judgment recoverable 
against some or one—Right to relief arising out of 
same series of transactions.}—In an action under 
s. 7 of the Conspiracy & Protection of Property 
Act, 1875, brought by several members of an 
association of master builders at H., where there 
was a strike, against the officials of various trade 
unions there, the pltfs. by their statement of claim 
alleged that the defts., with the intention of 
compelling the pltfs. & other members of the 
association to accept the terms of the unions, 
combined & conspired together to watch railway 
stations and other places where workmen im- 
ported by the association to replace the men on 
ptrike might happen to be, for the purpose of 
persuading those workmen not to work for the 
pitfs. or any of them, or any other member of 
the association, & in furtherance of the said 
combination & conspiracy wrongfully did a series 
of overt acts therein specified for the purpose of 
persuading the workmen as aforesaid, by reason 
whereof the pltfs. suffered damaye:- Held: 
(1) that the allegation in the statement of claim 
disclosed a joint cause of action, & that, even if it 
were not established that all the defts. had com- 
mitted the acts complained of, judgment might be 
recovered against some or one of them; (2) that 
the pltfs. could properly combine in bringing 
the action, inasmuch as the right to the relief 
claimed arose out of the same series of trans- 
actions, & there was a common question of fact 
as well as law whether all the acts complained 
of were done in pursuance of a combination 50 
to render the defts. jointly liable in respect of 

em. 

Interlocutory injunction granted against two 








PLEADING. 


of the defts—WALTERS 7. GREEN, [1899] 2 Ch. 
696; 68 L. J. Ch. 730; 81 L. T. 151; 63 J. P. 
742; 48 W. R. 23; 15 T. L. RR. 5382. 

1278. Charge of negligence & breach 
of duty against some.|—In an action against the 
promotors & directors of a company the statement 
of claim alleged that all defts. had been guilty of a 
conspiracy to defraud, in pursuance of which 
they had carried out certain purchases & loans, 
whereby pltf. was damnified, & further that 
defts. who were directors, in carrying out the 
purchasers « loans, acted negligently & recklessly 
& in breach of their duty as directors :—Held: 
the claims were properly joined.—KENT COAT, 
EXPLORATION Co., Lirp. v. Marrin (1900), 16 
T. lL. R. 486, C. A. 

1274, —— Defendants joining conspiracy 
at different dates.]—Where an action is brought 
against a number of defts. jointly for an illegal 
conspiracy, the fact that separate defts. joined 
the conspiracy at different times is no ground for 
objection that the action is wrongfully constituted 
in law, as joining separate causes of action against 
separate defts., there being in substance only one 
cause of action, viz. the conspiracy to injure.-— 
O’ KEEFE v. WALSH, [1903] 2]. R. 681. 

1275. Claim in respect of tort against some 
—Cannot be joined with claim in respect of separate 
tort against all.|—Where several defts. are sued, a 
claim for damages in respect of a tort alleged 
against some of them cannot be combined with 
a claim for damages in respect of a separate tort 
alleged against all.—GowWER ov. COULDRIDUE, 
[1898] 1Q. B. 348; 671. 5. Q. B. 2513; 771. 8. 
707; 46 W.R. 214; 14 T. LR. 165; 42 Sol. Jo. 
197, C. A. 

1276. —— With several slanders.]|—Pltf. 
was engaged by H. to act at a theatre of which 
DD). was lessee & manager. In an action brought 
by him against H. & D. in respect of an alleged 
slander spoken by one deft. on one occasion & by 
the other deft. on another occasion, & also in 
respect of an alleged conspiracy between them 
wrongfully to dismiss him from his employment :— 
Held: these claims could not be joined in one 
action.— POPE vv. HAWTREY (1901), $5 J. T. 2683 ; 
17T. L. R. 717, C. A. 

1277. -}—The statement of claim 
alleged that the defts. conspired together to injure 
pltfs. by publishing defamatory matter, & that 
in pursuance thereof they spoke & published of 
pitfs. and each of them in respect of their offices 
as officials of the union certain defamatory 
statements, & they claimed damages ayainst the 
defts. No special damage was alleged or proved. 
The jury found that four of defts. had conspired 
to slander pltfs., that all defts. slandered pltfs. ; 
& they assessed the damayes for the separate 
slanders published by each of the defts., but did 
not assess any damages on the conspiracy claim. 
Judgment was entered for pltfs. for the respective 
amounts awarded to them by the jury, & for a 
declaration that the four defts. had conspired to 
injure pltfs. by publishing oral defamatory state- 
ments of them :—Held: the causes of action for 
conspiracy & for the separate slanders by each of 
defts. were not improperly joined in one action, 
subject to the power of the judge to order separate 
trials of the different. causes of action if in his 
opinion it would be embarrassing to try them all 
in one action; each of pltfs. held an office of profit 
or of honour, & that, as the slander imputed to 
each misconduct in his office, the action was main- 
tainable without proof of special damage; & 
as damage was the gist of the cause of action for 
conspiracy the declaration was wrongly made.— 
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THOMAS v. Moore, [1918] 1 K. B. 655; 87 
L. J. K. B. 577; 118 L. T. 298, C. A. 

1278. Several claims differing in detail— 
Same cause of action—Improperly {issued pro- 
spectus. |— Where an action is brought by a share- 
holder against the company & its directors for 
relief in respect of an improperly issued pro- 
pe the fact that the relief claimed against 
the several defts. may differ in detail is no ground 
for objection that the action is bad as joining 
separate causes of action against separate defts., 
for in substance there is only one cause of action, 
namely, the improper issue of the prospectus.— 
FRANKENBURG v. GREAT HORSELESS CARRIAGE 
Co., [1900] 1 Q. B. 5043; 69 L. J. Q. B. 147; $1 
].. T. 684; 44 Sol. Jo. 156; 7 Mans. 347, C. A. 

1279. Joint & separate torts.|—As to the 
cases cited to support the suggestion of misjoinder 
of separate causes of action, | do not think that 
they touch this case. There is here an averment 
of a joint tort by both sets of defts., with a separate 
charge of tort against cach (Connins, M.R.).— 
BuLLOcK v. LONDON (iENERAL OMNIBUS Co., 
[1907] 1 K. B. 264; 76]. J. K. B. 127; 95 L. T. 
905; 23°71. L. R. 62; 51 Sol. Jo. 66, C. A. 

1280. Statement of claim seeking relief not 
mentioned in writ—Costs of former action between 
same parties for same object.}—An action was 
commenced by pltfs. in 1884 against defts. for 
alleged infringement of the pitf.’s patent. That 
action was, however, discontinued in consequence 
of the evidence adduced by defts. on interlocutory 
proceedings, & pltfs. paid the costs. Pltfs., 
in May 1888, commenced another action against 
defts. for the same object 5; & by their writ they 
claimed an injunction, delivery up of the infring- 
ing instruments, & an account, or damayves & 
costs. The statement of claim in the second 
action contained an allegation that. since dis- 
continuing the former action, pltfs. had discovered 
that deft.’s evidence which led to its discontinuance 
was false. The statement of claim then contained 
a claim, which did not appear in the writ, that the 
second action might be treated as supplemental 
to the previous action, & that defts. might be 
ordered to repay the costs paid to them in the 
previous action, & to pay the costs, charges, & 
expenses of pltfs. of that action as between 
solicitor & chent :—Held: it was irregular to 
introduce into the statement of claim a different 
cause of action not mentioned in the writ; that 
the causes of action contained in the statement of 
claim were entirely separate & distinct; & that 
the two paragraphs above mentioned must be 
struck out, leaving pltfs. to bring a separate action. 
-- Uniriep TELEPHONE Co., LYp. v. TASKER, SONS 
& Co. (1888), 59 L. T. 852. 

1281. Practice in Admiralty actions. }—The pltfs., 
the owners, masters, & crews of four steam- 
tugs, issued a writ of summons in rem in the 
Admiralty Division claiming reward for alleged 
salvage services rendered to a ship, her cargo « 
freight. 

The owners of the ship, & of her cargo, appeared 
as defts., under protest, & moved to set aside the 
writ, or, in the alternative, to strike out all the 
pltfs., except one, on the ground that their causes 
of action were separate & distinct :—Held: the 
motion must be dismissed, the practice in Admiralty 
as to parties to the suit, & joinder of causes of 
action, not being affected by the provisions of 
Ord. XVI.,r.1, & Ord. XVITI., r. 1, as interpreted 
by Smurthwaite v. Hannay, No. 1265, ante.—THE 
MARECHAL SUCHET, [1896] P. 233; 65 1. J. P. 94: 
74 iL. T. 789; 46 W. R. 1413; 12 T.L. 2. 510; 
8 Asp. M. L. C. 158. 
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SuB-sEcT. 2.—ACTIONS FOR RECOVERY OF LAND. 


R.S. C., Ord. XVIII, r. 2. No cause of action shall, unless by 
leave of the Court or a J udge, be joined with an action for the 
recovery of land except claims in ee ee of mesne profits or 
arrears of rent or double value in respect of the premises claimed, 
or any part thereof, and damages for breach of any contract 
under which the same or any part thereof are held or for any 
wrong or injury to the premises claimed : 

Provided that nothing in this Order contained shall prevent 
any plaintiff in an action for foreclosure or redemption from 
asking for or obtaining an order against the defendant for 
delivery of possession of the mortgaged property to the plaintiff 
on or after the order absolute for foreclosure or redemption, as 
the case may be, and such an action for foreclosure or redemp- 
tion, and for such delivery of possession shall not be deemed an 
action for the recovery of land within the meaning of these 
Rules. 

Provided also, that in case any mortgage security shall be 
foreclosed by reason of the default to redeem by any plaintiff in 
a redemption action, the defendant in whose favour such fore- 
Closure has taken place may by motion or summons apply to the 
Court or a Judge for an order for delivery to him of possession ot 
the mortgaged property, and such order may be made thereupon 
as the justice of the case shall require. 


See REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XX XVIITI., pp. 770— 
7173, Nos. 1024-1061; pp. 781-785, Nos. 1173- 
1177, & Supp.; INguNcTIoNns, Vol. XXVIITLI., 
p. 500, Nos. 1009-1014 ; MortaaGr, Vol. XXXV., 
pp. 568-569, Nos. 3003-3009. 


SuUB-SECT. 3.—-CLAIMS BY TRUSTEE IN 
BANKRUPTCY. 


R.S.C., Ord. XVIII., r. 3. Claims by a trustee in bankruptcy 
as such shall not, unless by leave of the Court or a Judge, be 
joined with any claim by him in any other capacity. 


Actions, ete., by & against trustee & bankrupt, 
see BANKRUPTCY & INSOLVENCY, Vol. V., pp. 971, 
Nos. 7954 et seq. 

Trustee & Committee of Inspection generally, 
see BANKRUPTCY & INSOLVENCY, Vol. IV., pp. 205, 
Nos. 1886 et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—CLAIMS BY AND AGAINST HUSBAND 
AND WIFE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XVIIL, r. 4. Claims by or against husband and 
wite may be Joined with claims by or against either of them 
separately. 


See, generally, HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVIT. 

Action by husband & wife with separate causes 
of action—Payment into court of lump sum— 
Apportionment.|—See Husspanp & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., p. 251, No. 2213. 

Joint liability of husband for torts of wife.]— 
See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 214, Nos. 
1848-1852. 

Wrongs of wife during coverture—Liability for.] 
— See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVIL., pp. 213, 
Nos. 1844 et seq. 


SuUB-SEcT. 5.—CLAIMS BY AND AGAINST PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVES. 


A. Claims by Personal Representatives. 


R.S. C., Ord. XVIII., r. 5. Claims by or against an executor 
or administrator as such may be joined with claims by or against 
him personally, provided the last-mentioned claims are alleged 
to arise with reference to the estate in respect of which the 
plaintiff or defendant sues or is sued as executor or administrator. 


1282. Joinder of claim by representative as such 
—With claim in own right.}—Action by adminis- 
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trator. Indebitatus assumpsit to intestate, & 
insimul compulasset for money due to adminis- 
trator, not joinable.—Roe@rErs v. Cook (1692), 1 
Salk. 10; 1 Show. 366; Carth. 235; 91 E. R. 9. 

12838. -}—Executrix sues for adebt due 
as executrix & in proprio jure, the writs shall abate. 
—HOoOoKER v. QUILTER (1747), 1 Wils. 171; 2 
Stra. 1271; 95 E. R. 556. 

1284. —— -+—A count for money had & 
received by deft. to the use of the executor, as 
such, may be joined to a count for money had & 
received to the use of testator; but a count for a 
debt due to the executor in his own right cannot.— 
PETRIE v. HANNAY (1790), 3 Term Rep. 659; 100 
E. R. 789. 

1285. Personal claim in respect of 
assets.}—When a pltf. sues in a representative 
capacity the statement of claim is to be read for 
the purposes of demurrer as if the fact were 
stated therein. 

Semble: the provision of Ord. XVII., r. 5, 
authorising the joinder of a claim by an executor 
with a claim by him personally, refers to a case 
where pltf.’s personal claim is in respect of the 
assets of the testator as such.—JOHNSON tv. BURGESS 
(1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 552. 

1286. Personal claim not in reference 
to estate.|—A tenant for life of a house granted a 
lease of it at a rent of £9 a year & the lease became 
vested in the deft. A year’s rent became due 
during the lifetime of the tenant for life. The 
tenant for life died, & pltf., who was his sole 
executor, became entitled to the reversion ex- 
pectant on the determination of the lease. Subse- 
quently a half-year’s rent became due.  Pitf. 
brought an action to recover possession of the 
house &, as executor & also in his personal capacity, 
to recover £13 10s., being the amount of the year's 
rent which accrued due in the lifetime of the 
tenant for life & the half-year’s rent which accrued 
due subsequently :—Held: as the claims by the 
pitf. personally did not arise with reference to the 
estate of which he was executor they could not 
be joined in the same action, & the order would 
be that pltf. should elect which claim he would 
proceed with, & failing such selection that the 
proceedings in the action should be stayed.— 
TTREDEGAR (LORD) v. ROBERTS, [1914] 1 K. B. 
283; 83 L. J. K. B. 159; 109 L. T. 7313; 58 
Sol. Jo. 118, C. A. 

1287. ——— With claim of deceased—Money had 
& received. |—-PETRIE v. HANNAY, No. 1284, ante. 

1288. Money payable on bond.}]—An 
executor cannot join a count upon a bond given 
to testator & a count upon a bond given to himself 
as executor in the same action.—HOSIER v. 
oo (LoRD) (1802), 3 Bos. & P. 7; 127 

1289. Both amounts assets.}—A count 
upon a promise to pltf. as administratrix for goods 
sold & delivered by her after the death of the 
intestate may be joined with a count upon an 
account stated with her as administratrix, for 
the damages & costs when recovered would be 
assets.--COWELL v. WatTrs (1805), 6 East, 405; 
2 Smith, K. B. 410; 102 BE. R. 1342. 

1290. ———.}—A count on an insimul 
computasset with pltf. as executor may be joined 
with a count for goods sold by testator. The 
criterion whether the counts are misjoined is, 















































whether the money, if recovered, will be assets- 


in the hands of executor. If it will, executor, 
declaring as such, is not liable to the costs of thuse 
counts on which assets will be recovered.— 


PLEADING. 


THOMPSON v. STENT (1808), 1 Taunt. 322; 127 
EK. R. 857. 

1291. —— «}—An executor may join a 
count on promises to himself, as executor, with 
counts on promises to testator, when the sum 
recovered would be assets in his hands.—POWLEY 
v. Newron (1816), 6 Taunt. 453; 2 Marsh. 147 ; 
128 E. R. 1111. 

1292. ——.]—-Counts on promises 
made to an intestate may be joined with counts 
on promissory notes, given to the administrator, 
as administrator since the death of intestate, 
because, where when recovered, the amount would 
be assets.—COURT v. PARTRIDGE (1819), 7 Price, 
591; 146 KE. R. 1071, Ex. Ch.; affirming S. C. 
sub nom. PARTRIDGE v. CouRT (1818), 5 Price, 412. 

1298. Work done.}—A count for 
work done by pltf. as administrator may be joined 
with counts for goods sold & work done by the 
intestate, on promises to him.—EDWARDS v. 
GRACE (1836), 2 M. & W. 190; 5 Dowl. 302; 2 
Gale, 241; 6L. J. Ex. 68; 150 EK. R. 723. 




















B,. Claims against Personal Representatives. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XVIII... r. 5, p. 143, ante. 

1294. Object of rule.}—It was said that the 
course which has been adopted in the present 
case derives countenance from the provision of 
Ord. XVII., r. 5, by which ‘‘ claims by or against 
an executor or administrator as such may be 
joined with claims by or against him personally, 
provided the last-mentioned claims are alleged to 
arise with reference to the estate in respect of 
which the pltf. or deft. sues or is sued as executor 
or administrator.” 

Assuming that the ‘ claim ”’ there spoken of can 
be considered to include a counterclaim, the 
meaning of that clause is this: In suing an 
executor or administrator, it frequently becomes 
a question whether he should be sued as legal 
personal representative or personally; & the 
minds of the framers of that rule were directed to 
Ashby v. Ashby (No. 1805, post, & cases of the same 
class). The object of that clause was to get over 
such difficulties. The rule is one of a series of rules 
allowing different causes of action to be combined 
together, & they are guarded by certain restric- 
tions (HALL, V.-C.).—Papwick v. ScoTrr, Re 
Scotr’s ESsTaTE, Scotr v. PADWICK (1876), 2 
Ch. D. 736; 45 L. J. Ch. 8503; 24 W. R. 723; 
3 Char. Pr. Cas. 107. 

1295. Claim against representative—With claim 
against representative personally.}—H. brought an 
assumpsit against P., administratrix of her hus- 
band, & declared that her husband had bought 
of him gold & silver & pearl, & was indebted unto 
him for them £200, & she, after his death, had 
likewise bought of him pearl, for £27, & that upon 
account she was found indebted both those sums 
unto him, & promised payment. Judgment for 
pitf. & assigned for error, that deft. was to be 
charged by two several actions, because she was 
charged in two manners, one in her own right, & 
the other as administratrix, & therefore the judg- 
ment was reversed.—HERRENDEN v. PALMER 
(1615), Hob. 89; 80 E. KR. 238. 

1296. -}—A count for money had & 
received to the use of the plitf. by deft., as executor, 
after the death of testator, charges the deft. per- 
sonally, & cannot, therefore, be joined with 
counts charging him as executor only.—BROWN 
v. MACLEAN (1849), 12 L. T. O. S. 423 ; subsequent 
proceedings, 14 11. T. O. S, 199. 








Part VITI.—STaTeMENT OF CLAIM. 





1297. ——.]—A count which states that 
the deft., as executor, was indebted to the pltf. 
for interest, for the forbearance at interest by the 
one to the deft., as such executor as aforesaid, at 

is request of monies owing from the deft. as such 
executor as aforesaid, to the pltf., states a liability 
arising on a personal contract by the executor, & 
not one in his representative character; & such 
a count, therefore, cannot be joined with counts 
which seek to render the deft. liable in his repre- 
sentative character.— BIGNELL v. HARPUR (1850), 
4 Exch. 773; 19 L. J. Ex. 168; 154 B. R. 1428. 

1298. ——— Alleged to have arisen with 
reference to estate. |—-At first it seemed to me that 
something turned upon the affidavits in the case, 
& as to whether or not these showed that the 
claims had arisen in reference to the estate of 
which the deft. was the executrix. But I am now 
clearly of opinion that that is not the true test, 
as the language of Ord. XVIII., vr. 5, shows that 
the right to join claims against an executor as 
such with claims against him personally is given 
provided the last-mentioned claims are alleged to 
arise with reference to the estate in respect of 
which he was sued. The word “ allege’? would 
oblige a party to make an allegation that such 
was the case; but I doubt whether it is meant 
that such allegation should be made on the face 
of the writ, or in the statement of claim, or in 
some affidavit in the case. J am inclined to think 
that it was not limited to any one of the three 
(DENMAN, J.).—DAviIs & (Co. v. SAINTSBURY 
(1885), 1 T. L. R. 589, D.C. 

1299. Claim not arising with reference 
to estate. ]-—The earlier paragraphs of a statement 
of claim in an action against executors alleged 
that, in consideration of certain services which 
pltf. performed for their testator in his lifetime & 
at his request, the testator had promised pltf. 
to bequeath the sum of £5,000, but that the 
testator had not done so. Then came two para- 
graphs claiming the same in the alternative as 
against the defts. personally, on the ground that 
defts. had, by undue influence & fraud, induced 
the testator to break his contract with the pltf. 
as to leaving pltf. the above sum :—Held: these 
two paragraphs, as they showed a cause of action 
against deft». in their private capacity & without 
any reference to the estate of the testator, could 
not, under Ord. XVITI., r. 5, be joined with the 
claim against the executors as such.— WHITWORTIL 
v. DARBISIURE (1893), 68 1. T. 216; 41 W. R. 
317; 9 T. L. R. 211; 37 Sol. Jo. 214; 5 R. 198, 

« , 

1300. With claim against third party.]— 
That an executor cannot be jointly sued with 
another, because he is to be charged de bonis 
testatoris & the other de bonis propriis.—KEMP v. 
ANDREWS (1691), Carth. 170; 90 E. R. 704. 

1801. Claim on promise by representative—With 
claim on promise by deceased.]|—A count on a 
promise made by deft., as administrator, to pay 
money received by him, as such, to pltf.’s use, 
cannot be joined with other counts on promises 
made by the intestate——JENNINGS vu. NEWMAN 
(1791), 4 Term Rep. 347; 100 E. R. 1056. 

1802. For rent.j]—A count in assump- 
su against husband & wife, who was administratrix 
with the will annexed, upon promises by testator 
to pay rent, cannot be joined with counts upon 
promises by the husband & wife, as administratrix, 
for use & occupation by them after the death of 
testator.— WIGLEY v. ASHTON (1819), 3 B. & Ald. 
101; 106 EK. R. 600. 

1308. Claim on account stated with representa- 
tive—With claim on promise by deceased.]—A 
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count upon a promise by deft. as executor to pay 
money in which he was found in arrear upon an 
account stated between him & pltf. of money due 
from testator, may be joined with counts upon 

romises by testator in his lifetime.— ELLIS v. 
BOWEN (1801), For. 98; 145 EK. R. 1125. 

1304. (1) A promise made upon 
good consideration by testator, that his executor 
shall pay, is a sufficient consideration for an action 
in assumpsit against the executor; & in such 
action it is neither paired to aver assets, nor 
a promise by the executor. 

2) On pelea averring an account stated by 
deft. of moneys due from him as executor, the 
judgment shall be de bonis testaforis. It may be 
therefore joined with counts on promises of 
testator._—-POWELL v. GRAHAM (1817), 7 Taunt. 
580: 1 Moore, C. P. 305; 129 E. R. 232. 

1305. With claim for money had & received 
by representative—To use of plaintiff. |—A count in 
assumpsit for money had & received by. deft., as 
executor, to the use of pltf. cannot be joined with 
a count for money due to pltf. from deft., as 
executor, upon an account stated with him of 
money due from him as executor. Semble: a 
count for money paid by pltf. to the use of deft., 
as executor, may be joined with such a count on 
an account stated.—ASHBY v. ASHBY (1827), 7 
B. & C. 444; 1 Man. & Ry. K. B. 180; 61. J. 
O.S. K. B. 41; 108 E. R. 789. 

1306. To use of representative. |— 
ASHBY v. ASHBY, No. 1305, ante. 

1307. With claim for work done—For 
representative. }—Counts for goods sold & to work 
& labour done for the deft. as executor cannot be 
joined with a count for money found to be due 
on an account stated with the deft. as executor.— 
CORNER v. SHEW (1838), 3 M. & W. 350; 6 Dowl. 
584; 1 Horn. & H. 65; 7 1. 1. Ex. 105; 150 
E. R. 1179; subsequent proceedings, 4 M. & W. 
163. 

1308. —~— For testator.]—Where a count 
for work done & money paid for a testator, was 
joined with a count for work done for, & money 
due on an account stated with, defts., as executors, 
& the jury found for pltf., with general damages, 
the court arrested the judgment. Such objection 
might have been cured by a verdict for the deft. 
on, or a nolle prosequi entered as to, the second 
count.—-KITCHENMAN v. SKEEL (1848), 3. Exch. 
49: 18]. J. Ex. 28; 12 L. T. O. S. 1525 151 
ly. R. 751. 

1309. Claim for breach of covenant by testator— 
With claim for breach by assignee—Since testator’s 
death.J—To a count in covenant, charging defts. 
as executors for breaches of covenant by their 
testator as lessce, who had covenanted for himself, 
his executors & assigns, may be joined another 
count, charging them that after testator’s death, & 
their proving the will, & during the term, the 
demised premises came by assignment to one D., 
against whom breaches were alleged ; & concluding 
that so neither testator, nor defts. after his death, 
nor D. since the assignment to him, had kept the 
covenant, but had broken same. Plene administira- 
verunt may be pleaded to both counts.—WIL30N 
v. WIGG (1808), 10 East, 313; 103 BK. R. 794. 

1810. Effect of joinder of claims—Transfer of 
action under Ord. XLIX., r. 5.}—Ord. XLIX., r. 5, 
provides as follows: ‘‘ When an order has been 
made by any judge of the Chancery Division for 
... the administration of the assets of any 
testator or intestate, the judge in whose court 
such ... administration shall be pending shall 
have power, without any further consent, to order 
the transfer to such judge of any cause or matter 
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sub-sects. G6 & 7. Sect. 12.] 


pending in any other court or division brought or 
continued by or against... the executors or 
administrators of the testator or intestate whose 
assets are being so administered... .”’ 

In July, 1915, the pltf. issued a writ against the 
deft. as the executor of J. N. P. & also as assignee 
of certain leases granted to J. N. P.; the pltf. 
claimed to be entitled to recover certain premises 
comprised in the leases & damages for breaches of 
covenant. The action was assigned to EVE, J. 

In Oct. 1911, a creditor had issued a writ for 
the administration of the estate of J. N. P., but 
nothing was done in the action until July, 1915, 
when an order was made to revive it, & in Jan. 
1916, judgment in the action was given by 
NEVILLE, J. 

On March &, 1916, NEVILLE, J., ordered that the 
pitf.’s action should be transferred from Eve, J.., 
to himself. The deft. took out a summons asking 
that all further proceedings in the action be stayed, 
« on March 24, 1916, NEVILLE, J., nade an order 
that ‘the proceedings in the action be stayed so 
far as relates to a claim against the deft.. Samuel 
Sharpe, as executor of the will of the testator, 
JN. P.”) The pitf. appealed. 

Ord. XVIII., vr. 5, provides that ‘ Claims by 
or against an executor or administrator as such 
may be joined with claims by or against him 
personally, provided the last-mentioned claims 
are alleged to arise with reference to the estate 
in respect of which the pltf. or deft. sues or is sued 
as exccutor or administrator.” 

Counsel for pltf. contended (infer alia) that there 
was no jurisdiction to order the transfer of the 
action, nor to order that part only of the action 
should be stayed. 

The court held that the fact that a claim against 
the executor personally was joined with a claim 
against him as executor did not prevent the 
transfer of the action under Ord. XLIX., r. 5. & 
that NEVILLE. J., therefore had jurisdiction to 
transfer the action & also to stay it so far as it was 
an action against the executor as such.—Re PIMM, 
MALKIN tv. PIMM, STEWARD v. SHARPE (No. 2), 
[1916) W. N. 202 ; 60 Sol. Jo. 527, C. UA. 


CC’. Counterclaims. 


See RLS. C., Ord. XVUIL, r. 5, p. 143, ante. 

Set-oll & counterclaim against personal repre- 
sentatives generally. see ExEcutors & ADMINIs- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 722-725, Nos. 7507— 
7532. 

Set-off by representative. see ExectTors & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 739-741, Nos. 
7679-7689. 

1311. Counterclaim against representative— 
Personal & estate liabilities—Action by representa- 
tive in own right.|—There might be good reason 
for enabling an executor or administrator, or a 
pltf., doubtful whether his claim should be made 
in his personal or representative character, to sue 
in the alternative without the result that, in case 
of counterclaims against an executor who is 
evidently suing in his own right, the deft. should 
be entitled to set off any cause of action which he 
may have against the pitf. in his two capacities. 
Stronger arguments or authorities than those 
adduced to-day are needed to convince us that the 
word ‘‘claims” in Ord. XVII., r. 5, includes 
counterclaims. The only trace of authority on 
the point is a passage cited as a dictum of HALL, 
V.-C., who said in Padwick v. Scott, No. 1294, 





— 


PLEADING. 


ante, that “‘ assuming ”’ the claim spoken of in 
Ord. XVII., r. 5, can be considered to include a 
counterclaim, the meaning of the clause is as he 
afterwards proceeds to explain. But looking at 
the object & terms of the judgment, I think that 
the Vice-Chancellor merely assumed the case for 
the purposes of argument & not as a proposition 
to which he assented. In my opinion Ord. XVIL., 
r. 5, does not include the case of a counterclaim, 
& the deft. was not at liberty here to join a claim 
against the pltf. as executrix with a claim against. 
the pltf. in her personal character, & I therefore 
think that, on that ground, the counterclaim 
inadmissible as it stands (DENMAN, J.).—MAc- 
DONALD v. CARINGTON (1878), 4 C. P. D. 283; 48 
J.J. Q.B.179; 391. T. 426; 27 W. RR. 153. 

1812. ——— Payment of funeral expenses—-Cause 
of action arising after death.]—In an action by 
executor for the detention of goods of testator 
taken possession of, after testator’s death, deft. 
may counterclaim for funeral expenses of testator 
paid by him, & also for a debt. due to him from 
testator before his death.---WATKIN ». NEWCOMEN 
(1883), 1 Cab. & EL 113. 


SUR-SECT. 6.—JOINT AND SEPARATE CLAIMS, 


R.S.C.,Ord. XVHL, r. 6. Claims by plaintiffs jointly may be 
joined with claims by them or any ot them separately against 
the same defendant. 


Joinder of parties, see PRACTICE, Part XTX.. post. 

1313. Object of rule.]—R. 6 of Ord. AXVITE. 
does not, I think. affect the case at all. It says, 
“(Claims by pltfs. jointly may be juined with 
claims by them or any of them separately against 
the same deft.”” The real object. of that rule is 
merely to get rid of the enormous mischief under 
the old practice of misjoinder; & that is evident 
from the fact that Ord. X VIII. is headed, ‘‘ Joinder 
of causes of action.”? Ord. XV1I., r. 11, really deals 
with the same point. It says, ‘' No cause or matter 
shall be defeated by reason of the misjoinder or 
non-joinder of parties.” 

Then, falling back on Ord. XVI, r. 1, we come, 
no doubt, to a most useful amendment—one 
which I know, from my own experience, to be of 
the very greatest advantage to suitors, for it 
enables the court to do justice at the trial or judg- 
ment. Itcommences ina general way: ‘‘ All persons 
may be joined as pltfs. in whom the right to any 
relief claimed is alleged to exist, whether jointly, 
severally, or in the alternative.” That is a bence- 
ficial rule; & enables the court, when the action 
comes to trial, so to model the judgment as to do 
justice between the parties (KEKEWICH, J.).—-Re 
WRIGHT, KIRKE v. NORTH, [1895] 2 Ch. 747; 65 
L. J. Ch. 37; 73 L. T. 806; 44 W. R. 1253; 13 
R. 849. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—IMPROPER JOINDER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XVIIL, r. 7. The last three preceding Rules 
shall be subject to Rules 1, 8, and 9 of this Order. 


——_——-__——— r.8. Any defendant alleging that tho 
plaintiff has united In the same action several causes of action 
which cannot be conveniently disposed of together, may at any 
time apply to the Court or a Judge for an order confining the 
action to such of the causes of action as may be conveniently 
disposed of together, 





-——_-—--——_————— vr. 9. If, on the hearing of such appli- 
cation as in the last preceding Rule mentioned, it shall appear 
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to the Court or a Judge that the causes of action are such as 
cannot all be conveniently disposed of together, the Court or 
Judge may order any of such causes of action to be excluded, 
and consequential amendments to be made, and may make such 
order as to costs a8 may be just. 


poe joinder improper, see Sub-sects. 1-6, 
ante. 

1314. Power of judge to order separate trials of 
different causes of action.|—The causes of action 
for conspiracy & for the separate slanders by each 
of the defts. are not improperly joined in one 
action, subject to the power of the judge to order 
separate trials of the different causes of action if 
in his opinion it would be embarrassing to try them 
all in one action.—TnomMas v. Moore, [1918] 1 
ae 5655; 87 lL. J. K. B. 577; 118 L. T. 298, 


SECT. 12.—STATEMENT OF RELIEF. 


R.S. C., Ord. XX., r.6. Every statement of claim shall state 
specifically the relief which the plaintiff claims, either simply 
or in the alternative, and it shall not be necessary to ask for 
general or other relief, which may always be given, as the Court 
or a Judge may think just, to the same extent as if it had been 
asked for. And the same rule shall apply to any counterclaim 
made, or reef claimed by the defendant, in his defence. 


1315. Relief not specifically claimed—Whether 
granted under general prayer—PlaintifY not entitled 
to relief asked for.|—Quare: as to relief under the 
haa prayer, different from that prayed speci- 
fically, & whether amendment is not necessary. 

Pitf. praying relief, to which he is not entitled, 
viz. a sale under a trust, instead of redemption or 
foreclosure, as a mortgagee, cannot have the 
different relief under the general prayer. But the 
proper relief may be obtained by amendment ; 
& for that purpose another party being necessary, 
liberty was given to amend by adding parties 
which include the introduction in the statement 
of facts consequential upon that addition, & 

raying such relief as he may be advised.— 

ALK v. CLINTON (LORD) (1806), 12 Ves. 48; 33 
E. R. 19. 

1316. ——— Material facts in issue sustaining 
such relief.|—Under the prayer for general relief, 
specific relief may be granted of a different descrip- 
tion from the specific relief prayed for by the bill : 
provided the bill contains charges, putting material 
facts in issue, which will sustain such relief.— 
COCKERELL v. DICKENS (1840), 3 Moo. P. CLC. 
98; 2 Moo. Ind. App. 353; 1 Mont. D. & De G. 
45; 13 E.R. 45. 

1317. Relief inconsistent with case 
made out. |—A bill filed against a railway company 
by the grantee of an annuity charged on land taken 
by the company stated that, before the grant of 
the annuity, the land was subject to a mortgage in 
fee, which had since been paid off, but that there 
had been no reconveyance ; that the defts., under 
the powers of their Act, had given the pltf. notice 
to treat for the land charged with the annuity, 
but without any further proceeding had taken 
possession of the land. The prayer was, that the 
company might be decreed to pay the arrears of 
the annuity & to secure the future payment of it. 
The defence made by the answer & evidence was, 
that the company had purchased from the prior 
incumbrancer under a power of sale :—Held: the 
pltf. could not on such pleadings enforce a specific 
performance of the notice to treat regarded as a 
contract to purchase the pltf.’s interest. 

The prayer for general relief is not available for 
the purpose of obtaining a decree at variance with 
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the case made by the statements of the bill.— 
Hint v. GREAT NORTHERN Ry. Co. (1854), 5 
De G. M. & G. 66; 2 Eq. Rep. 1069; 23 L. J. Ch. 
524; 18 Jur. 685; 2 W. R. 335; 43 BE. R. 794. 

1318. ——— Relief inconsistent with relief 
expressly asked for.}—A director of a company is 
not liable for a fraud (such as the issue of a fraudu- 
lent prospectus uf the company) committed by his 
co-directors or by any other agent of the company, 
unless he has either expressly authorised or tacitly 
permitted its commission. 

On Nov. 22 a shareholder ina company com- 
menced an action against the company & its 
directors. By the indorsement on the writ he 
claimed to have the allotment of shares to him 
cancelled, on the ground that he had been induced 
to take the shares by the fraudulent misrepre- 
sentations of defts.; & that defts. might be 
declared jointly & severally liable to repay him 
what he had paid for the shares & to indemnify 
him against any further liability. On Nov. 29 
a petition was presented to wind up the company. 
On Dec. 18 the petition was heard, & a winding-up 
order was made, pitf. then appearing as a con- 
tributory to support the petition, & the order 
providing for the payment of his costs in that 
character. On April 3 the pltf. delivered a state- 
ment of claim in the action, by which he claimed 
the same relief as that which he had claimed by 
the indorsement on the writ, with this exception. 
that he did not expressly ask that the allotment of 
shares might be cancelled. There was a claim 
for further or other relief. After this the liqui- 
dator applied in the winding-up to put pltf. on the 
list of contributories ; pltf. resisted the applica- 
tion, & it was ordered to stand over until after the 
trial of the action :—Held: on the pleadings as 
they stood pltf. could not claim the rescission of 
his contract to take the shares. 

Leave to amend the statement of claim was 
refused, on the ground that by his conduct pltf. 
had elected to claim the rescission of the contract, 
not in the action, but in the winding-up. 

Semble: pltf. not having claimed rescission of 
the contract, he could not have any other relief 
in the action as against the company. 

The first question is whether, upon the statement. 
of claim as it now stands, the company are called 
upon to meet a claim for the rescission of the pltf.’s 
contract to take shares. The prayer, as I may 
call it, seems to me to be addressed simply to one 
thing, t.c. repayment of the money which the pltf. 
has already paid, & indemnity against all further 
hability upon his contract. That, as it seems 
to me, imports the existence of the contract, for 
you cannot have indemnity unless a _ liability 
exists. <A prayer for indemnity ayainst a liability 
imports the existence of a liability. The notion 
that the prayer for further relief will cover a claim 
for the rescission of the contract seems to me to 
be excluded by this consideration, that such a 
prayer must always be limited by two things— 
the facts which are alleged & the relief which is 
expressly asked. You cannot, under a general 
prayer for further relief, obtain any relief incon- 
sistent with that relief which is expressly asked 
for, & here there is no allegation in the statement 
of claim of any right to rescind the contract 
(Fry, J.).—CARGILL v. BOWER (1878), 10 Ch. D. 
on 47 L. J. Ch. 649; 38 L. T. 779; 26 W. R. 

16. 

1319. —-— Declaration as to rights of parties. ]— 
The next question is whether pltf. is entitled to the 
declaration which is claimed in addition to or in 
substitution for rescission. This claim really 
appears to me to be the more appropriate remedy 
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Sect. 12.—Statement of relief. 
Part IX. Sect. 1.) 


Sects. 18, 14 & 15. 


in a case like this if it is available at all. Ifa 
conveyance has been executed & property trans- 
ferred, actual rescission is of course necessary, but 
where the subject-matter of the action is a contract 
which for all material purposes has come to an 
end, a declaration appears to me to be all that is 
required. It is certainly what pltf. is interested 
in obtaining under the special circumstances of this 
case. Now I think it is open to pltf. to claim it as 
further or other relief without specifically claiming 
it in her statement of claim. Ord. XX., r. 6, 
expressly provides for such a case as this (LUSH, J.). 
—HULTON vr. Hutton, [1916] 2 K. B. 642, 656; 
Sb L. J. K. B. 51; 115 L. T. 46; 32 T. L. R. 
645; 60 Sol. Jo. 6953; on appeal, [1917] 1 K. B. 
$13. 
- Damages.}— See No. 1326, post. 

1820. Prayer for general relief.])—The prayer for 
general relief in a bill implies that pitf. is desirous 
that everything which is necessary for the pur- 
poses of the relief which he expressly prays may 
be done. The absence from a bill of an offer on 
the part of pltf. to repay deft. a sum which he would 
be bound to repay if he succeeded in obtaining the 
relief asked does not render the bill demurrable.— 
JERVIS vt. BERRIDGE (1873), 8 Ch. App. 351; 42 
L. J. Ch. 518; 28 L. T. 481; 21 W. R. 3895, L. C. 
& L. JJ. 

1321. Alternative relief—Necessity to state facts 
on which each inference of law to arise—Incon- 
sistent statements of fact.}— Where alternative relief 
is prayed, a distinct line should be drawn clearly 
stating the respective facts on which the inference 
of Jaw is to arise on each aiternative view. 

A plitf. is not entitled to allege two inconsistent 
states of facts & ask relief in the alternative, but 
he may state the facts & ask alternative relief 
according to the conclusion of law which the court 
may draw from them.—RAWLINGS v. LAMBERT 
(1860), 1 John. & H. 458; 70 E. R. 826. 

13822. Sought by plaintifY in two distinct 
characters.J— 1 bill was filed by a shareholder 
suing on behalf of himself & all the other share- 
holders of a mining company, formed upon the 
cost-book system, against the directors, alleging 
that the constitution or fundamental rules of the 
company had been departed from, by the directors 
having incurred debts & liabilities, & not having 
conducted business on a ready money principle. 
Relief was prayed, that the directors might be 
ordered to pay these debts & liabilities, & that the 
court would interfere by injunction, & make a 
declaration regulating the future conduct of the 
company. The bill also complained that there 
had been a large issue of new shares by the 
directors, unauthorised by the rules of the com- 
pany, & prayed a declaration that these shares 
were unlawful, & the holders disentitled to the 
status of shareholders :—Held: the relief sought 
by pltf. was in two distinct characters, incon- 
sistent with each other, & that the bill was not so 
maintainable. Although alternative cases may be 
presented by the same bill, & alternative relief 
prayed, pltf. must sue in the same individual 
character.—THOMAS v. HOBLER (1861), 4 De G. F. 
& J. 199; 5 L. T. 564; 8 Jur. N.S. 125; 45 
E. R. 1160, L. C,. 








1323. Joinder of defendants.]—In an action 
for trespass by pltf., who was a lessee of W., deft., 
in his defence & counterclaim, to which he made 


W. a party, claimed a right of way by grant from 
W. prior to pitf.’s lease, & prayed a declaration 
of his rights, & an injunction, & damages against 
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pltf.; & in the alternative he prayed an indemnity 
& damages against W. 

Pitf. amended his claim & made W. a deft., & 
prayed an injunction & damages against the 
original deft., & in the alternative damages 
against W. 

W. demurred both to the counterclaim & the 
amended claim. 

The Vice-Chancellor held that the counterclaim 
was bad in not showing a cause of action against 
W., & W.’s demurrer was allowed, that the 
amended statement of claim was bad, because it 
prayed inconsistent alternative relief against the 
original deft. & W.:—Held: by the Court of 
Appeal, that W. was properly made a deft. to the 
amended claim under Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. 
XVL., vr. 3, which is not confined to cases in which 
the alternative relief prayed against one deft. is 
consistent with that prayed against the other. 

The demurrer to the amended claim was, there- 
fore, overruled.—CHILD v. STENNING (1877), as 
reported in 5 Ch. D. 695, C. A. 

1824. Effect of omission of part of claim—Part 
omitted treated as abandoned. ]—CARGILL?. BOWER, 
No. 1318, ante. 

1325. ——- ——-.}_A clerk to a firm of solicitors 
covenanted that, if his engagement should be 
terminated, he would not ‘‘ act for any person 
who is or has within the previous five years been 
a client of the firm’? :—Held: the covenant 
referred to persons who should be clients of the 
firm at the time when the clerk’s engagement 
terminated or within five years before that time, 
& was not wider than was reasonably necessary 
for the protection of the firm’s practice. 

Then it was said that the claim for £100 liqui- 
dated damages precluded the granting of an 
injunction. It was true the writ claimed both 
forms of remedy ; but the claim indorsed thereon 
was superseded by the statement of claim, & 
under Ord. XX., r. 4, a plitf. was entitled in his 
statement of claim to alter, modify, or extend 
his claim without amending his writ. It has been 
held in Cargill v. Bower, No. 1318, ante, that. where 
a pltf. in his statement of claim omits part of his 
claim, he will be deemed to have abandoned that 
part. Thus, according to the statement of claim, 
the plitfs. were claiming only an injunction & 
general damages, & the proper order to make 
would be for an injunction following the words 
of the notice of motion, with the addition ‘‘ within 
the written consent of the pltf.’”’ As the parties 
agreed to treat the hearing as the trial of the action, 
the injunction would be made perpetual (SWINFEN 
apy, J.).—LEWIs & LEWIS v. DURNFORD (1907), 
24 7T. L. R. 64-65. 

1826. Damages—Power of court to award 
though not asked for by pleadings.|—It was sug- 
gested that it might be argued that this is an 
action for breach of a contract which, if it had been 
carried out, would have entitled pltfs. to interest, 
or rather would have enabled them to make a 
demand which would have so entitled them, & 
if by reason of the default of the defts., the contract 
has not been carried out, damages in the nature 
of interest ought to be given. There are con- 
siderable technical difficulties in the way of giving 
this relief, not the least of which is the fact that 
the pltfs. have considered the action rather as 
one for specific performance of the contract than 
an action for damages for breach, & the pleadings 
certainly do not ask for damages. But I need not 
consider these difficulties. If the case were one 
in which justice required that such damages 
should be given, the court would not be prevented, 
under our present system, by any _ technical 
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difficulty from doing justice (Kay, L.J.).— 
LONDON, CHATHAM & DOVER Ry. Co. v. SoutTu 
EASTERN Ry. Co., [1892] 1 Ch. 120; 61 L. J. Ch. 
2904; 65 L. T. 722; 40 W. R. 194; 8T.L. R. 82; 
36 Sol. Jo. 77, C. A. 3 on appeal, [1893] A. C. 429, 

ee General & special—Particulars.|—Scc Part 
XIV., gee 9, aby eheea 5, post. ‘ 

ggravation & mitigation. i , ; 
oe ae g --See Part III., 
Amendment of claim to include additional 
damages awarded.|—Sce Part VII., Sect. 3, sub- 
sect. 4, L)., ante. 

1827. Relief inconsistent with case made out— 
Not granted. |— Pitf. cannot obtain relief incon- 
sistent with the case made by the bill.—MATHEKRS 
v. GREEN (1865), 1 Ch. App. 29; 35 L. J. Ch. 1; 


11 Jur. N.S. 845; sub nom. M } q 
uw Rie nom. MATTHEWS v. GREEN, 








SrcT. 13.—SEVERAL DISTINCT CLAIMS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XX., r. 7. Where the plaintiff reeks relicf in 
respect of several distinct claims or causes of complaint founded 
upon separate and distinct grounds they shall be stated, as far 
as may be, separately and distinctly, And the same rule shall 
apply where the defendant relles upon several distinct grounds 
of defence, set-off, or counterclaim founded upon separate and 


distinct facts. 
Joinder of causes. |——See Sect. 11, ante. 
Joinder of parties.)|—See Practice, Part X1X., 


ost. 

1828. Facts on which each alternative relief 
sought —-Must be clearly set out.|—In any properly 
constituted system of pleading, if alternative 
cases are alleged, the facts ought not to be mixed 
up, leaving the deft. to pick out the facts applicable 
to each case ; but the facts ought to be distinctly 
stated, so as to show on what facts each alter- 
native of the relief sought is founded (THESIGER, 
L.J.).—-DAVY v. GARRETT (1878), 7 Ch. D. 473; 
471.3. Ch. 2183; 38 L. T. 77; 26 W. R. 225, C. A. 

1829. Facts must tend to show that party 
entitled to one of reliefs claimed—Need not be 
assigned to any particular prayer. ]—If a paragraph 
in a pleading set up a distinct cause of action, 
ground of defence, set-off, counterclaim, or reply, 
the proper course for the party objecting thereto 
is to demur, & not to apply at chambers to strike 
out the paragraph. Ile may in the same pleading 
as his demurrer join issue upon the other para- 
graphs of the preceding pleading ; & then upon the 
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argument of the demurrer he will be taken to 
admit only the facts stated in the paragraphs 
demurred to. He may, however, refer to the facts 
stated in the other paragraphs of his opponent's 


leading whenever they disclose facts in his 
favour: Facts stated in a pleading need not be 


assigned to any particular prayer; 80 long as 
they tend to show that the party relying on them 
is entitled to any one of the relicfs claimed, the 
paragraph containing them is not demurrable, 
& so long as they entitle the party pleading them 
to any relief at all, whether expressly prayed for 
or no, the paragraph is not demurrable.— 
WATSON v. TLAWKINS (1876), 24 W. R. 884. 

Several distinct grounds of defence.}—Sce Part 
1X., Sect. 6, post. 


Sct. 14.—ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XX., r. 3. In Admiralty actions in rem the 
plaintiff shall, within twelve days from the appearance of the 
defendant, deliver his statement of claim. 


Present & former practice of the Admiralty 
Division, see ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 158, Nos. 667 
et seq. 


SECT. 15.—PROBATE ACTIONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XX.,r.2. In Probate actions the plaintiff shall, 
unless otherwise ordered by the Court or a Judge, deliver his 
atatement of claim within aix weeks from the entry of appearance 
by the defendant, or trom the time limited for his appearance, in 
case he has made default ; but where the defendant has appeared 
the plaintiff shall not be compelled to deliver it until the expira- 
ie wh eight days after the defendant has filed his athdavit as 

o scripts. 











r. 9. In Probate actions where the plaintiff 
disputes the interest of the defendant, he shall allege in his 
statement of claim that he denies the defendant’s interest. 


4330. Failure to deny defendant’s interest in 
estate—No ground for striking out defence. }—When 
the statement of claim in a probate action does not 
deny deft.’s interest in the estate, the court will 
not order the statement of defence to be struck 
out for not alleging an interest in deft.—-MEDCALF 
v. JAMES (1876), 25 W. R. 63. 

see, generally, EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIII, p. 123, Nos. 1207-1213 ; WILLS, 
Vol. XLIV. 
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SxcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 2. Tho plaintiff shall, subject to the 
provisions of Order XX., and at such time and in such manner 
as therein prescribed, deliver to the defendant a statement of 
hia claim, and of the relief or remedy to which he claims to be 
entitled. The defendant shall, subject to the provisions of 
Order XXI., and at such time and in such manner as therein 
prescribed, deliver to the plaintiff his defence, set off, or counter- 
claim (if any), and the plaintiff shall, subject to the provisions 
of Order XXiil., and at atich time and in such manner as therein 
prescribed, deliver his reply (if any) to such defence, set off, or 
counterclaim. Such statementa shall be as brief as the nature 
of the case will admit, and the taxing officer in adjusting the 
costs of the action shall at the instance of any party, or may 
without any requost, Inquire into any unnecessary prolixity, and 
order the costs occastoned by such prolixity to be borne by the 
party chargeable with the same. 


p. ie Procedure List, see PRACTICE, Part XCIV., Sect. 4, sub- 


Contents of pleading.]—See Part II., ante. 

Counterclaim.]—See Part XIII., post. 

Amendment.]—Sce Part VII., ante. 

Admissions by failure to deny allegations. }]—Sce 
Part 1V., Sect. 1, ante. 

General denials.}—See Part IV., Sect. 2, ante. 

Denials or defence as to damages. }—See Part IV., 
Sect. 3, ante. 

Denials of allegations of fact.}—See Part IV., 
Sect. 4, ante. 

Joinder of issue operating as denial.}—Sec Part 
IV., Sect. 5, ante. 


Denial of contract, promise or agreement. ]—Scee 
Part IV., Sect. 6, ante. 
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Sect. 1.—Ingencral. Secls. 2 & 3: Sub-sects. 1, 2 


Points of law.]—Sce Part 1V., Sect. 8, 

Pleas in abatement. ]—See Part XI. 

Plea of possession. |—Sce Part XII. 

Pleading general issue by statute.]— See Part X. 

Actions for infringement of patents.]—Sce 
PaTents & INVENTIONS, Vol. ANXAVI., p. 781, 
Nos. 260 ct seq. 

Actions for recovery of land.J]—See REAL 
Property. Vol. XNXXAVILL, p. 777, Nos. L121 et seq. 

Actions in county courts. }—See COUNTY COURTS, 
Vol. XIII... pp. £00-497, Nos, 457-479. 

Payment into court.}]—- See PRACTICE. Part 
AXAVIT., post. 

1331. Opportunity to plead defence.]—Where a 
party has an opportunity of pleading a defence, 
he is bound to do so.—WHITMORE tv. WAKERLEY 
(1865), BS IL & C. 5388; 5 New Rep. 336; 31 
L. J. Ex. 83; 11 L. T. 6883; 11 Jur. N.S. 182; 
1B OW. R. 350; 159 E.R. 642. 

1332. Questions between co-defendants. ]—-Ques- 
tions between co-defts. may be raised by a pleading 
which states both a defence as against pltf. & a 
claim against a co-deft.. but such pleading is not 
a counterclaim, & should not be so intituled. 
Delivery of such pleading to the co-deft. is suflicient 
notice. — FURNEss v. BooTH (1876), £ Ch. D. 586; 
461. J. Ch. 112; 25 W. RR. 267. 

Third-party procedure.|—Scee PRACTICE, Part 
XX., post. 

1333. Reference to deeds contained in schedule— 
Deeds made part of answer—Effect of denial. ]— 
liefer ‘nce in the answer of the deft. to deeds con- 
tained in a schedule, makes them part of his 
answer, & he is bound to prodtice them. But 
where he denies, & it does not appear on the face 
of the pleadings that the pltf. has any interest in 
them, he does not make them part of his answer 
by merely referring to them, or even by stating 
them in a schedule.—FARRER v. HUTCHINSON 
(1839), 3 ¥. & C. Ex. 692; 9 L. J. Ex. Eq. 10; 
J Jur. 1119; 160 E. R. 8380. 

1334. Advantage from defect in own plea—Not 
allowed.}|— A deft. shall not be allowed an advan- 
tage from the defect of his own plea.—ANDREWSs v. 
KIRKE (1591), Cro. Eliz. 259; 78 E.R. 515. 








SECT. 2.—WHEN NECESSARY. 


See R.8. C., Ord. XTX., r. 2, p. 149, ante. 

a for delivery.}—sSece Sect. 3, sub-sect. 3, 
post. 

Leave to defend when writ specially indorsed. ] 
See Practick, Part IV., Sect. 6, post. 

1335. Not where statement of claim dispensed 
with.}—Where a deft. dispenses with a statement 
of claim & none is delivered, no statement of 
defence can be required.— Hooper rv. GLLES (1876), 
1 Char. Cham. Cas. 68; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 86. 





SEcT. 3.—DELIVERY OF DEFENCE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XIX., r. 2, p. 149, ante. 

1336. Effect of delivery—Right to particulars not 
waived.}—The statement of claim in an action by 
& principal against his stuckbroker to open settled 
accounts, alleged fraud, & that pltf. was unable to 
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give particulars before discovery. An application 
by defts. for particulars was ordered to stand over 
til a statement of defence had been put in. 

A deft. by delivering his statement of defence 
does not waive his right to particulars.—SACHs v. 
SPEILMAN (1887), 37 Ch. D. 295; 57 L. J. Ch. 658 ; 
568 L. T. 102; 36 W. R. 498. 

Particulars. ]|—See Part XIV., post. 

Delivery of defence to co-defendant—Notice— 
Claim to contribution or indemnity. |—-See PRACTICE, 
Part X X., Sect. 14, post. 

Specially indorsed writs. ] 
IV’., Sect. 6, post. 


See PRACTICE, Part 





SUB-SECT, 2.—Mopki OF DELIVERY. 


See RLS. C., Ord. XIX., rv. 10, p. Sf, ante. 
Service of pleadings, etc., see R. S. C., Ord. 
LXVII., rr. 2-8, PracticE, Part LX XXVIILL., post. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—TIME FOR DELIVERY. 

R.S. C., Ord. XXI1., r.6. Where a defendant has appeared to 
a writ of summons specially endorsed under Order II., Rule 6, 
he shall deliver his defence within ten days from the time limited 
for appearance, unless such time is extended by the Court or 
Judge, or unless in the meantime the plaintiff serves a summons 
for judgment under Order XIV., or a summons for directions. 


——r.7 Where leave has been given toa 
defendant to defend under Order XIV., he shall deliver his 
defence (if any) within such time as shall be limited by the 
order giving him leave to defend: or if no time is thereby 
limited, then within eight days after the order. 


—-——--~ ~— ». 8, When a statement of claim {fs de- 
liverecd pursuant to an order, or filed in default of appearance 
under Order XIIL, Rule 12, the defendant, unless otherwise 
ordered, shall deliver his defence within such time (if any) as 
shall be specified in such order, or, it no time be so specified, 
within ten days from the delivery, or filing in default, of the 
statement of claim, unless in either case the time is extended by 
the Court or a Judge. 

- Ord. LXIV., r.8. The time for dellyering, amending, 
or filing any pleading, answer, or other document may be en- 
met aire by consent in writing, without application to the Court or 
a Judge. 


ate! Procedure List, sce Practice, Part XCIV., sect. 4, sub- 
sect 2. 











Grounds of defence arising after action brought, 
sec Sect. 9, post. 

Further defence, see Sect. 9, sub-sect. 2, A., post. 

1337. Extension of time From what date 
reckoned.}—Where notice to plead is given, «, 
before the expiration of the time named in the 
notice, a judge’s order for further time to plead 
is obtained, such time is to be reckoned from the 
expiration of the time named in the notice to 
plead, & not from the date of the judge’s order. — 
a eae v. SMITH (1818), 8 Taunt. 592; 129 E.R. 
3) . 

1338. ——.]—‘"‘ Further time ”’ to plead is 
to be computed from the expiration of the hours 
previously given, & not from the date of the order 
for further time.—CumMING v. Hinp (1852), 18 
L. T. O.S. 211. 

1389. ——— Grounds for—Defence founded on 
numerous statutes—Time for perusal & considera- 
tion. |—The fact of a defence to a bill being founded 
on a great many Acts of Parliament, which it was 
stated by affidavit must be perused & considered 
before the answer could be put in, is not sufficient 
excuse for delay in putting in such answer, & an 
order of the master allowing six weeks’ further 
time discharged on application to the court.— 
LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co. v. SWAINSON 
(1847), 4 Ry. & Can. Cas. 565. 
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1840. ——— Expiry of additional time-—Leave 
refused to add plea.|—After additional time for 
leading has expired, leave refused to add a plea, 
in an action on a bond, raising an equitable defence, 
unsupported by affidavit as to its essential fact, 
or by sufficient explanation of the delay.—BELL 
v. PLEVINS (1858), 1 F. & F. 303 ; 175 E. R. 738, N. P. 
1841. —— By consent—Agreement between 
plaintiff & some of several defendants—Plaintiff’s 
reply delivered out of time.]—Where there are 
several defts. & pltf. has agreed with some of them 
to extend the time for the delivery of their defences 
without the knowledge of the others, those defts. 
cannot move to have the action dismissed on the 
ground that pltf. is out of time in delivering his 
reply to their defences, because the pleadings are 
not closed within the meaning of Ord. XXXVL., 
r. 4. The proper course under such circumstances 
is to write to pltf.’s solicitor & ascertain the state 
of the pleadings in the action. 

It is competent for the pltf. to agree with a deft. 
to extend the time under Ord. XXII., r. 1, without 
an order for that purpose.-—AMBROISE v. EVELYN 
WON 11 Ch. D. 750; 48 L. J. Ch. 668 ; 27 W. R. 
G3Y. 

1342. ** Step in proceedings.’’]—In an 
action by the pltfs. against their contractor under 
an agreement which provided that all disputes 
should be referred to arbitration, the deft. had 
delivered no pleadings, but when the original time 
for putting in a defence was about to expire, he 
wrote to the pltfs. asking for fourteen days’ 
further time to put in his defence, which was 
granted, & subsequently wrote asking for ten days’ 
further time, which was also granted. On motion 
by the deft. to stay proceedings under the Arbitra- 
tion Act, 1889, s.4:—Held: obtaining by consent 
an enlargement of time wherein to plead was not 
‘taking a step in the proceedings ”’ within the 
Arbitration Act, s. 4, & that there must be an 
order to stay proceedings.—BRIGHTON MARINE 
PALACE & PIER, LTD. v. WoovpHousE, [1893] 2 Ch. 
486; 63 1. J. Ch. 697; 68 L. T. 669; 41 W. R. 
488; 37 Sol. Jo. 424; 8 R. 565. 

1843. —-— J—A deft. by taking out a 
summons for obtaining an order for the extension 
of time for delivery of defence takes a ‘“‘ step in 
the proceedings ”’ within the meaning of sect. 4 
of the Arbitration Act, 1889. 

Sect. Ll of the Judicature Act, 1894, applies only 
to appeals from the High Court to the Court of 
Appeal.—Forb’s HotTeL Co., Lrp. v. BARTLETT, 
[1806] ALC. 1; 651. J. Q. B. 1665 73 L. T. 665 ; 
44 W. RR. 241, H. L. 

1344. Order for particulars after order for 
extension.}—Upon an application by deft. for 
further time for delivering defence, an order was 
made giving him a month peremptory. Deft. 
subsequently obtained an order for particulars : — 
Held: deft. was not by reason of the order for 
particulars entitled to any time beyond the month 
given by the peremptory  order.—FALCK —, 
AXTHELM (1880), 24 Q. B. D. 171; 59 1. J. Q. B. 
161; 38 W. R. 196, C. A. 

1845. Penal actions.]|—The court was 
moved for further time to plead to a penal action ; 
the affidavit on this motion was to the effect, that 
the deft. & others were about to petition Parlia- 
ment for a remission of the penalty :—Held: as 
the right to sue had completely accrued to the 
pltfs., the Queen’s Courts were estopped by the 
concessions of Magna Charta to delay the pitf. 
in his suit, ‘‘ Nulli differemus justitiam vel rectum.” 
—-GRANT v. RIDLEY (1843), 5 Man. & QG. 201; 
6 Scott, N. R. 176; 12 L. J. C. P2151; 7 Jur. 
883; 134 KL. R. 537. 
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1846. Delivery after expiry of time—Before 
judgment signed.}—Where a plea was delivered 
after the time for pleading had expired, but before 
judgment was actually signed, of which the pltf.’s 
attorney was apprised, but afterwards signed 
judgment, because the time for pleading was out, 
the court set aside the judgment for irregularity, & 
ordered the costs to be paid by the pltf.’s attorney. 
—AMPTHILL v. SEMPLE (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 358; 1 
Dowl. 316; 2 Tyr. 312; 1 L. J. Ex. 102; 149 
EK. R. 153. 

1847. Motion for judgment.J]—On motion 
for judgment in default of defence, if a defence is 
put in, though irregularly, the court will have 
regard to it, & if it discloses a substantial ground 
of defence, will make such order as the justice of 
the case may require. The time for delivering a 
statement of defence expired Aug. 1, but was 
enlarged until the 8th & again until the 16th, but 
no defence was delivered. On Nov. 18 pltf. served 
notice of motion for judgment, & on Dec. 2 deft. 
took out a summons for leave to deliver a state- 
ment of defence, a copy of which was served with 
the summons, but no order was made:——Held : on 
the motion for judgment the court ought to have 
regard to the statement of defence put in.— 
GIBBINGS v. STRONG (1881), 26 Ch. D. 66; 50 
L. T. 578; 32 W. R. 757, C. A. 


1348. -]|—Deft. made default in 
putting a statement of defence under Ord. XXIX., 
r. 10, & pitf. gave notice of motion for Judgment 
in default of defence. But before the motion was 
heard deft. put in astatement of defence :—Held : 
the statement of defence, though put in after time, 
could not be treated as a nullity, & that pltf. was 
not entitled to judgment in default of defence. 
But as the statement of defence disclosed no real 
defence to the action, the Court of Appeal ordered 
the notice of motion tu be-amended & judgment 
to be given for pltf. on the admissions in the 
statement of defence.—GILL v. WOODFIN (1884), 
25 Ch. D. 707; 53 L. J. Ch. 617; 50 L. T. 490 ; 
32 W. R. 3938, C. A. 

1349. -}—Defts. in an action having 
obtained leave for further time to put in their 
statement of defence, suffered that time to expire. 
Pltf. accordingly moved under Ord. XAAVIL., 
r. 11, for judgment on his statement of claim in 
default of defence. Defts. being served with 
notice of motion delivered their statement of 
defence but did not appear at the hearing of the 
motion :—Held: the statement of defence which 
had been delivered ought not to be treated as a 
mere nullity, though pltf. had rightly declined to 
state it to the court, but as the defence was not 
duly in form, the judgment would be according to 
the statement of claim, with a discretion that the 
order was not to be drawn up for a week, & the 
order now made was to be served on deft. with 
notice that they were to be at liberty, within seven 
days from such service, to move to discharge the 
order.— MONTAGU v. LAND CORPORATION OF 
ENGLAND (1887), 56 L. T. 730. 

1350. ~]—Where a defence was not 
delivered until after pltf. had served notice of 
motion for judgment, the court made the order 
asked for by the motion, but directed the order 
not to be drawn up for a week, with liberty to 
deft. to move to discharge it.—BUTTERWORTH v. 
SMALLWOOD (1924), 68 Sol. Jo. 478. 

1351. Delivery within specified time from happen- 
ing of event.}—Deft., who had a day’s time to 
plead from the happening of an event, has the 
whole of the day following that on which the event 
happens in which to plead. The rule of court, 
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which orders that ‘service of pleadings, if made 
after two p.m. on Saturday, shall be deemed as 
made on the following Monday,” was not intended 
to affect the rights of parties, but only to relieve 
the clerks in the plea office. Therefore, when a 
deft. had one day’s time to plead from the return 
of a cheque, which was returned on Friday, & the 
pitf. signed judgment on Saturday after two 
o'clock, no plea having been delivered :—Held : 
the judgment was irregular.—- CONNELLY v. BREM- 
NER (1866), L. R.1C. PL. 557; Har. & Ruth. 612 ; 
35 1. J.C. PL. 810; Lt L. T. 520; 12 Jur. N.S. 
762; 14 W. R. 781. 

1852. Summons under Ord. XIV.—‘‘ No order ”’ 
—Equivalent to leave to defend.}—Where in an 
application for leave to sign judgment the master 
simply said: No order, without expressly giving 
leave to defend, & subsequently, on no defence 
being put in, judgment was signed, which judgment 
was then asked to be set aside. leave was given to 
defend, the costs to be costs in the cause, the judge 
remarking that ‘‘ no order "’ seemed impliedly to 
give leave to defend.— MARGATE Pier & HARBOUR 
Co. v. PERRY, [1876] WN. 52; 2 Char. Cham. Cas. 
19; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 116, 

1353. Whether time runs between taking 
out & hearing of summons. |—The time for deliver- 
ing a statement of defence, does not run between 
the time of the taking out & the hearing of a 
summons under Ord. XIV.—Hospson v. Monks, 
[1884] W. N. 8; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 161. 

1354. Service of specially indorsed writ.]—The 
service of a writ specially indorsed under Ord. ITTI., 
r. 6, is delivery of a statement of claim to the deft. 
within the meaning of Ord. XXTI.. r. 6, so that deft. 
has ten days from the time limited for appearance 
within which to deliver his defence. 

Where a plitf. has obtained judgment irregularly, 
the deft. is entitled cr debito justitia to have such 
judgment set aside; & the court has only power 
to impose terms upon him as a condition of giving 
him his costs.—-ANLABY tv. PRa:TroRIUS (1888), 
20 Q. B.D. 764; 57 L. J. Q. B. 287; 58 L. T. 671; 
36 W. R. 487; 47. L. R. 439, C. A. 

13855. Defence after agreement not to defend— 
Action for specific performance.}—This was a 
motion by deft. asking that he might be at liberty 
to put in a defence notwithstanding that the time 
for so doing had expired, & that he had entered 
into an agreement with the pltfs. not to put in any 
defence. 

I am not surprised to find that there is no direct 
authority in point. as the case is not likely to have 
arisen before. What urges me to assist deft. is 
that the case is obviously one of perfect: honesty. 
He has entered into an agreement honestly, & now 
for very good reason he is anxious not to perform 
it. This is a specific performance action, & there- 
fore, there being no judgment pronounced, the 
court, down to the very last moment, has juris- 
diction to say that the agreement should not be 
specifically enforced. In the exercise of that 
discretion I will allow deft. to defend to the extent 
of pleading that the lease is bad on the ground that, 
being granted by a tenant for life, it contains a 
reservation of minerals. The leave is limited to 
that defence only. & stringent conditions as to 
payment of custs are imposed upon deft. (KEKE- 
WICH, J.).—ScotTT v. Moxon, [1900] W. N. 14 ; &1 
L. T. 774; 44 Sol. Jo. 196. 

Delivery of reply.}—See Part XV., Sect. 1, sub- 
sect. 1, post. 





PLEADING. 


SuB-SECT. 4.—DEFAULT IN DELIVERY. 
A. In General. 


Time for delivery. }— See Sub-sect. 3, ante. 

Motion for judgment in default of defence. ]—Sce 
Sub-sect. 4, L., post. 

Actions to perpetuate testimony.]—Sce [EvI!- 
DENCE, Vol. XXIT., p. 613, No. 6779. 

Default of appearance.]—Sce Practice, Part 
XV., post. 

1856. Effect of default as admission—Foreclosure 
action.]—On a motion for judgment in default of 
defence in a foreclosure action pltf., an equitable 
mortgagee of leascholds, asked for a personal 
judgment against deft., the mortgagor, for the 
amount which pltf. by his statement of claim 
alleged to be due, on the ground that deft. by not 
putting in a defence, had admitted that that 
amount was due from him. Pitf. had not asked 
for a personal judgment by his statement of claim. 
Deft. did not| appear at the hearing :-—Held: 
deft.’s admission by not pleading could only be 
treated as made for the purpose of the relief 
asked by the statement of claim. The court 
therefore merely directed an account of what 
was due to plitf. for the principal & interest under 
his mortgage.—-FAITHFULL vt. Woonnky (1889), 
43 Ch. D. 287; 509 L. 4. Ch. 804; 61 L. T. 808 3 38 
W. R. 326. 

1357. Agreement between purchaser in 
possession & vendor—Specific performance. |-—An 
action was brought by a vendor for specific per- 
formance of an agreement against a purchaser 
who was in possession. The statement of claim 
set out the agreement. Deft. had not put in any 
defence. A motion was made on behalf of pltf. 
for judgment in default of defence, the action 
being set. down as a short cause. The agreement 
had not been proved ;_ but it was contended that 
deft., by making default in defence, had admitted 
the agreement as alleged, & that evidence of it was 
consequently unnecessary :—Held: the agree- 
ment must be duly verified by affidavit, & the 
action was ordered to stand over for the purpose.— 
HOLMES v. SHAW (1885), 52 LL. T. 797. 

1358. Specially indorsed writ.J—By a 
specially indorsed writ, dated July 80, 1918, pltf. 
claimed £132, the amount owing from the deft. to 
pitf. “‘ under an agreement in writing signed by 
deft., & dated May 25, 1915." The indorse- 
ment was headed ‘ statement of claim.”’ The 
deft. did not enter an appearance, & on Aug. 24, 
1918, judgment was signed against him in default 
of appearance. 

Deft. appealed. 

Ior the purposes of this action under Rules of 
Court which governed the matter every allegation 
of fact in a pleading, if not denied, must be taken 
to be admitted. In the statement of claim con- 
tained in the indorsement on the writ the sum of 
£132 was alleged to be due under an agreement 
of May 25,1915. ‘That allegation for the purposes 
of the present action must be taken as admitted 
(BANKEs, ]..J.).-- CRIBB v. FREYBERGER, [1019] 
W.N. 22; 146 L. T. Jo. 214, ©. A. 

Admissions by failure to deny allegations. |—Sce 
Part IV., Sect. 1, ante. 











B. Claims for Debt or Liquidated Demand. 


R.S.C., Ord, XXVIL,r.2. If the plaintiff's claim be only for 
a debt or liquidated demand, and the defendant does not, within 
the time allowed for that purpose, deliver a defence, the plaintiff 
may, at the expiration of such time, enter final judgment for the 
amount claimed, with costs. Provided that in actions by a 
moneylender or an assignee for the recovery of money lent by 
the moneylender or the enforcement of any a Rarer or security 
relating to any such money, judgment shall not be entered in 


Part [X.—DEFENCcE. 


default of defence unless the leave of the Court or Judge has been 
ees {in accordance with the provisions of Rule 16 of this 
rder, 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXVIL,r. 3. When in any such action as in 
the last preceding Rule mentioned there are several defendants, 
if one of them make default as mentioned in the last preceding 
Rule, the plaintiff may, subject to the proviso to Rule 2, enter 
final judgment against the defendant so making default, and 
issue execution a he such judgment without prejudice to his 
right to proceed with his action against the other defendants. 


Time for delivery. |—Sce Sub-sect. 3, ate. 

Default of appearance.]}—See Practicr, Part 
XV., post. 

1859. ‘‘ Debt or liquidated demand ’’—Claim on 
bond.}—If, in an action on a replevin bond where 
defts. appeared, but put in no statement of defence, 
plitf., instead of claiming damages, claims the 
amount for which the bond is given, & becomes 
entitled to judgment by default, his proper course 
is to enter final judgment.— Dix v. Groom (1880), 
5Ex.1).01; 491.5.Q.3B.430; 28 W.R.370, D.C. 

1860. Counterclaim for liquidated demand— 
Rule not applicable.|—Where pltf. fails to deliver 
a defence to a counterclaim, deft. cannot sign 
judgment on the counterclaim for default of 
pleading, but must move for judgment under 
Ord. AXVITT., r. 11. —Jonges v. MACAULAY, [1891] 
1Q. B. 221; 60 1. 3. Q. B. 2585 64 1. T. 621; 
39 W.R. 2113 77. L. R.179, CL A. 

1361. .|—-After deft. to an action had 
delivered a counterclaim, the action was dismissed 
for want of prosecution, pltf. not having delivered 
areply within the time limited for that purpose :— 
Held: deft. was entitled, under Ord. XXVIT., r.11, 
to set down the action on motion for judgment 
according to his counterclaim.— ROBERTS v. BOOTH, 
[1893] 1 Ch. 52; 671. T. 646; 41 W. R. 2203; 37 
Sol. Jo. 663 3 R. 151. 

1362. Defence struck out— Disobedience to order 
for production of documents— Judgment in default 
of defence—Setting aside judgment. |—On Aug. 30 
J., the executor of his mother M., issued a writ 
against his sister H. for the transfer to him, as 
part of M.’s estate, of two sums amounting to 
£1,650, which stood at her death in joint names 
of M. & H. inthe East Morley & Bradford Savings 
Bank. Statements of claim & defence were put 
in, & on Jan. 27, 1885, deft. H. put in, in compliance 
with the usual order, an affidavit of documents 
stating that she had in her possession two bank 
books. She did not claim privilege, but when 
applied to, refused to produce the books. On 
April I an order was made that she should pro- 
duce the books on the 9th. On April 27 an 
order was made that the defence should be struck 
out unless the books were produced within seven 
days. The defence was struck out accordingly, 
& on May 16 judgment was given against the deft. 
for default of delivering a statement of defence. 
On May 5 an order was made that deft. should 
transfer the sums to pltf. On Oct. 19, deft. gave 
notice of a motion to set aside the judgment under 
Ord, XXVITI.,r.15. It was shown by the evidence 
that deft.’s solicitor had explained to her in the 
clearest terms what would be the consequence of 
her refusal to produce the books :—Held: the rule 
was not intended to enable parties to escape the 
consequence of wilful & knowing default, & the 
motion must be dismissed with costs.— HamGu 1. 
HAIGH (1885), 31 Ch. D. 478; 55 1. J. Ch. 190 ; 
63 lL. T. 863; 34 W. R. 120; 2T. L. R. 88. 

1363. Costs —- Debt paid after appearance — 
Whether plaintiff entitled to sign judgment for costs 
only—On default in delivery of defence. ]—Where 
the debt has been paid after appearance & default 
made in delivering a defence, pltf. ought not to 
sign judgment for costs only, but should apply 
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by summons for an order for ‘‘ judgment for costs 
[see note to this case, Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice].— SHELL MARKETING v. CLAcTON & Dis- 
TRICT (1921), cited Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


C. Claims for Pecuniary Damages or for 
Detention of Goods. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVII., vr. 4. If the plaintiff's claim be for 
pecuniary damages only, or for detention of goods with or without 
a claim for pecuniary damages, and the defendant or all the 
defendants, tf more than one, make default as mentioned In 
Rule 3, the plaintiff may enter an interlocutory judgment 
against the defendant or defendants, and a writ of inquiry shall 
issue to assess the value of the goods and the damages, or the 
damages only, as the case may be. But the Court or a Judge 
may order that, instead of a writ of inquiry, the value and 
amount of damages, or either of them, shall be ascertained in 
any way which the Court or Judge may direct. 


—— —— ——r¥r,5. Whenin any such action as in 
Rule 4 mentioned there are several defendants, if one or more 
of them make default as mentioned in Rule 2, the plaintiff may 
enter an interlocutory judgment against the detendant or 
defendants so making default, and proceed with his action 
against the others. And In such case the value and amount 
of damages agalnat the defendant making default shall be 
assessed at the same time with the trial of the action or issues 
therein against the other defendants, unless the Court or a 
Judge shall otherwise direct. 


1364. Damages—Award of greater amount than 
specifically claimed—Judgment signed without 
leave to amend. |—In an action of libel pltf. claimed 
£1,000 damages. No defence was delivered. & 
interlocutory judgment was signed for the dam- 
ages to be assessed in the Sheriff’s Court. 

The jury returned a verdict for £2,500.  Pltf., 
without applying to amend the statement of claim, 
signed judgment for this amount :—Held: the 
judgment was bad.—CHATTELL +. DAILY MAIL 
PUBLISHING Co., Lrp. (1901), 18 T. IL. R. 165-166, 
C. A. 

1865. ——— Action under Fatal Accidents Act, 
1846, commenced in Admiralty Division—No 
application made for transfer of cause. }—An action 
for damages under Lord Campbell’s Act was com- 
menced in the Admiralty Division, & no applica- 
tion was made to transfer the cause to any other 
Division :—Held: upon default in pleading by 
defis., pltfs. were entitled, under Ord. XAVIL., 
r. 4, to enter interlocutory judgment & to have 
the damages assessed & apportioned by a jJury.— 
THE ORWELL (1888), 13 P. D. 80; 57 L. J. P. 
G1; 591. T. 312; 36 W. R. 703; 6 Asp. M. I. C. 
309. 

1866. Whether plaintiff bound to enter inter- 
locutory judgment—Right to proceed to trial in 
ordinary manner—Money paid into court admitting 
liability but not amount claimed.]|—Where in an 
action for unliquidated damages deft. makes 
default in delivering his defence & pays money 
into court admitting liability, but not the amount 
claimed, pltf. is not compelled to enter an inter- 
locutory judgment under Ord. XXVII., r. 4, but 
may, under Ord. XXXVI, r. 11, give notice of 
trial & have the issue of the amount of damages 
tried in the ordinary way, this being an ‘ issue 
ready for trial ’’ within the meaning of that rule.— 
Morsk v. F Rost, [1927] 1 K. B. 231 ; 96 L. J. K. B. 
197; 136 L. T. 299, C. A. 

1367. Default by one or some of several defen- 
dants—Right to sign interlocutory judgment against 
persons in default—Time when damages assessed. ] 
— Pitfs. fas he makes two alternative claims: 
the first is for £500, the agreed purchase price of 
the said shares. He cannot, however, recover 
the purchase price of the shares without handing 
them over; & he has recovered a judgment for 
£500 without having handed over the shares or 
without having any obligation placed upon him 
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to do so. The other alternative claim is for £500 
damages for breach of the said agreement ; that 
is a breach of an agreement to find a purchaser for 
the shares, or to purchase them themselves. It is 
quite clear that that is not necessarily a claim for 
the sum of £500 at all. £500 is the minimum 
price at which the shares were to be bought ; but 
it does not at all follow that the shares might not 
have been worth something—as a matter of fact 
I believe they were not, but they might have been 
—& in that case the damages to which the pltf. 
would have been entitled would have been the 
difference between the £500 which he was to get 
& the value of the shares, which he was under no 
obligation to part with, because he did not get the 
2500. That might very well be quite a different 
sum. Having those two alternative claims, he 
elected or decided upon which of them he was going 
to proceed, & he signed interlocutory judgment 
against the two Snells, who had made default in 
delivering any defence, upon the second alter- 
native—namely, the claim for damages, because 
he signed an interlocutory judgment to recover 
against the defts. J.S. & R. damages to be assessed. 
He then proceeded with his action against the 
other deft.. & obtained a judgment for damages 
against him. In my opinion that claim upon 
which he proceeded, & on which he got these 
judgments, was not a claim for a liquidated sum, 
it was a claim for unliquidated damages. Before 
he proceeded against the present appellant, « 
got this judgment for damages against him, he 
had obtained an assessment of the damages due 
under the interlocutory judgment against the 
Snells for £516 12s. 6d. I very strongly suspect 
that that assessment was obtained absolutely 
irregularly, by reason of the rule to which I am 
going to allude in a moment. 

I think Ord. XXVII., r. 5, is the only provision 
that affects this case at all; & that is to this 
effect: ‘**‘ When in any such action as in r. 4 
mentioned ’—that is for pecuniary damages 
only & some other alternative which does not 
concern this action—‘ there are several defts., 
if one or more of them make default as mentioned 
in r. 2, the pltf. may enter an interlocutory judg- 
ment against deft. or defts. so making default, 
& proceed with his action against the others. And 
in such case, the value & amount of damages 
against the deft. making default. shall be assessed 
at the same time with the trial of the action or 
issues therein against the other defts., unless the 
court or a judge shall otherwise direct.’’ I think 
that the following note in the Yearly Practice, 
p- 362, is probably right: ‘If the action does 
not proceed to trial, or if for any other sufficient 
reason it is desirable to do so, a master may on 
summons order the damages to be assessed by writ 
of inquiry or otherwise.” I think that is right in 
two ways. It is right, as suggested, that the 
primary object of that provision for assessing at 
a different time was to provide for the case where 
the action did not proceed against the other deft., 
but it certainly is applicable where there is any 
other sufficient reason, as the note says; & I 
believe the ordinary practice would be, under the 
second patt of the rule, which provides that the 
assessment may be at a different time if the court 
or a judge shall so direct, to proceed by summons 
& ask him to direct a different time. It is because 
I see no reason to suppose that anything of the 
kind would have been done in this case that I 
think the assessment was probably irregular 


nee 
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(LorD STERNDATE, M.R.).— PARR 7. SNELL, [1923] 
1K.B.1; 91L.J. KR. B. 865; 128 L. T. 106, C. A. 

1368. Effect of judgment against one of several— 
Joint tort feasors.J—A judgment in an action 
against one of two joint tort feasors is a bar to an 
action against the other for the same cause, 
although such judgment be unsatisfied.---BkINs- 
MEAD v. HARRISON (1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 584; 40 
L. J. C. P. 2813; 24 1. T. 798; 19 W. R. 956 ; 
affd. (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 547. 

1369. Effect of R. S.C., Ord. XXVII.] 
—In this case I agree with the other members of 
the court that the rule in Brinsmead v. Harrison, 
No. 1368, ante, has not been altered as regards 
joint tort feasors by any of the rules of Ord. 
XXVII. For some reason or other, very likely 
in view of the difficulty of obtaining final judgment 
in the case of unliquidated damages until the 
actual assessment of damages as_ hereinafter 
mentioned, rr. 2 & 3 of that Ord. are carefully 
worded so as tu apply only to the analogous case 
of persons jointly liable in debt or liquidated 
damages (SARGANT, J.).—GOLDREI, Foucarp & 
Son v. SINCLAIR & RUSSIAN CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE IN LONDON, [1918]1K.B.180,191; 871. J. 
K. B. 2713; 118 L. T. 151; 347. L. R. 74, C. A. 








D. Claims for Debt or Liquidated Demand and 
for Pecuniary Damages or Detention of Goods. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVH., r. 6. If the plaintiff's claim be for a 
debt or liquidated demand, and also for pecunlary damages only, 
or for detention of goods with or without a claim for pecuniary 
damages. and any defendant make default as mentioned in 
Rule 2, the plaintiff may, subject to the proviso to Rule 2, enter 
final judgment for the debt or liquidated demand, and also enter 
interlocutory judgment for the value of the goods and the 
damages, or the damages only, as the case may be, and proceed 
as mentioned in Rules 4 and 5, 


E. Actions for Recovery of Land, Mesne Profits, 
etc. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVIL, r. 7. In an action for the recovery of 
land, if the defendant makes default as mentioned in Rule 2, 
the plaintiff may enter a judgment that the person whose title 
is asrerted in the writ of summons shall recover possession of 
the land, with his costs. 


——-— —-—-— --- —— v.8. Where the plaintiff has endorsed 
a claim for mesne profits, arrears of rent, or double value in 
reapect of the premises claimed or any part of them, or damages 
for breach of contract or wrong or injury to the premises claimed, 
upon a writ for the recovery of land, if the defendant makes 
default as mentioned in Rule 2, or if there be more than one 
defendant, some or one of the defendants make such default, 
the plaintiff may enter judgment against the defaulting defendant 
or defendants and proceed as mentioned in Rules 4 and 5, 


F. Defence Answering part only of Claim. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVIII, r. 9. If the plalotiff’s claim be for a 
debt or iquidated demand, pecuniary damages only, or for the 
detention of goods with or without a claim for pecuniary damages, 
or for any of such matters, or for the recovery of land, and the 
defendant delivers a defence, which purports to offer an answer 
to part only of the plaintiff's alleged cause of action, the plaintiff 
may by leave of the Court or a Judge enter judgment, final, or 
interlocutory, as the case may be, for the part unanswered ; 
provided that the unanswered part consists of a separate cause 
of action, or {1s severable from the rest, as in the case of part of a 
debt or Uquidated demand: provided also that where there is a 
counterclaim, execution on any such judgment as above men- 
tioned {n respect of the plaintiff’s claim shall not issue without 
leave of the Court or a Judge. 


Admissions on failure to deny allegations. }—See 
Part IV., Sect. 1, ante. 


CG’. Probate Actions. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXVII., r. 10. In Probate actions, if any de- 
fendant make default in filing and delivering a defence, the 
action may proceed, notwithstanding such default, 
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H. Admiralty Actions in rem. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXVII., r. 11a. In Admiralty actions in rem if 
the defendant maker default in delivering a defence the plaintiff 
may on the expiration of ten days from the delivery of the 
statement of claim, and on filing an affidavit of non-delivery of 
a defence, set down the action for Na by default, and the 
provisiony of Order XILT., Rule 18, shall be applicable to such 
action. 


1870. Plaintiff not entitled to sign final judg- 
ment, }—Ord. XXIX., r. 2, as to signing judgment 
in default of pleading does not apply to proceed- 
ings in rem. Where in an action in rem for liqui- 
dated sum for necessaries supplied deft. makes 
default in delivering his statement of defence, 
Pee cannot at once sign final judgment, but must 

ring the case on for hearing before the judge upon 
aftidavit.— THE SFACTORIA (1876), 2 P. D.3; 35 
lL. T. 431; 25 W. R. 623; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 271. 


I. Default in Delivery of Reply or Subsequent 
Pleading. 


See Part XV., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 7, post. 


J. In Issues Arising other than between Plaintiff 
and Defendant. 


See Part V., Sect. 2, ante. 


K. Actions for Money Lent. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXVIII, r. 16. (1) In actions brought bv a 
moneylender or an assignee for the recovery of money lent by 
the moneylender or the enforcement of any agreement or security 
relating to any such money, an application for leave to enter 
final judgment in default of defence may be made by notice 
returnable not less than two clear days after service. 

(2) The provisions of paragraphs (3) and (4) of Rule 16 of 
Order XIII. shall apply to the hearing of the application. 


Ord. XITII., r. 16. (3) The notice shall be in accord- 
ance with Form 2a in Appendix K with such variations as circum- 
stances may require, and may be served personally or by regix- 
or post addressed to the defendant at his last known place of 
address. 

(4) At the hearing of the application, whether the defendant 

ee or not, the Court or Judge--- 

a) may exercise the powers of the Court under subsection (1) 
of section 1 of the Moneylenders Act, 1900, as extended 
by section 10 of the Moneylenders Act, 1927; and 

(b) if satisfied by affidavit or otherwise that the notice has 
been duly served, may give leave to enter final judgment 
for the whole or part of the claim; and 

(c) ag regards any part of the claim as to which leave to enter 
final judgment is refused, may give any such directions 
or make any such order as might have been given or 
inade upon a summons for judgment under Order XIV., 
if the defendant had entered an appearance, upon such 
terms as to notice to the defendant and otherwise as 
may be thought juat. 





L. Motion for Judgment in Default. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVII., vr. 11. In all other actions than those 
in the preceding Rules ot this Order mentioned, ff the defendant 
makes default in delivering a defence, the plaintiff may set down 
the action on motion for judgment, and such judgment shall be 
given as upon the atatement of claim the Court or a Judge shall 
conaider the plaintiff to be entitled to. 


ED RS Cnetelep meme Pe en 





r. 12. Where, fn any such action as 
mentioned in Rule 11, there are several defendants, then, if one 
of such defendants make such default as aforesaid, the plaintiff 
may either (if the cause of action ia severable) set down the 
action at once on motion for judgment against the defendant so 
making default, or may setitdown against him at the time when 
it is entered for trial or set down on motion for Judgment 
against the other defendants. 


Motion for judgment on admission, see Part XVI., 
Sect. 5, post. 

Default of appearance, sce PRACTICE, Part XV., 
post, 
Default in delivering reply to counterclaim, see 
SET-oFF & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL, pp. 424~ 
428, Nos. 450, 495-504, post. 
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1371. ‘‘In all other actions ’’—Petition of 
right.]|—Semble: Petition of Right Act, 1860 
(c. 34), 8. 8, enables the judge to sign judgment in 
favour of the suppliant only in the case of joint 
default’ being made by the Crown & any other 
person.—e BANDA & KiIRWA Booty, KINLOCH 
v. R. & SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA, [1884] 
W.N. 80, ©. A. 

1872. Default by Crown. ]|—The Crown 
made default in delivering a defence to a petition 
of right, & the suppliant set down a motion for 
judgment before a Divisional Court. At the hear- 
ing it was agreed that further time should be given 
for delivering a defence, but the Crown contended 
that the suppliant’s correct procedure would 
have been to apply in chambers, & that therefore 
the costs of the motion in court should not be 
allowed :—Held: the suppliant was entitled to 
adopt the procedure by motion in court & should 
have the costs of the motion. 

The first question is whether the present motion 
comes within Ord. XXVII., r. 11. That rule 
clearly excludes procedure by application in 
chambers, but I have some difficulty in deciding 
whether the rule applies to a petition of right. 
The various kinds of actions mentioned in the 
preceding rules of Ord. X X VII. make it a matter 
of some difficulty to say whether the words “* other 
actions’’ in r. 11 may not mean other actions 
ejusdem generis. But, whether that is so or not, 
if the application is not authorised by Ord. 
XXVII., r. 1), it certainly comes within Ord. 
XL., r. 1, & a motion for judgment is the proper 
& legitimate mode of enforcing the rights of the 
subject on the failure to deliver a defence to a 
petition of right (COLERIDGE, J.).—Day v. R. 
(1921), 124 L. T. 669, 670; 90 L. J. K. B. 1085 ; 
37 T. L. R. 303, D. C. 

1378. Delivery of statement of claim—-Defendant 
dispensing with delivery—Expiry of time for de- 
livering defence—Setting down action as_ short 
cause. |—The time for delivery of a defence having 
expired, pltf., upon deft. dispensing with a state- 
ment of claim, set down his action as a short 
cause, & moved for judgment according to pre- 
pared minutes. Upon deft.’s objecting that the 
action must be brought to trial, it was ordered 
that the action be placed in the general non- 
witness list.—WILMOTT tv. YOUNG (1881), 44 I. T. 
331; 29 W. R. 413. 

1374. —-—— Consent to judgment indorsed 
in accordance with minutes—R. S. C., Ord. XXX. ]— 
This was a motion for judgment in an action for 
specific performance set down as a short cause. 
Pitf. moved for judgment in default of a delivery 
of defence. The facts were as follows: the deft. 
having appeared to the writ, a summons for direc- 
tions was taken out by the pltf. Before the 
master the deft.’s solicitors said that he did not 
require a statement of claim to be delivered, 
whereupon the master ordered ‘no claim,’ 
‘‘ Defence within fourteen days.’’ Deft. made 
default in delivering a defence. Notice of motion 
for judgment under Ord. XXVI., r. 11, marked 
short, was served on deft.’s solicitor, with a copy 
of minutes of judgment annexed. These were 
returned to pltf.’s solicitors indorsed with a 
consent to judgment in accordance with the 
minutes. The indorsement on the writ referred 
to the agreement for sale. Counsel for pitf. 
moved for judgment under Ord. XXVII., r. 11, 
& claimed to read the indorsement & the agree- 
ment for sale. He submitted that since Ord. XXX. 
came into effect it was not a condition precedent 
to a judgment that a statement of claim should 
have been delivered or filed, since it was now for 
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the master & not for the parties to say whether a 
statement was necessary & proper. He contended 
that the practice contemplated a motion for 
judgment in cases where no statement of claim 
had been delivered. The cases in which statements 
of claim had been held to be necessary were cases 
where deft. had not appeared. The object. in 
short causes was to save expenses, & here there 
was no need for a statement of claim, except to 
comply with the strict terms of Ord. AXVILI., 
r. 11, which should now, he submitted, be read in 
connection with Ord. AXX. & judgment given 
on the matter before the court :—Held: under 
the rule the court had no power to give judgment 
except upon a statement of claim. The court had 
no materials before it. A statement of claim 
must be filed or judgment obtained by consent. 
Subject to pltf. producing a consent brief to the 
registrar, there would be an order for specific 
performance or the case must stand over for the 
master to give further directions for a statement 
of claim to be delivered. - FOWLER ve. WHITE 
(1901), 45 Sol. Jo. 723. 

1375. Master dispensing with delivery— 
Specially indorsed writ.}—Pltf. in this action by a 
specially indorsed writ claimed: (1) repayment of 
£5,000 money lent by him tothe deft., toget her with 
£145 interest thereon; (2) inthe alternative, an order 
that the deft. complete the security upon which the 
Joan was made with certain incidental relief. 

Deft. duly entered an appearance, & required 
a statement of claim. On the summons for 
directions. which was heard on March 15, the 
master ordered that no further statement of claim 
be required, & that deft. should deliver his defence 
within ten days. On March 27 a further order 
was made by the master that deft. should deliver 
his defence within ten days peremptory. No 
defence was delivered, & on April 17 pltf. served 
notice of motion for judgment for £5,145 & costs 
in default of defence. 

Counsel for the pltf. admitted that under 
Ord. XX., r. 1, coupled with Ord. XXVITI.. r. 11, 
a statement of claim was necessary, but contended 
that this had been expressly dispensed with by 
the master’s direction, & that pltf. was entitled 
to judgment in default of defence for the sum 
named in the notice of motion. 

The judge refused the application, saying that 
in his opinion the master had dispensed with the 
statement of claim for the purpose of enabling the 
deft. to plead, & not for the purpose of enabling 
the pltf. to move for judgment in default of 
defence. He, however, gave pltf. leave to amend 
his writ by striking out the claim for alternative 
relief & to re-serve the notice of motion.— MILBANK 
v. FRANCIS, [1901] W. N. 91; 45 Sol. Jo. 466. 

1376. Delivery after obtaining interim 
injunction—Summons for directions not taken out 
—R. 5. C., Ord. XXX., r. 8.}—K. commenced an 
action against ('. for an injunction. C. appeared. 
K. having on motion obtained an interim injune- 
tion delivered a statement of claim to C. without 
taking out a summons for directions as required 
by Ord. XXX., r. 1 (6). C. failed to deliver a 
defence, & K. moved for judgment in default of 
defence, under Ord. XXVII.,r.11. At the hearing 








of the motion C. contended that it should be | 
form of the notice of motion, that minutes must 


dismissed as irregular, since it & the delivery of the 
statement of claim were steps in the action, & they 
were taken without first taking out a summons 
for directions :—Held: (€. was not entitled to 
have the motion dismissed. K.’s procedure was 
irregular, but C.’s only remedies were to take out 
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a summons to have the action dismissed under 
Ord. XXX., r. 8, or to move to have the notice of 
motion set aside as irregular.— KEMP v. COLMAN 
(1899), 80 L. T. 54. 

1877. Relief awarded in accordance with state- 
ment of claim.]—-Where a married woman is deft. 
to an action on a contract, & has made default in 
the delivery of a defence, pltf.’s statement of 
claim must contain an allegation that deft. has 
separate estate; otherwise the court will refuse 
to make an order against deft. on the statement 
of claim under Ord. XXVII., r. 11. 

In an action for specific performance of an agree- 
ment for a lease, pitf. was the intended lessor & 
deft. the intended lessee. Deft. was a married 
woman, & after entering an appearance to the 
action put in no defence, & the action came on in 
due course upon motion for judgment upon default 
of defence. The statement of claim contained no 
allegation that deft. had separate estate. The 
question arose whether pltf. was entitled to 
judgment against the separate estate of the married 
woman without having alleged in his statement of 
claim that she had separate estate :— Held: owing 
to the omission, no order could be made ; but that 
liberty would be given to pltf. to amend his state- 
ment of claim.—TETLEY «?. GRIFFITH (1887), 57 
L. T. 6733; 36 W. R. 96. 

1378. Specific performance—Declaration of 
lien not asked for.}—Upon motion for judgment in 
default of defence in an action for specific perform- 
ance in which pltf. does not claim any declaration 
of lien, the court will not give judgment declaring 
pitf. entitled to a lien.—Tacon v. NATIONAL 
STANDARD LAND MORTGAGE & INVESTMENT Co. 
(1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 529; 56 1. T. 160. 

1379. Insufficient description in statement. ] 
—I cannot give judgment, in default of defence, 
for specific performance, as the property is not 
described sufficiently in the statement of claim. 
There was a difference of opinion among the 
judges, but at a meeting the majority of the judges 
decided that in such cases the court. could not look 
at an agreement or receive any evidence, but must 
give judgment according to the pleadings alone. 
The statement of claim. must he amended by 
making it contain a more specific deacription of 
the property, & must be served afresh (Kay, J.).-——- 
SMITH v. BUCHAN (1888), 58 L. T. 7103; 36 W. RK. 
O31. 

1380. —-— Particulars forming part of state- 
ment. ]—In an action for infringement of a patent, 
pitf., upon motion for judgment heard as a short 
cause, asked for such judgment as upon his state- 
ment of claim the court should consider him to be 
entitled to. In the statement of claim it was 
stated that ° Particulars of breaches are delivered 
herewith ” :—Jleld: that the particulars of 
breaches should be considered as forming part of 
the statement of claim.—UNITED TELEPHONE Co, 
v. SmiTru, UnNireD TELEPHONE Co. ». MITCHELL 
(1889), 61 L. T. 617; 38 W. R. 70. 

1381. Evidence upon motion for jJudgment.]— 
The court dves not require evidence upon motion 
for judgment in default of aay 

In a vendor's action for specifle performance 
pitf. moved for a common form Judgment against 
deft., he having made default in pleading. The 
notice of motion did not state the terms of the 
proposed judgment :—Held : having regard to the 














be prepared & a copy delivered to deft.—BAGLEY 
v. SEARLE (1887), 56 L. T. 306 ; 35 W. R. 404. 
1382. -/—On an eppiceuon to sign final 
judgment in default of defence in an action for 
cancelling an allotment of shares where there has 
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been no appearance under Ord. XXVII., r. 13, no 
evidence need be filed.—WBSTER ((t. D.) & SONS, 
Lrp. v. VINCENT (1897), 41 Sol. Jo. 715; 77 L. T. 


167. 
Affidavits in support of claim.]—Sce Nos. 
1383-1390, post. 

———- ——— Infants.]}—See Nos. 1386, 1390, post. 

1383. Affidavitin support of statement of claim— 
Necessity for—Costs.J)—This was an action by a 
mortgagee for accounts, foreclosure or sale. Pltf. 
society had filed a long affidavit in support of the 
statement of claim, & had made the mortgage 
deed & further charges exhibits. There was no 
statement of defence. 

Counsel for deft. referred to Rules of Court, 
1875, Ord. XXIX., r. 10, & submitted that no 
affidavit was necessary, & that the costs of it 
should not be allowed. 

The Vice-Chancellor made an order for accounts, 
& for a sale, but refused to allow the custs of the 
affidavit.—PERPETUAL INVESTMENT BUILDING 
SOCIETY v, GILLESPIE, [1882] W. N. 4. 

1384. Specific performance. |—An 
action was brought by a vendor for specific per- 
formance of an agreement against a purchaser who 
was in possession. The statement of claim set 
out the agreement. Deft. had not put in any 
defence. A motion was made on behalf of pltf. 
for judgment in default of defence, the action being 
set down as a short cause. The agreement had 
not been proved ; but it was contended that the 
deft., by making default in defence, had admitted 
the agreement as alleged, & that evidence of it 
was consequently unnecessary :—Held: the agree- 
ment must be duly verified by aflidavit, & the 
action was ordered to stand over for the purpose.—— 
HOLMES v. SHAW (1885), 52 LL. T. 707. 

1385. ——.}—Upon a motion for 
judgment in default of pleading in a specific per- 
formance action, pltf. asked for an order in the 
usual form, but no minutes of the proposed judg- 
ment had been left: with the judge's clerk before 
the cause was put into the paper :—/1eld : in such 
a case, Where a copy of the minutes has not been 
delivered, plitf. should state in his notice of motion 
the precise words of the judgment for which he aska. 

Quere: whether. upon a motion for judgment 
in default. of pleading in a specific performance 
action, it is necessary to file affidavits in support 
of the statement of claim.—DE JONGH v. NEWMAN 
(1887), 56 L. T. 180; 35 W. R. 403. 

18 Foreclosure action—Costs dis- 
allowed. }—In a foreclosure action against a mort- 
gagor & subsequent mortgagees, the mortgagor 
made default of appearance, & the remaining 
defts. appeared but) made default in pleading. 

Upon motion for judgment under Ord. X XVILI., 
r. 1], pitfs. filed an affidavit in support of their 
claim :—Held: the costs of the affidavit must be 
disallowed against all defts. 

Three months allowed for redemption after the 
date of the certificate.—JONEs v. HAkRIS (1887), 
55 L. T. 884. . 

1387. ——— Infants.]—IJn an action for sale in 
lieu of partition the sole deft. was an infant. The 
facts were simple, & no defence was put in. The 
pltfs. moved for judgment, & supported their 
motion by affidavits which verified the statement 
of claim. The guardian ad litem did not object 
to the proposed minutes of padaroene —Held : 
under the circumstances, pltfs. had taken the 
proper course, & that notice of trial need not be 
given.—/?e FITZWATER, FITZWATER vy. WATER- 
HOUSE (1882), 52 1. J. Ch. 83. 

1888. -+—-The defence of two infant 
defts. in an ejectment action was withdrawn under 
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an order of court. The other defts. having made 
admissions, judgment was moved for, supported 
by an affidavit proving the statement of claim :— 
Held: the correct course where infants are parties 
& their defence is withdrawn & judgment is 
moved for, is to prove the statement of claim by 
affidavit.—GARDNER v. TAPLING (1885), 33 W. R. 
473. 

1389. ——.}—On a motion fur judgment in 
default of pleading by pltfs. in a partition action, 
some of defts. being infants :—Held: it was not 
necessary that any affidavit should be made 
verifying the statements in the statement of claim. 
—RIPLEY v. SAWYER (1886), 31 Ch. D. 494; 55 
L. J. Ch. 407; 54 L. T. 204; 34 W. R. 270. 

1390. -J]—This was an action by a 
widow against four defts. to set aside a written 
agreement alleged to have been obtained by them 
from her by misrepresentation & under pressure. 
One of the defts. was an infant about nineteen 
years of age, & a guardian ad litem had been 
appointed for him. The guardian ad litem & the 
other defts. appeared to the writ, but put in no 
defence to the pltf.’s statement of claim. The 
pitf. now moved, under Ord. XXXVL., r. 6, for 
judgment against all the defts.. & as against the 
infant deft. filed an affidavit verifying the allega- 
tions in the statement of claim. 

Great expense might have to be incurred, if, in 
the case of an infant deft. like the present, the 
action had to be set down for trial & the claim 
proved by the oral evidence of witnesses. You 
may take your order (NEVILLE, J.).—CHEEK v. 
CHEEK, [1910] W. N. 87. 

1391. Infant—One of several defendants an 
infant—Action set down on notice of trial as against 
infant—Notice of motion for judgment as against 
adults.}—Where several defts. to an action, one of 
whom was an infant, failed to put in any state- 
ments of defence, the court ordered that the action 
should be set down on notice of trial as against the 
infant deft., & on notice of motion for judgment 
on the statement of claim as against the adult 
defts.—NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK v. EVANS 
(1881), 51 L. J. Ch. 97; 80 W. R. 177. " 
Affidavits in support of statement of claim. ] 
— See Nos. 1386-1390, ante. 

1392. Withdrawal of defence.J—In .Aug. 1907 
an action was commenced by the tenant for life 
in possession of a large estate against deft. asking 
for a declaration that deft. was not entitled to any 
right of way over plitf.’s land. & for an injunction 
to restrain a trespass. .A defence was delivered 
in Dec. 1907, in which deft. claimed to be entitled 
to the right of way in dispute as a member of the 
public. In Feb. 1908, deft. gave notice of applica- 
tion in chambers pursuant to Ord. AXVI., r. 1, 
that his defence might be withdrawn or struck out ; 
& by a letter of March, 1908, his solicitors wrote 
admitting pltf.’s claim & consenting to an order 
being made in chambers giving the pltf. the relief 
to which he was entitled. Plitf. elected not to 
accept the admission being desirous of having 
the issue determined by a public adjudication of 
the court. On March 11, 1908, the matter came 
before the master, & deft. obtained leave to with- 
draw his defence. Pitf. now moved under Ord. 
XXVII., r. 11, for judgment in default of defence 
for a perpetual injunction & costs, & the only 
question was whether he was entitled to additional 
costs of obtaining the order in court :—Held: 
under the circumstances of the case pltf. was 
justified under the rules in setting down the 
action as a short cause on motion for judgment in 
default of defence. Order made for a perpetual 
injunction in the fourm asked for, which would 
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include an order that deft. pay costs of the action. 
—COOPER-DEAN 1. BADHAM, [10908] W. N. 100. 

1898. Claim to set aside judgment wrongly 
obtained. }—Motion for judgment. 

In 1896 deft., L., had obtained judgment in the 
High Court of Justice against pltfs. for £53 & 
costs. The judgment had been obtained by means 
of a fraud, for which the deft. was undergoing a 
term of imprisonment. 

The statement of claim claimed that the judg- 
ment should be set aside on the ground that it had 
been obtained by deft. by fraud in having produced 
to the court certain counterfeit documents, know- 
ing them to be such, & also a ledger & diaries 
containing false entries touching the matters in 
issue. 

Deft. made default in delivering a statement of 
defence, & the pltf. moved for Judgment under 
Ord. NXVII.. rv. 11. 

We think that pltfs. are entitled to judgment (per 
CtR.).—CoLE v. LANGFORD, [1898] 2 Q. B. 36; 67 
L. J. Q. B. 698; 14 T. L. R. 427. 

1394. -.}—Motion for judgment upon a 
statement of claim in default of delivery of defence. 

A judgment obtained in an action will not be 
set aside in a subsequent action brought for that 
purpose upon mere proof that the judgment was 
obtamed by perjury.—BAKERK v. WADSWORTH 
(1898), 67 L. J. Q. B. 301. 

1395. -}—Motion for judgment for default 
in delivering a defence. 

Judgment for pltf. A successful pltf. in an 
action of review. brought to set aside a judgment 
wrongfully obtained in a former action, is, if he 
has paid the costs of the former action, entitled 
in the action of review to recover the party & party 
costs of the former action, inasmuch as he is 
entitled to be placed in the same position as if the 
former action had been brought to its legitimate 
conclusion in his favour.—STURROCK v. LITTLE- 
JOHN (1898), 68 L. J. Q. B. 165. 

_ Setting aside judgments in default.}—Sec Sub- 
sect. 4, M., post. 

1896. Delivery after default—Defence. }—GILL 
tv. WoODFIN, No. 1348, ante. 














1397. -}+—~GIBBINUGs v. STRONG, No. 
1347, ante. 
1398. «}—MONTAGU v. LAND CORPORA- 








TION OF ENGLAND, No. 1349, ante. 

1399. ~}—BUTTERWORTH 1. 
WoovD, No. 1350, ante. 

Reply to counterclaim.}— See SET-oFF & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 428, No. 503. 

1400. Right to proceed to trial notwithstanding 
default.}—In an action tw perpetuate testimony, 
the time for delivery of defence having expired, 
& deft. not having applied for an extension of 
time, pltf. obtained, on motion, an order that the 
action might proceed notwithstanding deft.’s 
default, & that he might be at liberty to examine 
the witnesses (one of whom was of advanced age & 
in failing health) as if the pleadings were closed.— 
BUTE (MARQUESS) v. JAMES (1886), 33 Ch. D. 157; 
55 LL. J. Ch. 658; 55 L. T. 133; 34 W. R. 754. 

1401. ——— Relief not obtainable on motion for 
judgment in default.}—In March, 1927, defts. for 
the purpose of making a new valuation list under 
the ting & Valuation Act, 1925, s. 40, served a 
notice on plitf. requiring him to make a return of 
certain particulars including ‘‘ gross takings & 
outgoings ’’ of his licensed premises & other par- 
ticulars not contained in the Schedule, Part II., 
of the Rating & Valuation Act (Returns) Rules, 


1926. 
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On April 27, 1927, pltf. commenced this action 
for a declaration that the furm of return required 
was illegal, unauthorised & ultra vires. 

Defts. thereupon withdrew all their notices, but 
later on put in a defence denying their invalidity. 
The action was then set down for trial, but shortly 
after the defts. withdrew their defence by leave, 
stating that they did not propose to contest the 
action any further. 

As pitf. wanted a declaration as to the invalidity 
of the form of return under the Act, for which 
purpose both evidence & argument were required, 
he did not move for judgment in default of defence, 
but proceeded to trial & called evidence to prove 
that the offending requisitions were not ‘‘ reason- 
ably required for the purpose of carrying out this 
Act”? within the meaning of s. 40 :—Held: (1) on 
the evidence, pltf. had proved his case & was 
entitled to the declaration he claimed; (2) as 
pitf. could not have obtained a declaration of this 
nature on a motion for judgment in default of 
defence, without evidence, & as he was clearly 
entitled to the declaration at the date of the writ, 
subject to his substantiating his case by proper 
evidence, he was entitled to proceed to trial for 
this purpose & obtain his declaration with costs. 
—(iRANT v. KNARESBOROUGH URBAN COUNCIL, 
[1928] 1 Ch. 310; 97 L. J. Ch. 1063 138 L. T. 
488; 92 J. Pp. 30; 44 TT. L. R. 224; 26 L. G. R. 
165. 

1402. Notice of motion—Service by filing— 
Defendant not appearing. |—A notice of motion for 
judgment in default of pleading is a document that 
may be served on a deft. who has not appeared by 
filing it in accordance with Ord. XIX. r. 6.— 
DymMonp vv. CroFT (1876), 3 Ch. D. 512; 45 
L. J. Ch. 612; 35 L. T. 27; 24 W. R. 700. 

1403. —— Action set down on motion for Judg- 
ment without previous notice.|—When a deft. has 
made default in delivering a defence or demurrer 
the action may be set down on motion for judg- 
ment without previous notice of motion.— 
GILLOTT v. KER (1876), 24 W. R. 428; 3 Char. 
Pr. Cas. 172. 





1404. Must state precise words of judgment 
asked for.}—DE JONGH v. NEWMAN, No. 1385, ante. 

1405. ——- ——-.]—BAGLEY 1. SEARLE, No. 1381, 
ante. 


1406. ——— Combined with notice to strike out 
defence—Non-compHance with order to answer 
interrogatories.]—In this action judgment was 
given on Jan. 31, 1891, against two of defts. for 
default of appearance. On March 20, 1891, leave 
was given for defts. to come in & defend upon the 
terms of their paying the costs up to the date of the 
order. They did appear, & on May 4, delivered 
a defence. On June 4 they delivered a defence, 
& on June 10 an order was made for discovery of 
documents & giving pltf. leave to administer 
interrogatories. This order was served on deft.’s 
solicitor on June 22 & on June 30. interrogatories 
were delivered in pursuance of the order. Defts. 
made no affidavit of documents & gave no answer 
to the interrogatories. Pltf. now moved that the 
defence of the two defts. should be struck out 
under Ord. XXXI., r. 21, & that judgment might 
be given in the action according to the statement 
of claim under Ord. XXXII, r. 11 :—Held: 
there was no objection to the two orders being 
asked for by the same witness, but the motion for 
the judgment to which pltf. was entitled according 
to his statement of claim must be set clear as a 
short cause. No order was made therefore except 
that the defence should be struck out & that defta. 
should pay the coste of the motion.—Re Hartiyy, 
NUTTALL v. WHITTAKER (1801), 01 L. T. Jo. 229, 
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1407. -}—Where a pltf. moves, 
under Ord. XX X1., r. 21, to have a deft.’s defence 
struck out for non-compliance with an order to 
answer interrogatories, there is no objection to his 
ons with such a motion for judgment as upon 
1is statement of claim in default of defence, but 
such motion for judgment must be set down & 
two separate orders should be made. 

In re Hartley, No. 1406, ante, discussed & followed. 
—SALOMON v. HoLe (1905), 53 W. R. 588. 

1408. Two clear days’ notice.]|—Where a 
deft. is in default in pleading, two clear days’ 
notice of motion for leave to sign judgment is 
sufficient.— ROUPELL v. PARSONS (1876); 34 L. T. 
56; 24 W. R. 269; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 169. 

1409. Whether application made at chambers. ]— 
Motion to enter judgment for deft. on pltf.’s 
default in delivering a reply to the deft.’s counter- 
claim. 

This case should not be taken as a precedent 
in favour of making such applications to this 
court in the first instance. I think it doubtful 
whether the application should not be made at 
chambers, though no doubt this court has power to 
entertain it (DENMAN, J.).—RUMLEY v. WINN 
(1889), 22 Q. B. D. 265; 58 L. J. Q. B. 128; 60 
L. T. 32; 37 W. R. 285; 5 7T. L. R. 203, D.C, 

1410. -}—Day v. R., No. 1372, ante. 

1411. Short cause—Withdrawal of defence. ]— 
COOPER-DEAN v. BADHAM, No. 1392, ante. 

1412. Practice.|—When a cause is heard 
as a short cause, the necessary papers, including 
minutes of the proper judgment, must be left 
with the judge one clear day before the cause is 
put into the paper.—CHAPMAN v. BRookKE (1902), 
46 Sol. Jo. 215. 

1413. Judgment—Action to stand over with 
liberty to apply—Defendant abroad—Defence struck 
out for collateral reason.}—An English testator 
had executed a deed in favour of creditors which 
comprised real estate in Trinidad, but, though 
valid according to the law of England, did not 
pass the legal estate of the land in Trinidad to 
the trustee of the deed, because it was not executed 
as required by the law of Trinidad. The testator 
died intestate as to real estate, & the legal estate 
was vested in M., a British subject residing in 
Trinidad, & in the other defts. who resided in 
England. An action was brought by the trustee 
of the deed & another creditor to enforce the 
trusts of the deed against the real estate in 
Trinidad. Plitfs. had been advised by a barrister 
practising in .Trinidad, & they alleged in their 
statement of claim that under the law of Trinidad 
the deed bound the beneficial interest of the debtor, 
& of all persons claiming through him in the real 
estate in Trinidad ; & pitfs. claimed to have such 
estate vested in the trustees of the creditors’ deed, 
& to have that property sold under the direction 
of the court to pay the creditors under the trusts 
of the deed. Pursuant to leave, the writ was served 
in Trinidad on M., & he appeared & delivered a 
defence denying pltf.’s allegation that the bene- 
ficial interest in the land was bound. This defence 
was afterwards struck out under Ord. XXXI., 
r. 21, because deft. failed to obey an order to give 
discovery. By arrangement with the other defts. 
the action came on for trial when pltfs. contended 
that M. was in the same position as if he had 
admitted the allegation in the statement of 
claim :—Held: as the defence had only been 
struck out for a collateral reason, the law of 
Trinidad had not been sufficiently proved to 
justify the court in deciding; & that the action 
must stand over generally, with liberty to apply, 
with a view to proceedings being taken against 
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M. in Trinidad :—Held: on appeal, the order of 
the judge was right, & ought not to be interfered 
with.— JENNY v. MACKINTOSH (1888), 61 L. T. 108. 

1414. ——— Entry of interlocutory judgment— 
Reference of whole claim to Official Referee. ]— 
Upon motion for judgment under Ord. XXVIL., 
r. 11, upon default in delivery of defence, the court 
may order interlocutory judgment to be entered, 
& may refer the whole claim to an official referee 
to ascertain & report to the court the amount due 
to the pltf.—CHARLES v. SHEPHERD, [1892] 
2 Q. B. 622; 61 L. J. Q. B. 768; 67 L. T. 67; 
8'T. L. R. 681, C. A. 

1415. Motion to stand over until trial of 
action—Omissions in statement of claim.]—This 
was a motion for judgment under Ord. XXVILI., 
r. 11. The action was brought in July, 1897. 
No appearance was entered hy the deft. The 
pitf. thereupon filed a statement of claim. No 
defence having been delivered, the pltf. now moved 
for judgment. The action was brought to re- 
cover £200 under an agreement dated May 13, 
1896, & for an order directing the deft. to transfer 
1,000 fully-paid £1 shares in a company called 
the London & Cripple Creek Reduction Corpora- 
tion, Ltd., in accordance with the terms in the 
same agreement. The statement of claim, after 
setting out the agreement & alleging that the pltf. 
had done all things to entitle him to the amount 
claimed & to the transfer of the shares, concluded 
as follows: ‘‘ The deft. has failed to pay the said 
pltf. the said sum of £200 or any part thereof, 
& has neglected & failed to execute any transfer 
of the said 1,000 fully-paid shares or any of the 
same notwithstanding the said 1,000 shares 
have been allotted to him ’”’:—Held: the order 
would not be made, onthe ground that the court 
were asked to grant specific performance of the 
transfer of the shares & the statement of claim 
did not allege that the deft. was possessed of any 
shares. The last) paragraph of the statement 
was consistent with the deft. having already dis- 
posed of the shares allotted to him. The motion 
was ordered to stand over until the trial of the 
action.— GRANT vt. LIILLAM (1897), 42 Sol. Jo. 35. 

1416. Form of order—Vendor’s action for 
specific performance. |—Where a motion for judg- 
ment in default of defence is made in a vendor’s 
action for specific performance of an eement 
for the sale of real estate, the title to which has 
been accepted by the purchaser, the minutes 
should provide for the delivery of a conveyance 
of the property to the purchaser on payment by 
him of the purchase-money, interest, costs, & 
damages (if any)—COooPER v. MORGAN, [1909] 
1 Ch. 261; 78 L. J. Ch. 195; 99 L. T. 911. 

1417. Costs—Discretion of court—Depriving 
successful plaintiff of costs—Court not bound to 
look at statement of claim.}|—The court in giving 
judgment in favour of a plitf. where deft. has made 
default in delivering a defence has a discretion. 
to deprive pltf. of the costs of the action, & in 
dealing with the question of costs, the court is not 
bound only to look at the statement of claim.— 
YounGe v. THomMas (No. 2), [1892] 2 Ch. 134; 
61 L. J. Ch. 496; 66 L. T. 575; 36 Sol. Jo. 412; 
40 W. R. 468, C. A. 

1418. —— Default of some of several defendants 
——-Costs occasioned by defence set up by others— 
Whether defaulting defendants liable.}—Where 
some of the defts. do not appear or do not defend, 
& other defts. carry the action to trial & fail, 
the costs being given in the usual way in favour 
of the pltfs. against the defts., the whole of the 
costs are taxed against both defts. jointly, so that 
the deft. who has cither not appeared to the writ 
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or not put in a defence may be rendered liable 
by the action of his co-deft.. which he is powerless 
to prevent, to costs, which, of course, may amount 
to very considerable sums. It appears to me that 
this is an injustice, & that some alteration in the 
form of the order which is made in cases of that 
kind ought to be adopted. & the order that I 
propose to make is this: ‘“ The court doth order 
that the pltfs. recover their casts of action down 
to date of judgment. & that it be referred to the 
taxing master to tax such costs & to certify how 
much thereof is properly attributable to the defts. 
jointly, & to each deft. separately, & that the 
respective defts. do pay to the pltfs. the amount 
to be so. certified’? (NEVILLE, J.).— DANSK 
RERYLKRIFFEL SYNDIKAT AKTIESELSKAL vt. SNELL, 
[1908] 2 Ch. 127,138 5 77 L. J. Ch. 352; 08 L. T. 
830; 24 T. L. R. 395. 

1419. —— Withdrawal of defence. | 
DEAN vv. BADNAM, No. 1392, ante. 

1420. ——— Default in delivering defence to peti- 
tion of right— Application not made in chambers. | 
—Dayv. R., No. 1372, ante. 

Affidavits in support of statement of claim.] 
—WSee Nas. 1383, 1386, ante. 

1421. Default by one of several defendants— 
Motion for judgment against defaulting defendant 
—Notice of motion.|—-Where one of several defts. 
served has not appeared, while the others have 
appeared & delivered defences, pitf. may move 
for judgment, as against the defts. under Ord. XL., 
r. 11, upon the admission & as against the default- 
ing deft. under the combined effect of Ords. XII1I., 
r¥. & AXIX., vr. 10, but as against the latter the 
action must be set down on a motion fer judgment, 
& in both cases two clear days’ notice of motion 
must be given.— Parsons +. Harris (1877), 
6 Ch. D. 601; 25 W. R. 410. 

1422. Whether necessary to serve other 
defendants with notice of motion—Cause of action 
severable.J—Upon motion for final judgment 
against one of several defts. upon admission of 
pitf.’s claim by such deft., it is not necessary to 
serve the other defts. with notice of the motion, 
the cause of action being severable.—MACMILLAN 
t. AUSTRALASIAN TERRITORIES, LTD. (1897), 76 
L. T. 182; 41 Sol. Jo. 3419. 

Foreclosure actions.]—Sce 
AXAXYV.. pp. 506 el seq. 

Debenture-holders’ actions.}—Sce COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 806 ef seq. 
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M. Selting Aside Judgments in Default. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXVIL, r. 15. Any judgment by default, 
whether under this Order or under any other of these Rules, 
may be set aside by the Court or a Judge, upon such terms ak 
to costs or otherwise a4 such Court or Judge may think fit, and 
where an action has been set down on motion for judgment 
sunder Rule 11 of this Order, such setting down may be dealt 
with by the Court or a Judge in the same way as if a judgment 
by default had been signed when the case was sect down, 


Judgments in default of appearance, see R.S.(., 
Ord. XUYI., r.103; Pracrice, Part XV., Sect. 13, 
post. 

Setting aside judgments and orders, generally, 
see PRACTICE, Part XLVI, post. ; 

1423. Application to set aside—Time for—Effect 
of delay.}—Pltfs. having dclivered a declaration 
against A. & B., & another against A. & ('., with 
particulars of demand in each, A. & B. suffered 
Judgment by default on Jan. 16, & paid the amount 
claimed in the particulars in that action. After- 
wards A. & ('. pleaded to the action. Pltfs., in 
the latter part of April, discovered that by mis- 
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take they had included in the particulars delivered 
to A. & C. items which ought to have been in the 
particulars delivered to A. & B. On affidavits 
of these facts, & that A. & B. were aware of the 
mistake, & allowed judgment to go by default 
on purpose, the court, in Trinity Term, made 
absolute a rule to set aside the judgment signed 
against A. & H., & amend the particulars of 
demand, on pltfs. paying all costs & refunding 
the moncy received. 

We are asked what are the limits of our juris- 
diction, and whether we could do this at any time. 
I answer that lapse of time becomes after a season 
a bar, as soon as the court in its discretion sees 
that it has been such as must work prejudice 
(LORD CAMPBELL, (.J.).—CANNAN 0. REYNOLDS 
(1855),5 kK. & B. 301; 3 C.-1. R. 1400; 261L. J. 
Q. B. 62; 25 L. T. O.S. 176; 1 Jur. N.S. 873 ; 
3W. R. 54635 119 E.R. 4938. 

1424. —-——.}—There is an inherent 
power in the court to prevent an abuse of their 
proceedings, & a judgment will be set aside al- 
though the applicant is out of time if the circum- 
stances of the case require it.—BEALE v. MAC- 
GREGOR (1886), 2 T. L. R. Sit, C. A. 
~-}+—See, also, PRACTICE, Part XV., 
Sect. 18, post. 

1425. Action to set aside.J}—<An action will lie 
to set aside a judgment by default on the ground 
of fraud; but if recourse is had to an action 
instead of summary procedure upon an affidavit 
of merits under Ord. AXAAVIIT., vr. 15 :--Quere: 
whether the court may not in a proper case order 
payment into court of the sum due on the judg- 
ment as a condition of allowing the action to 
proceed. 

Guerre: whether an action will lie without an 
allegation of special damage for falsely & mali- 
ciously & without reasonable or probable cause 
presenting a bankruptcy petition, & the question 
is not one which will be determined upon an 
application to strike out the statement of claim 
as disclosing no reasonable cause of action. 

It is said that this action is frivolous in so far 
as it is founded on malicious proceedings In bank- 
ruptcy. It is contended that such an action will 
not lie unless special damage is alleged. I do 
not know how that may be, but the point is cer- 
tainly not so clear as to justify the court in stopping 
this action as frivolous. [am by no means satisfied 
that the action will not lic without alleging special 
damage, especially after the alterations in the law 
of bankruptcy whereby a non-trader may be made 
abankrupt. Theaction must go on & be disposed of 
onits merits (LINDLEY, M.R.).—WYAtr v. PALMER, 
{[1809] 2 Q. B. 106; 68 L. J. Q. B. 709; 80 1L. T. 
639; 47 W. R. 5493 43 Sol. Jo. 553, C. A. 

1426. Judgment regularly obtained—-Affidavit of 
merits—Bankruptcy intended to be pleaded. |—-The 
court will set aside a regular judgment, on an 
affidavit of merits, though bankruptcy is intended 
to be pleaded-—Evans v. Gita (1797), 1) Bos, 
&P.523 26 I. . 778. 

1427. — Absence of affidavit. |—Interro- 
gatories for the examination of the deft. were 
delivered by pltfs. on Jan. 17. On Feb. 5, deft. 
not having filed answers, an order was made that 
if he should not file answers within three days 
judgment might be signed against him. On 
Feb. 9, no affidavit having been filed by deft., 
pltfs. signed judgment under this order. On 
application by deft. to set aside the judgment, he 
stated on affidavit that on Feb. 9 a copy of the 
order of Feb. 5 had been left at his house & re- 
ceived by him, & that he in consequence filed on 
Feb. 11, & as he supposed within the three days 
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named in the order, answers to interrogatories 
which he had sworn on Jan. 28. No affidavit 
showing that he had a defence on the merita was 
filed by deft. :—Held: the order did not require 
to be served, the judgment was therefore regular, 
& in the absence of an affidavit showing that he 
had a defence on the merits, deft. was not entitled 
to have the judgment set aside.—FARDEN v. 
RICHTER (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 124; 58 L. J. Q. B. 
244; GOL. T. 304; 37 W. KR. 766, D. C. 

1428. ———_ Terms-——Defendant not restrained 
from pleading—-Statute of Limitations.}—The court 
will not restrain a deft. from pleading the Statute 
of Limitations on setting aside a regular inter- 
locutory judgment, signed for want of a plea.— 
MADDOcKs v. HOLMES (1798), 1 Bos. & P. 228; 
126 E. R. 875. 

1429. Infancy.}—On_ setting 
aside a judgment, the court will not, without 
especial cause shown, restrain the deft. from plead- 
ing infancy.—DELAFIELD v. TANNER (1814), 5 
Taunt. 856; 1 Marsh. 301; 128 E. R. 930. 

1430. Gaming Act.]—The court, 
in setting aside a judgment obtained through 
default by the deft. in pleading & in allowing 
deft. to defend the action, has no power to impose 
upon him the condition that he shall not plead 
the Gaming Act.—POOLEY v. O'CONNOR (1912), 
28 T. L. R. 460, C. A. 

1431. Amendment of particulars of 
demand & repayment of money received—Pay- 
ment of costs.}—CANNAN v. REYNOLDs, No. 1423, 
ante. 

1482. ——— Defence struck out—Disobedience to 
order to produce documents.}—Deft. to an action 
disobeyed an order to produce documents for 
inspection ; her defence was struck out, & judg- 
ment given against her in default of a defence. 
There was evidence that her solicitor had explained 
to her the effect of the order for production & 
the consequence of disobeying it. The court 
refused to set aside the judgment on any terms.— 
HAIGH 1. HAIGH (1885), 31 Ch. D. 478 5 55 L. J. Ch. 
190; 53 L. T 863; 34 W. R. 120; 2 T. L. R. 88. 

1433. Document not amounting to defence. ] 
—MARSHALL v. JONES, No. 22, ante. 

-}—See, also, PRACTICE, Part XV., Sect. 13. 
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f 1434. Judgment irregularly obtained—Right to 
set aside—Terms.]——Where a pltf. has obtained 
judgment irregularly, the deft. is entitled ex 
debito justitie to have such judgment set aside ; 
& the court has only power to impose terms upon 
him as a condition of giving him his costs.— 
ANLABY v. PRaeroriUS (1888), 20 Q. B.D. 764; 
57 L. J. Q. B. 2873; 58 L. T. 6713 36 W. RR. 487; 
4T. L. R. 439, C. A. 
-.J—Sce, also, PRACTICE, Part AXV., Sect. 13, 
post. 


Sucr. 1.—FORM AND CONTENTS. 
SuUB-sECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


See, generally, Part 1., Sect. 33 Part lV., 
ante; KR. S. C., Ord. XLX., r. 5, Appendix D., 
Y.8S.C. P. 

Applicability of prescribed forms.]—Sce Part I., 
Sect. 8, ante. 

: Matters specially pleaded.}—See Part IX., Sect. 
» post, 
ternative & inconsistent defences.]—See Part 
IX., Sect. 5, post. 

Admissions by failure to deny.}—See Part IV., 

Sect. 1, ante. 
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General denials.|— See Part IV., Sect. 2, ane. 

Denial or defence as to damages. |—See Part IV., 
Sect. 3, ante. 

Denial of allegations of fact.J—See Part IV., 
Sect. 4, ante. 

Joinder of issue operating as denial.}—See Part 
IV., Sect. 5, ante. 

Denial of contract, promise or agreement.]—See 
Part IV., Sect. 6, ante. 

Denial of right of representative party.}—Sce 
Part IX., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 5, post. 

Statement of material facts.}—See Part III., 
Sect. 2, ante. 

Statement of facts in summary form.}]—See 
Part III., Sect. 3, ante. 

Contents of documents. ]—See Part ITI., Sect. 11, 
ante. 

Unnecessary or irrelevant matter in pleadings. ]— 
See Part VI1., Scct. 2, ante. 

Scandalous matter in pleadings.|—Sce Part VI., 
Sect. 3, ante. 

Pleadings tending to prejudice, embarrass, or 
delay fair trial.}—See Part VI., Sect. 4, ante. 

Pleadings disclosing no reasonable cause of 
action or answer.}]—See Part VI., Sect. 5, ante. 

Frivolous or vexatious pleadings.]— See Part VI., 
Sect. 6, ante. 

Payment into court.}—See PRAcTICE, Part 
XXVII., post. 

Rolled up plea.}—See LIBEL & SLANDER, Vol. 
XXXITI., pp. 152-153, Nos. 1844-1849. 

Partners—Actions by & against.}—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XLVIIIa., Practice, Part LIV., post; 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 401 et seq., Nos. 
716 et seq. 

Solicitors—Plea of non-delivery of bill of costs.] 
ao Soricirors, Vol. XLII., p. 147, Nos. 1454- 

62. 

Trespass to goods.|—-See TRESPass, Vol. XLIII., 
pp. 425 et seq., Nos. 501 et seq. 

Trespass to land.|—Sce TrReEsrass, Vol. XLIILI., 
pp. 405 et seg., Nos. 277 et seq. 

Trespass to the person.J|—Sce TrRrEspass, Vol. 
XLIII., pp. 440-442, Nos. 683-704. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—ACTIONS FOR DEBT oR LIQUI- 
DATED DEMAND. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXI., r.1. In actions for a debt or liquidated 
demand in money comprised in Order III., Rule 6, a mere denial 
of the debt shall be inadmissible. 


—_——_—___—_——_——- r. 3. In actions comprised in Order III., 
Rule 6, Classes (A.) and (B.), a defence in denial must deny such 
matters of fact, from which the liability of the defendant is 
alleged to arise, as are disputed; ¢.g., in actions for goods 
bargained and sold or sold and delivered, the defence must deny 
the order or contract, the delivery, or the amount claimed ; in 
an action for money had and received, it must deny the receipt 
of the money, or the existence of those facts which are alleged 
make such receipt by the defendant a receipt to the use of the 
plaintiff. 


General denial, see Part 1V., Sect. 2, anée. 
Failure ts deny as admission, sce Part IV., 
Sect. 4, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—ACTIONS ON BILLS oF 
EXCHANGE, PROMISSORY NOTES AND CHEQUES. 


R. S, C., Ord. XXI., r. 2. In actions upon bills of exchange, 
promissory notes, or cheques, a defence in denial must deny 
some matter of fact; e.g., the drawing, making, endorsing, 
accepting, presenting, or notice of dishonour of the bill or note. 


See, generally, BILLS OF EXCHANGER, Vol. VI. 
Denial of allegation of fact, see Part IV., 
Sect. 4, ante. 


162 


Sect. 4.—Forms and conleds: Sub-sects. 3, 4, 5 & 6. 
5, 6,7 & 8: Sub-sect. 1.) 


Alteration of negotiable instruments. }— See BILLs 
OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 384-385, Nos. 2619- 
2524. 


Sup-sEcrT. 4.—DAMAGES. 
Sce Part III., Sect. 9, ante. 


SvcB-sECT. 5.—-DENIAL OF RIGHT OF 
REPRESENTATIVE PARTY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXI., r. 5. If either party wishes to deny the 
right of any other party to claim as executor, or as trustec 
whether in bankruptcy or otherwise, or in any representative 
ar other alleged capacity, or the alleged constitution of any 
partnership firm, he shall deny the same specifically. 


Parties generally, see PRACTICE, Part XIX., post. 

Actions & proceedings by & against companies. | 
—See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 665 ct seq., Nos. 
4426 ef seq. 

Actions by & against personal representatives. }— 
See Exetcutors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 716 et seq.., 
Nos. 7434 et seq. 

Actions by & against partners.}—Sce PARTNER- 
sHLIP, Vol. NAXNVI., pp. 401 et seg., Nos. 716 et seq. 

1435. Action by trustee in bankruptcy—No 
denial of title in defence.}—PItf. brought an action 
for damages for trespass & conversion to bank- 
rupt’s goods. The defence was a claim of lien, & 
there was no traverse of the paragraph in the 
statement of claim which alleged that the right 
of action in respect thereof was vested in pltf. as 
trustee. 

It is not necessary for defts. to deny on the 
pleadings that the right of action passed to the 
trustee in bankruptcy. You must prove your 
title (PHILLIMORE, J.).—LoRbD'’s TRUSTEE tr. 
GREAT EASTERN Ry. Co. (1907), as reported in 
07 L. T. 760. 

Actions by & against trustee & bankrupt.]— See, 
generally, BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 971 ef s8eq., 
Nos. 79514 ef seq. 


SUB-sECT, §.—PROBATE ACTIONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 25a. In Probate actions it shall be 
stated with regard to every dcfence which {sg pleaded what is 
the substance of the case on which it is Intended to rely; and 
further, where it is pleaded that*the teatator was not of sound 
mind, memory, and understanding, particulars of any specific 
Instances of delusion shall be delivered before the case is sct 
down for trial, and, except by leave of the Court or a Judge, 
no evidence shalf be given of any other instances at the trial. 


See Execurors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 123, 129, 
Nos. 1207-1213, 1276-1280. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXI., ry. 18. In Probate actiona the party 
opposing a will may, with hus defence, give notice to the partly 
setting up the will that he merely insiste upon the will being 
proved iu solemn form of law, and only intends to ¢ross-examine 
the witnesses produced in support of the will, and he shall there- 
upon be at liberty to do «xo, and shall not, in any event, be liable 
to pay the costs ot the other side unless the Judge shall be of 
onion that there was no reasonable ground for opposing the will. 


SEcT. 5.—ALTERNATIVE AND INCONSISTENT 
DEFENCES, 


R. §. C., Ord. XIX., r. 24. Whenever any contract or relation 
between any persons is to be implicd from a series of Jetters or 
conversations, or otherwise from a number of circumstances. it 
shall be sufficient to allege such contract or relation as a fact 
and to refer generally to such letters, conversations, or circum- 
stances Without setting thers ont in the detall. And [Cin such 
case the person so pleading desires tu rely on the alternative 


PLEADING. 


upon moro contracts or relations than one as to bo implicd from 
such clrcumstances, he may state the same in the alternative. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XX., r.6. Every statement of claim shall state 
specifically the relief which the plaintiff claims, elther simply or 
in the altornative, and it shall not be necessary to ask for general 
or other relief, which may always be given, as the Court or a 
Judge may think just, to the same extent as it it had been asked 
for. And the same relief shall apply to any counterclaim made, 
or relief claimed by the defendant, in his defence. 


YT. Where the plaintiff seoka relief of 
several distinct claims or causes of complaint founded upon 
separate and distinct grounds, they a be atated, as far as 
May be, separately and distinctly. And the same rule shall 
apply where the defendant relies upon several distinct grounds 
7 petence, geen: or counterclaim founded upon separate and 

atinct facts. 


Payment into court with denial of liability, see 
PRACTICE. 

1436. Effect of Judicature Acts.J—There is 
nothing in the Judicature Acts or Rules to prevent 
a deft. pleading inconsistent defences. There- 
fore, in general, a deft. may in his statement of 
defence deny the right of the pltf. to sue, & at the 
same time pay a sum of money into court under 
Ord. X XX., in satisfaction of pltf.’s claim, since 
such a course, though raising inconsistent defences, 
does not necessarily tend to prejudice, embarrass 
or delay the fair trial of the action within the 
meaning of Ord. XXVII., r. 1.—BERDAN vv. 
GREENWOOD (18738), 3 Ex. D. 251; 47 L. J. Q. B. 
628; 39 L. T. 2283; 26 W. R. 902, C. A.3 sub- 
sequent proceedings (1880), 20 Ch. D. 704, n.; 46 
L. T. 524, n., C. A. 

1437. -+—The Judicature Act permitted of 
several inconsistent defences: the difficulty was, 
first of all, how to reconcile them. One defence 
was denial of liability, & with the defence the deft. 
might pay money into court which the pltf. might 
accept in satisfaction of his claim, if it was a claim 
for a debt or damages. Here defts. claim an 
absolute right, a claim that is not in the least 
inconsistent with their having paid money into 
court in satisfaction of pltf.’s claim for damages 
but with their denial of lability. How is it 
possible to suppose that @ deft.’s claim of right is 
settled merely because damages in respect of a past 
alleged infringement of the pltf.'s right are settled 
by payment of the money into court, & by pltf. 
taking that money out? I can see no reason 
why the defts. should not go on with their claim 
of right, or why they should not go on with their 
counterclaim (Richy, L.J.).--COoTreE v. Forp, 
{1899} 2 Ch. 93; 68 L. J. Ch. 5608; 80 L. T. 697; 
47 W. R. 548; 15 T. L. R. 378. 

1438. Pleadings not struck out as embarrassing. | 
—Pleadings will not necessarily be struck out as 
embarrassing because they are inconsistent. In 
an action by the representatives of a wife against 
the executor of the husband in respect of sums of 
money & stock alleged to have been received by 
the husband as trustee for the separate use of the 
wife, the defence pleaded (1) that the sums had 
not been received ; (2) if received, not as trustee ; 
(3) if received, repayment; (4) alternatively, free 
gift by the wife to the husband; (5) alter- 
natively, accord & satisfaction ; (6) alternatively, 
set-off ; (7) the Statute of Limitations ; (8) laches 
& delay. Onasummons to have defences 3, 4, 5 
& 6 struck out, the judge declared that the state- 
ment of defence was embarrassing & gave deft. 
leave to amend. Upon appeal, the court dis- 
charged the order of the judge & directed deft. 
either to amend or to give particulars within 
fourteen days after discovery of documents.—Je 
MORGAN, OWEN v. MORGAN (1887), 35 Ch. D. 492 ; 
56 L. J. Ch. 603; 56 L. T. 603; 35 W.R. 705, C. A. 

Pleadings tending to prejudice, embarrass, or 
delay fair trial.}—Sce Part VI, Sect. 4, anie. 





Part 1X.—D£EFENCE. 


Sect. 6.—SEVERAL DISTINCT GROUNDS OF 
DEFENCE. 


See R. 8. 0., Ord. XX., r. 7, p. 162, ante. 

1489. Necessity to state separately & distinctly — 
Particulars.}—An alleged libel was capable of 
meaning either that a charge had bcen made 
against pltf., or that the charge had been made 
& was true. Deft. pleaded the truth of the libel. 
Pltf. applied for ieee of the plea of justifica- 
tion :—Held : tf. was entitled to information 
whether deft. intended to justify one or both 
meanings. 

Ord, XX., r. 7, says: ‘“ Where the pltf. seeks 
relief in respect of several distinct claims founded 
upon separate & distinct grounds, they shall be 
stated, as far as may be, separately & distinctly. 
& the same rule shall apply where the deft. relics 
upon several distinct grounds of defence... , 
founded upon separate & distinct facts.”’ Now 
this is a case in which the two defences, though 
put together in one plea, really are distinct 
grounds of defence, & founded on separate & dis- 
tinct facts; & if one were to go by the hard & fast 
line, this is a case in which plitf. would have had 
a right, it seems to me, to have the grounds of 
defence stated separately & distinctly. ‘That has 
not been done. It may be said on behalf of deft. 
that this is an objection to pleading. Yes; but 
objections to pleading have always, from time 
immemorial, been cured, when the objection is to 
the generality of the pleading, by delivery of par- 
ticulars. This is an apt way in the Common Law 
Division of curing the objection caused by the 
generality of the plea. 

It seems to me, therefore, that the order for 
particulars is based upon good practice, & cer- 
tainly is required by the justice of the case 
(BOWEN, L.J.).—-HENNESsKY v. WriIGHT (1888), 
57 1. J. Q. B. 594, 596; 50 L. T. 795; 36 WLR. 
878; 4 T. L. R. 651, (A. 


SEcr. 7.—STRIKING OUT. 


Unnecessary or irrelevant matter. ]—Sce Part V1., 
Sect. 2, ante. 

oe matter.j—See Part VI., Sect. 3, 
ante. 

Pleadings tending to prejudice, embarrass, or 
delay fair trial. |—See Part VI., Sect. 4, ante. 

No reasonable cause of action or answer. }]—Sce 
Part VI., Sect. 5, ante. 

Frivolous or vexatious pleadings—Abuse of pro- 
cess.|—-See Part VI., Sect. 6, ane. 


Discovery, inspection, etc.—Non-compliance 
with order.}—See Discovery, INSPECTION, & 
INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII., pp. 250-251, 


Nos. 1935-1941. 

Amendment of pleadings. ]—Sce Part VII., ante. 

Default in delivery of defence.]—Sce Part IX., 
Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, ande. 

Payment into court with dental of Liability. ]— 
aie PRACTICE, Part XXVII., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 4, 
post, 
1440. Not struck out on ground that question 
raised doubtful.J—Although the court will not 
allow a defence to be pleaded on equitable grounds 
where it appears not to disclose a right to an 
absolute & unconditional relief in equity, yet it 
will not be disallowed where the question whether 
it does disclose such a right is reasonably arguable ; 
& where it has already been allowed by a judge, 
it will not be struck out merely because the question 
is doubtful. 
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If it is suggested that the form of the plea is 
artful & equivocal, although that may be a reason 
for not originally allowing it in that form, yet 
when it has been allowed, it will rather be a 
ground for an application to amend the plea as 
likely to embarrass pltf. than to strike it out.— 
ELLIortT v. MASON (1857), 26 L. J. Ex. 175. 

1441. Not struck out if plausibly good.}—If a 
statement of defence be plausibly good, one 
ought not to strike it out (BRAMWELL, J.).— 
PRESTON v. LAMONT (1876), 1 Ex. D. 361; 45 
L. J. Q. B. 797; 35 L. T. 341; 40 J. P. 745; 24 
W. R. 928. 

1442. Defence artful & equivocal—Amended 
rather. than struck out.}—ExLuioTr v. MAson, 
No. 1410, ante. 


Sect. 8.—MATTERS TO BE SPECIALLY PLEADED. 
SUB-sECT, 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 15. The defendant or plaintiff (as the 
case nay be) must raise by his pleading all matters which show 
the action or counterclaim not to be maintainable, or that the 
transaction {is either void or voidable in point of law, and all 
such grounds of defence or reply, as the case may be, as if not 
raised would be likely to take opposite party by surprise or 
would raise issues of fact not arising out of the preceding plead- 
ings, a8 for instance, fraud, Statute of Limitations, release, 
Payment, performance, facts showing illegality either by statute 
or common law, or Statute of Frauds. 


1443. Nature & object of rule.}—Ord. XIX., 
r. 15, provides that the deft. must by his pleading 
do various things, but it means no consequence 
if he does not do those things. It is not confined, 
as counsel contended, to a case where a statute 
is the thing to be pleaded ; it applies to all cases 
of grounds of defence or reply which if not raised 
would be likely to take the opposite party by 
surprise or raise issues of fact not arising out of the 
pleadings. Where the deft. ought to plead things 
of that sort the rule does not say that if he does 
not the court shall adjudicate upon the matter 
as if a ground valid in law did not exist which 
does exist. If in the course of the proceedings 
if was proved that the deed sued upon was a 
forgery & the deft. does not plead it or did not 
know it was a forgery, the court would not give 
judgment upon the deed on the footing that it 
was a valid deed. The effect of the rule is, I 
think, for reasons of practice & justice & con- 
venience to require the party to tell his opponent 
what he is coming to the court to pruve. If he 
dues not do that the court will deal with it in one 
af two ways. It may say that it is not open to 
him, that he has not raised it & will not be allowed 
to rely on it; or it may give him leave to amend 
by raising it, & protect the other party if neces- 
sary by letting the case stand over. The rule is 
not one that excludes from the consideration of 
the court the relevant subject-matter for decision 
simply on the ground that it is not pleaded. It 
leaves the party in mercy & the court will deal 
with him as is just (BUCKLEY, L.J.)—He Rosin- 
SON’Ss SETTLEMENT, GANT v. Hosss, [1912] 
1 Ch. 717; 81 L. J. Ch. 393; 106 L. T. 443; 
28 T. L. R. 298, C. A. 

1444. ——— ‘‘Matters ’’ raised must be matters of 
fact—R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 4, not abrogated or 
limited.}—Ord. XIX., r. 4, provides that ‘‘ every 
pleading shall contain, & contain only, & statement 
in @ summary form of the material facts on which 
the party pleading relies ...’’ i.e. the pleader 
must plead facts, not law, & must not plead the 
evidence in support of his facts. Rule 15 pro- 
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8.—Matters to be specially pleaded: Sub-sects. | 


1,2, 3, 4, 5 & 6.) 


vides: ‘ The deft. or pltf. (as the case may be) 
must raise by his pleading all matters which show 
the action or counterclaim not to be maintainable, 
or that the transaction is either void or voidable 
in point of law, & all such grounds of defence or 
reply, as the case may be, as if not raised would 
be likely to take the opposite party by surprise, 
or would raise issues of fact not arising out of 
the preceding pleadings, as. for instance, fraud, 
Statute of Limitations. release, payment, perform- 
ance, facts showing illegality either by statute 
or common law, or Statute of Frauds.’’ The 
‘matters ’’ therein mentioned are matters of 
fact, as provided by r. 4. Rule 15 does not 
abrogate or limit r. +, but points out that certain 
facts must be pleaded if certain points are to be 
raised : if the contract sued on is ex facie illegal 
or void there are no facts to plead & the defts. 
are not bound to plead that it is illegal, because 
that is law, not fact; but if it is not soe ex facie 
& he desires to raise the plea on facts ultra, they 
must plead those facts (FARWELL, L.J.). — 
NORTH-WESTERN SALT Co., LYD. tv. ELECTRO- 
tyTic ALKALI Co., LTp., [1913] 3 K. B. 422; 107 
L. T. 439, (. .A.;  revsd. on other grounds, [1914] 
A.C. 461, H. L. 

1445. Joint contractors—Separate defences. }— 
Pitf. sued deft. R. for damages fur breach of a 
contract entered into by pltf. with a firm in which 
R. was at the time a partner. The partnership 
had heen dissolved before the issue of the writ. 
The former partners E. & P. were subsequently 
added as defts. & cach put in a separate defence. 
P. pleaded & proved that pltf. had not on his 
part complied with the conditions of the contract, 
& as against P. the action was dismissed. HR. & E. 
did not in their defences raise the plea upon which 
P. was successful. The trial judge refused leave 
to R. & E. to amend, & gave Judgment against 
them jointly for the sum claimed. On appeal :— 
Held: inasmuch as the three defts. were joint 
contractors, pltf. had but one & the same cause of 
action against them all; that the fact established 
by P., which was common tothe whole contract 
& fatal to any claim upon it, enured to the benefit 
of the other jomt contractors, whether they had 
pleaded it or not; & that accordingly judgment 
must be given dismissing the action against R. 
& LE. also.—PIRIE v. RICHARDSON, [1927] 1 Kk. B. 
448; 96L. J. K. B. 42; 136 L. T. 104; 70 Sol. Jo. 
1023, C. A. 

Matters raised in reply.}—Sce Part XV., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 4, post. 


SUB-SECT 2.—EQUITABLE DEFENCEs, 
See R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 15, p. 163, ante. 


Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act 
If a defendant claims to be entitled to any eau ce 
right, or to relief on any equitable ground against any deed 
instrument or contract, or sitions any right, title or claim 
asserted by the plaintiff or petitioner in the cause or matter. or 
alleges any ground of equitable defence to any such claim of the 
plaintiff or petitioner, the court or judge shall give to ey ery equit- 
able estate, right or ground of relief so claimed, and to every eqult- 
wble defence so alleged the same effect by way of defence against 
the claim of the plaintiff or petitioner, as the Court of Chancery 
ought formerly to have given if the lke matters had been relied 


on by way of defence in any suit or procee 
court for the like purpose. y proceeding instituted in that 


Recognition of equitable rights, remedies. & 
defences, see Equiry, Vol. xX. ‘Dp, 293. 4 
Nos. 498-505. pRB side 20Ay 


PLEADING. 


1446. Nature of pleas permitted—Plea & 
decision working out & completing all equity 
belonging to matter.}—No equitable plea will be 
permitted, except in a case where the plea, & the 
decision & judgment of court upon it, will work 
out & complete all the equity that belongs to the 
matter to which the plea refers.—CLARKE v. 
LauRIE (P. O.) (1856), 28 L. T. O. S. 125; & 
W. R. 118; 26 L. J. Ex. 36; sub nom. CLERK v. 
Lauriz£ (1856), 1 H. & N. 452; reved. on other 
grounds, 2 H. & N. 199. 

1447. Plea doing all equity required by 
case.}—The court will not allow an equitable plea 
to be pleaded unless it will do all the equity that 
the case requires.— BILL v. RICHARDS (1857), 2 
H. & N. 311; 26 L. J. Ex. 409; 20 L. T. O. S. 184; 
3 Jur. N.S. 520; 5 W. R. 650; 157 E. R. 129. 

1448. —_— Where ground for equitable relief 
existing.}—The court will not allow any plea or 
replication on equitable grounds where it does 
not appear to them that there is any ground for 
equitable relief.—HUNTER v. GIBBONS, DUDLEY 
v. GIBBONS (1856), 1 H. & N. 459; 261, J. Ex. 1; 
28 L. T. O. S. 200; 2 Jur. N.S. 1249; 5 W.R. 
91; 156 E. R. 1281. 

1449. Facts affording answer to bill in chancery 
under old practice—Statement of facts in defence. ] 
—Now., although there is a statement that pltf. 
knew, & defts. did not & could not know, of the 
want of title to part of the demised premises, & 
that such a want of title was in respect of a part 
material to the enjoyment of the rest, still n ne 
is no allegation of anything amounting to fraud 
on the part of the pitf. The question is, whether 
a court of equity would, if a bill had been filed 
containing a statement of these facts, set aside 
the lease. If so, then there is a good primd facie 
answer to the action. 

I think that the facts stated are in this case an 
answer to the action (URetr, J.).-—Mostyn 1. 
West Mostyn CoaL & IRON Co., Lrp. (1876), 
1c. PP. D. 145; 45 L. J. Q. B. 401; 31 L. T. 
325; 40 J. P. 455; 24 W. R. 401; 2 Char. Pr. 
Cas. 43. 

1450. ——— ——— Many distinct facts constituting 
ground for equitable relief.|—Where in an action 
brought in the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, 
or Exchequer Division, the deft. relies upon such 
a defence as before the Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture Acts, 1873 & 1875, was deemed equitable, 
he is entitled (subject to the modifications intro- 
duced by those statutes) to state the facts in his 
pleading in such manner as they might have been 
ptated in an answer to a bill in the Court of Chan- 
cery ; and a defence stating many distinct facts, 
which taken as a whole would in equity have 
constituted ground for relief against the action, 
is not liable to be amended or struck out as em- 
barrassing under Ord. XXVII., r. 1.—LgEap v. 
ee (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 630; 46 L. J. Q. B. 761, 


ma be 

1451. Suit for restitution of conjugal rights— 
Petitioner bound by deed not to institute suit.}— 
In a suit for restitution of conjugal rights, the 
respondent moved for an injunction & stay of 
proceedings by ie affidavit, showing that the 
petitioner was bound by deed not to institute such 
‘ ah cee en a defence must be alleged 
y plea, or no ground for a mary 

ae issal of suit. ies 
pon such defence being subsequently alleged 
by plea :—Held: it was such an equitable plea 
as the Divorce Court since the Judicature Rots is 
een < Se es ee v. MARSHALL 
e 6 ; « J 1’; 49 4 A . a 4 
27 W. R. 399. paeE a av 








Part IX.—DErFEnceE. 


Set-off — When available.]J—Sce Srt-orr & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 380, 381, Nos. 
115-123. 

Action of ejectment by Crown—Right to set up 
equitable defence.]—See CONSTITUTIONAL Law, 
Vol. XI., p. 680, No. 340. 

Actions for recovery of land.]—See REAL Pro- 
a Vol. XXXVITI., pp. 777, 778, Nos. 1121-— 

-—-— Plea of purchase for value without notice— 
Whether available against discovery.|—See Du1s- 
COVERY, Vol. XVIII., pp. 99, 100, Nos. 503-523. 


SuB-SECY. 3.—FRAUD, MISREPRESENTATION, ETC. 
Sec Part III., Sect. 7, ante. 


Sup-sEcr. 4.—GAMING ACTS. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XTX., r. 15, ante. 

See, generally, GAMING & WAGERING, Vol. XXV. 

Illegality, generally, see Sub-sect. 5, post. 

1452. Necessity to plead specially.}|—8 & 9 Vict. 
c. 109, 8. 18, which avoids contracts by way 
of gaming or wagering, & prohibits the main- 
tenance of actions for the recovery of money won 
upon any wager, or deposited in the hands of a 
stakeholder to abide the event of any wager, does 
not preclude a party who repudiates the wager 
before the event is ascertained, from recovering 
back from the stakeholder the amount of his 
deposit. 

Semble: a defence arising out of this statute 
must be pleaded specially.—VARNEY v. LIICKMAN 
(1847),5C.B.271; 5Dow. & L368; 17 LIC. P. 
oe 101. T. 0. S. 248; 12 3. P. 38; 1386 E.R. 
S81. 

1453. .J—As I understand these pleas, they 
amount in substance to this—the deft. says, I do 
not mean to deny the contract alleged in the 
declaration ; it may mean one thing or another ; 
it may & does mean gaming. That is putting a 
construction upon the declaration which the deft. 
admits it does not expressly import. If the deft. 
meant to infuse gaming as an ingredient in the 
contract, in addition to what appears upon the 
face of the declaration, he should have gone on to 
show what were the circumstances which made it: 
& gaming contract, sv that the pltf. might have an 
opportunity of traversing the alleged illegality 
(JERVIS, C.J.)—GrIzRWwooD v. BLANE (1851), 
11 C. B. 626; 21L. J.C. P. 46; 138 BE. R. 578; 
sub nom. GRISEWOOD v. BLANE (1851),2 L.M.& P. 
638; 18 L. T. O. S. 108. 

Omission to plead Gaming Acts—Duty of court.] 
—See GAMING & WAGERING, Vol. AXY., p. 409, 
Nos. 126, 127. 

Striking out statement of claim based on gambling 
transaction.|—See GAMING & WAGERING, Vol. 
AXV., p. 409, No. 128. 

Plea of Gaming Act—Whether ‘‘ good cause ”’ 
for depriving defendant of costs.J—See GAMING & 
WAGERING, Vol. XXV., p. 410, Nos. 130-131. 

In county courts.}—See CounTy COURTS, 
Vol. XIII., pp. 496-497 ; Nos. 466, 476, 477. 

Imposition of term not to plead Gaming Act— 
On setting aside judgment by default.) — See 
No. 1430, ante. 
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SuB-sEcrT. 5.—ILLEGALITY. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XIX., r. 15, p. 163, ante. 
Gaming & wagering.|—See Sub-scct. 4, ante. 
Fraud.}—See Part III., Sect. 7, ante. 

Ultra vires.}— See Sub-sect. 12, post. 

1454. Action on bond.}—The condition of a 
bond was for payment of a sum of money. In an 
action on the bond, deft. pleaded that the payment 
to be made was grounded upon an illegal considera- 
tion :—Held: the plea which sct out facts not 
contradictory, but explanatory of the condition, 
was good.—CoLLINsS v. BLANTERN (1767), 2 Wils. 
347; 95 E. R. 850. 

1455. -+—-To debt on bond conditions for 
payment of a sum of money, which the condition 
stated to have been taken up, borrowed, & 
received by defts. of pltfs. at respondentia interest, 
secured by a cargo of goods shipped from Calcutta 
to Ostend, it is competent to deft. to plead that 
the bond was given to secure the price of goods 
sold by pltfs. to defts. in the East Indies, & 
illegally prepared by pltfs. for shipment, from 
thence to beyond the Cape of Good Hope, without 
the licence of the East India Co., without pro- 
ceedings to state formally, that the condition was 
colourable, to conceal the illegality of the trans- 
action, & to negative that the bond was given for 
money taken up, borrowed, & received, etc., for 
the statement in the plea is rather explanatory of, 
than absolutely inconsistent with, the trans- 
action stated in the condition of the bond, but if 
it were inconsistent with it, the plea would still 
be good in such form.—PAXTON v. PorHam (1808), 
9 East, 408; 103 E. R. 628. 

1456. -J]—In an action on a bond deft. 
cannot set up the defence that the consideration 
was legal, unless he pleads it.—HARMER v. 
RoweE (1817), 6 M. & S. 146; 2 Chit. 334; 105 
i. R. 1197. 

1457. -J—No action can be maintained on 
a bond given to a person in consideration of his 
doing something contrary to the terms of letters 
patent, & he is equally incapable of recovering, 
whether he knew or did not know the terms of the 
letters patent.—DUVERGIER t. FELLOWS (1832), 
1Cl & Fin. 39; 6 Bli. N.S. 87; 6 E.R. 831, H. Li. 
.}—See, generally, Bonpbs, Vol. VII., pp. 
166, 167 et seq. 

Action on contract.}—See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., 
pp. 301-303, Nos. 2477-2501. 

Iliegality appearing during hearing.}—Sce 
ConTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 301-302, Nos. 2480- 


2481. 
Whether court will take notice of illegality.) 

—-See Contract, Vol. XII, pp. 302-303, Nos. 
2494-2497. 
Contract ex facie illegal.]|—See ConTRACT, 
Vol. XII, pp. 302-303, Nos. 2794-2407. 
Contract ex facie void.j—See CONTRACT, 
Vol. XIL., p. 303, No. 2498. 
Sufficiency of plea.j—See Contract, Vol. 
XII., p. 303, Nos. 2499-2500. 

—— Effect of omission to plead.]—See Con- 
TRACT, Vol. XII., p. 303, No. 2501. 
































SUB-SECT. 6.—INEVITABLE ACCIDENT. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 15, p. 163, ane. 

1458. Necessity to plead s -]—In trespass 
for driving deft.’s cart against pltf. throwing him 
down & wounding him, deft. cannot show under 
not guilty, that there was no negligence on his part, 
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but that pltf. accidentally slipped from the pave- 
ment, & deft. unintentionally drove over him. 
Inevitable accident. arising from superior agency, 
would bave been a defence admissible under that 
issue.—HtLu v. FEARNLEY (1892), 3 Q. B. 919; 
3 Gal. & Dav. 10; 12 L. J. Q. B. 22; 7 Jur. 61; 
114 E. R. 761. 

1459. -+-In a cause of damage, where the 
evidence is taken before an examiner, the old rule 
applies, that if it is intended to rely upon a defence 
of inevitable accident, such defence must be in 
terms distinctly raised on the pleading. — THE 
E. Z. (1864), 33 L. J. P.M. & A. 200; 10 L. T. 
790; 2 Mar. L. C. 42. 

1460. --—-At the trial of an action for 
negligence deft. sought to raise a defence that the 
alleged injuries were due to inevitable accident, 
which was not pleaded specifically in his defence :— 
Hleld: the evidence as to the accident being in- 
evitable was inadmissible, but an amendment was 
allowed on terms.—WINCHILSEA (DOWAGER COUN- 
TESS) e. BECKLY (1886), 2 T. Iu. R. 300. 

1461. ~---Where in an = action claiming 
damages for negligence deft. by his statement of 
defence denies negligence. he may give evidence 
that the accident upon which the claim is based 
was an inevitable accident. In such a case the 
defence of incvitable accident need not be speci- 
fically pleaded.—RUMBOLD v. LONDON COUNTY 
reise (1909), 25 T. L. R. 541; 53 Sol. Jo. 502, 
qc’. A. 

1462. —— .}—The defence of inevitable accident 
ought not to be set up at the trial unless it is 
leaded in the defence. <A condition precedent to 

nowing whether an accident was inevitable is to 
know the cause of the accident.—THE CALDERON 
(1812), Times, March 26. 

See, generally, NEGLIGENCE, Vol. XXXVI., 

p. 106, Nos. 707-7114. 











ScCB-SECT. 7.—PAYMENT. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 15, p. 163, ante. 

Payment into court.}—See PRACTICE. 

Payment as defence to action on contract.}— See 
Contract, Vol. XII., p. 447, Nos. 3618 el seq. 

Payment on sale of goods.}—Sce SALE oF Goons, 
Vol. XXXIX., pp. 594 et seq., Nos. 1935 et seq. 

1463. Admission of money received on account— 
Without plea of payment.}—An admission in a 
bill of particulars, of money received on account, 
will not avail deft. without a plea of payment.—- 
ERNEST v. Brown (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 674; 
4 Scott, 385; 6 LL. 5I.C. P. 211, 312; 1 Jur. 263; 
132 E. R. 570. 


Scun-seEcT. 8.—PERFORMANCE. 


See, now, R.8.C., Ord. KIX., r. 15, p. 163, ante. 
Performance & excuses for non-performance. }]— 
See Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 303 et seq. 
1464. General plea — ether admissible. }— 
Where the condition was that deft. should make 
reparations & do other things & also pay his rent 
at each term day; & deft. pleaded generally that 
he had performed all the conditions & payments ; 
the court at first thought this to be a good plea, 
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but on a subsequent day considered that. eg ae - 
formances ought to have been specially pleaded ; 
though if the condition had referred to a generality 
such as might pass the remembrance of man, 
then the performance might be generally pleaded. 
—ANON, (1485), Keil. 95 b, pl. 3; 72 E. R. 

1465. ~}+-Debt on bond conditioned 
for the payment of a sum of money & interest on 
a given day, & for the performance of covenants in 
an indenture. Plea, performance generally. Re- 
plication, that the sar hele did not pay the money 
in the condition mentioned, modo et formé, con- 
cluding to the country :—Held: the replication 
was pro er, as taking issue on the payment im- 

liedly alleged in the plea, also the plea was bad.—- 

{0AKES vv. MANSER (1845), 1 C. B. 531; 14 L. 7. 
Cc. P.199; 51. T. 0. 8S. 93; 185 BE. R. 648. 

1466. --—-In debt on bond, the 
declaration stated that defts. & one L. acknow- 
ledged themselves bound to pltfs. in £8,000 to be 
paid to pitfs., or to one W. FE. on request, & that 
thereby & by reason of the non-payment thereof, 
an action had accrued, etc.:—Held: it was 
unnecessary to allege a request, & that non-pay- 
ment to W. FE. was sufficiently shown. 

Defts. set out the bond & condition on oyer, & 
pleaded general performance by them. The con- 
dition was, that L. & defts., or either of them, 
should duly pay all such sums assessed & collected 
or which thereafter might. be assessed & be to be 
collected by L., as a collector of property-tax ; & 
that l.. should duly demand the sums assessed, 
& in case of non-payment duly enforce the powers 
of the Act against defaulters :—Held: the plea 
was bad, for averring performance generally, 
instead of showing what was done in performance 
of the condition; & also for not showing per- 
formance by IL. as well as by defts.—KEpp v. 
WIaGETr (1848), 6C. B. 280; 17]. J.C. P. 295 ; 
114. T. O. S. 2433 12 Jur. 831; 136 EF, 1. 1259. 

1467. ——— Affirmative & negative cove- 
nants.}—A plea of covenants performed, where 
some are affirmative & some negative, is bad. 
Where a term is pleaded, the commencement of it 
& the time unexpired ought to be shown. Where 
an act is to be done upon ai hea the request 
must be made within the time hmited.—GALLIES 
vt. BUDBERY (1587), Cro. Eliz. 62; 78 E. R. 323. 

1468. ——— -I—To covenants some 
negative & some affirmative, performance pleaded 
generally is good, except) upon demurrer, but 
performance of disjunctive covenants must be 
specially pleaded.—OGLETHORP v. IlypEe (1591), 
(‘ro. Eliz. 233; 78 FB. Wt. 488. 

1469. -J—Performance generally, 
without showing how, may be pleaded to an 
affirmative covenant, if it contain multiplicity.— 
en v. Hii. (1591), Cro. Eliz. 253; 78 3. R. 
209. 

1470. ——.]—A deft. cannot plead 
performance generally to negative & affirmative 
covenants.—CROPWEL uv. Pkacny (1599), Cro. 
Eliz. 691; 78 E.R. 927. 

1471. ——-.}—It was agreed by the 
court that if, in debt upon a bond conditioned for 
performance of covenants in an indenture, there 
was a general plea of performance it was not good 
without setting forth the deed & pleading it & it 
was not sufficient to set forth the deed when the 
me replied & prayed oyer because the plea should 

e ial, if any of the covenants be in the 
negative & it cannot appear to the court what 
covenants are negative & what affirmative until 
the deed be set forth. & it was said that in case 
the party who wished to plead the deed had not got 
it he could move & the court would order it to be 
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procure or a copy of it.—ANON. (1661), 1 Sid. 
0; 82 E. R. 963. 

1472. ——— Disjunctive covenants. |—If an 
act required by a covenant be to be done by a 
stranger to the covenant, or if it be a matter of 
record, performance must be specially pleaded. Per- 
formance of disjunctive covenants must be specially 
pleaded.— LEa v, LUTHELL (1620), Cro. Jac. 559; 
70 BE. RR. 480. 

1473. ——— Act required to be done by 
sabe’ Pee Bags v. LUTHELL, No. 1472, ante. 

1474. —— Covenants in indenture—Whether 
indenture must be set out.J—In a plea of per- 
formance generally of covenants in an indenture, 
deft. should set forth the indenture.—TaApscor v. 
WOOLDRIDGE (1669), 1 Sid. 425; 82 BE. R. 1196. 








SUB-SECT. 9.—RELEASE. 


See RS. C., Ord. XTX., r. 15, p. 163, ante. 

Release as defence to action on contract.]— Sre 
Contract, Vol. XI11., p. 497, Nos. 4064 et seq. 

Release of surety—On discharge of co-surety by 
creditor.|—See GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., p. 200, 
Nor. 1564 et seq. 

1475. Necessity for setting out parts of deed 
alleged to operate as release-—— & averring that doed 
operated as release.|—To an action upon a bond, 
deft. pleaded that after the making of the writing 
obligatory, an agreement was made by & between 
pitf. & deft., & divers other persons, & sealed with 
the seal of pltf., & that it was agreed, by the said 
agreement, that the agreement might be pleaded 
by deft. in bar to all demands & proceedings with 
respect to the alleged claim :-—Held: the plea 
ought to have set out so much of the deed as 
operated as a release, & to have expressly averred 
that the deed did so operate, & the plea was 
therefore bad.—WILSON v. BRADDYLY (1854), 9 
Iixch. 718; 2 C0. I. R. 12813; 23 L. J. Ex. 227; 
23.1. T. O.S. 813; 2 W. R. 419; 156 KE. R. 307. 

1476. Necessity for stating consideration for 
which release given.]—In a plea of a release, the 
consideration for which the release was given must 
be stated.- -Brooks v. Surron (1868), L. R. 5 Fq. 
361; 37 L. J. Ch. 38113 18 L. TPT. 2243 16 WR. 


570. 








SUB-SECT, 10.—STATUTE OF FRAUDS. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XIUX., r. 15, p. 168, ante. 

Statute of Frauds, generally, see CONTRACT, 
Vol. XII., pp. 118 et seg., Nos. 768 et seq.; 
GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., pp. 28 et seg., Nos. 164 
et seq.; SALE oF LAND, Vol. XL... pp. 18 ef seq., 
Nos. 55 et seg.; SETTLEMENTS, Vol. X11... pp. 168 
et seg., Nos. 161 ef seq. 

Statute pleaded as cloak for fraud, see SALE OF 
LAND, Vol. XL., p. 42, Nos. 257-258. 

1477. Necessity to plead speocially.}—The effect 
of Ord. XIX., r. 23 [see, now, Ord. XIX., r. 15], 
18 to require that in all cases where a party intends 
to rely on the illegality, or insufficiency in law of 
& contract, whether with reference to the Statute 
of Frauds or otherwise, he must specially plead 
such illegality or insufficiency, & it is not sufficient 
to traverse allegations of the opposite party made 
in anticipation of objections to the contract upon 
such grounds. 
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As a general rule all that is required in pleading 
is that pitf. & deft. should state clearly & concisely 
the facts upon which they rely. But in the case 
of some particular defences where it is admitted, 
or cannot be denied, that a contract was entered 
into by the parties, deft. may wish to evade his 
liability by setting up the Statute of Frauds, or 
by asserting that the cngagement he made, the 
nature of which he perfectly understood when 
he made it, was illegal, & therefore not binding. 
In such a case deft. must state specifically the 
statute on which he intends to rely. If deft. 
intends to insist on the defence that though he 
undoubtedly entered into a contract, yet as that 
contract was not in writing, he does not intend 
to observe it; then he must clearly state his 
intention, or if he means to deny the legality of 
a contract he has entered into, he must say so in 
plain terms. Here deft. admits that there is a 
contract unfulfilled between him & pltf., but he 
says that he is exempted from the operation of 
the rule because pltf. put forward an allegation 
to show that the contract was a binding one under 
the Statute of Frauds. 

But pltf. has not put forward all the facts that 
are available for that purpose. He not, 
averred that the contract was in writing. It is 
quite consistent with these pleadings that there 
was a binding contract within the Statute of 
Frauds. But even if pltf. had avowed that the 
contract was in writing or that there had been 
acceptance & receipt, & deft. had taken issue, s0 
that there could be no doubt as to the meaning 
of the plea, yct if he traversed the averments 
without stating the statute on which he relied, 
the defence under the statute was not admissible ; 
for he must set forth his intention to use that 
defence in clear terms (Bretrr, J.).—CLARKE v. 
CALLOW (1876), 46 L. J. Q. B. 53, C. A. 

1478. »}—A. defence founded on the Statute 
of Frauds, cannot now be raised by demurrer.— 
CATLING v. KING (1877), 5 Ch. D. 660 3; 46 L. J. Ch. 
384; 36 L. T. 526; 41 J. P. 692; 25 W. R. 550, 


CLA 
-+The Statute of Frauds if relied 





1479. 
on must be pleaded.—TOWLE v. ToPpHAM (1877), 
37 «LL. 'T. 308. 

1480. -}—The statement of claim set forth 
dates which showed his (pltf.’s) grandfather’s title 
to have first arisen in 1840 & his father’s title on 
the death of the grandfather in 1852. His father 
died in 1864 & he alleged that he himself first 
knew of his own title in Feb. 1875. He asserted the 
existence of an express trust under the will. Deft. 
put in a demurrer alleging that ‘‘ the statement of 
claim was bad in law,” serie San Negro there was a 
trust so as to defeat the estates limited over on the 
death of the first tenant in tail without issue male, 
& it concluded with these words; ‘‘ & on other 
ground sufficient in law to sustain this demurrer ”’ : 
-—Held: this last sentence was sufficient to raise 
the defence of the Statute of Limitations. There 
is a distinction between the Statute of Limitations 
& the Statute of Frauds. The latter must be 
pleaded. The title to the estate, not the mere 
right to proceed for its recovery, is affected by the 
former. If pltf.’s statement of claim shows, on 
the face of it, that the time within which a title 
to land must be asserted has gone by, the defence 
of the Statute of Limitations may be raised on 
demurrer. That defence was so raised without 
any distinct reference to the statute itself, & was 
held to be sufficient.—DAWKiIns v. PENRHYN 
(1878), 4 App. Cas. 51; 48 1. J. Ch. 304; 39 L. T. 
583; 27 W. R. 178, H.W. 

1481, ——_.+—A., to whom the owner of a 
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quarry had agreed to grant a lease, agreed “ on 
beh of himself & all persons interested’ to 
sell ‘‘the quarry ” to B., & “‘ that the lease agreed 
to be granted by the lessor should be granted as B. 
might direct.””. B. having refused to complete 
the purchase, A. brought an action for specific 
performance, & in his statement of claim stated his 
agreement with the owner of the quarry as well as 
the memorandum of agreement with B., & alleged 
that B. was aware of the nature of A.’s interest 
in the quarry. & had accepted the title. B. 
demurred, on the ground that the memorandum 
was not sufficient within the Statute of Frauds :— 
Held: the memorandum was sufficient. €& a defence 
founded on the Statute of Frauds could not since 
the Judicature Acts be raised by demurrer. — 
MORGAN ¢. WORTIUNGTON (1878), 38 1. T. 443. 

1482. .J}—C. proposed to H., the general 
manager of the M. & O. Bank, that the bank 
should advance him £8,300, to enable him to con- 
clude a contract for the purchase of an unpaid 
vendor’s interest in a colliery. H. had authority 
to make the advance. An agreement between 
Cc. & the bank. providing for the loan of the money 
by the bank, & the mortgage of the interest in the 
colliery to be purchased to the bank to secure 
repayment of the loan & charges was prepared by 
a solicitor on H.'s instructions, & signed by C. JI. 
then declined to make the agreement without 
consulting the directors, & obtained (.’s signature 
to a document to the eflect that the agreement 
was subject to the approval of the directors. On 
the same day, after a meeting of the directors, H. 
told C. that the directors approved, & that the bank 
would advance the money. The agreement was 
never signed by any one on behalf of the bank. 
Subsequently H. told C. he ought to be more 
firmly bound to take the money from the bank. 
& induced him to sign a document to the effect 
that, in consideration of the bank’s agrecing to 
carry out the arrangements mentioned 1n the 
agreement, he agreed to pay the bank charges 
named therein, whether the bank carried through 
the transaction or not. In fact, the directors did 
not approve of the agreement, & H. acted under the 
erroneous impression that they did. The bank 
refused to find the money, & C. was.in consequence, 
unable to complete his contract :—Held: the 
Statute of Frauds not being pleaded, the circum- 
stances constituted an agreement between ('. & 
the bank ; notwithstanding it was an agreement to 
Jend money. C. was, under the circumstances, 
entitled to substantial, & not merely nominal 
damages, & that, the arbitrator having directed 
all amendments of the pleadings other than that 
of the Statute of Frauds, the bank were not 
entitled to plead by amendment sect. 37 of the 
Companies Act, 1867, as that was not a new & 
substantial enactment, its provisions being already 
contained in sect. 4 of the Statute of Frauds. -- 
MANCHESTER & OLDHAM BANK, Lrp. v. Cook 
(W. A.) & Co. (1883), 49 L. T. 674. 

1483. -]-——A traveller for defts. saw pltf., a 
builder, & showed him a specification of various 
kinds of timber which defts. had on offer for sale. 
Pitf. marked some items that he wished to buy 
& the traveller said he might have them. Next’ 
day the traveller delivered to pltf. a sold note 
stating the transaction but bearing in small print 
along one side the words: ‘ Goods sold subject 
to their being on hand at liberty when the order 
reaches the head office.’ Pltf. denied that he 
ever saw this condition, & there was evidence as 
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to the difficulty of reading it. Some of the items 
of timber not having been delivered pltf. sued for 
damages for breach of oral agreement in the county 
court & defts. relied in defence on the condition, 
or, in the alternative, on a custom of the trade 
corresponding to the condition. The county court 
judge gave judgment in favour of pltf. holding 
first, that the alleged custom was not proved, & 
secondly, that pltf. never saw the condition & 
that an ordinary business man acting with ordinary 
care might be excused for not doing so :—Held: 
there was evidence to support the county court 
judge’s finding; as the sold note contained a 
condition not part of the original verbal contract 
& not assented to by pitf., it was not a proper memo- 
randum in writing of the agreement between the 
parties & the pltf. was entitled to succced on the 
oral contract, the defence that there was no 
sufficient memorandum in writing of the agreement 
not having been pleaded.—Roxw rv. NAYLOR (R. A.), 
Lrp, (1918), 87 L. J. K. BB. 958350 119 4. T. 359, 
CM. A. 

1484. ——— Statement of facts making statute 
applicable.}—.\ paragraph in a= statement of 
defence that the deft. will further, if necessary, 
avail himself of the provisions of the Statute of 
Frauds, without stating the facts showing how 
the statute is applicable. docs not raise a defence 
under the Statute.—Borroms vt. Goyvn MILn Co, 
(undated), cited 48 L. J. Q. B. 304. 

1485. -J—Where a deft. relies on the 
Statute of Frauds as a defence to an action he 
must not only state in his statement of defence 
that he relies on such statute, but the facts which 
make the statute applicable must distinctly appear 
in the pleadings. To an action for goods sold & 
delivered & for work & labour, a statement that 
deft. would avail himself of the statute of 21 
Chas. II, c. 3, without stating facts which would 
bring the case within the statute, was ordered to 
be struck out as embarrassing.—DPULLEN  ¢t. 
SNELUS (1879), 48 lL. J. Q. B. 304; 400. T. 368 ; 
27 W. KR 534, D.C. 

1486. Whether particular section must be 
pleaded—-Effect of pleading wrong section.}|—The 
Statute of Frauds must be pleaded if intended, 
to be relied on as a defence ; but it is not necessary 
to plead any particular section. Where, however, 
deft. pleaded s. 4 he was not allowed to amend or 
avail himself of s. 7.— JAMES v. SMITH, [18S91J 1 Ch. 
384; 63 1. T. 524; 39 W. R. 396; on appeal, 
65 L. T. 544, C. A. 

1487. Inadmissibility of evidence at trial.) — 
Pitfs. brought an action upon a written guarantec 
signed by the deft. Deft. did not plead the Statute 
of Frauds. At the trial the pitfs. gave evidence 
of a verbal contract, & in answer to the case so 
set up the deft. sought to rely upon the Statute of 
Frauds :—Held: if the evidence was admissible 
at all, the deft. was not debarred from relying on 
the statute by the fact that he had not pleaded it 














in the first instance.—-BRUNNING v. ODHAMS 
BRoTHERS, Lrp. (1896), 75 L. T. 602; 13 T. L. R. 
65, H. 1.3 revag. S. CC. aubo nom. ODHAMS 


BROTHERS v. BRUNNING, 74 L. T. 370, C. A, 
1488. Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 
1828.]—This is an application under Ord. XXV., 
r. 4, to strike out the statement of claim on the 
ground that it discloses no reasonable cause of 
action. The action is founded on alleged misrepre- 
sentations made by defts. to the pltfs., upon which 
the pltfs. allege that they made an advance on 
mortgage of a public-house & lost their money in 
80 doing. That is the allegation in the statement 
of claim. Defts. said that Lord Tenterden’s 
Act was an answer to the action, as the misrepre- 
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sentations wero alleged to have been made verbally. 
Pitfs., on the other hand, deny that the repre- 
sentations come within Lord Tenterden’s Act. 
The question, therefore, is whether the provisions 
of that Act are obviously an answer to the claim 
80 as to make it improper to allow the case to go 
to trial. The principle upon which the court 
acts in such a case was pointed out by Lord 
Lindley in Hubbuck & Sons, Lid. v. Wilkinson, Hey- 
wood, & Clark, Lid., No. 626, ante. Lord Lindley, 
after pointing out that there were two methods of 
raising points of law, one by raising the question 
as directed by Ord. XXV., r. 2, & the other by 
applying to strike out the statement of claim under 
Ord. XXV., r. 4, says: ‘‘ The first method is 
appropriate to cases requiring argument & careful 
consideration. The sccond & more summary 
procedure is only appropriate to cases which are 
plain & obvious, so that any master or judge can 
say at once that the statement of claim as it stands 
is insufficient, even if proved, to entitle the pltf. 
to what he asks.” [ have to apply that principle 
to the present case, & [ have to ask whether Lord 
Tenterden’s Act is obviously an answer to the 
statement of claim. Even on the strictest view 
of this statement of claim it is open to doubt 
whether Lord Tenterden’s Act applies. But in 
dealing with these applications the statement of 
claim must not be construed so strictly as under 
the old procedure by demurrer. 

I come to the eonclusion that the appeal should 
be dismissed (Romrr, L.J.).- WorrTHINGTON & 
(‘o., LTD. tv. BELTON (1902), 18 T. L. R. 188, C. A. 

1489. ——— Statement of claim showing statute 
as possible answer. ]— Deft. contends that because 
the statement of claim shows upon its face that 
sect. 4 of the Statute of Frauds might be an answer 
to it, it ought therefore to be struck out. Now, 
in the first place, this section of the Statute of 
'rauds does not go to merits, 1t merely deals with 
evidence. It is in the option of the deft. in every 
case, whether or not he shall set up the objection 
which the section enables him to set up. There- 
fore, to say that this statement of claim shows no 
cause of action involves a misconception. It does 
show a cause of action. It is not for us to say 
whether or not deft. will raise any objection to it 
on the ground of the statute. ‘There is no inherent 
weakness in the statement of claim. As I have 
said, the objection that the deft. may raise in his 
defence is one that gocs purely to evidence. 
Though pitf. may not have any memorandum or 
note of the agreement in writing which would 
satisfy the statute, yet such a memorandum or 
note may be in existence, & until pltf. gets dis- 
covery if is impossible to say whether or not such 
& memorandum may be brought to light. <At 
this stage of the case we cannot interfere & stop 
the action. Ord. XXV., r. 4, does not secm to me 
to have been designed to mect this kind of case 
(CoLLiIns, M.R.).—Frasern v. Pare (1904), OL 
L. 'T. 340; 20 T. L. R. 798, C. A. 

1490. ——— Point intended to be raised under 
statute inust be clearly stated.|—On a sale of land 
it was verbally agreed between the vendor & the 
poet that the latter should pay the costs of 

oth a The vendor in an action by him for 
specific performance proved a memorandum in 
writing with the Statute of Frauds for the same 
by means of a receipt given for the purchase money 
& certain correspondence, but these did not refer 
to the costs & neither the statement of claim nor 
the defence made any such reference. The Statute 
of Frauds was pleaded generally. At tho trial 
deft., after the omission of reference to costs in 
me pleading had ceased to be to his advantagc, 
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sought to contend that the receipt was an insuffi- 
cient memorandum because it contained no 
reference to costs :—Held: as the purchaser had 
not alleged the agreement, he could not by virtue 
merely of his general plea of the Statute of Frauds 
rely on the omission of the agreement as showing 
that the receipt was not a sufficient memorandum 
in writing of the contract between the partics to 
satisfy the Statute of Frauds. The point intended 
to be raised under the Statute of Frauds must be 
clearly stated in a pleading. 

It must be remembered that the point intended 
to be raised by the statute must in a pleading be 
clearly stated (Pullen v. Snelus, No. 1485, ante). 
Tfere this point could not even be conjectured. 
Therefore, without amending the defence by 
asserting this additional term, the defence of the 
statute is not, I think, in this respect open. No 
amendment is asked for. Is it onc that could have 
been allowed ? I think not. It was in reality to 
deft.’s interest to make in his original pleading no 
reference to the stipulation as to costs. It was a 
stipulation to his detriment. It was to his interest, 
on the defence as drawn, not to avow it. & he 
did not bring it forward. Its omission from his 
pleading does not, it is truc, now advantage him, 
but that is only because of his failure to prove the 
other allegation as to possession which he made. 
Is he now to be allowed tw bring that contention 
forward, its insertion being now to his interest, 
because & only because under cover of it he may 
raise a plea of the Statute of Frauds not hitherto 
made in such a way as to enable him to rely on 
this non-compliance ? In my opinion, No. This 
is an instance in which the statute would operate 
to work an obvious injustice, & it is, I conceive, 
the duty of the court in such a case to exercise 
its discretion in allowing amendments so as to 
avuid such injustice if it can. In my opinion, 
therefore, this point is not open to the deft. on 
his defence as it stands; & an amendment so as 
to open it is not, even if it were asked for, an 
amendment proper to be allowed (Youncir, J.). — 
NorTH v. LoomeEs, [1919] 1 Ch. 378; $8 I. J. Ch. 
217; 120 L. T. 9338. 

1491. Right to plead statute in reply.J]—(1) An 
agreement to abandon threatened proccedings 
which might otherwise be brought at any time 
within six years, if followed in fact by an abstention 
from proceedings, is a contract which is performed 
by one of the parties within one year, & consc- 
quently is not such a contract as is required by 
Statute of Frauds, s. 4, to be in writing. 

(2) Statute of Irauds, s. 4, docs not require 
that an agreement which is set up as a defence to 
an action should be in writing. 

(3) As regards defts., I do not see anything to 
prevent their setting up their agreement, or to 
entitle pltf. to resist it by setting up Statute of 
Frauds in reply. It seems to me the case is not 
one to which this section applies. It is not an 
action brought whereby to charge pltf. with the 
agrecmient in favour of defts., & I cannot extend 
it & say the section can be read as if it were ‘‘ any 
action in which pitf. seeks to charge deft., or deft. 
seeks to set up against plitf. any counterclaim of 
his own.”’ If this were a case in which deft. had 
by a counterclaim set up a charge of his, & sought 
to enforce that, I should have considered that was 
equivalent to a separate action, & that pltf. 
might in answer to the counterclaim, beyond all 
question, set up the Statute of Frauds, but there 
is nothing like a counterclaim, & it seems to me 
I should be enlarging that section of Statute of 
Frauds if I said plitf. was entitled to set ay Statute 
of Frauds in answer to the casc made by defts. 
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Sect. 8.— Matters to be specially pleaded: Sub-sects. 
10, 11 & 12.) 


(NortTH, J.).—MILEs v. NEW ZEALAND ALFORD 
state Co. (1886), 32 Ch. D. 266; 55 L. J. Ch. 
801; 54 L. T. 582; 34 W. It. 669, ©. A. 

1492. Failure to plead statute — Subsequent 
action on same agreement— Res judicata. |—Plté. 
brought an action in the county court to recover 
rent due under an agreement for a lease. Deft. 
set up the defence that there had been no concluded 
agreement, but the court entered judgment for 

Itf. Kurther rent having become due, pltf. 

rought a second action in the county court. Deft. 
gave notice of the special defence that there was 
no memorandum or note of the agreement sufficient 
to satisfy Statute of Frauds, s. 4. The county 
court judge was of opinion that the matter was 
res judicata, & gave judgment for pltf. :—Held: 
as deft. might have sct up the defence of the Statute 
of Frauds in the first action, & had omitted to do 
so, he was not entitled to rely upon it in the 
subsequent action, & the decision of the county 
court judge was right.— HUMPHRIES v. HUMPIRIEFS, 
[1910)2 Kk. B. 5381; 79 L. J. K. B. 919; 1083 L. T. 
14, GC. A. 

Specific performance with parol variation. ]—Sce 
SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE, Vol. XLII., pp. 562-564, 
Nos. 1285 et seq. 

1493. Proceedings without pleadings—-Notice by 
letter or affidavit of ground of defence.]—In pro- 
ceedings where there are no pleading any party 
who intends to rely upon the Statute of Frauds 
should give notice by letter or affidavit of the 
ground of defence, in order that an opportunity 
may be given to the other party of being prepared 
with a reply.—Re SUEARMAN (DECEASED) (1886), 
2'T. L. R. 236. 


SUB-SECT. 11.—STATUTES OF LIMITATIONS. 
Sec R. 8. C., Ord. XIX., r. 15, p. 163, ante. 
Pleading Statutes of Limitations.]—See Limira- 

TIONS OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXIT., pp. 540 et seq., 
Nos. 1926 et seq. 

Maritime Conventions Act, 1911, s. 8.]—WSee 
SHIPPING & NAVIGATION, Vol. XLI., pp. 799, 800, 
Nos. 6508 et seq. 

Omission by executor to plead—Creditor’s suit 
for administration.|—See ExrcutTors & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., p. 808, No. 8386. 

Public Authorities Protection Act, generally. |— 
See PUBLIC AUTHORITIES, BODIES & OFFIUVERS, 
Vol. XXXVIII., p. 101, Nos. 725, 726. 
Pleading.|—See LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, 
Vol. XXXITI., pp. 540 et seg., Nos. 1926 et seq. 





Pleading acknowledgment taking case out of 


Statute.J—See LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. 
XXXTI., pp. 377, 378, 542, 548, Nos. 608-614, 
1944-1962. 


SUB-SECT. 12.—PARTICULAR CASES. 
Accord & Ssatisfaction.J—See Conrractr, Vol. 
AII., pp. 437 et seg., Nos. 3534 et seq. 

Acknowledgments to take case out of Statutes of 
Limitations.]—See LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. 
XXXII, pp. 377, 378, 542, 543, Nos. 608-614, 
1944-1962. 

Adultery—Separation between husband & wife.] 
See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 287, Nos. 
2077-2080. 

Particulars.}—See Part XIV., post. 

1494. Agency — Authority — Specific perform- 

ance.}—The vld practice, which, in suite for 
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specific performance, required the authority of an 

agent to enter into a binding contract on behalf 

of his principal to be specially pleaded, still pre- 
vails. Where, therefore, a pltf. in his statement 
of claim alleged that deft. ‘“‘ duly authorised J. to 

act as his agent in & about the purchase ”’ of a 

colliery, that J. acting as such agent wrote a letter 

to B., ‘‘ who was then duly authorised to act in 
the matter of the sale of the said colliery as agent 

for pltf.,’’ offering £6,000 for the colliery, & that B. 

by pltf.’s direction by letter accepted the offer, 

adding, ‘‘ I will send you draft contract in duc 
course’ :-—IIeld: there was no sufficient allega- 

tion that J. & B. were duly authorised to wie a 

binding contract on behalf of their principals.— 

VALE OF NEatH COLLIERY Co. v. FURNESS (1876), 

46 L. J. Ch. 276; 34 L. T, 231; 24 W. R. 631. 

1495. Want of authority.|—Thoe 
statement of claim in an action for specific per- 
formance stated that the predecessor in title of 
pitf., by his agent lawfully authorised, signed an 
agreement with H., the predecessor in title of 
deft. Tho statement of defence denied this in 
words following the words of the statement of 
claim, & then procecded to state that H., the pre- 
decessor in title of the deft., was of unsound 
mind, & did not lawfully authorise any one as his 
agent to sign an agreement, & in a subsequent 
paragraph denied that any agreement was signed 
by H. or any person by him lawfully authorised :— 
Held: under the statement of defence deft. could 
only enter into evidence to show the unsoundness 
of mind of H., & could not enter into evidence to 
show that the agent was not duly authorised. 

Fry, J., had all the facts before him, and knew 
the point which the parties had come totry. This 
being so, we ought not to interfere with the dis- 
cretion of the judge in refusing leave to amend. 
The question remains whether deft. has suffi- 
ciently pleaded in his statement of defence the 
point which he now desires to raise. I agree that 
he has not done so (THESIGER, I..J.).—BYRD ». 
NuNN (1877), 7 Ch. D. 284; 47]. J. Ch. 13 37 
L. T. 5685; 26 W. R. 101, C. A. 

-.}—See, generally, AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 207 
el seq. 

Aggravation of damages. ]—Sce Part II1., Sect. 0, 
ante. 

Alteration—Of contract.J—See ConTRACT, Vol. 
XIT., p. 365, Nos. 3035-8038. 

—— Of negotiable instruments.}—Sce BILLS oF 
EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 384, 385, Nos. 2519-2524. 

Authority—Of agent.|—-See AGENCY, supra. 

—— Of broker.|—See SrocK EXCHANGE, Vol. 
XLITI., p. 794, Nos. 31 et seq. 

Of third person—Bailee discharged by 
eviction by title paramount.]—See BAILMENT, 
Vol. III., p. 101, Nos. 2865 et seq. 

Bailment—Bailee discharged by eviction by title 
paramount.]—See BAILMENT, Vol. III., p. 101, 
Nos. 286 et seq. 

Bankruptcy — Discharge.] See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., p. 592, Nos. 5422, 5423. 

Bull of costs — Plea of non-delivery.|—Sce 
Sonicirors, Vol. XLII., p. 147, Nos. 1454-1462. 

Bills of exchange. }—See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 3, anie. 

1496. Bills of Sale Act.J]—A party to an action 
who intends to rely on non-registration under the 
Bills of Sale Acts as affecting the validity of a 
document should raise the point in his pectin 

The rules now provide that if you wish to plead 
or rely upon the Statute of Limitations or upon 
the Statute of Frauds (Ord. X1TX., r. 15), then it is 
to be pleaded, & I think it would be very con- 
venient that there should be similar es as 
regards other statutes; at any rato I think it is 
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desirable, on the broad ground that a deft. should 
always have reasonable notice, or a pltf. either, 
if there is any pleading on the other side of the 
case made against him, not, of course, of the 
argument, nor, of course, of the distinct points of 
law, & the way in which they will be put by the 
counsel (KEKEWICH, J.).—COBURN v. COLLINS 
(1887), 35 Ch. D. 373; 56L. J. Ch. 504; 56 L. 'T. 
481; 35 W. R. 610, 613; 3 T. L. R. 419. 

See, generally, BILts oF Saute, Vol. VII., p. 3, 
Nos. 1 et seq. 

Bottomry bond—Invalidity on failure to com- 
municate with owners. |—See SHIPPING & NAVIGA- 
TION, Vol. XLI., pp. 269-270, No. 1153. 

Champerty.]—Sce ActTion, Vol. I., p. 89, Nos. 
735, 736. 

Cheques.]—See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 3, ante. 

Concealed fraud.|—See LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, 
Vol. XXXITI., p. 520, Nos. 1762 et seg. 

Acca precedent.|—See Part III., Sect. 10, 
ante. 

Condonation.|—See IIUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., pp. 342, 343, Nos. 83229-3234. 

Contract—-Performance.|—Sce Sub-sect. 8. 

—--— Payment. ]—Sce Sub-sect. 7. 

- Accord & satisfaction.]|—Sce CONTRACT, 
Vol. XIL., pp. 437 et seq., Nos. 3534 et seq. 
Alteration.|—See Conrracr, Vol. XII, 
p. 365, Nos. 3035-3038. 

1497. Contributory negligence.|—It appears to 
me that in all such cases the liability of the deft. 
company must rest upon these facts—in the first 
place that there was some negligent act or omission 
on the part of the company or their servants 
which materially contributed to the injury or 
death complained of, &, in the second place, 
that there was no contributory negligence on the 
part of the injured or deceased person. But it 
does not, inmy opinion, necessarily follow that the 
whole burden of proof is cast upon the pltf. That 
it lies with pltf. to prove the first of these pro- 
positions does not admit of dispute. Mere 
allegation or proof that the company were guilty 
of negligence is altogether irrelevant; they 
might be guilty of many negligent acts or omissions 
which might possibly have occasioned injury to 
somebody, but had no connection whatever with 
the injury for which redress is sought, & therefore 
the pltf. must allege & prove, not merely that they 
were negligent, but that their negligence caused 
or materially contributed to the injury (LORD 
WATSON).—-WAKELIN v. LONDON & SoutTin WES- 
TERN Ry. Co. (1886), 12 App. Cas. 41; 56 
L. J. Q. B. 229; 55 L. T. 709; 51 J. P. 4043 35 
W. 'R. 141; 3 T. L. R. 233, H. L.3 affirming 
(1884), [1896] 1 Q. B. 189, n. 

14 ~/—Where in a case of collision no 
suggestion has been made in the pleadings & 
evidence by either party that in the event of 
their vessel being found to be in the wrong, there 
was contributory fault on the part of the other 
vessel :—Held: the vessel shown to have been at 
fault by reason of her failure to keep out of the 
way could not be allowed to raise the question 
for the first time in the final Court of Appeal 
whether the other vessel. was not also in fault 
from failure to comply with Art. 18 of the 
Regulations.—S.S. PLerapEs & PaGE v. PAGE & 
S.S. JANE & Lesser, [1891] A. C. 259; GOL. J. P.C. 
59; 65 L. T. 169; 7 Asp. M. L. C. 41, P. C. 

eee negligence, generally, see NEQLI- 
ee Vol. XXXVI., pp. 109 ef seg., Nos. 726 
et seq. 











Onus of proof.]—See NEGLIGENCE, Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 88, Nos. 583-588. 


Conveyancing & Law of Property Act, 1881, 


s. 14.]}—See, now, LAW OF PROPERTY Act, 1925, 
s. 146; LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., 
p. 483, Nos. 6322 et seq. 

Copyright—Assignment not in writing.]—Sce 
CoPpyriGHt, Vol. XIII., p. 189, No. 241. 

Custom.}—See Custom & Usaaes, Vol. XVII., 
p. 22, Nos. 227-240. 

Damages. ]|—See Part III., Sect. 9, ante. 

Debt or liquidated demand.]J—Sece Sect. 4, sub- 
sect. 2, ante. 

Defamation — Justification.]—- See LinEL & 
SLANDER, Vol. XXXIT., pp. 90-102, Nos. 1210- 
1327. 

Aggravation & mitigation of damages. |- 
Sec LIBEL & SLANDER, Vol. XXXII, p. 166, 
Nos. 2019 et seq. 
Fair comment.|—Sec LIBEL & SLANDER, 
Vol. XXXITI., p. 141, Nos. 1730 ef seq. 

Distress—lIllegal, irregular, & excessive distress. | 
oe Distress, Vol. XVIII., p. 302, Nos. 1338 
et seq. 





Action of replevin.]|—See DISTRESS, 
Vol. XVIII., p. 381, Nos. 1217 et seq. 

Easements.|—See EASEMENTS & PRoFITS A 
PRENDRE, Vol. XIX., p. 76, Nos. 456 et seq. 

Equitable defences.]—See Sub-sect. 2, ane. 

Estoppel—By deed.|—Sce ESTOPPEL, Vol. X X1I., 
p. 287, Nos. 1011-1018. 

By matter of record.|—Sce LsTOPPEL, 
Vol. XXL, pp. 403-404, Nos. 1619-1621. 

In pais.]}—See ESTOPPEL, Vol. XXI., pp. 
403-404, Nos. 1619-1624. 

Fair comment.]|—See LIBEL & SLANDER, Vol. 
XXXII., p. 141, Nos. 1730 et seq. 

Fraud.]—See Part ITI., Sect. 7, ante. 

Gaming & wagering.]—See Sub-sect. 4, anle. 

Ilegality.|—See Sub-sect. 5, ante. 

Inevitable accident. |—-See Sub-sect. 6, ante. 

Judgment against one or two or more jointly 
liable—Joint contractors.|—See EsTrorPEL, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 218-221, Nos. 538-554. 

——- Joint tort feasors.J—See EsTopPEL, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 221, 222, Nos. 555-568. 

Pleading estoppel by matter of record— 
Necessity for.|—See EsTorrE., Vo]. XXI., pp. 234, 
235, Nos. 638-654. 

- Mode of.]—See Mstopret, Vol. X XI., 
pp. 235, 236, Nos. 655-657. 

1499. Jurisdiction—Want of.]—lltfs. sued the 
defts., both parties having a registered office in 
England, for certain rents & costs incurred in 
the construction of railway premises at the 
station in Buenos Ayres. Defts., in their state- 
ment of defence, stated that both companies 
were domiciled & carried on business abroad, & 
hat the property was situated in the Argentine 
Republic, who had by express provision power 
to deal with the pltfs.’ claim :—Held: the state- 
ment of defence was bad, there being no allegation 
which asserted an exclusive jurisdiction in the 
courts of the Republic over the subject-matter 
of the action, either by law or contract of the 
parties. 

A statement of defence, which is intended by way 
of plea to the jurisdiction of the courts of this 
country, must be precise & clear, which is cer- 
tainly not the case with the allegation in question 
(MELLOR, J.).—-BUENOS AyRES & ENSENADA 
Port Ry. Co. v. NORTHERN Ry. Co. oF BUENOS 
AYRES (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 210; 46 L. J. Q. B. 224 ; 
86 L. T. 148; 25 W. R. 367. 

1500. ——— .J}—In a proper case the court 
will allow an objection of ouster of jurisdiction 
to be raised at the trial of an action, though not 

reviously raised by the pleadings, & will treat 

he pleadings as amended accordingly.—Cros- 
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Sect. 8.—Matters to be specially pleaded: Sub-sect. 
12. Sect. 9: Sub-sect. 1.} 


FIELD (JOSEPH) & Sons, Lrp. v. MANCHESTER 
Smp CANAL Co., [1904] 2 Ch. 123; 90 L. T. 
557; 68 J.P. 421; 52 W. R. 635, C. A. ; on appeal, 
[1905] A. C. 421, H. L. 

See, generally, Courts, Vol. XVI., p. 101, 
Nos. 22 et seq. 

Jus tertii—Bailee discharged by title para- 
mount.]—Sec BAILMENT, Vol. III, p. 101, Nos. 
286 et seq. 

Justification.]—See LisEL & SLANDER, Vol. 
XXXII., PP. 90-102, Nos. 1210-1327. 

Libel.]—-See Defamation, supra. 

Lien. ]—See LIEN, Vol. XX XII., p. 245, No. 301. 

Liquidated demand. ]— See Sub-sect. 2, ante. 

Lost grant.J}—See EASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., 
pp. 77, 78, Nos. 465-467, 

Maintenance & champerty.]—Sece AcTION, Vol. 
I., p. 89, Nos. 735, 736. 

Malice.]|—See Part ITI., Sect. 12, ante. 

Mitigation of damages.]— See Part III., Sect. 9, 
ante. 

1501. Moneylenders Acts—Effect of omission to 
plead—Plaintiff not taken by surprise.]—By his 
marriage settlement R. assigned funds to trustees 
upon trusts under which he took a protected life 
interest & the trustees were empowered to pay 
his debts, & for that purpose to raise money upon 
his request in writing. In Nov. 1906, he com- 
mitted an act of bankruptcy on which he was 
adjudicated a bankrupt in April, 1907. In 
Dec. 19206, he signed a request to the trustces to 
raise £800 for payment of his debts. They 
borrowed the money from G. & executed a mort- 
gage in which they covenanted ‘‘ as trustees but 
not otherwise ” to repay the money with interest 
at 6 per cent. G. brought this action to enforce 
his security :—Held: the mortgage was taken 
by G. in the course of his business as a money- 
lender & was therefore entirely void, inasmuch 
as he was not registered ; that being so, the debt 
was gone & G. could not succeed in a claim for 
money bad & received; that G. had not been 
taken by surprise, & under the circumstances 
the omission of one of the trustees to plead the 
Moneylenders Act was immaterial.—Re RoBIN- 
SON’S SETTLEMENT, GANT v. HOBBS, [1912] 1 Ch. 
717; 81 L. J. Ch. 393; 106 L. T. 443; 28 T. 1. R. 
298, C. A. 

1502. Negligence—Whether necessary to plead— 
Salvage claim.]—It is not necessary to plead negli- 
gence in order to defeat a salvage claim.— 
THE MARECHAL SUCHET, [1911] P.1; 80L. J. P. 
51; 103 L. T. 848; 26 T. L. R. 660; 11 Asp. 
M. L. C. 553. 

~ Contributory negligence.J—See Contribu- 
tory Negligence, supra. 
Inevitable accident as defence to.]—See 
Sub-sect. 6, ante. 

Non est factum.}—See ContTrRActT, Vol. XII, 
pp. 360, 365, 366, Nos. 2991, 3035, 3036, 3046; 

EEDS & OTHER INSTRUMENTS, Vol. XVII., 
p. 235, Nos. 499-501. 

Non-joinder of parties.}—See Practice, Part 
XIX., Sect. 10, post. 

1503. Notice of value—Want of—Action against 
carriers.j|—In an action against a carrier for the 
loss of a parcel of more than £10 in value, if deft. 
wishes to avail himself of the want of notice of 
value under 11 Geo. 4 & 1 Will. 4, c. 68, he must 
plead it specially.—Syms v. CHAPLIN (1836), 5 Dowl. 
429; 5 Ad. & El. 634; 2 Har. & W. 411; 1 Nev. 
&P.K.B.129; 6L.3.K.B.25; 111 EB. R. 1304. 

Ouster of jurisdiction. ]— See Jurisdiction, supra. 
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Payment.]—Sec Sub-sect. 7, ante. 

Performance. ]—See Sub-sect. 8, ante. 

Part performance—lIn relation to Statute of 
Frauds.]—See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., p. 168, Nos. 
1233 et seg.; SALE OF LAND, Vol. X1., p. 35, Nos. 
191 ef seq.; SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XL., p. 47], Nos. 
199 ef seg.; SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE, Vol. XLIL., 
p. 460, Nos. 297 et seq. 

Promissory notes—Actions on.]—<Sce Sect. 4, 
sub-sect. 3, ante. 

Public Authorities Protection Act. ]—See Sub-sect. 
11, ante. 

1504, Purchase for value without notice.]—A. 
being entitled to the equity of redemption in fee 
in certain lands, by a deed of family arrangement, 
dated in Feb. 1820, granted to his brother B. an 
annuity of £20 charged on those lands & payable 
on the death of his mother C. By a settlement 
made on his marriage in May, 1821, A. settled the 
above lands, subject to the mortgage existing 
thereon, & he at the same time covenanted that 
they were not otherwise incumbered. A. died in 
1825, & C. died in 1839. The first payment of 
the annuity became due in March, 1840. In 1859 
B. filed a bill against those claiming under the 
settlement for payment of the annuity. Defts. set 
up orally at the bar the defence that they were 
purchasers for value without notice of B.’s 
annuity :—Held: such defence should have been 
pleaded formally, & could not be set up orally 
at the hearing, & a decree was made against defts. 
for payment of the annuity.— PHILLIPS v. PHILLIPS 
(1862), 4 De G. F. & J. 208; 31 L. J. Ch. 321; 5 
L. T. 655; 8 Jur. N.S. 145; 10 W. R. 286, C. A. 

1505. -}—-The defence of a purchaser for 
value without notice must be specifically pleaded. 
—A.-G. v. BIPHOSPHATED GUANO Co., LTD. (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 327; 49 L. J. Ch. 68; 40 L. T. 201; 
27 W. R. 621, C. A. 

1506. Inference from facts admitted by 
parties.]|—C., trustee with the pltf. of a will, & 
also trustee with the deft. of a settlement, having 
misappropriated a portion of the settlement fund. 
applied an equal portion of the will fund in the 
purchase of stock, which he transferred into the 
names of himself & the deft. The plitf. & deft. 
were both innocent of C.’s fraud, & the deft. & 
the cestuis que trust under the settlement had no 
notice that the stock was purchased with part of 
the will fund. C. died insolvent. In an action by 
the pltf. to compel the deft. to transfer the stock 
to him :—Held: the deft. having by accepting 
the transfer of the stock given up his right to sue 
C. for his debt to the trust, was entitled to be 
treated as a purchaser for value without notice, 
& consequently to retain the stock as part of the 
settlement fund ; (2) the objection that there was 
no plea by the deft. of purchase for valuable con- 
sideration, could not be entertained, the just 
inference from the facts admitted by the parties 
being that the deft. was a purchaser for valuable 
consideration without notice.—TAYLOR v. BLAKE- 
LocK (1886), 32 Ch. D. 560; 56 L. J. Ch. 390; 
55 L. T. 8, C. A. 

Release.}|—See Sub-sect. 9, ante. 

Representative capacity——Denial of.]—WSee Sect. 
4, sub-sect. 5, ante. 

Res judicata.]|—See Estoppen, Vol. XXI., pp. 
234-236, Nos. 638~—657. 

1507. Sale of goods—Credit unexpired at time 
when action brought.J—If in debt for goods sold 
the defence be that the goods were sold on a 
credit not expired at the time of the bringing of 
the action, this must be specially pleaded.— 
EpMUNDS v. Harris (1834), 6 C. & P. 547; 2 Ad. 
& El. 414; 4 Nev. & M. K. B. 182; 111 E. R. 161. 
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See, also, SALE OF Goons, Vol. XXXIX., p. 655, 
No. 2483. 

1508. Quality of goods.|—If there has been 
a contract for a sale of goods at a specific price & 
a subsequent delivery of the goods, deft. cannot 
set up as a defence that the goods were of so bad 
a quality as to be useless, unless he has pleaded it 
specially.— RoFFEy v. SMITH (1834), 6 C. & P. 662. 
Pleading statute.|—Sce Sub-sect. 10, ante. 

Slander.|—-See Defamation, supra. 

1509. Solicitor—Not duly qualified at time when 
business done.]—In assumpsit for work & labour 
by pitfs., as solicitors, on a joint retainer, an 
objection that one of them was not admitted of 
court in which the business was done, must be 
pleaded specially.—HiLt v. SypDNEY (1838), 7 
Ad. & El. 956; 3 Nev. & P. K. B. 161; 71. J. 
Q. B. 87; 112 E. R. 730. 

Bill of costs—Plea of non-delivery.]—See 
SoLiciTors, Vol. XLII., p. 147, Nos. 1454-1462. 

Special damages.]|—See Damaaces, Vol. XVII., 
pp. 153, 154, Nos. 549-554 ; Linen & SLANDER, Vol. 
XXXIT., pp. 160, 170, 175, Nos. 2082-2084, 
2153-2155. 

Statute of Frauds.]—See Sub-sect. 10, anle. 

Statute of Limitations.|—See Sub-sect. 11, ante. 

Statutes in Pleading.|—See Part I., Sect. 5, ante. 

1510. Surrender of lease.}|}—Debt on an indenture 
for rent. Plea, that whilst the deft. was in the 
occupation of the demised premises, & before the 
rent became due, it was agreed between the pltf. 
& the deft. that the pltf. should make certain 
alterations, & in consideration thereot the deft. 
pbhould relinquish his interest under the indenture, 
& accept a fresh lease for seven years at an in- 
creased rent; & until such lease should be 
tendered to the deft., he should hold the premises 
as tenant from year to year, at the increased rent ; 
that the pltf. executed the alterations; that the 
deft. relinquished his interest under the indenture, 
& held the premises under the agreement; & 
that no new lease was executed: by means of 
which premises the deft. became tenant from 
year to year, & all his interest under the indenture 
was surrendered to the pltf. by act & operation of 
law. Replication, de injuria; & issue thereon :— 
Held: (1) that the plea could only be proved by 
an agreement in writing, since the stipulation as 
to the yearly tenancy was part of the agreement 
. for a future lease, & such agreement was required 
by the Statute of Frauds to be in writing; (2) 
under such an agreement, there would be no 
surrender of the existing lease by operation of law, 
until the new lease was granted. 

No answer has been given to the proposition, 
which I from the first laid down, viz. that, in order 
to maintain this defence, the plea must be proved 
by an agreement in writing. It cannot for a 
moment be argued that a person could plead a 
general plea that a lease was surrendered by 
operation of law, for it is clear that he must show 
the facts which constitute such a surrender. This 
plea does show the facts relied on, & I agree that 
nothing short of an express demisc will operate 
as @ surrender of an existing lease. It is not 
necessary, however, to decide that point, because 
the plea is not proved (PARKE, B.).—FOQUET v. 
Moor (1852), 7 Exch. 870; 19 L. T. O. S. 205; 
165 E. R. 1202; sub nom. FORQUET v. MOORE, 
22 L. J. Ex. 35. 

Title to sue—Denial of right of representative 
party.|—See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 5, ante. 

Trespass to the person.]—See TRESPASS, Vol. 
XLIII, pp. 485, 436, 440-442, Nos. 626, 627, 
683-704. 

Trespass to land—-Ownership as possession in 
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defendant.]—-See Trespass, Vol. XLIII., p. 405, 
No. 277 et seq. 

Trover & detinue—Joint ownership with plain- 
liff.j—See TrovER & DETINUE, Vol. XLIII., 
p. 518, No. 565. 

Theft—Failure to prosecute to conviction. ] 
—See TROVER & DETINUE, Vol. XLIIL, p. 518, 
Nos. 567. 

Trustees—Pleading Trustee Act in action for 
breach of trust.}—See Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. 
XLIII., p. 997, Nos. 4383, 4384. 

1511. Ultra vires—Contracts of railway com- 
panies.J—Semble: the defence of ultra virea ought 
to be specially pleaded. It is very common for 
railway companies to apply to Parliament & 
obtain authority to construct new lines, & it 
must be assumed from the fact of Parliament so 
continually sanctioning contracts of this kind that 
they are lawful. I am by no means satisfied that 
they are unlawful, & it seems to me rather fraudu- 
lent for a company to enter into a contract of this 
hind & then say that it is not binding because it is 
ultra vires. 

A deft. is not bound to plead that a contract is 
ultra vires if that appears upon the face of the 
declaration. Whenever illegality appears, either 
by a declaration or any other pleading, a deft. 
may avail himself of it although he has not pleaded 
it. But that rule is subject to this qualification, 
which is in truth part of the rule, that when it is 
intended to say that the facts are not true, but 
colourable, it should be so alleged (BRAMWELL, B.) 
—TAYLOR (Str C., BART.) v. CHICHESTER & MID- 
HURST Ry. Co. (1866), 4 H. & C. 409; 14 L. T. 
437; on appeal, L. R. 4 H. L. 628. 

1512. Infirmity in statute.]—According to 
the rules of pleading, an allegation of infirmity in 
any statute on the ground of ultra vires is sufficient 
without assigning further reasons.—BURLAND ». 
R., ALLEYN v. BARTHE, [1922] 1 A. C. 215; 91 
I. J.P.C. 81; 126 L. T. 584; sub nom. BURLAND 
v. R., SHARPEL v. BARTHE, 38 T. L. R. 131, P. C. 

Venereal disease—Communication  of.]—See 
HvusBaNnD & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 375, No. 3635. 








Srecr. 9.—GROUNDS OF DEFENCE ARISING AFTER 
ACTION BROUGHT. 


SuB-SECT. 1.—BEFORE DELIVERY OF DEFENCE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXIV., r.1. Any ground of defence which has 
arisen after action brought, but before the defendant has de- 
livered his defence, and before the time limited for his doing so 
has expired, may be raised by the defendant in his defence, 
either alone or together with other grounds of defence. And if, 
after a defence has been delivered, any ground of defence arises 
to any set off or counterclaim alleged therein by the defendant, 
it may be raised by the plaintiff in his reply, either alone or 
together with any other ground of reply. 


1513. Defence must be pleaded as so arising. ]— 
Deft. was adjudged bankrupt on Sept. 3; an 
action was commenced against him on Nov. 11, 
& on Nov. 27 he obtained his order of discharge, 
& then pleaded, in the general form, that he 
became bankrupt before action brought, & that 
the cause of action accrued before the bankruptcy. 
Issue having been joined :—Held: the plea was 
not proved ; for that it was the order of discharge, 
& not the adjudication, which was the bar; & 
that therefore the defence arose after action 
brought & ought to have been pleaded according 
to the fact, as required by sect. 68 of the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1852.—JoNgEs v. Hin (1870), 
L. R. 5 Q. B. 230; 39 L. J. Q. B. 74; 21 L. T. 
784; 18 W. R. 453. 

1514. ——— To enable plaintiff to confess plea.]— 
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A counterclaim founded on facts which have 
arisen since the action was brought must be 
pleaded as so arising, so that pltf. may be able to 
confess the plea; & if it is not so pleaded pltf. 
should take out a summons to strike it out, unless 
it be amended.—Euuis vv. Munson (1876), 35 
L. T. 585, C. A. 

1515. Bankruptcy—Of plaintiff. Action against 
acceptor of a bill of exchange indorsed by S., the 
drawee, to R. & G. R.to the plitf. Deft. pleaded 
that he accepted the bill for the accommodation 
of S. to enable S. to deposit it with R. as a collateral 
security for a debt due to R. from S., that R. took 
it on these terms; that S., before the bill became 
due, paid to lt. part of the debt, & tendered the 
residue; that R. refused to receive the money 
tendered, kept the bill & indorsed it to the pltf. 
as a mere trustee, R. & the pltf. conspiring & 
colluding to cheat the deft.:—Held: the plea 
contained merely matter of excuse. 

The deft. pleaded also that the pltf. had been 
since bankrupt. & obtained his certificate each 
tame, but that his estate under the second bank- 
ruptcy had not paid 15s. in the £, & that the bill 
was indorsed to him after his second certificate :— 
Held: bad, because the plea did not state that 
the assignee had interfered or required the defend- 
ant to pay the amount to them.—HERBERT v. 
SAYER (1844), 5 Q. B. 965; 2 Dow. & L. 49; 1 
Dav. & Mer. 723; 13 L. J. Q. B. 209; 8 Jur. 812; 
114 EF. R. 1512, Ex. Ch. 





1516, ——- oJ— Foster vv. GAMGER, No. 1524, 
post. 
1517. — — Stay of proceedings. ]—-Where 





pitf{f. is adjudicated bankrupt after action brought 
& his trustee declines to proceed with the action, 
it may be stayed by an order in chambers, & deft. 
need not plead the bankruptcy in bar.--WARDER 
ev. SAUNDERS (1882), 10 Q. B. ID. 114; 47 I. T. 
475, D.C. 

1518. ——— Of defendant.|—Where a deft. is 
adjudicated bankrupt during the pending of an 
action, though in respect of an act of bankruptcy 
committed before the commencement of the action, 
pltf. may confess that the property claimed in the 
action was in the order & disposition of the deft. 
at the date of the act of bankruptcy, & sign judg- 
ment for his costs under Ord. XX., r. 3.—CHAM- 
PION v. FORMBY (1878), 7 Ch. D. 373; 47 L. J. Ch. 
395; 26 W. R. 391. 

Effect of receiving order.]—See BAanx- 
nupTcy & INSOLVENCY, Vol. IV., p. 166, Nos. 
1554 ef seq. 

Effect of adjudication order.]—See BANK- 
nuptcy & INSOLVENCY, Vol. IV., p. 175, Nos. 
1623 et seq. 

Action, etc., pending at time of bank- 
ruptcy.|—See BANKRUPTCY & INSOLVENCY, Vol. V., 
p. 1010, Nos. 8237 et seq. 

1519. Admitting breach of covenant & pleading 
performance after action brought—Payment of 
money into court.|—In an action for rent & for 
damages for breach of covenant in not building a 
wall, & also claiming an injunction the deft. paid 
money into court to satisfy the claim for rent & 
pleaded performance of the covenant by building 
the wall after the commencement of the action, 
& paid into court £1 in respect of the breach before 
action. Plitf. took the money out of court, con- 
fessed ‘‘ the defence’ as to the wall, & claimed 
costs under Ord. XX., r. 3:—Held: he was not 
entitled to such costs, for the statement did not 
amount to a “ defence’ within the meaning of 
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that rule; but he was entitled to the costs of the 
action under Ord. LV. or under the Oounty 
Courts Act, 1852 (c. 54), s. 4.—CALLANDER v, 
IIAWKINS (1877), 2 C. P. D. 592; 26 W. R. 212. 

1520. Counterclaim. ]|—Relief can be given on a 
counterclaim in respect of a cause of action accrued 
to the deft. subsequently to the issue of the writ 
in the original action. 

Semble: a counterclaim is an independent 
action, & not part of the original action though for 
convenience the two are tried together. 

It is quite true that in Ord. XX. provision is 
made to enable the defence to be brought down to 
a date later than the commencement of the action, 
& the Master of the Rolls has from that inferred 
that a counterclaim, not being mentioned in that 
rule, cannot extend down to the same date as a 
defence. But I read that rule in a very different 
way. I think that it introduces this liberty with 
regard to a defence only, because the liberty was 
already given by the statute with regard to a 
counterclaim, & therefore it was unnecessary for 
the rule to make any reference to a counterclaim 
(Fry, J.).—BEDDALL v. MAITLAND (1881), 17 
Ch. D. 174, 181; 50 L. J. Ch. 401; 44 1. T. 248; 
29 W. R. 484. 

1521. ——.] 1531, 
post. 

1522. Award made after action brought—Action 
upon contract containing provision for reference. }— 
Where an action has been commenced upon a con- 
tract ,containing a provision for reference to an 
arbitrator of any dispute arising under the contract, 
& is pending, no application to stay the action 
having been made under sect. 4 of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, or such an application having becn 
refused, an award made by the arbitrator under 
the provision for reference upon the subject- 
matter of the action, subsequently to the com- 
mencement thereof, & without the consent of 
plitf., is invalid, & will not afford a defence to the 
action. 

By a clause in a contract between pltfs. & defts., 
a municipal corporation, for the execution by the 
former of certain sewerage works, it was provided 
that, in case of any dispute, doubt, or difference 
arising or happening touching or concerning the 
works, or relating to quantities, qualities, descrip- 
tion, or manner of work done, executed, or to be 
done & executed by the contractors, or in any wise 
whatever relating to the interests of the said 
corporation or of the contractors, such doubts, 
disputes, or differences should from time to time 
be referred to & settled & decided by defts.’ 
engineer, who should be competent to enter upon 
the subject-matter of such doubts, disputes, or 
differences with or without formal reference or 
notice to the parties to the said contract, or either 
of them, & who should judge, decide, order & 
determine thereon. 

Pitfs. brought an action against defts. for sums 
which they alleged to have become due to them 
from defts. under the contract, & for damages for 
wrongful termination of the contract by the defts. 
Defts. did not apply for a stay of proceedings in the 
action under sect. 4 of the Arbitration Act, 1889. 
Subsequently to the commencement of the action, 
the defts.’ engineer, under the before-mentioned 
clause, without giving notice to the parties, & 
without the knowledge or consent of the pltfs., 
made an award purporting to decide the matters 
which were the subject of the action, & the defts. 
pleaded his award in bar to pltfs.’ claim in the 
action :—Held: it was not competent for the 
engineer to determine the matters in question, 
pending the action, & therefore his award was no 
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bar to the pltfs.’ claim in the action.—DOLEMAN & 
Sons v. OssETT CORPORATION, [1912] 3 K. B, 257; 
811.J.K. B. 1092; 107 L. T. 581; 76J.P. 457; 
10 L. G@. R. 015, C. A. 

15238. Payment after action brought—Nominal 
damages. |—Deft., an English lady, having in 1914 
contracted in France a debt to the pltfs. of 
Frs. 18,035, undertook to pay that sum to them 
in France in French money before the end of that 
year. The deft. did not pay the money within 
the time specified, & in Nov. 1919, by which date 
the value of the French franc as expressed in 
Inglish currency had heavily fallen, pltfs. com- 
menced an action against her in England on a 
specially indorsed writ claiming the amount of 
sterling which have been the equivalent of 
Frs. 18,035 at the end of the year 1914. While 
the action was pending the deft. went to France 
& paid in French money to the then hotel manager 
of the pltfs. the sum of Fras. 18,085. The manager, 
who did not know the amount of the deft.’s debt, 
nor that an action had been begun, did not when 
taking the money intend to accept it in full 
satisfaction, & gave the deft. a receipt as for money 
deposited with him. By French law interest is 
not payable on money due in the absence of an 
express agreement to pay it. Deft. then pleaded 
that after action brought she had satisfied the 
pltf..s claim by payment. On the question 
whether upon the facts above stated that plea 
had been established :—Held: the debt, being 
payable in France in French currency, did not 
cease to be a French debt by reason of its being 
sued for in England, & as, if the action had been 
brought in France, the payment made would have 
been a good discharge of the debt notwithstanding 
the depreciation of the French franc as expressed 
in English currency since the date when the money 
became due, that payment must equally be a good 
discharge of the debt for the purposes of the 
English action; & pitfs. were entitled to recover 
no more than nominal damages for the non-pay- 
ment at the due date, & the costs of action down 
to plea pleaded.—SocikTk DES HOTELS LE 
TOUQUET. PARIS-PLAGE v. CUMMINGS, [1922] 1 
K. B. 461,452; 91L. J. K. B. 288; 126 L. T. 
513; 388 T. L. R. 221; 66 Sol. Jo. 269, C. A. 


SuB-sECT, 2.—AFTER DELIVERY OF DEFENCE. 
A, Delivery of Further Defence by Leave. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXIV.,r.2. Where any ground of defence arises 
after the defendant has delivered defence or after the time 
limited ior his doing so has expired, the defendant may, and 
where any ground of defence to any set off or counterclaim arises 
after rep ys or after the time limited for delivering a reply, has 
expired, the plaintiff may, within elght days after such ground 
of defence has arisen, or at any subsequent time by leave of the 
Court or a Judge, deliver a further defence or further reply, a3 
the case may be, setting forth the same. 


1524. Bankruptcy of plaintiff.]—Deft. pleaded 
pleas in bar of the action & afterwards, by leave 
of a judge under sect. 142 of the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852, pleaded in addition, the 
bankruptcy of the pltf. since action brought & 
pltf. confessed the plea :—Held: pltf. was entitled 
to judgment for his costs up to the time of such 
pe ee v. GAMGEE (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 
666; 45 L. J. Q. B. 576; 34 L. T. 248; 24 W.R. 
319; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 93. 

1525. -]—In action brought to recover 
£4,500 money had & received, the defence 
delivered admitted the receipt of the sum of 
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£5,166 from the plitf., but that after st one of 
certain moneys to the ae they had placed the 
balance to the credit of W. & Co., according to the 
pltf.’s instructions & the pltf. had been so credited 
by W. & Co. Reply alleged that the defts. were 
the London agents of W. & Co., who were their 
debtors as to which they had goods of W. & Co. 
of the estimated value of £3,160, leaving due to 
them a balance of £4,219 ; that instead of remitting 
the said balance to W. & Co. they put the money 
in their pockets & simply credited W. & Co. 
with the amount in their books. Pltf. became a 
bankrupt in New Zealand, & after he obtained his 
discharge the trustee assigned the benefit of the 
action to the pltf. Pltf. now claimed to go on, 
as if he had never been bankrupt. 

Ord. XVII., r. 1, was ‘‘ that an action should 
not become abated by reason of the marriage, 
death or bankruptcy of any of the parties, if the 
cause of action survived or continued’’; the 
cause of action did continue. It was proposed by 
the judge at chambers to put on the defence that 
the pltf. had been a bankrupt, which was objected 
to. The court thought the amendment a good 
one, & dismissed the appeal.— BARKER v. JOHNSON 
& ALLsop (1889), 60 L. T. 64; 5 T. L. R. 278. 

.|—See also Nos. 1515-1518, ante. 

1526. Counterclaim & set-off.|—The action was 
brought to recover £100 198. 6d., the price of 
fixtures & other articles sold & delivered to deft. 
The defence denied that the goods were ever sold 
or delivered to deft., & alleged, by way of set-off, 
an agreement that any debt duc to pltf. by any 
member of the firm to which deft. belonged should 
be set-off against a loan of £200 made by the said 
firm to pltf. The reply denied the alleged agree- 
ment, & said that the loan of £200 was made by 
one D., who received the pltf.’s promissory note, 
dated Jan. 1, 1883, at twelve months, in con- 
sideration thereof. This reply was delivered on 
Dec. 20, 1883; & on Jan. 11, 1884, deft. put in a 
further set-off & counterclaim for £210, alleging 
that after the delivery of the defence, & within 
eight days before the further counterclaim, deft. 
became entitled to a promissory note for £200 with 
interest, paves by the pltf. & indorsed to the 
deft. by D. Pltf. confessed the defence, & signed 
judgment for his costs. 

A counterclaim & set-off is a defence within 
Ord. XXIV. I shall order that the judgment 
stand ; pltf. to have the costs of the cause up to 
the time of deft. pleading the set-off arising after 
action. No costs on either side of any of the other 
issues raised in the action ; the deft. to be entitled 
to judgment for £115 (MATHEW, J.).—WooD v. 
GOODWIN, [1884] W. N. 18; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 167. 

1527. Plea not amounting to waiver of pleas 
founded on matters occurring before action com- 
menced.]—An action was brought by a member of 
a club ‘‘ on behalf of himself & all other members ”’ 
of such club “ except the deft.’’ against the com- 
mittee of the club, charging them with breaches 
of trust in making profits out of contracts entered 
into by them on behalf of the club. The defence 
stated in paragraph 16 that, after the commence- 
ment of the action, a special general meeting of 
the club was summoned to ascertain whether any 
of the members except pltf. approved of the 
institution of the action. Paragraph 17 stated 
that the meeting was held & a resolution passed 
expressing confidence in the committee. Para- 
graph 18 stated that, under these circumstances 
the members other than pltf. had ratified & con- 
firmed all acts of defts. complained of by the 
pltf. & that even if the action could otherwise be 
maintained, which the defts. denied, it could not 
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now be maintained by pltf. on behalf of bimself 
& all other members of the club except deft. 
Paragraph 20 stated that) inasmuch as_ the 
matters complained of were, in any event, matters 
relating to internal management of the club, 
& matters in respect of which the majority of 
members could bind & control the minority, the 
pltf. could not under these circumstances main- 
tain the action. Thereupon the pltf. under 
Ord. XXIV., r. 3, delivered a ‘‘ confession of 
defence ’’ in which he confessed the defence stated 
in paragraphs 16, 17,18 & 20, & signed judgment 
against defts. for his entire costs of the action. 
Deft. moved to set aside that judgment & dismiss 
the action :—//eld: this was not a case in which 
it was proper for the pltf. to avail himself of 
Ord. XXIV., r. 3, inasmuch as it was not a case 
in which the plea of a ground of defence that had 
occurred since action brought amounted to a 
waiver of the pleas founded on matters which 
had occurred before the commencement of the 
action. Therefore the parties assenting that the 
action would be dismissed with costs since con- 
fession & without costs down to the delivery of the 
confessions ; pltf. to pay costs of the present 
motion.— HARRISON vt. ABERGAVENNY (MARQUIS) 
(1887), 57 L. T. 360. 





B. Confession of Further Defence. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXIV., r. 3. 
defence or in any further defence as in the last Rule mentioned, 
alleges any ground of defence which has arisen after the com- 
mencement of the actlon, the pat may deliver a confession 
of such defence (which confession ney be in the Form No. 5 in 
Appendix B., with such variations as circumstances may require), 
a may thercupon sign judgment for his costs up to the time 
of the 
either 
order. 


1528. Effect of confession of plea—Whether 
litigation as at time of confession ended—Fresh 
action on claim that might have been set up.j— 
To an action on a bill of exchange, the deft. 
pleaded that pltf. sued him in a former action 
for the same cause, tu which deft., on Nov. 3, 1808, 
pleaded to the further maintenance of the action 
a deed of composition under the Bankruptcy Act, 
1861, dated Oct. 8, 1868, which was after action 
brought, whereby deft. covenanted to pay his 
creditors Is. in the pound by two instalments of 
6d. each on April 6 & Aug. 6, 1869, in consideration 
of which the creditors released deft. from their 
several debts, with a proviso that, if default should 
be made by deft. in payment of that composition 
the deed should become void & the creditors should 
not be bound by the covenants therein contained ; 
that, on April 13, 1869, pltf. replied that deft. 
failed to pay the instalment due on April 6, 1869, 
whereby the deed & the release therein contained 
became void; that deft. rejoined equitably that 
April 6, 1869, was subsequent to the date of the 
plea, & that he had by mere mistake omitted to 
pay the instalment on that day, but before 
replication, viz. on April 8, 1869, he tendered it 
to pltf.; that on May 25, 1869, pltf. confessed 
the plea, withdrew his replication, & taxed & 
received his costs, & so the first action was finally 
determined against pltf., except as aforesaid ; & 
that pltf. was estopped from bringing a fresh action 
for the same cause. Replication, that pltf. ought 
to be admitted to implead the deft., by reason of 
the deft.’s failure in the due payment of the 
instalment of the composition on April 6, 1869, 


Whenever any defendant, in his 


leading of such defence, unless the Court or Judge shall, 
cfore or after the delivery of such contession, otherwise 
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whereby the release became null & _ void. 
Demurrer :—Held: the effect of the confession 
of the plea in the former action was to put an end 
to the litigation altogether as it stood at the time 
of the confession; that pltf. might have replied 
in the former action that the release, which was 
itself after action, though operative when pleaded, 
became avoided by non-payment of the com- 
position; & that, having omitted to avail himself 
of the opportunity of doing so, the pltf. was 
estopped from relying upon it in a second action.— 
NEWINGTON v. Levy (1870), L. R. 6 C. P. 180; 
40L.J7.C. P. 29; 23 L. T. 595; 19 W. R. 473, 
Ex. Ch. 

1529. -}—Where the trustee of a 
liquidating debtor elects, under the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852, s. 142, not to continue a 
pending action commenced by the debtor, such 
election is not a bar to a subsequent action by the 
trustee in his representative capacity founded on 
the same cause of action. 

This is an action of debt by the trustee of two 
liquidating debtors, & we must, for the purpose of 
considering the case, treat the debt as existing. 
It is said, however, that the action is barred because 
the trustee elected not to continue an action for 
the same debt brought by the debtors before the 
proceedings in liquidation, in which action the 
defts., on the then pltfs. going into liquidation, 
pleaded that facts, on which the pltfs. confessed 
the plea & got judgment, under rr. 22 & 23 of 
Trinity Term, 1853, for their costs, which the 
defts. paid. No doubt that would be a bar to a 
further action by the same pltfs., because, the cause 
of action having been the subject of a judgment, 
there would be a complete answer to further pro- 
ceedings. In Newington v. Levy, No. 1528, ante, itis 
decided that the effect of a confession of a plea con- 
taining a defence arising after the commencement of 
the action is to make a final ending of the cause of 
action. But on what ground can this confession 
be said to be a bar to the trustee ? His action has 
not been the subject of a judgment, & if it is barred 
it must be on the ground of some new effect to be 
given to the decision of the trustee in electing not 
to continue the action which has been ended by 
the confession of the plea. To this present action 
there is no satisfaction, no set-off, & no judgment 
pleaded, but it is said that because the pltf. has 
not chosen to take advantage of what had been 
done when he was appointed, the debt is barred. 
I can see no authority for this (CLEASBy, B.).— 
BENNETY v. GAMGEE (1876), 2 Ix. TD. 11; 46 
I. J. Q. B. 33; 35 L. T. 764; 41 J. P. 1523 25 
W. R. 81; affd. on appeal, 46 L. J. Q. B. 204, 
C. A. 

1530. Plea confessed as to one or two defendants 
—Plaintiff not entitled to proceed as to other 
defendant.|—If one of two defts. plead a plea of 
bankruptcy puis darein continuance, pltf. cannot, 
at nisi prius, confess this plea to be true, & go on 
with the case as to the other deft.—PASCALL v. 
HORSLEY (1828), 3 C. & P. 372. 

1581. Confession of defence of counterclaim & 
set-off.|—The action was brought to recover 
£100 19s. 6d., the price of fixtures & other articles 
sold & delivered to deft. The defence denied that 
the goods were ever sold or delivered to the deft., 
& alleged, by way of sct-off, an agreement that any 
debt due to the pltf. by any member of the firm to 
which deft. belonged should be set-off against a 
loan of £200 made by the said firm to the pltf. 
The reply denied the alleged agreement, & said 
that the loan of £200 was made by D. W. G., who 
received pltf.’s promissory note, dated Jan. 1, 
1883, at twelve months, in consideration, thereof. 
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This reply was delivered on Dec. 20, 1883; & 
on Jan. 11, 1884, deft. put in a further set-off & 
counterclaim for £210, alleging that after the 
delivery of the defence, & within eight days before 
the further counterclaim, deft. became entitled to 
a promissory note for £200 with interest, payable 
by ee & indorsed to deft. by D. W. GG. Pltf. 
co ree this defence, & signed judgment for his 
costs. 

A counterclaim & set-off is a defence within 
Ord. XXIV. I shall order that the judgment 
stand; pltf. to have the costs of the cause up to 
the time of the deft. pleading the set-off arising 
after action. No costs on either side of any of the 
other issues raised in the action; the deft. to be 
entitled to judgment for £115 (Maruew, J.).— 
Woop v. Goopwin, [1884] W. N. 17, 18; Bitt. 
tep. in Ch. 167. 

1532. Plea not amounting to waiver if pleas 
founded on matters occurring before action. ]— 
HARRISON v. ABERGAVENNY (MARQUIS), No. 1527, 
ante. 

1533. Signing Judgment for costs—Right not 
absolute.]|—-This was an action by the holder of a 
building lease to restrain a railway company from 
acting on a notice served on pltf. that they required 
part of his land for the purposes of their railway. 
Pitf. by his statement of claim alleged that deft. 
company required the land for unauthorised pur- 
poses. Defts. by their statement of defence alleged 
that they required their land for a purpose admitted 
by pltf. to be proper for the exercise of the com- 
pulsory power of deft. company, but was not the 
purpose for which the land was required when the 
writ was issued. Pltf. delivered a confession of 
the defence they alleged was raised on facts that 
occurred subsequently to the issue of the writ, & 
at the same time signed judgment against defts. for 
costs. A motion was now made on behalf of 
defts. to set aside the judgment for costs. 

It might be that the land was required originally 
for an improper purpose—that is a question re- 
maining to be tricd—& the case is not within 
Ord. XXIV., r. 3. I order the judgment for costs 
to be discharged. I reserve the costs of the motion 
till trial. I refuse to allow pltf. to withdraw the 
confession of defence (NORTH, J.).—HOUGHTON v. 


TOTTENHAM & Forksr Gari Ry. Co., [1892] 
W. N. 88. 
1584. ——- Up to time of pleading of such 


defence. |— TF osTER v. GAMGEE, No. 1524, ante. 

1535. ——— Appeal.J—By Ord. XX., r. 3, 
pltf. nay, after delivering a confession of defence, 
‘sign judgment for his costs up to the time of the 
pleading of such defence, unless the court or a 
judge shall, cither before or after the delivery of 
such confession, otherwise order ’’ :—Held: there 
is no appeal, without leave, to a divisional court 
from the refusal of a judge at chambers to deprive 
pitf. of his costs under the above rule. It is an 
appeal as to costs only, left to the discretion of the 
judge within the meaning of sect. 49 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873.—PERKINS 2. BERESFORD 
(1882), 47 J. T. 515. 

15386. -/—An action was brought 
by pltf., who was an excavator, to recover £58 for 
work & labour done. Deft. paid £49 into court, 
& the action was proceeding for the balance & 
was set down for trial at the last Nottingham 
Assizes to be held on Feb. 3. On that day pltf. 
& deft. met, pltf., who could neither read nor write, 
placed his mark to an agreement by which he 
undertook to pay his own costs of the action, & to 
proceed no further in it, in return for £1, of which 
1e acknowledged the receipt. Pltf.’s solicitors on 
hearing this wrote to deft.’s solicitors that their 
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client was an illiterate man & did not know what 
he had done, & that the action must therefore 
proceed. Deft. thereupon amended his state- 
ment of defence, adding a plea to the effect that 
pltf. had accepted £1 in settlement of the action, 
& in consideration of such payment had agreed 
to release all claims against deft., & to proceed no 
further against deft. in respect of the matters in 
question, but saying nothing about the payment 
of costs. Pltf. thereupon, under Ord. XXIV., 
r. 3, delivered a confession of this defence & 
signed judgment for his costs up to the time of 
pleading such defence. Deft. thereupon applied 
to Freip, J., to set aside that judgment on 
the ground of the agreement between the parties. 
Pitf. swore that he was ignorant of the meaning 
of the agreement which he signed. Deft. filed 
affidavits to the effect that the agreement was read 
over & explained to pltf. before signing. FIELD, J., 
refused to set aside judgment; on appeal the 
livisional Court set it aside & made an order to 
the effect that the question whether the original 
agreement of Feb. 3 was signed in good faith should 
be raised by amending the pleadings & should 
then be tried. Pitf. appealed from this order. 
The court allowed the appeal. 

Although undoubtedly there is no appeal on 
the mere question of costs, I think Field, J +s has 
also inquired whether judgment has been signed 
for costs by pltf. in good faith, & from that decision 
there would be an appeal. It is obviously an 
indulgence which has been granted by the 
Divisional Court. There was no reason for grant- 
ing any such indulgence. The affidavits disclose 
a conflict of evidence. Field, J., held himself 
bound by pltf.’s affidavits. The story told by 
pltf. indeed appears more probable than that told 
by deft. The order of Field, J., must, therefore, 
be restored (Fry, L.J.).—HoOpkKINS v. VICKERS 
(1887), 3 T. 1. R. 610, C. A. 

1537. Judgment set aside—Defen- 
dants withdrawing further defence.|—Defts. de- 
livered a further statement of defence of matter 
arising since statement of defence put in. Pltfs. 
delivered a confession of the further statement 
of defence, & signed judgment for costs against the 
defts. Judgment for costs was set aside on terms 
of the defts. withdrawing their further statement. 
—BRIDGETOWN WATERWORKS Co. v. BARBADOS 
WATER Supply Co. (1888), 38 Ch. D. 378; 57 
LJ. Ch. 1051; 59 L. T. 314; 36 W. R. 852. 








Sicr. 10.— WITHDRAWAL OF DEFENCE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVI, r. 1. The plaintiff may, at any time 
before receipt of the defendant’s defence, or after the receipt 
thereof before taking any other proces in the action (save 
any interlocutory application), by notice in writing, wholly 
discontinue his action against all or any of the defendants or 
withdraw any part or parts of his alleged cause of complaint, 
and thereupon he shall pay such defendant’s costs of the action, 
or, if the action be not wholly discontinued, the costs occasioned 
by the matter so withdrawn. Such costs shall be taxed, and 
such discontinuance or withdrawal, as the case may be, shall 
not be a defence to any subsequent action. Save as in this 
Rule otherwise provided, it shall not be competent for the 
plaintiff to withdraw the record or discontinue the action without 
leave of the Court or a Judge, but the Court or a Judge may 
before, or at, or after the hearing or trial, upon such terms as to 
costs, and as to any other action, and otherwise, as may be just, 
order the action to be discontinued, or any part of the alleged 
cause of complaint to be struck out. The Court or a Judge may, 
in like manner, and with the like discretion as to terms, upon 
the application of a defendant, order the whole or any part of 
his alleged grounds of defence or counterclaim to be withdrawn 
or struck out, but ft shall not be competent to a defendant to 
withdraw his defence, or any part thereof, without such leave. 


Discontinuance of action, see PRACTICE, Part 
XXVIITI., Sect. 4, post. 
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1588. When leave granted—Discretion of court.] 
— Deft. may withdraw his plea, & plead de novo on 
terms, if the court think it a fit case for such 
indulgence.—FREE ?. HAWkINS (1817), 7 Taunt. 
278; 1 Moore, C. P. 28; 129 BK. R. 112. 

1539. Action in paper for trial—-Postpone- 
ment till another action relating to same property 
ready for trial.}—One of the defts. to an action for 
the recovery of land was allowed to withdraw his 
defence, after the action had been in the paper 
for trial but had been postponed till another action 
relating to the same property should be seat’ for 
trial, upon the terms of giving the pltfs. all the 
relief to which they could be entitled at the trial, 
& paying the costs occasioned by the defence, & 
the costs of a summons for leave to withdraw. 

Deft. having offered in Chambers what the 
court considered proper terms, the pltfs. were 
ordered to pay the costs of an adjournment of the 
summons into court.— REAL & PERSONAL ADVANCE 
Co. v. McCartuy (1830), 14 Ch. D. 188; 49 
L. J. Ch. 615; 42 L. T. 483; 28 W. R. 4183 sub- 
sequent proceedings (1881), 1s Ch. D. 362, C. A. 

1540 Fraudulent defence put in by solicitor 
co-defendant.]|—A solicitor who as a deft. with 
others obtained the permission of his co-defts. 
to defend the action for them. He then put in 
a defence denying his own liability but admitting 
that of his co-defts., & afterwards absconded. 
Pitf. thereupon obtained judgment upon the 
admissions in the pleadings; but defts. against 
whom the judgment was obtained had no actual 
notice of the proceedings subsequent to the writ. 
On appeal from the judgment obtained, leave 
was given to withdraw the defence & to deliver 
a new one de bene esse upon terms to be settled 
when the court should have heard the merits of the 
case.—- WILLIAMS v. PRESTON (1882). 20 Ch. D. 672; 
51 L. J. Ch. 927; 47 L. T. 265; 30 W. R. 555, C. A. 

1541. When leave refused— Defendant com- 
pelling amendment of claim—-Leave to amend. |— 
Where a deft. notwithstanding a candid & explicit 
statement in pltf.’s bill of particulars of the sums 
for which he received credit & of the baiance 
sought to be recovered pleaded in such a manner 
as to compel the plitf. to amend the declaration, 
the court would nut allow him to withdraw his 
plea & plead de novo, but they gave him leave to 
amend his plea & allowed him 3a. 4d. for the costs 
of such amendment.—-COLLINS v. AARON (ARON) 
(1838), 4 Bing. N.C. 2335; 6 Dowl. 423; 1 Arn. 
5£; 5 Scott,505;71L. 3. C.P. 134; 2 Jur. 255; 132 
E. R. 778. 

1542. Test action—Trial of other actions 
affected.J—Action brought by pltf. under the 
Companies Act, 1867, s. 38, to recover the amount 
paid by him on certain shares taken by him in 
the L. Co. on the ground of the fraud of the 
defts. (promoters of the company), in omitting 
from the prospectus two contracts entered into 
by them as promoters—the one a contract between 
the defts. C. & P. & one S., for the purchase of 
certain foreign concessions for the construction 
of tramways which the company was afterwards 
incorporated to make & work; the other a con- 
tract between the defts., C. & P. & the deft. G., 
as to certain payments to be made by C. & P. to G. 
in consideration of his obtaining for them a coun- 
tract froin the company for the construction of 
the tramways, by means of which fraud the pltf. 
had been induced to take the shares, which proved 
worthless. 

Action for damages came on for trial before 
LORD COLERIDGE, C.J., on May 26 & 29, & 
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July 7, 11, 12 & 13, 1876. Before the jury were 
sworn, the counsel for defts. applied for a poat- 
ponement of the trial, on payment of costs, & 
upon the terms of bringing the amount of damages 
claimed (£1,000) into court, in order to give tho 
defts. an opportunity of entering into negotiations 
with the Portuguese authorities to obtain further 
concessions to re-establish the company; or, in 
the alternative, to allow the defts. to withdraw 
their pleas. The application was opposed by the 
pitf.’s counsel. 

Lorp COLERIDGE, C.J., declined to accede to it, 
on the ground that, this action having been put 
forward as a sort of test action in order to try the 

uestion or one of the questions common to all 
the eight-eight actions, the trial of this action, in 
in the preparation for which great expense had 
necessarily been incurred, must materially affect 
the trial of the others, & therefore it would be 
inexpedient in this matter & at this stage of the 
proceedings to interrupt the ordinary course.— 
TWYcROSS t. GRANT (1877), 2 C. P. D. 460; 46 
L. J.Q. B. 36; 36 L. T. 812; 25 W. R. 701,C. A. ; 
subsequent proceedings (1878), 4 C. P. D. 40, C. A. 

1548. Terms on which leave granted—Giving 
plaintiffs all relief obtained at trial—Payment of 
costs occasioned by defence—-Payment of costs of 
summons for leave to withdraw.}—REeEAL & 
PERSONAL ADVANCE Co. v. MCCARTHY, No. 1539, 
ante, 

1544, ———. ‘* Costs occasioned by said defence 
of said defendant.’’|—Leave was given to one of 
two defts. in an action of ejectment to withdraw 
his defence on the terms of his paying to the pltfs. 
their costa of the action, “‘so far as they were 
occasioned by the said defence of the said deft.’’ :-— 
Held: the only costs which such deft. was liable to 
pay under this order were the increased costs 
occasioned by such deft. having defended the 
action ; & he was not liable to pay an apportioned 
part of the pltf.’s general costs.— REAL & PERSONAL 
ADVANCE (Co. v. MCCARTHY (1881), 18 Ch. D. 362 ; 
45 L. T. 116; 30 W. R. 481, C. A. 

1545. ——— To be settled when merits of case 
heard.}— WILLIAMS v. PRESTON, No. 1540, ante. 

1546. Infant co-defendants—Motion for judg- 
ment—Proof of statement of claim by affidavit. ]— 
The defence of two infant defts. in an ejectment 
action was withdrawn under an order of court. 
The other defts. having made admissions, judgment 
was moved for, supported by an affidavit proving 
the statement of claim :--//eld: the correct 
course where infants are parties & their defence is 
withdrawn & judgment is moved for, is to prove 
the statement of claim by affidavit.—GARDNER v. 
TAPLING (1885), 33 W. R. 473. 

1547. Order for leave to withdraw—Contained In 
judgment taken by consent—Foreclosure action. |— 
Upon a foreclosure action coming on for trial, 
a judgment was taken by consent, in favour of 
pltfs., containing an order for leave to withdraw 
the defence, under Rules of Court, 1883, Ord. 
XXVI., r. 1, in the following form :— 

‘“ & the defts. by their Counsel applying to be at 
liberty now to withdraw their statement of defence ; 
It is ordered that the defts. be at liberty to with- 
draw their statement of defence.’—SwiNnpELi ». 
BIRMINGHAM SYNDICATE, [1884] W. N. 98. 

1548. Effect of withdrawal—Judgment in default 
of defence—Right of plaintiff to apply for.}—In 
Aug. 1907, an action was commenced by the tenant 
for life in possession of a large estate against deft. 
asking for a declaration that deft. was not entitled 
to any right of way over pltf.’s land, & for an 
injunction to restrain a trespass. A defence was 
delivered in Dec. 1907, in which deft. claimed to 
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be entitled to the right of wey in dispute as a 
member of the public. In Feb. 1908, the deft. 
gave notice of application in chambers pursuant 
to Ord. XXVI., r. 1, that his defence might be 
withdrawn or struck out; & by a letter of March, 
1908, his solicitors wrote admitting pltf.’s claim & 
consenting to an order being made in chambers 
iving pltf. the relief to which he was entitled. 
ltf. elected not to accept the admission being 
desirous of having the issue determined by a public 
adjudication of the court. On March 11, 1908, 
the matter came before the master & deft. obtained 
leave to withdraw his defence. Pltf. now moved 
under Ord. XX VII., r. 11, for judgment in default 
of defence for a perpetual injunction & costs, & 
the only question was whether he was entitled to 
additional costs of obtaining the order in court. 

Under the circumstances of the case pltf. was 
justified under the rules in setting down the action 
as a short cause on motion for judgment in default 
of defence (EvkE, J.).—COOPER-DEAN v. BADHAM, 
[1908] W. N. 100. 

1549. Alternative relief claimed by plaintiff 
—Election at hearing. }—By an agreement in writing 
dated Jan. 31, 1920, pltf. agreed to sell to deft. 
certain leasehuld premises at Exmouth for the 
residue of a term of years at the price of £1,050. 
A deposit of £100 was paid in part payment of the 
purchase-money, which was in the hands of certain 
house agents as stakeholders, & the date for 
completion was March 25, 1920. Time was not 
made of the essence of the contract. The deft. 
accepted pltf.’s title, but never took any steps 
towards completion of the purchase. In the carly 
part of 1921 pltf. brought an action for specific 
performance, or in the alternative rescission of the 
agreement & forfeiture of the deposit. 

In Dec. 1920, pltf. had given deft. notice to 
complete within twenty-eight days, & that, failing 
compliance, a vendor & purchaser summons would 
be taken out in order to forfeit the deposit. In 
his statement of claim pltf. alleged that he was at 
all times ready & willing to complete the sale & 
execute a proper conveyance to the deft., but that 
deft. had retused & neglected to complete the 
contract or carry out his obligations regarding the 
sale. Deft. put in a defence but withdrew it 
before the trial of the action :—Held : in an action 
for specific performance of a contract & also for 
rescission & forfeiture of the deposit, it is not 
necessary where deft. purchased & persistently 
refused to complete the purchase & a long period 
has clapsed since the date when the contract should 
have been performed, that time should be made of 
the essence of the contract. In such a case the 
agreement can be rescinded & the deposit forfeited 
notwithstanding that specific performance is 
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sought in addition. The ordinary rule prevails 
that a pltf. claiming alternative reliefs can choose 
at the hearing which relief he will ask for.—FAaRRANT 
v. OLVER (1922), 91 L. J. Ch. 758; 127 L. T. 145; 
66 Sol. Jo. 283. 

1550. Right of plaintiff to proceed to trial.] 
—In March, 1927, defts. for the purpose of making 
a new valuation list under the Rating & Valuation 
Act, 1925, s. 40, served a notice on the pltf. requir- 
ing him to make a return of certain particulars 
including ‘ gross takings & outgoings ”’ of his 
licensed premises & other particulars not contained 
in the Schedule, Part II., of the Rating & Valua- 
tion Act (Returns) Rules, 1926. 

On April 27, 1927, pltf. commenced this action 
for a declaration that the form of return required 
was illegal, unauthorised & ultra vires. 

Defts. thereupon withdrew all their notices, but 
later on put in a defence denying their invalidity. 
The action was then set down for trial, but shortly 
after defts. withdrew their defence by leave, 
stating that they did not propose to contest the 
action any further. 

As plitf. wanted a declaration as to the invalidit 
of the form of return under the Act, for which 
Purpose both evidence & argument were required, 

e did not move for judgment in default of defence, 
but proceeded to trial & called evidence to prove 
that the offending requisitions were not ‘‘ reason- 
ably required for the purpose of carrying out this 
Act.” within the meaning of sect. 40 :—Held: 
(1) on the evidence, pltf. had proved his case & 
was entitled to the declaration he claimed ; 
(2) as pltf. could not have obtained a declaration 
of this nature on a motion for judgment in default 
of defence, without evidence, & as he was clearly 
entitled to the declaration at the date of the writ, 
subject to his substantiating his case by proper 
evidence, he was entitled to proceed to trial for this 
purpose & obtain his declaration with costs.— 
GRANT v. KNARESBOROUGH URBAN COUNCIL, [1928] 
1 Ch. 310; 97 L. J. Ch. 106; 138 L. T. 488; 92 
J.P. 30; 44 T. L. R. 224; 26 L. G. R. 165. 

Withdrawal of notice of defence—Proceedings In 
county court.}—See County Courts, Vol. XIII., 
p. 497, No. 177. 





SEcT. 11.—COSTS OF IMPROPER DENIALS OR 
NON-ADMISSIONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXI.,r.9. Where the Court or a Judge shall be 
of opialer that any allegations of fact denied or not admitted 
by the defence ought to have been admitted, the Court or Judge 
may make such order as shall be just with respect to any extra 
costs occasioned by their having been denied or not admitted. 
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Part X.—Pleading General Issue by Statute. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXI.,r.19. In every case in which a party shall 

plead the general issue, intending to five the special matter in 
evidence by virtue of an Act of Parliament, he shall insert in 
the margin of his pleading the words ‘* by statute,’ together 
with the year of the reign in which the Act of Parliament on which 
he relies was passed, and also the chapter and section of such 
Act, and shall specify whether such Act is public or otherwise ; 
otherwise such defence shall be taken not to have been pleade 
by virtue of any Act of Parliament. 
Ord. XIX., r.12. Nothing in these Rules contained 
shall affect the right of any defendant to plead not guilty by 
statute. And every defence of not guilty by statute shall have 
the same cffect as a plea of not guilty by statute has heretofore 
had. But if the defendant so plead, he shall not plead any other 
defence to the same cause of action without the leave of the 
Court or a Judge. 

See, now, Public Authorities Protection Act, 
1893 (c. 61), 8. 2. 

Public authorities protection generally, see 
PUBLIC AUTHORITIES, Vol. XXXAVIII., pp. 101 
et seq. 

1551. ‘‘ By statute ’’—Necessity to insert words 
in margin.]—The rule of Trinity Term, 1 Vict., 
whereby it is ordered ‘‘ that in every case in which 
a deft. shall plead the general issue intending to 
give the special matter in evidence by virtue of 
an Act of Parliament, he shall insert, in the margin 
of the plea, the words ‘by statute,’ otherwise 
such plea shall be taken not to have been pleaded 
by virtue of any Act of Parliament,” is a rule 
which the courts. by virtue of their inherent 
jurisdiction, & independently of 3 & 4 Will. 4, 





c. 42, s. 1, had power to make. A deft. pleading 
not guilty only, & omitting to comply with the 
rule is not entitled to avail himsclf of the defence, 
that a notice of action, required by a statute 
under which he was acting, has not been given.— 
BARTHOLOMEW ¥v. CARTER (1841), 3 Man. & (i. 
125; 3 Scott, N. R. 529; 10 L. J. C. P. 257; 
5 J. P. 499; 5 Jur. 552; 138 E. R. 1083; sub- 
sequent proceedings, 4 Man. & G. 612. 

1552. Waiver of tort & action on contract— 
Whether defence ousted.}—Where a statute gives 
the plea of the gencral issue for anything done in 
pursuance of the Act [Highway Act, 1835 (c. 50), 
the pltf. cannot oust the deft. of this plea by 
waiving the tort & suing in contract.—CALVERT 
v. Moaes (1839), 10 Ad. & El. 682; 2 Per. & Dav. 
5643; 8]. J. Q. B. 339; 3 Jur. 1171; 113 E.R. 
240. 

1558. Effect of pleading general issue by statute 
—No special plea allowed—Along with general 
issue.]—Where a deft. is cnabled by statute to 
plead the general issue, he will not be allowed 
to plead special pleas along with the general issue. 
—FISHER v. THAMES JUNCTION Ry. Co. (1837), 
5 Dowl. 773. 

1554. Justification.J—Where the 
general issue is pleaded ‘‘ by statute,’”’? no special 
plea of justification ought to be allowed.— CLARKE 
v. TITTERTON (1840), 4 J. P. 189. 








Part Xl.—Pleas in Abatement. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXI., r.20. No plea or defence shall be pleaded in abatement. 


Part XII._—Plea of Possession. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXI., r. 21. No defendant In an action for the 
recovery of land who is in possession by himself or his tenant 
need plead his title, unless his defence dependa on an equitable 
estate or right or he claims relief upon any ee ground 
against any right or title asserted by the plaintiff. But, except 
in the cases hereinbefore mentioned, it shall be sufficient to state 
by way of defence that he is so in possession, and it shall be 
taken to be implied in such statement that he denies, or does 
not admit, the allegations of fact contained in the plaintiff’s 
statement of claim. He may nevertheless rely upon any ground 
of defence which he can prove except as hercinbefore mentioned. 


Actions for recovery of land, see REAL PRo- 
PERTY & CHATTELS REAL, Vol. XXXVIIL., 
p. 763, Nos. 946 et seq. 

1555. Plea operates as denial of plaintiff’s title— 
Onus of proof on plaintiff.}—In an acton for the 
recovery of land, a defence simply alleging that 
deft. is in possession thcreof operates as a denial 
of pltf.’s title & requires him to prove the truth 
of the allegations in the claim.—DANFoRD v. 
MCANULTY (1883), 8 App. Cas. 456; 52 L. J. Q. B. 
652 ; 49 L. T. 207; 31 W. R. 817, H. L. 

1556. Plea preserved by Judicature Act.}—The 
judges in framing the rules under the Judicature 


Act took particular pains to maintain the rights 
of persons in pussession of land in this country 
to stand possessed of it until persons who claim 
to dispossess them prove their own title entirely 
by their own names. That is a question of high 
policy with regard to the possession of property 
in England, from which it never was intended that 
the Judicature Act should in any way derogate 
(BRETT, L.J.).—LYELL ve. KENNEDY (1882), 20 
Ch. D. 484, at p. 491; 61 L. J. Ch. 409; 46 L. T. 
752; 30 W. R. 493, C. A.; revad. on other grounds 
(1883), 8 App. Cas, 217; C. A.; subsequent proceed- 
ings (1884), 27 Ch. D. 1. 

1557. Documents not privileged from _ pro- 
duction.J—Where, in an action for recovery of 
land & discovery, the defence has been set up of 
possession & purchase for value without notice, 
deft. is not protected from production of docu- 
ments by the latter defence.—EMMERSON v. IND, 
CooPre & Co. (1886), 33 Ch. I). 323; 55 L. J. Ch. 
903; 2T. L. R. 854; sub nom. EMMERSON v. IND, 
CoorpE & Co., EMMERSON v. RUSSELL, 55 L. T. 


Part XIJ.--PLEA or Possession. 


422; 34 W. R. 778, ©. A.; affd. sub nom. Inp, 
Coorpe & Co. v. EMMERSON (1887), 12 App. Cas. 
300, H. L. 

1558. Equitable estate as right—-Party building 
on land supposing it to be his own—Knowledge.— 
If a stranger begins to build on my land sup- 
posing it to be his own, & I, perceiving bis mis- 
take, abstain from setting him right, & leave him 
to persevere in his error, a court of equity will 
not allow me afterwards to assert my title to the 
land on which he had expended money on the 
supposition that the land was his own. It con- 
siders that, when I saw the mistake into which 
he had fallen, it was my duty to be active & to 
state my adverse title; & that it would be dis- 
honest in me to remain wilfully passive on such 
an occasion, in order afterwards to profit by the 
mistake which I might have prevented. 

But it will be observed that to raise such an 
equity two things are required, first, that the 
person expending the money supposcs himself to 
be building on his own land; &, secondly, that 
the real owner at the time of the expenditure 
knows that the land belongs to him & not to the 
person expending the money in the belief that 
he is the owner. For if a stranger builds on my 
land knowing it to be mine, there is no principle 
of equity, which would prevent my claiming the 
Jand with the benefit of all the expenditure made 
on it. There would be nothing in my conduct, 
active or passive, naking it inequitable in me to 
assert my legal rights. 

It follows as a corollary from these rules or, 
perhaps, it would be more accurate to say it forms 
part of them, that if my tenant builds on land 
which he holds under me, he does not thereby, in 
the absence of special circumstances, acquire 
any right to prevent me from taking possession 
of the land & buildings when the tenancy has 
determined. He knew the extent of his interest, 
& it was his folly to expend money upon a title 
Which he knew would or might soon come to an 
end. The applicant contends that it is within 
this principle that Thornton is brought. He 
acquired, it is said, possession of the land in ques- 
tion as a mere tenant at will, or from year to year, 
to Sir John, & if on that infirm title he thought 
fit to expend a large sum in building, there is no 
principle of equity which prevents Sir John, or his 
devisees, from asserting their legal rights by 
determining the tenancy, & so obtaining the 
benefit of his expenditure (Lorp CRANWoRTH, C.). 
—RAMSDEN 1. Dyson & THORNTON (1866), 
L. R. 1 H. L. 129; 12 Jur. N.S. 506; 14 W. R. 
926, H. L.; revsy. S. C. sub nom. THORNTON v. 
RAMSDEN (1864), 4 Giff. 519. 

1559. Must be pleaded fully.]—In an action 
for the recovery of land, deft. if he relies upon an 
it bea title, must in his statement of defence 
allege the nature of the deeds & documents 
upon which he relics & it is not sufficient to allege 
that “ by virtue of divers mesne acts and mesne 
assurances in the land all the estate & interest 
of pltf.’3 predecessor in title’? is now vested in 
deft. Where deft. in such an action has failed 
on account of his pleadings being defective as 
aforesaid & leave to amend has been refused, 
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judgment may be given “ without prejudice to the 
rights, if any, of the deft.” 

The deft., after insisting on a legal title, putting 
the pltf. to the strictest proof of the deeds, & 
making himself no disclosure, has set up an equit- 
able title & a claim to be entitled to the property 
in remainder after a life interest has determined. 
... A deft. depending on an equitable title seems 
to be in exactly the same position as any other 
person who depends upon such an estate. Now, 
what are the facts relied on by the deft. in this 
case ? It appears to me they are the “ divers 
mesne acts & mesne assurances,”’ the result only 
of which have been stated in the deft.’s pleading. 
The facts themselves ought to have been stated. 
(Fry, J.).—SUTCLIFFE v. JAMES (1879), 40 L. T. 
$75; 27 W. R. 750. 

Discretion of court to appoint receiver. |—Sce REAL 
Property & CHATTELS REAL, Vol. XXXVIIL., 
D: 783, Nos. 1167 et seqg.; LANDLORD & TENANT, 

Tol. XXXI., pp. 107. 108, Nos. 2434-2436. 

Evidence of plaintiff’s title.}—See HKEAL Pro- 
PERTY & CHATYTELS ReAL, Vol. XXNXXVIIL, 
p. 779, Nos. 113 et seq. 

Estoppel as between landlord & tenant.]—Sec 
LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXX., p. 347, Nos. 63 
et seq. 

1560. Separate issues raised as to each point of 
plaintiff’s claim.]—Since the Judicature Act I 
have not the least doubt that the action for the 
recovery of land must be treated as all other 
actions, & that if the pltf. claims in respect of 
certain closes, & the deft. in his defence docs not 
counterclaim, but relies on the fact of his being 
in possession, & puts the pltf. to the proof, separate 
issues are raised as to cach & every part of the 
pitf.’s claim, although it is in form one only, so 
that the closes in respect of which the jury find 
the pltf. claims rightly from one issue & the 
closes in respect of which the jury find he claims 
wrongly, form a separate issue; &, therefore, 
without any further instructions to the master, 
the proper way of taxing the costs upon such 
findings is to tax the costs as if those findings 
were in respect of separate issues. If that be 
the proper mode of taxing the costs, as I hold 
that it is, then I can see no injustice caused by 
this verdict, even though the pltf. practically 
succecds as to half only, & the deft. practically 
succeeds as to the other half. The result is, 
the pltf. will have the general costs of the cause, 
& the costs of such witnesses as were necessary 
to enforce his claim in respect of the closes on 
which he succeeded; & the deft. will have the 
costs of such witnesses as were called in respect 
of the closes on which he succeeded, & if the 
expenses of the deft. were increased by reason of 
the pltf. claiming closes to which he was not 
entitled the deft. would be allowed such increased 
expenses. With respect to the briefs, that part 
which applied to the evidence with regard to the 
closes on which the pltf. succeeded would be the 
pltf.’s costs; & that part which applied to the evi- 
dence as to the closes upon which the deft. succeeded 
would be the deft.’s costs (BRETT, M.R.).—JONEs v. 
CURLING (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 262; 53 L. J. Q. B. 
373; 50 L. T. 3493; 382 W. R. 651, C. A. 
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Part XIII.—Set-off 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIX., r. 2. The plaintiff shall, subject to the 
provisions of Order XX. and at such time and in such manner 
as therein prescribed, deliver to the defendant a statement of 
claim, and of the relief or remedy to which he claims to be 
entitled. The detendant shall, subject to the provisions of 
Order XXI., and at such time and in such manner as therein 
prescribed, deliver to the plaintiff his defence, set-off, or counter- 
claim (if any), and the plaintiff shall, cubject to the provisions 
of Order XXIII., and at such time and in such manner as thercin 
prescribed, deliver his reply (if any) to such defence, set off, or 
counterclaim. Such statements shall be as brief as the nature 
of the case will admit, and the taxing officer in adjusting the 
costs of the action ehall at the instance of any party, or may 
without any request, inquire into any unnecessary prolixity, 
and order costs occasioned by such prolixity to be borne by the 
party chargeable with the same. 


—_ r.3. Subject to the provisions of Rule 
15 of Order XXI. [infra] a defendant in an action may set off, 
or set up by way of counterclaim against the claims of the 
plaintiff, any right or claim, whether such set off or counter- 
claim sound in damages or not, and such set off or counterclaim 
shall have the same effect as a cross action, so as to enable the 
Court to pronounce a final judgment in the same action, both 
on the original and on the cross claim. 


— + —-————_—__—— ry, 15. The defendant or plaintiff (as 
the case may be) must raise by his pleading all matters which 
show the action or counterclaim not to be maintainable, or that 
the transaction is either void or voidable in point of law, and all 
such grounds of defence or reply, as the case miny be, as if not 
raised would be likely to take the opposite party by surprise, or 
would raise issues of fact not arising out of the preceding plead- 
ings, as for instance, fraud, Statute of Limitations, release, 
payment, performance, facts showing legality either by statute 
or common law, or Statute of Frauds. 


———— Ord. XX., r. 6. Every statement of claim shall state 
specifically the reef which the plaintiff claims, either simply or 
in the alternative, and it shall not be necessary to ask for general 
or other relief, which may always be given, as the Court or a 
Judge may think just, to the same extent ar if it had been ashed 
for. And the same rule shall apply to any counterclaim made, 
or relief claimed by the defendant, in his defence. 


——————————— 7. Where the plaintiff seeks relicf in 
respect of several distinct claims or causes of complaint founded 
upon separate and distinct grounds, they shall be stated, as 
far a8 may be, separately and distinctly. And the same rule 
shall apply where the defendant relies upon several distinct 
grounds of defence, set-off, or counterclaim founded upon 
separate and distinct facts. 


———— Ord. XXI.,r.10. Where any defendant seeks to rely 
upon any grounds as supporting a right of counterclaim, he shall, 
an es defence, state specifically that he does so by way of counter- 
claim. 


———— ————— r. 11. Where a defendant by his defence 
sets up any counterclaim which raises questions between himeelf 
and the plaintiff along with any other persons, he shall add to 
the title of his defence a further title similar to the title in a 
statement of claim setting forth the names of all the persons 
who, if such counterclaim were to be enforced by cross action, 
would be defendants to such cross action, and shall deliver his 
defence to such of them as are parties to the action within the 
period within which he is required to deliver it to the plaintiff. 


——_ 12. Where any such person as in the 
precedang Rule mentioned is not a party to the action, he shall 

¢ summoned to appear by being served with a copy of the 
defence, and such service shall be regulated by the same Rules 
as are hereinbefore contained with respect to the service of a 
writ of summons, and every defence so served shall be indorsed 
in the Form No. 2 in Appendix B., or to the like effect. 








ooo 


—————~— ————— F, 13, Any person not already a party to 
the action, who is served with a defence and counterclaim as 
aforesaid, must appear thercto as if he had been served with a 
writ of summons to appear in an action. 





—— r. 14. Any person named in a dofence 
as a party to a counterclaim thereby made may deliver a reply 
within the time within which he might deliver a defence if it 
were a statement of claim. 


—_————- —-— 7.15. Where a defendant sects up a 
counterclaim, if the plaintiff or any other person named in 
manner aforesaid as party to such counterclaim contends that 
the claim thereby raised ought not to be disposed of by way of 
counterclaim, but in an independent action the Court or a Judge 
may at any time order that such counterclaim be excluded. 


————————— F. 16. If, in any case in which the de- 
fendant sets up a counterclaim, the action of the plaintiff is 


PLEADING. 


and Counterclaim. 


seta discontinued, or dismissed, the counterclaim may 


novertheless be proceeded with. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXI.,r. 17. Where in any action a sct-off or 
counterclaim is established as a defenco against the plaintiff’s 
claim, the Court or a Judge may, if the balance is in favour of 
the defendant, give judgment for the defendant for such balance, 
or may otherwise adjudge to the defendant such rellef as he may 
be entitled toxupon the merits of the case. 

{New Procedure List, see PRAcTicE, Part XC1V., Sect. 4, sub- 
sects, 2 & 3, Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2,] 


See, generally, SetT-oFr & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. 
XI.., pp. 367 et seq. ; pp. 418-439. 

Crown—Set-off not available against.]—Sce Con- 
STITUTIONAL LAW, Vol. XI., p. 530, No. 339, 
& Supp. 

—— Petition of Right. See Crown PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., p. 243. No. 386. 

Admiralty cases.J—See ApmiraLry, Vol. 1., 
pp. 183-184, Nos. 067-078. 

Agency—Authority of agent to receive payment 
by way of set-off.}—Sce Aurency, Vol. I., pp. 368— 
370, Nos. 768-784. 
Agent’s right to set-off sums due to him by 
principal.|—See AGENCY, Vol. 1., pp. 452-454, 
Nos. 1417-1426. 
Where principal is creditor— Debtor seeking 
to set-off as against principal debt from agent to 
debtor.}—See AGENCY, Vol. I[., pp. 570-575, 
Nos. 2140-2171. 
Set-off by agent against third party—Debt 
due by third party to principal.]/—See AGENCY, 
Vol. J., p. 679, Nos. 2892-2894. 
——— Debt due by principal to agent.]—Scec 
AGENCY, Vol. T.. p. 679, No. 2895. 
Set-off by third party against agent— Debt 
due by principal to third party.]— See AGENCY, 
Vol. 1., pp. 679, 680. Nos. 2896-2809. 

Appeal— Action & counterclaim founded on 

















distinct causes of action.J— See SET-oFF & 
COUNTFRCLAIM. Vol. XL., p. 439, No. 592. 
Assignment.}—See Ciosks IN ACTION, Vol. 


VITI., p. 491, Nos. 587 et seq; SET-oFF & COUNTER- 
CLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 388-391, Nos. 182~208. 

Assignment subject to equities—Set-off, etc., 
arising before assignment & notice.|—See CHOSES 
IN ACTION, Vol. VIII., pp. 401, 492, Nos. 587-506. 

—— Set-off, etc., arising after assignment & 
notice.|—See CHOSES IN AcTION, Vol. VIII., pp. 
492, 493, Nos. 597-602. 

Set-off, etc., arising after assignment & 
before notice. }—See CHOSES IN ACTION, Vol. VIII., 
p- 493, No. 608. 
Claims for damages connected with subject- 
matter of assignment.]—Sec CnosEs IN ACTION, 
Vol. VIII., pp. 493, 494, Nos. 604-608. 

Assignees in bankruptcy.]—Sce BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., pp. 389 et seq. 

Availability of set-off—When available. |—Scc 
SET-OFF & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 375-385, 
Nos. 73-150. 

Availability of counterclaim.|—See Sretr-orr & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 408-417, Nos. 317- 


375. 

Against whom avalilable—Plaintiff.}—See 
SET-OFF & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 409, 410, 
Nos. 328-382. 

Co-defendant.|—-See SET-oFrr & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. X1.., p. 410, Nos. 333-3386. 
—— —— Plaintiff & third person.|—Sce SET- 


OFF & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 410, 412. 
Nos. 337-349. 








Part XIIT].—Set-orr anp COUNTERCLAIM. 


Foreign sovereigns & . 
Sret-orF & CoUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XIL., pp. 412-413, 
Nos. 850-858. 
Bank—Set-off on failure of bank. ]|—Sce BANKERS, 





Vol. III., pp. 301, 302, Nos. 962-068. 
er & customer.|—See BANKERS, 
Vol. IlI., pp. 293-295 ; Sut-orr, Vol. XL., pp. 


391-393, Nos. 209-22]. 

Bankruptcy—Sale by assignee.]—Sce BAnk- 
RUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 222, No. 2075. 

Set-off by agent against bankrupt principal. ] 
— See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 230, No. 2155. 

——— Set-off by indorser against acceptor of 
negotiable instrument.]—See BANKRUPTUY, Vol. 
IV., p. 287, No. 2686. 

-—-— Secured creditors—Application of security 
to interest.)—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 379, 
No. 3402. 

Mutual credit.)—See BANkKrurrcy, Vol. 
IV., pp. 389-420, Nos. 3561 et seq. 

Joint & separate estates.J—See BAanxk- 
RupTcY, Vol. IV., pp. 448, 452-454, Nos. 4054, 
4090-4108. 

—— Distribution of estate & payment of divi- 
dends.|—Sce BANKnUPtTCcy, Vol. 1V., pp. 494, 495, 
Nos. 4449-4460. 

Administration of estates of deceased 
insolvents.|—See BaANnkKRurTcy, Vol. 1V., p. 505, 
Nos. 4557, 4558. 

Bankrupt having limited interest. |— Sec 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 700, No. 6146. 

Against costs. ]—Sce BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 1V., 
p. 1538, Nos. 1439, 1440. 

Bonds—-Actions on.]—See SET-orr & COUNTER- 
CLAIM, Vol. XI.., pp. 377-378, Nos. 85-96. 

Companies—Satisfaction of calls.]—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 337, 338, Nos. 2132-2135. 
Liabilities of directors——Satisfaction. |—Sce 
COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 484, Nos. 3177, 3178. 
Set-off of calls due against bill of costs of 
company solicitors.)—Sce CoMPANIEs, Vol. IX., 
p. 551, No. 3639. 

Set-olf by debenture holder—Against goods 
sold.}—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 755, No. 47238. 

—— Winding up by the court.]—Sce Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 906, 929, 936-942, Nos. 6182, 
6183, 6364, 6416-6455, & Supp. 

Voluntary winding up.}—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 998, 999, Nos. 6925-6934. 

Winding up under supervision of the 
court.|—See CoMPaANirs, Vol. X., pp. 1050, 1051, 
Nos. 7344-7349. 

Insurance companies.|—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 1089, 1090, Nos. 7624-7627, & Supp. 
Statutory company for public purposes. ]— 
See COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 1136, No. 8018. 

Contract—Conditioned for payment of liquidated 
sum.|—See SET-oOFF & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., 
p. 381, Nos. 124 et seg. 

Costs—Plea of set-off. }—See SET-oFF & COUNTER- 
CLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 433-434, Nos. 548-551. 

—— Plea of counterclaim.]—<Sec SET-oFrK & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 434-437, Nos. 552- 


576. 

Third party’s liability.|—See Srr-orr & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 438, Nos. 577-578. 
Claims within county court jurisdiction. }— 
See SEr-orr & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 488— 
439, Nos. 579-591. 

Damages — Claims for.]—Sce SEtT-orr & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 378, Nos. 97 et seq. 

Default in} pleading —Effect of.]—See SET-oFF & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XI1.., p. 428, Nos. 495-504. 

Defences to set-off & counterclaim. |—See Srer- 
OFF & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 420-421, 
Nos. 411-426, 
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Discontinuance, stay, or dismissal of action.}— 
See Set-orr & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 
428-429, Nos. 505-514. 

Evidence—Particulars of set-off as evidence of 
existence of debt.]/—Sce EviDENCE, Vol. XXII, 
p. 303, No. 2919. 

Estoppel—Money paid into court in part satis- 
faction—Plea of set-off as to balance—Action in 
respect of set-off.}—Sce FEsrorpren, Vol. XXI., 
p. 216, No. 531. 

Exclusion or stay of set-off or counterclaim. }— 
See Set-orr & CouNTEeRCLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 424, 
Nos. 451 et seq. 

Executors.]—See ExecutTors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 
722-725, 739-741; Setr-orr & COUNTERCLAIM, 
Vol. XL., pp. 394-396, Nos. 222-240. 

Setting off statute-barred debt.j—Sec 
EXEcuTorsS, Vol. X XITI., pp. 440, 441, Nos. 5101— 


5109. 
plea—Set-off. |-—See 





Form of Sret-ofrr & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 418, Nos. 394 et seq. 

——— Counterclaim.]—See Setr-orr & COUNTEK- 
CLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 419, Nos. 402 et seg., & Supp. 

Husband & Wife.]—See Srt-orr & COUNTER- 
CLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 396, 397, Nos. 241-251. 

Infant—Set-off of debt arising on promise of 
infant—No ratification on majority.]—Sce INFANTS, 
Vol. XXVIII., p. 162, No. 198. 

Insurance contracts.]—Sce SeT-oFF & COUNTER- 
CLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 397, 398, Nos. 252-256. 
Set-off between insurer & assured— 
Premiums & losses. |—See INSURANCE, Vol. X XIX., 
pp. 76, 77, Nos. 351-357. 

—— Effect of bankruptcy of assured. ]— 
See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IX., pp. 403, 404, Nos. 
3673-3876. 

——— ——- Claim on policy against money due to 
company—Winding-up of insurance company. |— 
See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 1089, 1090, Nos. 
7624-7627. 


es 








Loss against non-payment of con- 
tributions to mutual assurance company.]—Sce 








INSURANCF, Vol. XXIX., pp. 432, 434, Nos. 
3365-3375. 
Joint & separate debts.|}—See Ser-orr & 


COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 383, Nos. 133 et seq. 

Judgments — Set-off of.}-—See SeEr-oOFF & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 398-405, Nos. 257— 
274. 

In action where set-off or counterclaim 
pleaded.J—See Set-orr & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. 
X1L., p. 429, Nos. 515 et seq. 

Landlord & tenant—By lessee—Payment in lieu 
of tithe against arrears of rent.}—See SET-oFF & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XNJ.., p. 400, No. 275. 

In proceedings for distress.]|—wSce 
DistrREss, Vol. XVIII., pp. 317-321, Nos. 518-549. 
Repairs executed by sub-lessee against 
liability for repairs.}—See LANDLORD & TENANT, 
Vol. XX XI, p. 341, No. 4838. 
Against liability for rent.]—Scee 
LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 244-218, 
Nos. 3830-3872. 

- Value of fixtures against indemnity— 
Action by assignee for breach of covenant.]—Sce 
LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., p. 419, No. 


5655. 

By underlessee—Against liability for rent.] 
—See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XX XI., pp. 248, 
249, Nos. 38738-3880. 

- By landlord—-In bankruptcy proceedings. |— 

See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 259, 100, 414, Nos. 
2455, 3616, 3647, 3742. 

——— Arrears of rent against damages for 
irregular distress.}—See Distress Vol. XVIII., 
p. 390, No. 1301. 
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Limitation of actions—-Whether applicable. |— 
See LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXITI., p. 324, 
Nos. 90-97. 

Master & servant—Set-off against wages. |—Sce 
MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 89, 90, 
Nos. 657-660. 

. Jurisdiction of justices.]—See MASTER 
& SerRvVANT, Vol. NNXNIV., pp. Ill, 112, Nos. 
831, 832. 
Claim for wages in lieu of notice—Against 
claim for money had & received.|—Sec MAsTER & 
SERVANT, Vol. NXXAIV., p. 67, No. £16. 
Claim for board & lodging of apprentice— 
Against claim for usages.}|——See Custom & USAUEs, 
Vol. XNVII., p. 73, No. 744. 
Against claim by father of apprentice 
for money lent.|—-Sce MaAstTeR & SERVANT, Vol. 
XXXIV., p. 519. No. 1368. 

——— Proviso in articles for compensation on 
dismissal—Set-off of remuneration as liquidator. | — 
Nee COMPANIES, Vol. X.. p. 929. No. 6364. 

——— Proceedings under Workmen’s Compensa- 

tion Act—Setting off over payments of compensa- 
tion.}—Sec MasTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXNIV., 
p. 482, Nos. 3519, 3520. 
Setting off costs.]——Seec MASTER & 
SERVANT, Vol. XXNXIV., p. 488, Nos. 4023-4028. 
Set-off by & against shipowner.]—WScc 
ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 137, 184, Nos. 447, 118, 
075, 978. 

Mortgagors & mortgagees.|—-See MORTGAGE, 
Vol. XXXV., pp. J80. 351, 640, G41, 66S, Nos. 
1241, 1242, 3711, 3713, 4039; SeEt-orr « 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 401, Nos. 276-278. 

Negotiable instruments.]—See LOAN SOcIETIEs, 
Vol. XXNII., p. 557, No. 10; SEtT-OFF & 
laa Vol. XL., pp. 401, 402, Nos. 279-— 
284, 

Partners.]—See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXNI., 
p. 426, No. 915; SeEetT-orr & COUNTERCLAIM, 
Vol. AL., pp. 402, 403, Nos. 285, 286. 

Claim by partnership—Set-off of separate 
claim against one partner.|—See PARTNERSHIP, 
Vol. XXXVI, pp. 874, 107, Nos. 514, 770. 

Claim against partner on separate debt — 
Set-off of partnership debt.]}—See PARTNERSHID, 
Vol. XANXAVI., pp. 374, 407, Nos. 514, 770. 

Claim against receiver of partnership— 
Set-off of claim for remuneration. ]|—See PARTNER- 
sHiIP, Vol. XXAXVI., p. 489, No. 1538. 

Set-off in bankruptcy.|—Sce BANKRUPICY, 
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Vol. IV., pp. 389-391, 415, 448, 449, Nos. 3563-— 
3588, 3748, 4054; Vol. V., p. 743, No. 6415 

Payment—Set-off in relation to P yment. ]—Sce 
Series & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 385, Nos. 
151-163. 

- Payment of smaller sum where amount due 
liquidated.|—See ContTract, Vol. XII., p. 455, 
Nos. 3676 et seq. 

Petition of right—Set-off against. ] 
PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., p. 243, No. 386. 

Sale of goods.J]—Sce SALE oF Goops, Vol. 
XXXIX., pp. 472, 473, Nos. 056-063 ; SET-OFF 
& COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. X1L., pp. 403, 404, 411, 
412, Nos. 287-292, 342. 

Sale of land.]—See SET-oFF & COUNTERCLAIM, 
Vol. XL., pp. 404, 405, Nos. 293-295. 

Seamen’s wages.]—Sce ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 137, 184, Nos. 447-449, 975-078 ; SHIPPING, 
Vol. ALI, p. 241, Nos. 813-815, 

Security for costs—On plea of set-off or counter- 
claim.]—Sce Ser-orr & CouNTERCLAIM, Vol. XI, 
p. 432, Nos. 539 et seq. 

Solicitor—Set-off of claim for costs—Against 
calls on shares.]—Sec COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 338, 
No. 2138. 

Sureties.]J—See GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., pp. 
104, 110, 111, 138, 189, 190, Nos. 718-720, 1011-— 
1021, 1469; SetT-orF & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XI.., 
p. 405, Nos. 296-299. 

Set-off by surety for trustee on bankruptcy — 
Set-off of sums due to trustee for remuneration.] — 
See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 243, No. 2301. 
Set-off by indemnifier.]—See GUARANTEE, 
Vol. XAVI., p. 244, Nos. 1898-1902. 

Third person & plaintiff—Availability of counter- 
claim against.}—See SET-OFF & COUNTERCLAIM, 
Vol. XL., pp. 410-412, Nos. 3387-349. 

Trustee—Against cestui que trust.]—See TRUSTS 
& TRUSTEEs, Vol. XLII., p. 771, Nos. 2128-2131. 
Against heir of cestul que trust.]—Sece 
li & Trustees, Vol. XLII, p. 772, No. 
2132. 


See CROWN 














Against creditor of cestui que trust.}—wSee 
Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLITI., p. 772, No. 21338. 
Against agent of cestui que trust.]—Sec 
Trusts & TRUSTEEs, Vol. ALITL, p. 772, No. 2134. 
Against amount due out of trust estate— 
On bankruptcy of one trustee.]—See Trusts & 
TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., p. 772, No. 2135. 

Work & labour—Contracts for.]—Sce SeEr-orr 
& COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XU, p. 406, Nos. 300-303. 








Part XIV.—Particulars. 


SECT. 1.- IN GENERAL. 


R. &. C., Ord. XIX., r. 6. In all cases in which the party 
pleading relies on any misrepresentation, fraud, breach of trust, 
wilful default, or undue influence, and in all other cases in whirh 
particulars may be necessary beyond such as are exemplified in 
the forms aforesaid, particulars (with dates and items if neces- 
sary) shall be stated in the pleading; provided that, if the 
particulars be of debt, expenses or damages, and exceed three 
folios, the fact must be so stated, with a reference to full par- 
ticulars already delivered or to be delivered with the pleading. 

—_———-—_————— r. 7. A further and better statement 
of the nature of the claim or defence, or further and better 
particulars of any matter stated in any pleading, notice, or 
written proceeding requiring particulars, may in all cases be 
ordered, upon such terms, as to costs and otherwise, as may be just, 


{New Procedure List, s-* Practice, Part XCIV , Sect 4, sub- 
sects 1 & 2, Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2] 

Particulars of fraud, misrepresentation, etc.]— 
See Part III., Sect. 7, ante. 


Forms in appendices.]—Sce Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


Function of particulars.]—See Sect. 2, poat. 
When particulars ordered.}—Sce Scct. 9, post. 


1561. Details of general allegations in pleadings. |] 
—The rule as to giving the opposite party par- 
ticulars of any general allegation in pleadings ought 
to be the same in the Admiralty as in the Queen’s 
Bench Division. Where, therefore, in an action 
in the Admiralty Division by cargo owners against 
shipowners for delivery of cargo in a damaged 
condition, the statement of claim alleged that the 
damage was not occasioned by any of the excepted 
perils mentioned in the bill of lading under which 
the cargo has been shipped, but was occasioned by 
the defective condition of the vessel or by the 
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negligence or breach of duty of the defts. or their ] ment of claim.—UNITED TELEPHONE Co. v. SMITH, 


servants :—Jiecld: defts. were entitled to par- 
ticulars of the defects rendering the vessels not 
fit to carry the cargo. 

In order to prevent the necessity of a minute 
statement of all the facts in pleading, a general 
allegation is often allowed, as, for instance, in the 
case of fraud, but then in order to have a fair 
trial the party who makes such general allegation 
is always bound to give particulars of it to the 
opposite party, so that he shall not be taken by 
surprise, & shall also be able to defend himself 
against that with which he is charged (BRETT, 
]..J.).—THE Rory (1882), 7 P. D. 117; 651 
‘ < P. 73; 46 L. T. 757; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 334, 
1562. Particulars as ‘‘ pleadings.’’}—On behalf 
of the deft. it was contended that the case came 
within Ord. X XI., rr. 15, 18, & that particulars were 
within the words “‘ pleadings ”’ or “ affidavits ’’ : — 
Held: the case came within the rule.—Cass v. 
FITZGERALD, [1884] W. N. 18; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 
178. 

1563. -}—Semble: particulars are pleadings 
within the meaning of Ord. XXV., r. 4.—DaAvEY 
v. BENTINCK, [1893] 1 Q. B. 185; 62 1. J. Q. B. 
114; 67 L. T. 742; sub nom. Davy v. BENTINGCK, 
41 W. R. 181; 4 RR. 144, C. A. 

1564. —-—.]J—At different times in the history 
of proceedings at law & in equity particulars have 
been allowed for different reasons. Sometimes 
particulars have been allowed in order that there 
inight not be a surprise at the trial. Sometimes 
they have been allowed as limitations of the claim, 
whether of the pltf. or of the deft., to limit the 
extent of the evidence to be given at the trial. 
But under the Judicature Act particulars are 
allowed for quite a different purpose: they are 
really supplemental to the pleadings. They are, 
in fact, amendments of the pleadings, & that is 
what the particulars which we are ordering to be 
given are. I do not wish to say anything about 
matters wnich we have not to decide to-day, as, 
for instance, what may be the effect of rule 15 of 
Ord. XXXI. But it seems to me that the deft. 
will be rash if he considers that these particulars 
are not a pleading within the meaning of that rule, 
because it is really as an amendment to the pleading 
that we are ordering them to be given. It would 
not, as it seems to me, be right that the deft., if 
he ought to have sct out these matters in his 
defence, should gain any advantage or avoid any 
liability by his own failure to do that which he 
ought to have done (VAUGHAN WILLIAMs, I..J.).— 
MILBANK v. MILBANK, [1900] 1 Ch. 3763; 66 
LL. J. Ch. 287; 82 1. T. 63; 48 W. R. 330; 44 
Sol. Jo. 259, ©. A. 








1565. -]}—ARNOLD & BUTLER v. BOTTOMLEY, 
No. 185, ante. 
1566. -}—Perusal of particulars delivered 





in an action under an order may be equivalent to 
pose of an amendment of the pleadings & may 

e charged for as such. It is a matter in the dis- 
cretion of the taxing master.—Re MORGAN (R. P.) 
& Co., [1915] 1 Ch. 182; 84 L. J. Ch. 249; 112 
L. T. 239; 59 Sol. Jo. 289. 

1567. Particulars as part of statement of claim— 
Particulars of breaches—Infringement of patent. ]— 
In an action for infringement of a patent pltf. 
upon a motion for judgment heard as a short 
cause, asked for such judgment as upon his state- 
ment of claim the court should consider him to be 
entitled to. In the statement of claim it was 
stated that ‘‘ particulars of breaches are delivered 
herewith ” :—Held: the particulars of breaches 
should be considered as forming part of the state- 


UNITED TELEPHONE Co. v. MITCHELL (1889), 61 
L. T. 617; 84 W. R. 70. 
1568. Admiralty actions. ]|—THE Rory, No. 1561, 


ante. 

1569. Waiver of right to particulars—Delivery 
of defence—Right not waived.J—A deft. by 
delivering his statement of defence, does not waive 
his right to particulars.—Sacus v. SPEILMAN 
(1887), 37 Ch. D. 295; 57 I. J. Ch. 658; 58 L. T. 
102; 36 W. R. 498. 

1570. Delivery without request—General charge 
of adultery.}—The petitioner, having made a 
general charge of adultery against the respondent, 
was granted leave to deliver particulars of the 
charge, though the respondent did not ask for 
particulars.—RK. v. EK. (1907), 23 T. L. R. 364. 

Discovery—Whether particulars ordered before 
or after.J—Sce Discovery, INSPECTION & IN- 
TERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII., pp. 65-66, Nos. 
238-243. 

Production of documents—Right to particulars 
distinguished from right to production.}—See 
DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & INTERROGATORIES, 
Vol. XVIII., p. 80, No. 357. 

Interrogatories—Particulars distinguished from.} 

— See DIscoverRy, INSPECTION & INTERROGA- 
TORIES, Vol. X VIII., p. 179, No. 1315. 
Allowed instead of particulars of justifica- 
tion—By consent.]-—Scee DISCOVERY, INSPECTION 
& INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIITL., p. 180, No. 
1316. 
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See Rh. S. C., Ord. XITX., rr. 6, 7, p. 194, ante. 

1571. To prevent surprise — Opposite party 
enabled to defend himself. |—-The object of a bill of 
particulars is to control the generality of the 
declaration, & a deft. is entitled to such par- 
ticulars of pltf.’s demand as will give him the 
information which a reasonable man would require 
respecting the matters against which he was called 
upon to defend himself. 

In an action by an engineer against a railway 
company for surveying their lines, etc., & for 
money paid, a general particular for surveying the 
country between certain places, including travelling 
charges & assistance, is sufficient without specifying 
the number of fields surveyed, or how much of the 
charge is for the engineer’s skill, time & labour, & 
how much for travelling expenses & assistance. 
The particulars should specify the sums paid to 
deft.’s use.—RENNIE v. BERESFORD (1846), 15 
M. & W. 78; 3 Dow. & L. 464; 4 Ry. & Can. 
Cas. 129; 15 L. J. Ex. 78; 6 L. T. O. S. 376; 
153 K. R. 769, Ex. Ch. 

1572. -]—It is admitted that pltf. 
would be entitied to have this information given 
by way of particulars at common law. I do not 
mean that he would be entitled to have every 
detail that is asked for—that will have to be con- 
sidered when the answer is put in—but at common 
law, if a master says to his servant, ‘‘ I dismissed 
you because you were guilty of misconduct,”’ the 
servant would be entitled to have particulars. 
When, therefore, an interrogatory has been 
delivered asking for particulars of misconduct, 
that interrogatory not being objected to, & no 
application having been made to strike it out, I 
can see no reason why an answer should not be 
given saying what the particulars are on which 
the master relies as being the ground of dismissal. 
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Pitf. requires the information in order that he 
may not be taken by surprise, but may know what 
case he has to mect. He is entitled to particulars 
like the particulars of breaches or infringement, & 
it is no sufficient answer to say, ‘‘ You have not 
taken the right course, you ought to have applied 
to the Vice-Chancellor for particulars,’’ which is 
not according to the practice of the Chancery 
Division. The only mode in which those par- 
ticulars could have been got in Chancery was by 
administering ae & I am of opinion 
that a party may still adopt that course, & that 
the interrogatories must be answered (JAMES, 
]...J.).—SAUNDERS v. JONES (1877), 7 Ch. D. 4385, 
448,449: 47 L. J. Ch. 440 ; 37 L. T. 769 ; 26 W.R. 
226, C. A. 

1578. -+-What. particulars are to be 
stated must depend on the facts of each case. 
But in my opinion it is absolutely essential that 
the pleading, not to be embarrassing to the defts., 
should state those facts which will put the defts. 
on their guard & tell them what they have to meet 
when the case comes on for trial (Corron, L..J.).— 
PHIvIPes +. PHtrrpes (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 127; 48 
L. J. Q. B. 185; 39 1. T. 556; 27 W. R. 436, 
C. A. : subsequent proceedings (1879), 40 L. T. 815. 

















1574. ~-+—-THOMSON tv. BIRKLEY, No. 
1598, post. 
1575. ——.}+—-THE Rory, No. 156], ante. 


1576. — — ——-.}—A statement of claim alleged 
that defts. had made false entries in the books of 
pitfs. for the purpose of making certain expenses 
appear less than they had been & so relieve them- 
selves from a liability under a guarantee. An 
order having been made that pltfs. furnish par- 
ticulars of the false entries alleged, they made a 
list of the items complained of, transcribed from 
the books. with references to the parts of the book 
where they were found. The defts. applied for 
further & better particulars :— Held: the object 
of the particulars being to let the defts. know what 
the case was they had to meet, & as an entry might 
be wrong 1n various ways, pltfs. must state shortly 
the genera] nature of the objection they raised as 
to each item.— NEWPORT (MONMOUTH) SLIPWAY, 
Dry Dock & ENGINEERING Co., Trp. v. PAYNTER 
(1886), 34 Ch. D. 88; 56 L. J. Ch. 1021; 55 L. T. 
711, C. A. 

1577. -]—In this case pitf. sues for an 
infringement of a registered trade mark, & I 
assume that if the deft. has really used the word 
‘* Herbaline ’”’ in the manner alleged by the pltf. 
he is liable to an action for having infringed the 
pitf.’s mark ‘‘ Herbalin.’’ Pltf.’s case is twofold. 
He says not only is the use by the deft. of this 
trade mark calculated to induce divers persons to 
buy the defts.’ goods as & for pltf.’s, but he also 
says that it has in fact induced divers persons to do 
s0. The deft. then asks ‘‘ who are those divers per- 
sons?” The question I have to decide is, whether 
he is entitled to be told who those divers persons 
are. The courts have uniformly endeavoured to 
prevent the pltf. or the deft., as the case may be, 
from prying into the brief of their opponent or 
finding out what is to be the evidence which is to 
be produced at the trial. On the other hand, the 
courts have uniformly said that the pltf. or the 
deft. is entitled to be told any & every particular 
which will enable him to properly prepare his case 
for the trial so that he may not be taken by 
surprise, or may, if he sees he has been wrong, 
give way at once. I cannot see any hardship on 
this pltf. now being ordered to give the names & 
addresses of the divers persons who have been 
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induced to purchase the deft.’s preparation as & 
for the goods of the pltf., & in my opinion that 
must be done (KEKEWIOH, J.).—HuMPHRIES & Co. 
v. TAYLOR Drvue Co. (1888), 389 Ch. D. 693; 59 
L. T. 177; 37 W. R. 192. 

1578. ——- ——-.}-Turnock ¥v. SaARToRIS, No. 
1659, post. 

1579. ——.}—The object of particulars is 
to enable the party asking for them to know what 
case he has to meet at the trial & so to save unneces- 
sary expense & avoid allowing parties to be taken 
by surprise. The old system of pleading at common 
law was to conceal as much as possible what was 
going to be proved at the trial, but under the 
present system it is our duty to see that a party 
so states his case that his opponent will not be 
taken by surprise. The order therefore will stand 
with the alterations I have mentioned (COTTON, 
J..J.).—_SPEDDING v. FITZPATRICK (1888), 38 Ch. I). 
410; 581. J. Ch. 139; 59 LL. T. 492; 37 W. Rt. 
20; 4T. L. R. 505, C. A. 

















1580. -]—TEMPERTON 2. RUSSELL, 
No. 16138, post. 

1581. ——.]—-MILBANK v. MILBANK, No. 
1564, ante. 

1582. -}—The object of particulars is 








simply to enable the opposite party to know the 
case which he will have to meet at the trial 
(STIRLING, L.J.).—ALMAN v. OPPERT, [1901] 2 
K. B. 6576; 70 L. J. K. B. 745; 84 1. T. 8285; 17 
T. L. R. 620; 45 Sol. Jo. 615; 8 Mans. 316, C. A. 

1583. -}—The object of particulars 
was to enable the side to whom they were given 
to know what evidence they ought to be prepared 
with. The particulars as they stood did not enable 
the pltf. to test the question whether the inquiry 
was made by a member of the deft. association. 
In my opinion the defts. should give particulars 
with quficient precision to enable the pltf. to test 
that question (FARWELL, L.J.).—ELKINGTON v. 
LONDON ASSOCIATION FOR PROTECTION OF TRADE 
(1911), 27 T. L. R. 3829, 330, C. A. 

1584. -}—In every case in which the 
defence raises an imputation of misconduct against 
him, a pltf. ought to be enabled to go to trial with 
the knowledge not mercly of the general case he 
has to mect but also of the acts which it is alleged 
that he has committed & upon which deft. intends 
to rely as justify the imputation. This rule is not 
limited in its application to actions of libel, but 
its propriety is most evident in a libel case, where 
deft. has chosen to put the character of pltf. in 
serious jeopardy by the heinousness of the charges 
which are asserted or involved in deft.’s plea of 
justification. Further, as a general rule, if the 
particulars are such as deft. ought to give, he 
cannot refuse to do 80 merely on the ground that 
his answer will disclose the names of persons whom 
he may intend to call as witnesses at the trial. 
But the court on an application by a pltf. for 
particulars or for further & bctter particulars, 
must, before acceding to it, be carcful to see that 
the demand is not of a vexatious or oppressive 
character, or the material facts being pleaded by 
deft. in the statement of defence or stated in the 
particulars if such have been delivered to him with 
sufficient precision to enable plitf. to know & 
prepare himself to deal with them, that pltf. is 
not covertly endeavouring to get something more 
to which he is not entitled, viz. the disclosure of 
the evidence to prove those facts which may be 
in the deft.’s possession. The special circum- 
stances of each case have to be carefully considered. 
—WoorTron v. Srevimr, (1913] 3 K. B. 499; 82 
]l. J. K. B. 12423; 109 L. T. 28; 29 TLL. 8. 
596; 57 Sol. Jo. 609, C. A. 
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1585. ——- ———.} —Object -of particulars, as 
Ootton, L.J., said in ee ing v. Fitzpatrick, No. 
1579, ante, is to enable the applicant ‘“‘ to know 
what case he has to meet at the trial, & so to save 
prin apes expense, & avoid allowing parties to 
be taken surprise’? (ASTBURY, J.).—WHEIN- 
BERGER v. INGLIS, [1918] 1 Ch. 184, 188; 87 
L. J. Ch. 148; 118 L. T. 208; 34 T. L. R. 104; 
62 Sol. Jo. 160. 

1586. -]—It is an accepted rule that a 
party is entitled to an order for particulars only 
for the purpose of ascertaining the nature of his 
opponent’s case that he has to meet, & not for the 
purpose of ascertaining the evidence by which his 
opponent proposes to prove it. In many actions 
for defamation the deft. has pleaded the defence 
of fair comment in a general form, that is to say, 
has alleged that the words complained of are fair 
comment on matters of public interest, without 
indicating what those matters are. In such cases 
1 agree that an order should be made requiring 
him to indicate what those matters are. But here 
the plea itself stated the matters upon which the 
comment is based, & the deft. ties himself down 
to the admission that it is the statements of fact 
contained in the libel, & nu others, on which he 
intends to rely. It cannot possibly assist the pltf. 
that the defts. should be required to pick out the 
statements which they say are statements of facts 
& those which they say are matters of opinion, for 
the category to which the several statements 
belong is a question for the jury, subject to a 
direction from the judge (BANKEs, L.J.).—-AGA 
KHAN v. TIMES PUBLISHING Co., DAWSON 17. SAME, 
[1924] 1 K. B. 675, 680; 98 1. J. K. B. 361; 
130 L. T. 746; 40 T. L. R. 209, C. A. 

1587. Curing generality of plea.j——An alleged 
libel was capable of meaning either that a charge 
had been made against the pltf., or that the charge 
had been made & was true. The deft. pleaded the 
truth of the libel. The pltf. applied for particulars 
of the plea of justification :—Held: that the pltf. 
was entitled to information whether the deft. 
intended to justify one or both meanings. 

Ord. XX., r. 7, says: ‘‘ Where the pltf. sceks 
relief in respect of several distinct claims founded 
upon separate & distinct grounds, they shall be 
stated, as far as may be, separately & distinctly. 
& the same rule shall apply where the deft. relies 
upon several distinct grounds of defence,... 
founded upon separate & distinct facts.” Now 
this is a case in which the two defences, though 
put together in one plea, really are distinct grounds 
of defence, & founded on separate & distinct 
facts; & if one were to go by the hard & fast line 
this is a case in which the pltf. would have had a 
right, it seems to me, to have the grounds of 
defence stated separately & distinctly. That has 
not been done. It may be said on behalf of the 
deft. that this is an objection to pleading. Yes; 
but objections to pleading have always, from time 
immemorial, been cured, when the objection is to 
the generality of the pleading, by delivery of 

articulars. This is an apt way in the Common 
zaw Division of curing the objection caused by 
the generality of the plea. 

It seems to me, therefore, that the order for 
particulars is based upon good eee & cer- 
tainly is required by the justice of the case (BOWEN, 
L.J.).—HENNESSY v. WRIGHT (1888), 57 1. J. 
Q. B. 504, 6596; 59 L. T. 705; 36 W. R. 878; 4 


T. L. R. 651, 0. A. 
&  particularise 








1588. To mit 
THOMSON v. BrxKuey, No. 1598, post. 

1589. Saving of unnecessary expense. ]—SpeEpD- 
DING v. Firzpatrick, No. 1579, ante. 


events. |— 


187 


1590. ——-.]}— WEINBERGER v. INGLis, No. 1585, 
ante. 

1591. Not to answer interrogatory—As to con- 
struction of patent.]—Pltfs.’ patent was for im- 
provements in railway carriage, streets, & other 
lamps, & their specification contained four claims, 
viz. for a lamp, a modified form of lamp, a method 
of supplying heated air, & a method of distributing 
the heated air. Pltfs. Pee an action against 
defts. for infringement, & by the particulars of 
breaches delivered with the statements of claim 
they alleged infringement by defts. by using the 
mechanism claimed in those four claims & com- 
plained of a particular lamp sold by defts. Defts. 
applied for further & better particulars asking 
what parts of the specification & figures had been 
infringed, which of the lamps had been infringed, 
& whether pltfs. claimed all lamps with the 
methods of supplying & distributing the heated 
air, or only one of the two lamps claimed. At 
the hearing of the application pltfs. withdrew the 
allegation of infringement of the first claim :— 
ITeld : the particulars as so amended were sufficient 
as they told defts. what pltfs. said they had done 
in infringement; & it was not the office of par- 
ticulars to answer an interrogatory as to the con- 
struction of the patent.—WENHAM Co., LTD. v. 
CHAMPION Gas Lamp Co., Lrp., & TODLENHAUPT 
& Co. (1890), 63 L. T. 827; 8 R. P. C. 22. 

1592. Not to ascertain evidence intended to be 
relied on by opposite side.]—If you give one side 
the opportunity of knowing the particulars of the 
evidence that is to be brought against him, then 
you give @ rogue an cnormous advantage. He 
then may be able, although he has no evidence in 
support of his own case, to shape his case & his 
evidence altogether in such a way as to defeat 
entirely the ends of justice. 

They may be surprised at the trial, that is, they 
may find evidence brought forward which they 
were not prepared to meet, but which if they had 
time given them they would be able to meet. If 
such a case should arrive, it is provided for in two 
ways by the rules: they may either apply to the 
judge at the trial to adjourn the trial, in order to 
enable them to meet it, or they may afterwards 
apply for a new trial on the ground of surprise ; 
but that does not entitle them to get from the 
pltfs. the particulars of their evidence before the 
trial comes on (JESSEL, M.R.).—BENBOW v. Low 
(1880), 186 Ch. D. 93; 50 L. J. Ch. 35; 44 1. T. 
119; 29 W. R. 265, C. A. 

1598. «There is no law which requires 
you to give particulars of the evidence which you 
are going to adduce to prove a particular fact 
(LORD ESHER, M.R.).—CAVE v. TORRE (1886), 54 
L. T.515; 2 T. L. R. 405, C. A. 

1594. -]—HUMPHRIES & Co. v. 
Drua Co., No. 1577, ante. 

1595. -]—The statement of claim alleged 
that the directors of the pltf. association were 
shareholders of the deft. association, & had 
instigated & concurred in the liquidator’s applica- 
tion for the purse of escaping from their liability 
to calls which, as members of the deft. association, 
they would be under if the claim of the pitf. 
association were enforced ; & that the liquidator 
& the directors of the deft. association & their 
solicitors knew that the directors of the pitf. 
association were also shareholders of the deft. 
association, & also the improper motives which 
actuated the said directors. 

A summons was taken out by the deft. associa- 
tion asking that the pltf. association might be 
ordered to give particulars whether the application 
for the order was instigated by the directors of the 
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pltf. association verbally, or in writing, or other- 
wise, &, if verbally or otherwise, the words used, 
& the means used or adopted by the directors of 
the plitf. association to instigate such application, 
stating in detail how such application was insti- 
gated; & also what were the improper motives 
actuating the directors of the pltf. association, & 
how & in what manner were such motives known 
to the liquidator :—Held: a line must be drawn 
between requiring the pitf. association to make a 
sufficient statement to prevent the deft. associa- 
tion being taken by surprise at the trial, & requiring 
it to disclose the evidence on which it intended to 
rely.— BRITON MEDICAL & GENERAL LIFE ASSOCIA- 
TION, LTp. v. BRITANNIA FIRE ASSOCIATION & 
WHINNEY (1888), 59 L. T. S889. 








1596. ~}—Woor?rron 2. SIEVIER, No. 1584, 
ante. 
1597. -}—AGA KHAN tv. TIMES PUBLISHING 





Co., Dawson v. SAME, No. 1586, ante. 


SECT. 3.—APPLICATION FOR PARTICULARS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 7a. Before applying for particulars by 
gummons or notice, a party may applv for them by letter. The 
casts of the letter and of any particulars delivered pursuant 
thereto shall be allowable on taxation. In dealing with the 
costs of any application for particulars by summons or notice, 
the provisions of this rule shall be taken into consideration by 
the Court or Judge. 


[New Procedure List, see Pract cr, Part NCIV.. Sect. 4, sub- 
sects 1 & 2, Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2.] 


See also, R. S. C., Ord. NIX., rr. 6. 7, p. 184, 
ante; Appendix K, Nos. 11-134, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Time for delivery of particulars.J—See Sect. 7, 
sub-sect. 2, post. 

Objects of particulars. ]—Sce Sect. 2, ante. 

In respect of what matters particulars ordered. |— 
See Sect. 6. post. 

Degree of particularity.|—See Sect. 5, post. 

Particulars in special cases.]—See Sect. 9, sub- 
sect. 9, post. 

Order for particulars. ]-—See Sect. 10, post. 

Effect of particulars. |— See Sect. 13, post. 

1598. Foundation of application—Inability of 
defendant to meet case.}—PItf., in an action for 
the seduction of his daughter by the deft. & 
consequent loss of her services, alleged that deft., 
when cngaging his daughter as servant, had 
entered into a contract to treat his daughter in a 
proper & becoming manner; but that deft. had 
committed a breach of that contract by behaving 
to his daughter in an improper manner, namely, 
be seducing her whilst in his service, whereby she 
had become pregnant, & that in consequence of 
her pregnancy the pltf. had lost her services. 
Deft. did not deny the seduction on oath, but 
sought to obtain particulars of the times & places 
at which the alleged connection between himself 
& pitf.’s daughter had taken place :—Held : under 
the circumstances deft., without denying the 
seduction on oath, was not entitled to an order 
for such particulars. 

_ This order is correct. The object of particulars 
is to prevent surprise, & to limit & particularise 
events in order that both parties should come to 
trial fully prepared for the issues. Parties ought 
to be encouraged to avoid prolixity, & to clear the 
facts in dispute; & in actions on contracts par- 
ticulars were granted without affidavit, but only 
when such particulars were necessary to limit the 
inquiry at the trial. Now this is an exceptional 
class of case; & is not one in which, as a matter 
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of course, particulars ought to be given. If the 
deft. is placed at a disadvantage, & unable to 
meet, his case, he ought in seeking particulars to 
make that fact appear; & then he would lay a 
foundation for this application; but he shrinks 
from that. I think the order of the master & the 
judge perfectly correct. Appeal dismissed (WAT- 
KIN WILLIAMS, J.).—THOMSON v. BiIRKLEY (1882), 
47 L. T. 700; 31 W. R. 230, D. C. 

1599. Refusal on ground of undue delay— 
Appeal.}—In a case in which the order applied for 
is in the discretion of a judge to grant or to refuse, 
in my opinion an appeal ought not to be brought 
unless the facts were not fully before him, or 
unless an extreme case is made out. I should be 
extremely sorry if, with all the facts before him, 
the order of Denman, J., had been overruled. But 
the facts were not fully before him. So also, in 
my opinion, this court ought not to overrule the 
discretion exercised by the Divisional Court except 
in an extreme case, or if the facts were not fully 
before it. In this case the application for par- 
ticulars was made very late. It is clear to me that 
the defts. knew what the statement of claim meant, 
& they made no application till August. Under 
these circumstances we cannot interfere with the 
discretion exercised by the Divisional Court 
(LOPES, L.J.).—GourRaun vv. FITZGERALD (1889), 
37 W. R. 265; 5 T. 1. R. 80, CLA. 


Sect. 4.—-FORM OF PARTICULARS. 


See R. S. C.. Ord. XIX., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, ante ; 
Appendix (, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Degree of particularity.]- See Sect. 5, post. 

Particulars in particular cases.|—--Sre Sect. 9, 
sub-sect. 0, post. 


Sect. 5.—DEGREE OF PARTICULARITY --BEST 
PARTICULARS. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XIX., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, ante. 

Objects of particulars.]—See Sect. 2, ante. 

Particulars of misrepresentation, fraud, etc.]— 
See Part III., Sect. 7, ante. 

Particulars of breaches in actions for infringe- 
ments of patents.|—Sce PaTints & INVENTIONS, 
Vol. XXXVI, p. 778, Nos. 2572 et seq. 

1600. Best particulars.)—H1IGGIns v. WEEKEs, 
No. 1612, post. 

1601. Acts of adultery.j—Under an order 
to give further & better particulars of the dates 
& places when & where alleged acts of adultery 
extending over ten months were committed, the 
petitioner must give the best particulars which he 
can extract from the witnesses upon whom he 
relies to prove his case. It is not a sufficient 
compliance with such an order to allege generally 
that the respondent & co-respondent were con- 
stantly meeting & were in the respondent’s 
boudoir & bedroom together, & that they were 
frequently out riding & driving alone together, 
from which the court will be asked to infer that 
they committed adultery._—-HARTOpP v. HARTOPP & 
COWLEY (EARL) (1902), 71 L. J. P. 78; 87 L. T. 
188, C. A. 

1602. Full particulars.}|—The statement of claim 
or the indorsement on the writ ought always to 
give full particulars rendering further particulars 
unnecessary (QUAIN, J.).—ANON. (1875), 1 Char. 
Cham. Cas. 35. 

1608. Particulars as general as statement of 
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claim--InsufMficient.|—1t is a great contempt to 
deliver under an order, a particular as general 
as the declaration.—BROWN v. Watrs (1808), 
1 Taunt. 353; 127 E. R. 870. 

1 ———.]—The delivery of a document, 
which merely furnishes to the deft. that degree 
of information as to the nature of the demand, 
etc., which might be gathered from the declaration, 
e.g. Which states the demand to be as set forth 
in the first six counts of the declaration, & enu- 
merates the usual common counts, is not a com- 
pliance with a judge’s order to deliver a bill of 
particulars. 

There is no rule requiring any interval of time 
to elapse between the delivery of a bill of particu- 
lars, & of the declaration in the action. Semble: 
they may be delivered at the same time.—BaTLEY 
v. DALE (1836), 5 L. J. C. P. 323. 

1605. Such information as would be expected by 
a reasonable person.J|—The object of a bill of 
particulars is to control the generality of the 
declaration, & a deft. is entitled to such particulars 
of pltf.’s demand as will give him the information 
which a reasonable man would require respecting 
the matters against which he was called upon to 
defend himself. 

In an action by an engincer against a railway 
company for surveying their lines, etc., & for 
money paid, a gencral particular for surveying the 
country between certain places, including travel- 
ling charges and assistance, is sufficient without 
specifying the number of fields surveyed, or how 
much of the charge is for the engineer’s skill, 
time & labour, & how much for travelling expenses 
& assistance. The particulars should specify the 
sums paid to deft.’s use.— RENNIE v. BERESFORD 
(1846), 15 M. & W. 78; 3 Dow. & L. 464; 4 Ry. & 
Can. Cas. 129; lo L. J. Ex. 78; 16 L. T. O.S. 376; 
153 E. R. 769, Ex. Ch. 

1606. Having regard to nature of acts by 

which damage done—Malicious falsehoods affecting 
property or trade.]—In an action for words not 
actionable per se, but constituting an untrue 
statement maliciously published about the pltf.’s 
business, which statement is intended or reason- 
ably likely to produce, & in the ordinary course 
of things docs produce, a general loss of business 
as distinct from the loss of particular known 
customers, evidence of such general loss of business 
is admissible & sufficient to support the action. 
_ As much certainty & particularity must be 
insisted on, both in pleading & proof of damage, 
as is reasonable, having regard to the circum- 
stances & to the nature of the acts themselves by 
which the damage is dune. To insist upon less 
would be to relax old & intelligible principles. 
To Insist upon more would be the vainest pedantry. 
The rule to be Jaid down with regard to malicious 
falschoods affecting property or trade is only 
an instance of the doctrines of good sense applic- 
able to all that branch of actions on the case to 
which the class under discussion belongs. . . . In 
the case before us to-day it is a falsehood openly 
disseminated through the press—probably read 
& possibly acted on, by persons of whom the pltf. 
has never heard. To refuse, with reference to 
such subject-matter, to admit such general evidence 
would be to misunderstand & warp the meaning 
of old expressions, to depart from, & not to follow, 
old rules, &, in addition to all this, would involve 
an absolute denial of justice & of redress for the 
very mischief which was intended to be committed 
(Bowen, L.J.).— RATCLIFFE vy. Evans, [1892] 
2 Q. B. 524, 582; 61 L. J. Q. B. 585; 66 L. T. 
704; 56 J. P. 887; 40 W. BR. 578; 8 T. L. BR. 
097; 36 Sol. Jo. 539, C. A. 
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1607. Action for trespass.J|—The particulars 
complained of trespasses committed by defts. in 
April & May, 1830, in a close ‘‘ which now is 
or heretofore was a rail or tramroad,”’ & destroy- 
ing the plates of the same, & laying down others. 
The evidence was, that defts. in Feb. 1829, took 
up some of the plates of the pltf.’s railway, & 
altered the course of part of it, carrying it over 
their own land, & made a transverse railroad, 
which crossed the site of the old railroad, & also 
the new railroad :—Held: the particulars were 
sufficient.—MONMOUTHSHIRE CANAL Co. v. HAR- 
FORD (1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 614; 5 Tyr. 68; 4 
L. J. Ex. 43; 149 E. R. 1226. 

1608. Action for money had & received.]—In an 
action for money had & received, money paid, etc., 
the bill of particulars stated the action to be 
brought to recover £3,901, claimed by the pltf. 
for the amount of divers sums in cash paid & the 
value of divers bills given by the pltf. to the deft. 
at various times between Nov. 1, 1842, & May 12, 
1843, for the purchase-money of the pictures 
hereunder mentioned, the making of which pay- 
ments & giving of which bills the deft. procured 
from the plitf. by false & fraudulent representation, 
& in respect of the pltf. having discounted & paid 
the said bills :—Held: sufficient.—-ARCHBUTT v. 
PENNELL (1843), 1 Dow. & L. 318; 7 Jur. 519. 

1609. Action by engineer against railway com- 
pany—For surveying lines & money paid.] 
RENNIE v. BERESFORD, No. 1605, ante. 

1610. Action against bank for balance—Over- 
charges by way of discount, interest, & com- 
mission.]—In an action against bankers by a 
customer for an alleged balance, the question being 
as to alleged overcharges by way of discount, 
interest & commission, pltf. having before action 
applied for, but failed to obtain any other infor- 
mation than was afforded by his pass-book, & 
having delivered general particulars claiming the 
whole amount of the gross balance :—Held: defts. 
were not entitled to any further or better particu- 
lars, but pltf. was entitled to particulars of gross 
charges for ‘‘ interest’ & ‘‘ commission.’’—ADAMS 
v. ASTON (1859), 1 F. & F. 603, 604; 175 E. R. 871. 

1611. Fraudulent entries—Necessity to state 
general nature of falsity.|—.\ statement of claim 
alleged that defts. had made false & fraudulent 
entries in the books in order to make it appear 
that a profit had been earned, so that they might 
escape liability on their guarantee as to such 
profits of company, & that no profits had been, 
in fact. made. The defts. took out a summons 
asking for an account in writing of the particulars 
of the improper entries alleged in the claim, & 
an order was made on pitf. for further particulars. 
The pltfs. then delivered particulars, which 
consisted merely of a list of the entries of which 
they complained, but not showing in what way the 
entries were alleged to be fraudulent. On behalf 
of defts. it was held that they were entitled to 
know what was the case they had to mect :— 
Held: further particulars must be given; the 
general nature of falsity must be stated.—Don- 
NELLY v. DONNELLY (1886), 31 Sol. Jo. 45. 

1612. Action against solicitors by administrator 
—Detention of securities belonging to deceased. }— 
G. lived for some years at New York & died there 
in 1883. During his life he had relations with 
two young women named W., & after his death 
his relatives could not find his property, consisting 
chiefly of bonds, & suspected the W.s of having 
ori Nan it, & they professed to have acquired 
i 
f 





y gift from him. They were prosecuted for 
ry, & in the course of the hearing W. & Co., 
e 


solicitors, were examined as witnesses. They 
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were acquitted, but on account of the disclosures 
made by the solicitors they were served with a 
writ in this action, an action by G.’s adminis- 
trator, in which they were sued for that they 
detained from the pltf., the administrator of G., 
certain securities & documents & alleged that the 
bonds & securities thus detained were the proceeds 
of bonds, moneys & securities fraudulently & 
feloniously taken by the W.s from (i., who was then 
an imbecile lunatic, & were handed by the W.s 
to the defts. & they received the same with 
notice of the fraud. & plitf. claimed return of the 
securities. Defts. desired to have particulars: 
(1) of the bonds mentioned, the proceeds of which 
were the bonds claimed ; (2) the bonds feloniously 
taken: (3) of the acts of fraud of felony imputed 
to the W.s & of which defts. were said to have had 
notice; (1) of the class & character of the im- 
becility of lunacy of G. and the time at which such 
imbecility or lunacy excited; and (5) the dates. 
The master allowed particulars under the first 
head, but not of the others. The judge at cham- 
bers upheld this decision. Deft. appealed :— 
Held: pltf. must give the best particulars he could 
of the bonds. securities or documents stated in 
the claim to have been feloniously taken. From 
the nature of the case it is impossible that pltf. 
can give any more than general particulars of 
the bonds or securities claimed & the general 
nature of the case alleged between certain dates, 
etc.— HIGGINS v. WEEKES (1889), 5 T. L. Re. 238. 

1613. Action for coercing persons to break 
contract—Conspiracy.|—An action was brought 
against several defts. for maliciously & wrongfully 
procuring & coercing certain persons to break 
contracts with pitf. & for conspiracy with intent 
to injure pitf. 

The action was one for a wrong done by one or 
more of defts. on which the pltf. might succeed 
at the trial against one or more, or all of them. 
His ** complaint ’’ was that they had gone to per- 
sons who had entered into contracts with him & 
induced them to refuse to execute their contracts 
with him, & had thus injured him in his business. 
lt might be that the defts. would not know the 
kind of threat in each case or by whom it was 
made, & therefore particulars had been ordered 
& he had given them. Defts. were not satisfied 
& asked for further particulars; & the question 
was whether they were entitled to them; that is, 
if the particulars given were not sufficient. New 
particulars were to inform the defts. of the case 
intended to be made against them when, by reason 
of the generality of the pleading, this information 
was not given, to prevent unfair surprise at the 
trial, not to tie the other party down & limit 
his case unfairly at the trial. Were the particulars, 
then, first given sufficient to prevent unfair surprise 
upon the defts. at the trial? Now pltf. had 
given the names of the contractors interfered 
with, & charged that defts. in each instance, or 
some one or other of them, went to each of the 
contractors & menaced him that if he did not throw 
up his contract with pltf. the men would be 
withdrawn. Each of the defts. was charged with 
this; & that was all the information he required. 
It was further stated that defts. effected their 
object by threatening the men with fines if they 
did not withdraw from working on pltf.’s contracts. 
That might give plitf. an alternative mode of 
proving his case, but it was given with full notice. 
Defts. were eharged in cach case with threatening 
to impose fines on the workmen if they did not 
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give up the work & that was sufficient by way of 
particulars. Defts., however, not satisfied, ob- 
tained an order for further particulars comprising 
the names of the workmen. Why, that was 
preposterous. The particulars first given wero 
sufficient; the her particulars were not 
required (ESHER, M.R.).—TEMPERTON v. RUSSELL 
(1893), 9 T. L. R. 319, C. A. 3 subsequent proceedings, 
[1893] 1 Q. B. 715, C. A. 

1614. Action to restrain defendants from selling 
inferior qualities of plaintiffs’ goods as best quality 
~——False representations as to quality of goods manu- 
factured.j—In an action to restrain defts. from 
fraudulently selling inferior qualities of goods 
manufactured by the pltfs. as their best quality, 
& from falsely & maliciously representing that the 
goods of the pltfs.’ manufacture were inferior 
to those of the defts.” manufacture, pltfis. were 
ordered to give particulars of the names & 
addresses of the persons to whom the goods had 
been sold, as well as the times & places of such 
sales :——Held: pltfs. by giving particulars of the 
times & places of the alleged sales were giving to 
the defts. all the information that they required 
to enable them to meet the case made by the plitfs. ; 
& that it was not necessary to give peaticulate of 
the names & addresses of the purchasers.— DUKt 
& Sons v. WISDEN & Co. (1897), 77 L. T. 673 13 
T. L. R. 481; 41 Sol. Jo. 606, GC. A. 

1615. Action for libel—Justification.}—Deft. to 
an action for libel who pleads a justification must 
state in his defence or in his particulars of justi- 
fication the specific facts or instances upon which 
he relies in order to prove his plea, & he can obtain 
inspection of the pltf.’s books or documents only 
in respect of such specific facts or instances. 

To an action by a firm of stock & share dealers 
for a libel in a newspaper, the innuendo placed 
upon the alleged libel being that it meant that the 
pltfs. carried on their business in an improper 
manner and were fraudulent stock & share dealers 
& persons who could not be trusted in business 
dealings, the deft. pleaded a justification & 
delivered particulars of the plea in which he alleged 
that the pltfs. were not members of the London 
Stock Exchange, but were concerned in running 
a ‘“ bucket shop,”’ & that they did not carry on the 
ordinary & legitimate business of stockbrokers, 
but were entirely dependent for their profits upon 
the losses made by their customers. In a further 
set of particulars the deft. gave the names of, & 
extracts from, certain pamphlets on methods of 
money-making issucd by the pltfs. In neither 
set of particulars did the deft. give any specific 
instance of the commission by the pltfs. of any 
fraudulent or improper act, or the name of any 
person alleged to have been defrauded by, or to 
have suffered loss atthe hands of, the pltfs. Deft. 
having taken out a summons for an order that he 
should be at liberty to inspect the books of the 
pitfs. for a certain period :—Held: as the par- 
ticulars of justification contained no_ specific 
instances of the misconduct alleged, they were 
too gencral to entitle the deft. to inspection of 
the pltfs.’ books.—AnNoLpy & BUTLER v. Bort- 
TOMLEY, [1908] 2 K. B. 161; 77 1. J. K. B. 584; 
98 L. T. 777; sub nom. ARNOLD v. BOTTOMLEY & 
a a Lrp., 24 T. L. R. 365; 52 Sol. Jo. 300, 

1616. ——— Against association of traders formed 
for purpose of supplying information—Inguiry 
made by member of association.}—The defts., an 
association of traders formed for the purpose, 
inter alia, of supplying information to its members, 
issued a report in which appeared an inquiry as 
to the address of the plitf. Pltf. sued the defts. 
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in respect of this publication, alleging that by it 
the defts. meant & were understood to mean that 
he had moved from the address where he had resided 
for cight years & where he atill resided, without 
leaving any indication of his movements, with the 
object of avoiding payment of his debts. Defts. 
denied the innuendo & pleaded that the words 
were published on a privileged occasion & without 
malice. Defts., by their particulars, stated that 
a member of their association made an inquiry 
with regard to the pltf., & the secretary, in pur- 
suance of his duty to further the objects of the 
association, instructed their inquiry officer to 
inquire for the pltf. & that the inquiry officer 
was informed that the pltf. had left, & thereupon 
the defts., in the honest belief that this was true, 
published the information for the benefit of the 
members. On an application by the pltf. for 
further & better particulars :—Held: defts. were 
bound to give further particulars to enable the 
pltf. to test the question whether the inquiry 
was made by a member of the deft. association.— 
ELKINGTON v. LONDON ASSOCIATION FOR PRO- 
TECTION OF TRADE (1911), 27 T. L. BR. 329, C. A. 


Secr. 6.--IN RESPECT OF WHAT MATTERS 
ORDERED. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XIX., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, ante. 

1617. ‘‘ Any matter stated ’’—Traverse of allega- 
tions—Onus on party asking for particulars.} 
Where the onus of establishing a positive or negative 
allegation lies on pltf., the court will not order deft. 
to give particulars of his traverse of that allegation. 

Such a traverse is not a ‘‘ matter stated’? within 
Ord. XIX., r. 7.—WEINBERGER v. INGLIS, [1918] 
1 Ch. 133; 87 L. J. Ch. 148; 118 L, T. 208; 34 
T. L. R. 104; 62 Sol. Jo. 160. 

1618. ——— Traverse involving affirmative 
allegation.]—In a suit for restitution of conjugal 
rights, the wife by her petition alleged that the 
husband withdrew from cohabitation with her, 
& had kept & continued away from her without 
any just cause whatsoever, & had refused & still 
refused to render her conjugal rights. The hus- 
band by his answer denied that he had without 
any just cause withdrawn from cohabitation or 
that he had refused or still refused ‘‘ without 
reasonable cause’”’ to render to the petitioner 
conjugal rights. On an application by the 
petitioncr for particulars of the respondent’s answer 
on the ground that such pleading was embarrass- 
ing :—Held: the answer was not a mere traverse 
by the respondent of the allegation in the petition, 
but involved affirmative allegations by him that 
he had ‘just cause”’ for withdrawing from 
cohabitation & “ reasonable cause ’’ for refusing 
to render conjugal rights, & that the pctitioner 
was therefore entitled to particulars of any charges 
or facts on which the respondent relied as justifying 
his conduct.—MacLunicu v. MacLunicu, [1920] 
P. 439; 809 L. J. P. 242 ; 124 L. T. 66, C. A. 

1619. -——— Matters stated expressly or by 
reasonable implication.}—An action for an in- 
junction to restrain the sale or advertisement of 
wireless valves under the designation of ‘‘ Radio 
Micro” or under any other designation so closely 
resembling the pltfs.’ designation as to be cal- 
culated to deceive. The pltfs. by their statement 
of claim alleged that they had long been accus- 
tomed to place certain of their valves on the market 
under the name “ Radio Micro’’; that the name 
was well known in the United Kingdom as indicating 
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the goods of the pltfs., & that cartons of a dis- 
tinctive appearance containing their valves & 
bearing the words ‘‘ Radio Micro” were well 
known to the trade & the public as signifying that 
such goods were the goods of the pltfs. Further, 
that the defts. had advertised & sold wireless 
valves marked ‘‘ Radio Micro,’”’ packed in cartons 
also marked ‘‘ Radio Micro,’’ & so closely resembling 
the pltfs.’ cartons as to be calculated to deceive ; 
that the goods so sold by the defts. were not the 
goods of the pltfs., but a fraudulent & obvious 
imitation thereof. The pltfs. cited an instance 
of the type of the act complained of. The defts. 
having by paragraph 3 of their defence simply denied 
each & ait of those allegations, the pltfs. applied 
that paragraph 3 of the defence might be struck out, 
or that, in the alternative, particulars might be 
delivered as follows: (a) If it were contended 
that the words ‘‘ Radio Micro ’”’ were in use by 
others than the pltfs., particulars of such user, 
stating the name of the person or firm, & the earliest 
date of such user; (b) if it were contended that 
the pltfs.’ cartons were not distinctive, particulars 
of cartons, if any, in use by other firms & relied 
on by the defts. & of the features alleged to be 
common to the trade, & by whom & when used : 
Held: on the footing of the action being one of 
passing-off, that the defts.’ denial involved no 
affirmative allegations on their part, & that, as 
the onus lay upon the pltfs. to establish their 
allegations, the court would not order the defts. 
to deliver particulars of their traverse of those 
allegations. 

My jurisdiction to order particulars depends upon 
Ord. XIX., rr.6 & 7. Ord. XIX., r. 6, says that 
in all cases where particulars may be necessary 
beyond such as are examplified in the forms, 
particulars shall be stated in the pleading. Rule 
7,says: ‘afurther & betterstatement of the nature 
of the claim or defence, or further or better par- 
ticulars of any matter stated in any pleading, may 
in all cases be ordered upon such terms as may be 
just.”’ The nature of the defence here is perfectly 
clear & no further particulars are at all necessary, 
because the nature of the defence, so far as the 
particular allegations by the pltfs. are concerned, 
is that the onus is on the pltfs. to prove what they 
have alleged. If that were all, it is clear that 
under the wording of those rules I have no Jjuris- 
diction to order particulars. I have jurisdiction 
to order particulars in any matter stated In any 
pleading requiring particulars. I have then to 
find whether there is anything stated in the defts.’ 
pleading in respect of which I am entitled to order 
particulars. The authorities show this, that the 
word ‘‘ stated ”’ in the rule means stated expressly 
or by reasonable or necessary implication... . 
I cannot see that the defts. are setting up any 
affirmative case against the pltfs. It seems to 
me that it is for the pltfs. to prove their casc, 
& that they cannot call upon the defts. to give 
particulars which will merely assist the pltfs. in 
preparing for trial the case which it is for them 
to prove (CLAUSON, J.).—LA RADIOTECHNIQUE 
v. WEHINBAUM, [1928] 1 Ch. 1; 97 L. J. Ch. 17; 
137 L. T. 638; 71 Sol. Jo. 824; 44 RK. P. C. 
361. 

1620. —— General denial—No affirmative 
case set up.}/—An interrogatory involving a 
question of foreign law is not permissible unless 
the party interrogated is shown to be an expert 
in that law. 

In this case if an application had been made 
for particulars it ought not to have been granted, 
because the deft. has contented himself with a 
general denial of the pltfs.’ case & has not sect 
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Sect. 6.—In respect of what matters ordered. Sect. 
7: Sub-sects. 1 & 2. Sects. 8 & 9: Sub-sect. 1.] 


up any case of his own to which an order for 
particulars would be applicable (BANKES, L.J.).— 
PERLAK PETROLEUM MAATSCHAPPIJ tv. DEEN, 
[1924] 1 K. B. 111; 68 Sol. Jo. 81, C. A. 
Documents privileged from discovery. ]— 
See DIscovERY, INSPECTION & INTERROGATORIES, 
Vol. XVIII., p. 80, No. 357. 

1621. In any ‘“‘ pleading, notice, or written pro- 
ceeding ’’—-Notice of grounds of opposition— 
Petition for compulsory licence.]—A petition was 
presented to the Board of Trade, under sect. 24 
of the Patents & Designs Act, 1907, for a com- 
pulsory licence to be granted by certain patentees. 
Notice of grounds of opposition was given by the 
patentees to the board. The board referred the 
petition to the High Court. The petitioners asked 
that the patentees might be ordered to furnish 
particulars of their grounds of opposition :— Held : 
the notice of grounds of opposition was not given 
in any proceeding before the High Court, & 
consequently was not a ‘“ pleading, notice, or 
written proceeding ’”’ within Ord. XIX., r. 7; 
but was merely optional information upon which 
the board was asked to dismiss the petition, & 
that therefore the order asked for would not be 
made.—Re RoBin ELeEctrric LAMP Co., Lp. 
fat [1914] 2 Ch.461; 84 LL. J. Ch. 49; 111 L. T. 
1062. 


Sect. 9, 





Particulars in special cases.|—Sec 
sub-sect. 9, post. 


Sect. 7.—DELIVERY OF PARTICULARS. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—How DELIVERED. 


See KR. S,. C., Ord. XIX., rr. 10 & 11, pp. 54, 11, 
ante. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—IIME FOR JELIVERY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 7b. Particulars of a claim shall not be 
ordered under Rule 7 to be delivered before Defence unless the 
Court or Judge shall be of opinion that they are necessary or 
desirable to enable the defendant to plead or ought for any 
other special reason to be so delivered. 

[New Procedure List, see Practice, Part XCIV., Sect. 4, sub- 
sects. 1 & 2.] 


1622. After delivery of defence.}—In an action 
for personal injuries, where the accident out of 
Which the action arose occurred in 1880 & the 
statement of claim was delivered in 1886, claiming, 
inter alia, £4,000 for loss of business :— Held: 
defts. were entitled to particulars of the loss of 
business, notwithstanding that their defence had 
already been delivered. 

I am of opinion that an order must be made that 
the pltf. must give such particulars as he can of 
loss of business. I am astonished to hear it 
suggested that particulars could not be ordered 
of loss of business. Certainly such particulars 
have been given every day without an order. 
I think that the master could not have had his 
attention called to the striking circumstance 
in this case that the accident happened six years 
ago, & that the pltf. must, therefore, have some 
means of knowing what business he had lost. 
I certainly think, & so far as I am concerned will 
see, that in every case where particulars can be 
given they should be ordered to be given (CAVE, J.). 
—WATSON v. NORTH METROPOLITAN TRAMWAYS 
Co. (1886), 3 T. L. R. 273, D. C. 
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1628. -J—The statement of claim in an 
action by a principal against his stockbroker to 
open settled accounts, alleged fraud, & that pltf. 
was unable to give Berd baconoath before discovery. 
An application by defts. for particulars was ordered 
to plang over till a statement of defence had been 
put in. 

A deft. by delivering his statement of defence 
does not waive his right to particulars.—SAcHs v. 
SPEILMAN (1887), 37 Ch. D. 295; 57 L. J. Ch. 
658; 58 L. T. 102; 36 W. R. 498. 

1624. Before delivery of defence—General allega-~- 
tions.]—Pltfs. were a building society in liquida- 
tion. Defts. had been their sole bankers since 
1887, & had from time to time made advances tu 
them. The object of the present action was to 
impeach all such advances on the ground that at 
the time they were made there was no borrowing 
power available, & to recovery money which the 
bankers had repaid themselves in the account. 
The statement of claim impeached all the advances 
generally. There had been, in fact, some fifty- 
six advances. The borrowing power depended 
on the Building Societies Act, 1874 (c. 42), 
s. 15 (2). There was no dispute as to the 
meaning of this sub-section. It was admitted 
that the borrowing power at any moment was 
equal to two-thirds of the mortgages minus the 
good loans; & that any advance in excess of the 
borrowing power was not to be counted in the 
good loans, but treated as es insianti & permanently 
void or non-existent altogether, & not capable 
of being validated by any doctrine of relation 
back on a subsequent revival of such intermittent 
borrowing power by payment off of good loans, 
or increase of mortgages. Defts., before putting 
in their defence, applied for particulars of the 
loans which pltfs. intended to impeach, but 
subsequently limited their demand to the instances 
on which pltfs. intended to rely at the trial. They 
wanted particulars showing what was the borrow- 
ing power at the date of each such impeached 
loan, in order to know what case they had to meet. 
It was highly improbable that every one of the 
bank’s advances was made at a time when there 
was no power to borrow, & in the case of an 
intermittent power to borrow, it was for pltfs. 
to show the loans were invalid. Pltfs. said the 
application was premature, & the particulars 
were unnecessary for drawing the statement of 
defence. The overborrowings were so large that 
prima facie it was for defts. to show their advances 
had been made during a borrowing-power interval. 

The case is somewhat like a breach of trust. 
I do not think pltfs. have sufficiently informed 
defts. of the case they have to meet. If there has 
been one case of impeached loan pltfs. would have 
to give particulars showing their borrowing powers 
at the time of such loan. Pltfs. must e out 
their own case. They & their liquidator are in 
some difficulty owing to the way the accounts 
have been at That makes no difference as to 
particulars. Pltfs. cannot come to the court & 
say they were unable to give particulars. The 
right course was to order the pltfs. to give some 
proper particulars before the defence was put in. 
The claim is too general, more particularity was 
required. Pitfs. must pick out the cases on which 
they intended to rely at the trial (CHiITry, J.).— 
NortH LONDON COMMERCIAL PERMANENT BUILD- 
ING Socrery v. ParR’s Bankina Co. (1895), 40 
Sol. Jo. 98. 

1625. Discretion of court.]|—The pltf. in a 
libel action alleged in his statement of claim 
that after the outbreak of war he was engaged, 
with official sanction, in relief & other work on 
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behalf of British prisoners of war & in conveying 
to them money, food, & clothing, from their 
relatives & friends. The statement of claim then 
set out the alleged libel, which was to the effect 
that the American Ambassador in Berlin had 
warned the British public against confiding 
anything to the pltf. The defts., before delivering 
their defence, obtained a master’s order for 
particulars of the pltf.’s allegations as to his official 
position, his relief & other work, & the things 
conveyed by him to prisoners, & as to the relatives 
& friends referred to. An appeal from the master 
to the judge was dismissed :—Held: though the 
allegations in question might not be necessary, 
yet, as evidence that they were true would no 
doubt be given at the trial, they could not be said 
to be immaterial to the pltf.’s case, & therefore 
he was bound to give the particulars, & that the 
question whether they should be given was a 
matter of discretion & there was no reason to 
interfere with the way in which it had been 
exercised.—GASTON v. UNITED NEWSPAPERS, LTD. 
(1915), 82 T. L. R. 1438, C. A. 

1626. Before delivery of statement of claim— 
Application premature.|—Where application was 
made for particulars before the statement of claim 
had been delivered :—Held: the deft. had come 
too soon & no order was made. —Koss +. GIBBS 
(1875), 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 30; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 
53. 

1627. Possible withdrawal of defendant—— 
Savings of costs.]—In an action for money lent no 
dates were indorsed on the writ, particulars were 
ordered before the statement of claim should be 
delivered, as costs might be saved through the 
possible withdrawal of the deft.—BaARKER v. 
Woop (1876), 2 Char. Cham. Cas. 15; Bitt. 
Prac. Cas. 127. 

See R.S. C., Ord. NIN... vr. 7B, supra. 

1628. Stipulation as to time in order for delivery 
—Exclusion of evidence at trial in default.| - 
PAYNE v. DAvis, No. 1719, post. 

1629. ——— Dismissal in default.J—By Ord. 
AIX., r. 7, ‘‘a further & better statement of the 
nature of the claim or defence & better particulars 
of any matter in any pleading, notice, or written 
proceeding requiring particulars, may in all cases 
be ordered, upon such terms, as to costs & other- 
wise, as may be just.”’ 

Where a pitf. is ordered to give particulars, one 
of the terms of the order may be that the action 
shall be dismissed unless the particulars are 
delivered within a certain time. 

It is not necessary to decide whether Ord. X XV., 
r. 9, applies & whether within the meaning of that 
rule particulars are part of the pleadings, though 
1 am inclined to think that that is so (LopEs, L.J.). 
—DAVEY v. BENTINCK, [1893] 1 Q. B. 185; 62 
L. J. Q. BL 114; 67 L. T. 742°; sub nom. Davy v. 
BENTINCK, 41 W. KR. 181; 4 BR. 144, C. A. 

1630. Within fourteen days after discovery. | 
—Pleadings will not necessarily be struck out as 
embarrassing because they are inconsistent. In 
an action by the representatives of a wife against 
the executor of the husband in respect of sums of 
money & stock alleged to have been received by 
the husband as trustee for the separate use of the 
wife, the defence pleaded (1) that the sums had 
not been received ; (2) if received, not as trustee ; 
(3) if received, repayment ; (4) alternatively, free 
gift by the wife to the husband ; (5) alternatively, 
accord & satisfaction ; (6) alternatively, set-off ; 
(7) the Statute of Limitations ; (&) laches & delay. 
On a summons to have defences 3, 4, 5 & 6 struck 
out, Norru, J., declared that the statement of 
defence was embarrassing & gave deft. leave to 

P.P.—-7 
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amend. Upon appeal, the court discharged the 
order of Norru, J., & directed deft. either to 
amend or to give particulars within fourteen days 
after discovery of documents.—He Morgan, 
OwEN v. Moraan (1887), 35 Ch. D. 492; 56 
L. J. Ch. 603; 56 L. T. 503 ; 35 W. R. 705, C. A. ; 
subsequent proceedings, sub nom. Re HOWEL MORGAN, 
OWEN v. MORGAN (1888), 39 Ch. D. 316, C. A. 

1631. Delivery after time stipulated— 
Waiver of irregularity—Amendment by consent of 
claim after delivery.|—An order was obtained for 
delivery of particulars of set-off within a fort- 
night: they were not delivered for five weeks, but 
after the delivery an order was made by consent 
for the amendment of the declaration. This is 
a waiver of the irregularity in the delivery of the 
particulars.—WaALLIS v. ANDERSON (1829), Mood. 
& M. 201, N. P. 

Before or after discovery.|—See DISscovERY, 
INSPECTION & INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII., 
pp. 65-66, Nos. 238-243. 

Election petitions.}—See ELECTIONS, Vol. XX., 
p. 159, Nos. 1317 et seq. 





Sect. 8.—-OMISSION TO GIVE PARTICULARS. 

See R.S.C., Ord. XIX., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, ante. 

[New Procedure List, see PRAcTICE, Part XCIV., Sect. 5, sub- 
sect. 2.) 

1632. Amendment by stating particulars re- 
quired— Misrepresentation. |—-SELIGMANN v. YOUNG, 
No. 239, ante. 

1633. Mere error in pleading.|—I1 think r. 6 of 
Ord. XIX. is only a rule of pleading, & I believe 
that this has been suo decided by the Court of 
Appeal. Though the omission of one party to 
comply with the rule gives a right to the opposite 
party to complain, yet it is an error in pleading & 
nothing more, & I should be prepared so to decide, 
if the point had not already been decided. Ought, 
then, the generality of an allegation of fraud to 
be a bar to the right to discovery ? It seems to 
me that the very fact that the pleader is unable 
to plead except in general terms, is in many cases 
the very reason why he should have discovery from 
the other party, so as to enable him to plead 
the fraud in detail. If at a particular stage of an 
action you are stopped by reason of your ignorance 
of some fact which is known only to the other 
party, that is the very reason why you should have 
discovery of that fact from him, & what difference 
does it make whether you are stopped at the trial 
or before? 1 say this in order to show that 
r. 6 of Ord. XIX. is only a rule of pleading, & we 
ought not, I think, to scan the pleadings too 
narrowly upon a question of the right to discovery 
(BowEN, L.J.).—LEITCH v. ABBOTT (1886), 31 
Ch. D. 374; 55 L. J. Ch. 460; 54 L. T. 258; 50 
J. P. 441; 34 W. R. 506, C. A. 


Secr. 9.—WHEN PARTICULARS REQUIRED OR 
ERED. 


ORD 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See R. 8. C., Ord. XIX., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, ante. 

[New Procedure List, see PRacTicE, Part XCIV., Sect. 4, sub- 
sects. 1 & 2.) 

In respect of what matters—-Matters ‘‘ stated ’’ 
in any pleading, notice, or written proceeding. }|— 
Sce Sect. 6, ante. 

1634. Every case where particulars can be 


given.|—-WATSON tv. NORTH METROPOLITAN TRAM- 
ways Co., No. 1622, ante. 
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Sect. 9.—When particulars required or ordered: Sub- 
sects. 1, 2, 3, 4 & 6.) 


1685. When demand not of vexatious or oppressive 
character.]—But the court on an application by a 
pltf. for particulars or for further & better par- 
ticulars, must, before acceding to it, be careful to 
see that the demand is not of a vexatious or 
oppressive character, or the material facts being 
pleaded by deft. in the statement of defence or 
stated in the particulars if such have been delivered 
to him with sufficient precision to enable the pltfé. 
to know & prepare himself to deal with them, that 
plitf. is not covertly endeavouring to get something 
more to which he is not entitled, viz., the dis- 
closure of the evidence to prove those facts which 
may be in the deft.’s possession. The special 
circumstances of each case have to be carefully 
considered.—WoOOTTON v. SIEVIER, [1913] 3 K. B. 
499; 8&2 L. J. K. B. 1242; 109 L. T. 28; 29 
tT. L. R. 596; 57 Sol. Jo. 609, C. A. 

1636. Not where cause of action fully & un- 
ambiguously stated.|—-Where the cause of action 
is fully & unambiguously stated in the declaration 
& the nature of pitf.’s demand is clearly disclosed, 
an order fur particulars of pltf.’s demand will not 
be made.—STANNARD v. ULLITHORNE (1836), 3 
Bing. N. (. 326; 5 Dowl. 370; 3 Scott, 771; 132 
E.R. A386. 

1637. Inability of defendant to give better par- 
ticulars.}—MARSHALL 7. INTER-OCEANIC STEAM 
YACHTING Co.. No. 1700, post. 

1638. .]—HI1aGiIns v. WEEKES, No. 
ante. 


1612, 





SUB-SECT. 2.—ACCOUNT, ACTION FOR. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XIX., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, ante. 

1639. Claim for amount to be ascertained by 
account.|—The deft., before putting in a defence, 
applied for an account, with dates & items of the 
particulars of the £27,000, mentioned in the state- 
ment of claim, & POLLock, B., made an order 
accordingly :—Held: on appeal, that the action 
not being a mere legal demand for an ascertained 
sum, but an equitable claim for an amount to be 
ascertained by an account, the particulars asked 
for were not required to enable the deft. to frame 
her defence & that the pltf. ought not to be ordered 
to furnish them.—AUGUSTINUS v. NERINCKX 
(1880), 16 Ch. D.13; 43 L. T. 458 ; 29 W. R. 225, 
Cis 

1640. -]}—Where a pltf. claims to recover 
a definite sum made up of a number of items he 
will be ordered to give particulars of demand 
though he will not be ordered to do so if he only 
claims an account. 

The pltis. by their statement of claim alleged 
that they & their testator had paid sums of money 
under a contract of suretyship under which the 
deft. was also liable & that, after deducting con- 
tributions received from other quarters, the balance 
paid by them was £16,233; that the deft. had 
paid nothing & was liable to pay the pltfs. one-half 
of this balance & the pltfs. claimed payment of 
£8,116. The deft., before putting in his defence, 
applied for an order that the pltfs. might give 
particulars of the sums making up the £16,233 :-— 
Held: as the pltfs. did not ask merely for an 
account but claimed payment of a definite sum 
they must give particulars of demand.—BLackin 
v. OSMASTON (1884), 28 Ch. D. 119; 54 L. J. Ch. 
473; 52L.T.6; 33 W. R. 158, C. A, 

1641. ———.J—An administrator of the property 
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of pltf., who had been convicted of felony, was 
ree under sect. 9 of the Forfeiture Act, 
1870. Pitf. claimed an account of the property 
received by the administrator, alleging that the 
latter had received rents & articles which pltf. 
was unable to specify. An order that pltf. should 
deliver particulars of the rents, etc., referred to 
having been made :—Held : the order was wrongly 
made.—CaRR v. ANDERSON (1901), 18 T. L. R. 
206, C. A.; subsequent proceedings, [1903] 2 Ch. 


79. 

1642. Claim to recover definite sum. ]—BLACKI# 
v. OSMASTON, No. 1640, ante. 

1643. -}—It was alleged by counterclaim 
to a redemption action that the mortgage com- 
prised (1) certain commission; (2) a sum also 
secured by bills of exchange; (3) a sum due on 
open account, & that the mortgagee had received 
divers sums in respect of the bills of exchange & 
on the open account. The mortgagee counter- 
claimed for an account & foreclosure or sale. 
Particulars of the sums received by him on the 
bills of exchange & open account were ordered to 
be given. 

In the first place this is a case in which the sum 
claimed is a definite sum. In the next place it is 
not a matter of course that particulars should be 
given. If an account is asked for by a claim or 
counterclaim, & the court sees an account will be 
necessary, there may be very good reasons for 
saying no particulars should be given, & that the 
account shall not be given twice over. But it 
does not seem to me that merely because an 
account is asked for particulars should be refused. 
If in a case of a simple foreclosure action the pltf. 
had been in receipt of rents & profits, & the deft. 
said he did not know what to pay or tender, the 
fact that the pltf. asked for an account would not 
be sufficient reason to refuse to give particulars. 
I think this is a case in which the particulars asked 
for in respect of the sixth paragraph of the counter- 
claim should be given (NORTH, J.).—KEMP v. 
GOLDBERG (1885), 36 Ch. D. 505, 507; 56 L. T. 
736; 36 W. R. 278. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—ACCOUNT STATED OR SETTLED. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XX., r. 8. In every case in which the cause of 
action is a stated or settled account, the same shall be alleged 
with particulars, but in every case in which oa statement of 
account is relied on by way of evidence or admission of any other 
cause of action which is pleaded, the same shall not be alleged 
in the pleadings. 


See, generally, Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 571 
et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—BREACH OF TRUST. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XIX., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, ante ; 
&, generally, TRusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII. 

1644. Particulars must be alleged.]—The rules 
require that in cases of breach of trust particulars 
shall be alleged in the pleadings, & without amend- 
ment it would have been hopeless for the pltfs. 
to have sought to charge the trustees with a breach 
of trust other than that alleged in the pleading 
(WARRINGTON, J.).—He WRIGHTSON, WRIGHTSON 
v. COOKE, [1908] 1 Ch. 789; 77 L. J. Ch. 422; 98 
L. T. 799. 

1645. General allegations.|—A legatee of lease- 
holds claiming an account on the footing of wilful 
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default from the executors, by his statement of 
claim stated that the defts. had in various ways 
misapplied part of the rents of the leaseholds, 
thereby injured the pltf. & committed breaches of 
trust, & went on to state one particular breach of 
trust :—Held: the general allegation of breaches 
of trust ought to be struck out, unless the pitf. 
furnished particulars within a week.— Re ANSTICE, 
ANSTICH v. HIBBELL (1885), 64 L. J. Ch. 1104; 52 
L. 'T. 672; 33 W. R. 557. 

Liability of personal representatives—Account on 
footing of wilful default.]— See Exxcurors & 
Stee Vol. XXIV., p. 682, Nos. 7086 
et seq. 


Sub-sEcY. 5.—DAMAGES—GENERAL AND SPECIAL. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XIX., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, ante, &, 
ieee. DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., p. 153, Nos. 547 
et seq. 

Aggravation & mitigation of damages.]—See 
Part III., Sect. 9, ante; generally, DAMAGEs, 
Vol. XVII., p. 120, Nos. 290 et seq. 

Denial or defence as to damages. |—See Part IV., 
Sect. 3, ante. 

Damages in actions for libel or slander. ]—Scee 
rae & SLANDER, Vol. XX XII., p. 164, Nos. 1984 
et seq. 

1646. General damages—Action for libel—Im- 
puting insolvency to bank.]—In an action for libel, 
where insolvency had been imputed to the pltf.’s 
bank, pltfs. were ordered to give particulars of the 
branches on which the run was made & the period 
of the continuance of the run, but not the par- 
ticulars as to whether the run was made by 
depositors or ordinary customers nor as to the 
quantum of damages claimed & how it was made 
up.—LONDON & NORTHERN BANK, Ltn. v. 
ope (GEORGE), LTp. (1900), 16 T. L. R. 433, 

1647. Special damages — Reasonable particu- 
larity & certainty.j—In all actions on the case 
where the damage actually donc is the gist of the 
action, the character of the acts themselves 
which produce the damage, & the circumstances 
under which these acts are done, must regulate 
the degree of certainty & particularity with which 
the damage done ought to be stated & proved. As 
much certainty & particularity must be insisted 
on, both in pleading & proof of damage, as is 
reasonable, having regard to the circumstances 
& the nature of the acts themselves by which the 
damage is done. To insist upon less would be to 
relax old & intelligible principles. To insist upon 
more would be the vainest pedantry (BOWEN, L.J.). 
—RATCLIFFE v. EVANS, [1892] 2 Q. B. 524; 61 
L. J. Q. B. 6385; 66 L. T. 794; 56 J. P. 887; 40 
W. R. 578; 8 T. L. R. 5793; 36 Sol. Jo. 539, C. A. 

1648. ——— Expenditure incurred by breach of 
agreement.}—Where a pltf. avers by way of 
special damage to him by deft.’s breach of agree- 
ment, that he, pltf., has sustained certain expenses, 
he need not furnish particulars of the special 
damage.— RETALLICK v. Hawkes (1836), 1 M. 
& W. 573; Tyr. & Gr. 1134; 150 E. R. 563, 

1649. Loss of business—-General evidence— 
Action for slander.}—In an action for slander of 
pitf. in his business of innkeeper, it is sufficient to 
allege & prove, as special damage, a general loss 
of custom, without stating the names of the cus- 
tomers who ceased to frequent the inn.—EVvans 
v. Harris (1856), l} H. & N. 251; 26 L. J. Ex. 
31; 166 E. R. 1197. 
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-~}—Action by a 
trader charging that the deft. falsely & maliciously 
spoke & published of the wife of the pltf., who 
assisted him in his business, & in relation to such 
business, certain words charging her with having 
committed adultery upon the premises where the 
pltf. resided & carried on business, whereby the 
pltf. was injured in his business, & certain specified 
persons & others who had theretofore dealt with 
him ceased to do so :—Held: (1) the action was 
maintainable on the ground that the injury to the 
pitf.’s business was the natural consequence of the 
words spoken, which would prevent persons resort- 
ing to the pitf.’s shop ; (2) special damage might 
be proved by general evidence of the falling off 
of the pltf.’s business, without showing who the 
persons were who had ceased to deal with the 
pltf., or that they were the persons to whom the 
statements were made.—RIvDING v. SMITH (1876), 
1 Ex. D. 91; 45 L. J. Q. B. 281; 34 L. T. 500; 
24 W. R. 487. 

1651. —— Particulars of how business 
falling off refused.—Particulars of the names & 
addresses of persons mentioned in the statement of 
claim & of how pltf.’s business was falling off 
refused in an action of slander.—WINGARD 1. 
Cox, [1896] W. N. 106; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 144; 2 
Char. Cham. Cas. 33. 

1652. Withdrawal of intending sub- 
scribers to loan—Loss of benefit of concessions. ]— 
Where pitf. in an action for libel alleged, inter alia, 
in his statement of claim, that by reason of the 
libel certain persons who were about to subscribe 
to a loan in which pltf. was interested had with- 
drawn their names, & the loan had failed, & he had 
lost the benefit of certain concessions, & his ex- 
penses in obtaining them:-—Held: these being 
items of special damage, particulars should be 
given of them, or they should be struck out of the 
statement of claim.—-DIMSDALE v. GOODLAKE 
(1876), 40 J. P. 792. 

1658. ——_— Loss of particular customers— 
Rejection of evidence at trial.]}—The pltf. brought 
the action for an alleged libel imputing to him that 
he was insolvent. Pitf. had had a partner, with 
whom he had a litigation in Chancery, & in the 
usual way a receiver was appointed, & deft. was 
appointed that receiver, & he, in the course of his 
duty, had to apply to customers of the firm for 
payment of the debts. In the way of payment he 
received about 350 cheques from customers, & 
by an error he indorsed the cheque “ in liquida- 
tion’? instead of ‘‘in Chancery,’ the effect of 
which the pltf. complained was to impute to him 
that he was in liquidation, & for this he brought 
this action, & in his statement of claim he alleged 
that he had been injured in his credit & business. 
Deft. admitted the mistake, but disputed that it 
had caused any real damage, & paid £10 into court, 
which pltf. rejected as insufficient. At the trial, 
pltf. proved a decline of business & desired to 
prove loss of particular customers, but this the 
judge declined to admit, & in the result the jury 
found for pltf. for only £10, which having been paid 
into court, the judge directed a verdict for deft. 
& it was not disputed that such was its effect. 
Pitf. moved for a new trial on the ground that the 
' “~_ 3 was wrong in refusing to receive evidence of 
loss of particular customers. The court came to 
the conclusion that the judge at the trial was quite 
right, the evidence rejected being in the nature of 
** special damage ”’ not claimed.—BLUCK v. LOVER- 
ING (1885), 1 T. L. R. 497, D.C. 

1654. ——— Action for personal injuries. }— 
WaTson v. NORTH METROPOLITAN TRAMWAYS 
Co., No. 1622, ante. 
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Sect, 0.—When particulars required or ordered: Sub- 
secta. 5, 6, 7 Be 

1655. ——— Particulars of names & addresses of 
purohasers—Infringement of trade-mark—Calou- 
lated to induce ‘‘ divers persons.’’}—In this case 
the pltf. sues for an infringement of a registered 
trade-mark ; & I assume that if the deft. has really 
used the word ‘ Herbaline ”’ in the manner alleged 
by the pitf., he is liable to an action for having 
infringed the pltf..s mark “ herbalin.” The 
pitf.’s case is twofold. He says, not only is the 
use by the deft. of this trade-mark calculated to 
induce divers persons to buy the deft.’s goods as 
& for the pltf.’s, but he also says that it has in fact 
induced divers persons to do so. The deft. then 
asks, ‘‘who are those divers persons?’’ The 
question I have to decide ia, whether he is entitled 
to be told who those divers persons are. The 
courts have uniformly endeavoured to prevent the 
pltf., or the deft., as the case may be, fron prying 
into the brief of their opponent or finding out what 
is to be the evidence which is to be produced at 
the trial. On the other hand, the courts have 
uniformly said that the pltf., or the deft., is entitled 
to be told any & every particular which will enable 
him to properly prepare his case for the trial, so 
that he may not be taken by surprise, or may, if 
he sees he has been wrong, give way at once... . 
Counsel said that if a party is taken by surprise 
there is a remedy at the trial, that is to say, that 
the court may allow the case to stand over for the 
purpose; but that is an inconvenient result, & 
the object of particulars is to get rid of that delay 
whenever it can be reasonably done. I cannot see 
any hardship on this pltf. being now ordered to 
give the names & addresses of the divers persons 
who have been induced to purchase deft.’s pre- 
paration as & for the goods of pltf. (KEKEWICH, J.). 
—HUMPHRIES & Co. v. TAYLOR DrUG Co. (1888), 
39 Ch. D. 693; 59 J.. T. 177; 37 W. R. 192. 

1656. —— Fraudulently selling inferior 
quality of plaintiff’s goads as best quality—Mis- 
representation as to quality.}—In an action to 
restrain the defts. from fraudulently _ selling 
inferior qualities of govuds manufactured by the 
pltfs. as their best quality, & from falsely & 
maliciously representing that the goods of the 
plitfs.’ manufacture were inferior to those of the 
defts.* manufacture, the pltfs. were ordered to 
give particulars of the names & addresses of the 
persons to whom the goods had been sold, as well 
as the times & places of such sales :—Held: the 
pitis., by giving particulars of the times & places 
of the alleged sates, were giving to the defts. all 
the information that they required to enable them 
to meet the case made by the pitfs.; & that it 
was not necessary to give particulars of the names 
& addresses of the purchasers.—DuKE & SONS v. 
WISDEN & Co. (1897), 77 L. T. 67; 13 T. L. R. 
481; 41 Sol. Jo. 606, C. A. 

1657. Imputing insolvency to bank.}— 
LONDON & NORTHERN Bank, LTD. v. NEWNES 
(GEORGE), Lrp., No. 1646, ante. 

—— In aetions for libel & slander.}—~See 
LIBEL & SLANDER, Vol. XXXII, p. 169, Nos. 
2082 et seg. 

_ 1658. Particulars when inquiry ordered.}—An 
inquiry as to damages sustained by pltfs. by reason 
of deft.’s breach of his covenant in restraint of 
trade having been directed, & an order for an 
affidavit of documenta by deft. having been made: 
—Held: by Nortu, J., that pltfs. must give a 
statement in writing of the heads under which they 
sought to, recover ges from deft., & that the 
time for the affidavit of documents must be 
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extended till fourteen days after the pltf.’s state- 
ment :—Held: as the plitfs. were ignorant of the 
particulars of breaches of covenant, the order 
would be useless, as they could only comply with 
it by stating every imaginable ground of damage 
& the order was therefore discharged.— MAXIM 
NORDENFELT GuNs & AMMUNITION Co. v. NORDEN- 
FELT, [1898] 3 Ch. 122; 62 L. J. Ch. 749; 69 
L. T. 471; 42 W. R. 38; 87 Sol. Jo. 600; 2 R. 
538, C. A. 

1659. ——-—- Praotioe in Chancery Division. ]— 
An action was brought in respect of an alleged 
breach, by the lessor of amanufactory, of a covenant 
to supply to a certain reservoir such a quantity of 
water as would enable the lessee to furnish the 
manufactory with the necessary supply of water, 
not exceeding 110,000 gallons per diem, for the 
purpose of the business. The pltf. alleged that an 
insufficient quantity of water had been supplied, 
& claimed an injunction & an inquiry as to 
damages. The deft., before delivering a statement 
of defence, applied for an order that tho pltf. 
should give particulars of the insuflicient supply 
of water & of the damage alleged. DENMAN, J. 
(as vacation judge), refused the application, on 
the ground that it is not the practice in the 
Chancery Division to order a pltf. to give par- 
ticulars before the defence has been delivered. 
On appeal it was contended, on behalf of the pitf., 
that particulars are a species of discovery, & 
reliance was placed on cases in which it has been 
held that a deft. will not be compelled to answer 
interrogatories until the pltf. has established his 
title to relief. The particulars would be useless 
if at the trial it should be found that there had 
been no breach of covenant, & it would be oppres- 
sive to order full detail of the damages to be 
given now, especially as the claim was for an 
inquiry as to damages, & not for a specified sum. 

Partioulars must be given of the occasions on 
which the supply of water was deficient, & of the 
general nature of the damage alleged (per CuR.). 

The object of particulars is to enable the deft. 
to prepare his defence, & to know what case he 
would have to meet at the trial. The fact that an 
inquiry as to damages is claimed is not a sufficient 
reason for not giving particulars. Particulars 
must be given, but not such as will amount to 
discovery. They must be such as will enable the 
deft. to know what he will have to meet, & the 
general nature of the damage alleged. The dates 
on which the supply of water was deficient must be 
given, but the pltf. will not be required to state 
the quantity of water supplied on those respective 
dates. The heads of the alleged damage must also 
be given (CoTron, L.J.). 

I must protest with all earnestness against the 
notion that it can make any difference that the 
action has been brought in the Chancery Division 
(LINDLEY, L.J.). 

The object of particulars is to compel him to 
state, not what he knew, but what he was going 
to say—what his pleading was to be. In the case 
of a claim for damages particulars are required 
to enable the deft. to know (among other things) 
whether it is worth his while to fight the action, 
& how he should deal with it if he did. He could 
not deal with such a claim unless he knew how it 
sounded in money. It was said that deft. ought 
to be relieved from giving particulars, because he 
had asked for an inquiry as to damages. This 
would be to introduce a variation in the practice 
between the two divisions. ‘The practice might 
differ in different classes of actions, but particulars 
ought always to be given when they were wanted 
at a particular stage of the action, & when the 
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subject-matter of the action is the same it should 
be dealt with in the same way in whichever division 
it was brought (BowrENn, L.J.).—TuRNocK v. 
SARTORIS (1888), 33 Sol. Jo. 58, O. A. ; subsequent 
proceedings (1889), 43 Ch. D. 150. 
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SuUB-SECT. 6.—DEFAMATION. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XIX., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, ante, 
&, generally, LIBEL & SLANDER, Vol. XXXII., & 


Supp. 

Allegations in statement of claim—Duty of 
plaintiff to give particulars—Discretion of court. ]}— 
iia ls & SLANDER, Vol. X XXITI., p. 187, No. 

Fair comment—Rolled up plea.]—See Lisprr. & 
ey ae Vol. XXXII., pp. 152-153, Nos. 1844-— 
1849. 

—-— Interrogatories.|—See DIscovERy, Vol. 
XVITI., pp. 208-210, Nos. 1555, 1665~—1571. 
Right of defendant to give particulars. ]— 
See LIBEL & SLANDER, Vol. XX XII.; Supp. 

Innuendo—Defence of justifying innuendo— 
Particulars of acts other than those mentioned in 
libel.|—See Lipeu & SLANDER, Vol. XXXII., 
p. 67, Nos. 950-951. 

Interrogatories.|—See DISCOVERY, Vol. XVIII., 
p. 203, Nos, 1512 et seq. 

Justification—Must be specially pleaded. |]—WSee 
LiBpEL & SLANDER, Vol. X XXII., pp. 90-91, Nos. 
1210-1218. 

-——— Sufficiency of plea.|—-See LIBEL & SLANDER, 
Vol. XXXII., pp. 91-96, Nos. 1219-1272. 
Necessity of particulars.|—See LIBEL & 
SLANDER, Vol. XXXII, pp. 99-100, Nos. 1308— 
1312; Discovery, Vol. XVIII., pp. 102-108, 


No. 539. 

Sufficiency of particulars.J—See LIBEL & 
SLANDER, Vol. XX XII., p. 100, Nos. 1313-1317, 
What particulars may be _ given.|—Sce 
JaBEL & SLANDER, Vol. XX XII., p. 100, No. 1318. 

Pleading & proof of defamatory statement. ]—Sece 
LIBEL & SLANDER, Vol. XXAII., p. 68, Nos. 
064 et seq. 

Production & inspection—Relevant documents 
in action for libel.}—See Discovery, Vol. XVITI., 
pp. 102-1038, Nos. 536-539. 

Publication — Libel —- Persons to whom pub- 
lished.]—See LIBEL & SLANDER, Vol. AXXIL., 
pp. 898-90, Nos. 1200, 1201. 

Slander—Persons to whom uttered.]—Sce 
LIBEL & SLANDER, Vol. XXXII., p. 90, Nos. 
1204-1209. 

Interrogatories. | —See 
AVIIL, p. 203, Nos. 1512 et seq. 
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SUB-SECT. 7.—FRAUD, MISREPRESENTATION, ETC. 
See Part III., Sect. 7, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—RECOVERY OF LAND. 


Facts to be set out in statement of claim.]—See 
REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XX XVIII., p. 776, Nos. 
1114-1118. 

Particulars of defects in execution of lease.}— 
oe PROPERTY, Vol. XX XVIII., p. 777, No. 

Particulars of premises sought to be recovered. }— 
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des REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XXXVIILI., p. 777, No. 
1120. 

Defence. ]|—See REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XX XVIITI., 
pp. 777-778, Nos. 1121-1130. 

Particulars of alleged purchase & re-mortgage— 
Right to, as distinguished from right to production. } 
—-See DISCOVERY, Vol. X VIII., p. 80, No. 357. 

Plaintiff’s title—-Evidence of.|—-See REAL PRo- 
PERTY, Vol. XXXVITI., pp. 779-782, Nos. 1134- 
1158. 

Pedigree of relationship—-Defendant’s right to. ]— 
See REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XX XVIIT., p. 781, Nos. 
1148-1149. 
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SuB-sECT. 9,—PARTICULAR CASES. 


See R.S. C., Ord. X1X., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, ante. 
Account—Action for. ]|—See Sub-sect. 2, ante. 
Account of profits—Infringement of patent. ]— 
See PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 
824-826, Nos. 3082-3093. 
—-—- - Discovery.]—-See DISCOVERY, Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 67, 216, Nos. 249, 252, 1634-1636. 

Account stated or settled. |—See Sub-sect. 3, ante. 

Accounts ordered against personal representa- 
tives.]|—See EXEcuTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. 
XXIV., p. 682, Nos. 7080 et seq. 

Administrators—Liability to account on footing 
of wilful default.]|—See ExrcuTors & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. X XIV., p. 682. Nos. 7086 et seq. 

Admiralty actions.]|—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
p. 192. Nos. 1069-1074. 

1660. Adultery——-Acts of—-Defence of immoral 
consideration.|—This was an action by a woman 
against the widow & administratrix of a publican 
to recover £5,000 on an I.0O.U. alleged to have 
been given by him to the pltf. The widow set up 
as a defence that the I.0.U., if given by him, was 
given in consideration of adultery committed or 
to be committed between the plitf. & the deceased, 
the pltf. having been at the time in his service as 
barmaid. The pltf. had applied to a master for 
particulars of the times & places of the alleged 
acts of adultery, which the master had refused, on 
the ground that the deft. did not set up or rely 
upon any particular acts of adultery, but upon an 
immoral consideration which might or might not 
have been carried out in particular acts, &, even 
if it had been, it was utterly impossible that any 
but the parties themselves could know the par- 
ticular times & places where the acts of immorality 
took place, & that, therefore, particulars could 
not possibly be given. The pltf. now applied for 
leave to administer interrogatories as to the times 
& places of the alleged acts of adultery, or, in the 
alternative, for particulars of such times & places 
which had been refused at chambers. The court 
came to the conclusion that the deft. must give 
such particulars as she could of any such acts of 
adultery as she intended to rely upon. 

Ordered accordingly.—CoaTEs v. CROYLE (1888), 
4T. L. R. 736. 

Particulars of, in matrimonial causes. }— 
See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XX VII., pp. 399, 400, 
Nos. 3960-3975. 

Affirmative allegations involved by denial.]— 
See Sect. 6, ante. 

Agreement.}—See Contract, infra. 

Amount claimed—Credit.]}—See Credit, infra. 
Damages.}—See Sub-sect. 5, ante. 

—— Definite sum—Claim for account.}—See 
Sub-sect. 2, ante. 

——— Lump sum.]}—See Lump sum, in/ra. 
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1661. Assignment—<Action by assignee—Amend- 
ment of title of action to show assignee real plaintiff 
—Disclosure of title. }—A trustee in bankruptcy 
commenced an action to obtain a declaration that 
a deed which purported to be an absolute convey- 
ance of real estate by the bankrupt was in fact a 
mortgage & to redeem such mortgage, & subse- 
quently sold & assigned his interest in the subject- 
matter of the action to C., who claimed to carry 
on the action in the name of the original pltf. :— 
Held: C. was bound to amend the title of the 
action so as to show that he was the real pltf. & to 
introduce such averments in the statement of claim 
as would disclose his title —SEEAR v. LAWSON 
(1880), 16 Ch. D. 121; 43 L. T. 716; 29 W. R. 
109; sub nom. SEEAR v. LAWSON, CHATTERTON 1, 
Lawson, 50 L. J. Ch. 189, C. A. 

Transfer of remedies.}—See CHOSES IN 
Action, Vol. VITI.. p. 479, Nos. 481 et seq. 

1662. Bank—Action by customer for balance 
due-—Gross charges for interest & commission. }— 
In an action against bankers by a customer for an 
alleged balance, the question being as to alleged 
overcharges by way of discount, interest & com- 
mission, pitf. having before action applied for, but 
failed to obtain. any other information than was 
afforded by his pass-book, & having delivered 
general particulars claiming the whole amount of 
the gross balance :—Held: defts. were not entitled 
to any further or better particulars, but pltf. 
was entitled to particulars of gross charges for 
‘‘ interest’? & ‘‘ commission.’’—-ADAMS v. ASTON 
(1859), 1 F. & F. 6038, 604. 

1668. Bellef—Particulars of grounds of.}—In an 
action against directors of a company claiming 
compensation under the Directors’ Liability Act. 
1890, in respect of untrue statements contained 
in the prospectus of the company, the defts. by 
their defence said that they bond fide heclieved the 
statements to be true, & that they had reasonable 
grounds for their belief :—Held: defts. must 
deliver particulars of the grounds of their belief. 

A man who set up as his defence that he believed 
a statement & had reasonable grounds for so 
doing, can hardlv say that it would be an intolerable 
burden to state the grounds of his belief, & I do 
not think it would be unfair to impose that burden 
on him. I can quite understand that there may 
be difficultics in the way of stating the grounds of 
belief; but I do not think the task is insuperable. 
There are other cases in which particulars addressed 
to the state of a persun’s mind are ordered as a 
matter of course. e.g. in an action for malicious 
prosecution, particulars going to the question 
whether the deft. had reasonable & probable cause 
for what he did. Such cases can be dealt with in 
practice without a study of metaphysics. There 
is, of course, underlying the giving of particulars 
the cardinal principle that no one can be com- 
pelled to do that which is impossible, & if a deft. 
is unable to analyse the grounds of his belief, he 
must say so (COLLINS, L.J.).—-ALMAN v. OPPERT, 
{[1901] 2 K. B. 576; 70 L. J. K. B. 745; 84 L. 7. 
828; 17 T. L. R. 620; 45 Sol. Jo. 615: 8 Mans. 
316, C. A. 

Bon& fide & honesty.)—See Good faith, infra. 

Bond.|—See Appendix (€., Sect. IV., No. 7 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Breach of trust.}|—See Sub-sect. 4, ante. 

1664. Breach of warranty—-Unsoundness of 
animal.}—The court will not compel a pltf. in an 
action of breach of warranty of a horse, to give 
particulars of the unseundness complained of,—— 
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Ty_by (Pym) v. STEVENS (STEPHEN) (1840), 
6M. & W. 818; 8 Dowl. 771; 9 L. J. Ex. 216; 4 
Jur. 852; 151 E.R. 641. 

Business—-Loss of.}— See Sub-sect. 5, ante. 

Calls on shares.|—See Appendix C., Sect. IV., 
No. 9, Yearly Supreme Cou actice, &, generally, 
COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 338, Nos. 2108 et seq. 

Carriage by sea—Damage to goods—aActions in 
Admiralty Division.}—See Apmrratty, Vol. I., 
p. 192, Nos. 1069 et seq. 

— ——,]}— See, generally, SHIPPING & NAVIGATION, 
Vol. XLI., p. 301, Nos. 1636 et seq. 

Carriers—Rallways.}— See Railways, infra. 

Character—Allegations affecting.|—-See Miscon- 
duct, infra. 

Companies—Prospectus.]}—See Prospectus, infra. 

1665. Condition of mind.]—ALMAN v. OPPERT, 
No. 1663, ante. 

———.}—See, also, Belief, supra; Good faith; 
Vnsoundness of mind, infra. 

- —~ Allegations of malice, fraudulent intent, 
etc. }— See R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 22; Part IIT.,, 
s. 12, ante. 

Conditions—-In contract.]|—See Contract, infra. 

Conditions precedent.}]—See Part IIT., Section 10. 
ante. 

1666. Consideration—Immoral consideration— 
Acts of adultery. }—CoATEs v. CROYLE, No. 1660, ante. 

1667. —-_— Agreement set up without stating 
consideration.}— Under the present system of 
pleading, if an agreement were set up in a state- 
ment of claim without saving what was the con- 
sideration, deft. would be entitled to apply to 
strike it out or to apply for particulars of the 
consideration (BANKES, J.).—COOKE v. RICKMAN, 
{1911]2 K. B. 1125; 811. J. K. B. 38; 105 L. T. 
896; 55 Sol. Jo. 668, D.C. 

1668. Conspiracy-——Action against trade union— 
Nature of charges & names of contractors inter- 
fered with—Names of workmen threatened. ]— 
TEMPERTON v. KUSSELL, No. 1613, ante. 

Constructive total loss.]}—See Marine insurance, 
anfra. 

1669. Contract—Whether in writing or by parol 
—Or result of series of documents.]—Semble: 
whenever in any pleading an agreement is alleged, 
it is not sufficient generally to aver the existence 
of an agreement, & to state its effect; but the 
pleading should state whether the agreement relied 
on 1s in writing or by parol, or the result of a series 
of documents.—TURQUAND & CAPITAL & COUNTIES 
BANK v. FEARON (1879), 48 L. J. Q. B. 703; 40 
L. T. 548, C. A. 

1670. ** Express condition.’’ }—An action was 
commenced by pltf. as second mortgagee of certain 
real estate to redeem defts., M. & Co., & for fore- 
closure. The statement of claim alleged that 
defts. M. & Co. took possession of the mortgaged 
premises & remained in possession, & asked that 
the account of what was due to them should be 
taken on the footing that they were mortgagees in 
possession & accordingly annual rents should be 
made. Defts. by their defence admitted having 
entered into possession, but alleged that pussession 
was taken at pltf.’s request & deft. mortgagors, 
& that they did so “ upon the express condition, 
which was stipulated for by the said defte. & 
assented to both by pltf. & deft. mortgagor, that 
defts. M. & Co. were not liable to account as 
mortgagees in possession.’’ A counterclaim was 
also made, the paragraph containing the statement 
above mentioned was included as part of the 
counterclaim. Before delivery of reply pltf. took 
out a summons asking for particulars of the 
‘““ express condition ’’ mentioned in the defence 
& counterclaim, & upon coming on for hearing, 
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before judge in chambers, was dismissed. Pitt. 
now moved to discharge the order in chambers, 
& deftsa. M. & Co. should deliver the particulars 
asked for or, in the alternative, the allegation 
should be struck out. A reply had been subse- 
quently delivered. It was submitted on pitf.’s 
behalf that particulars were proper & necessary to 
enable pltf. to prepare an. answer at the trial to 
the allegation, that unless particulars were given 
the pleading was bad & should be struck out. 
Defts. M. & Co. resisted the motion on the ground 
that the particulars required were too wide :— 
Held : some particulars ought to be given, & the 
proper order should be to furnish particulars when 
pleadings were complete.—ABBS v. MATHESON & 
Co. (1898), 104 L. T. Jo. 268. 

1671. ——— Guarantee — Open & unsecured 
advance as condition precedent to liability.]}—In the 
defence to an action on a guarantee 1t was averred 
that it was a condition precedent to the deft.’s 
liability that pltf. should make an open & un- 
secured advance, but the defence did not set out 
 iadiacage of this undertaking, it being imagined 

hat to do so would be pleading evidence. An 
order was made for particulars.——SmiITH v. WEST, 
[1876] W. N. 55; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 123; 2 Char. 
Cham. Cas, 41. 
Conditions precedent.|]—See Part ITII., Sect. 
10, ante. 

Contributory negligence.}—See, generally, NEGLI- 
GENCE, Vol. XX XVI., p. 109, Nos. 726 et seq. 

1672. Credit—Sums for which defendant given 
credit.}—A pltf. is not bound to give deft. a state- 
ment of the items of the sums for which he has 
given deft. credit in his particulars of demand.— 
MYATT v. GREEN (1844), 13 M. & W. 377; 14 
Il. J. Ex. 345 153 E. R. 156. 

1678. -+—A pltf. may be ordered to 
give particulars of items which are in his claim 
placed to the credit of deft.—GopDDEN v. CORSTEN 
(1879), 5C. P.D.17; 491. J3.Q.B. 112; 41 1. T. 
527; 28 W. R. 305. 

Damage to goods — Carriage by sea.]—Sce 
Carriage by sea, supra. 

Damages. }—See Sub-sect. 5, ante. 
Personal injuries.) — See 
juries, infra. 

Defamation. }—See Sub-scct. 6, ante. 

1674. Defence—Disputed items.|—In an action 
brought to recover certain charges, the defence 
set up was that they were ‘‘unrcasonable & 
excessive ’’:—Held: pltf. was not entitled to 
particulars of the items objected to, as at the trial 
he would have to prove that they were reasonable. 
— JAMES v. RADNOR COUNTY COUNCIL (1590), 6 
T. L. R. 240; 54 J. P. 614. 

1675. Items in respect of which money paid 
into court.}—The court has a discretion to order a 
deft. to give particulars of the items of claim in 
respect of which he pays money into court, but 
it can only make such an order when the trial of 
the action will be facilitated & neither party 
embarrassed by it.— ORTENT STKAM NAVIGATION 
Co. v. OCEAN MARINE INSURANCE (‘'o. (1886), 34 
W. R. 442. 

———.}—See, generally, Part IX., ante. 

Delusions.}—See R. S. C., Ord. XIX., vr. 25a, 
p- 162, ante; Exxcutors & ADMINISTRATORS, 
hae XXIII., pp. 123, 129, Nos. 1210, 1218, 1276- 

Denials. ]—-See Sect. 6, ante. 

1676. Deposit—Grounds for recovery back—- 
Action by purchaser against vendor—Conditions 
not complied with.}—In an action for money had 
& received, at the suit of a purchascr against the 
vendor of an estate, to recover back the deposit, 
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the conditions of sale not being complied with, 
deft., by a judge’s order, may obtain a particular 
of the grounds on which pltf. seeks to recover back 
the deposit ; to which the latter will be confined at 
the trial. But if there has been no particular, pltf. 
may entitle himself to a verdict by proving an 
infraction of the conditions of sale, never before 
mentioned to deft.— SQUIRE 1. Top (1808), lL 
Camp. 293. 

1677. Recovery back from auctioneer— 
Objections to title.]—-In an action for moncy had & 
received, brought to recover back the deposit 
paid to the auctioneer upon the sale of an estate, 
on the ground of objections to the title, deft. is 
entitled to particulars of the objections arising 
upon matters of fact, but not of objections in point 
of law.—ROBERTS v. ROWLANDS (1838), 3 M. & W. 
543; 71L. J. Ex. 182; 2 Jur. 875; 150 EK. KR. 
1261; sub nom. ROBSON v. ROWLAND, 6 Dowl. 
553; 1 Horn. & H. 105. 

.}—See, generally, AUCTION & AUCTIONEERS, 
Vol. IIl., p. 23, Nos. 162 et seg. ; SALE OF LAND, 
Vol. XL., p. 226, Nos. 195 et seq. 

Director of company—Grounds of belief.]—See 
Belief, supra. 

Easements. }—See EASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., p. 76, 
Nos. 456 et seq. 

Election petitions.]|—See ELEcTIoNns, Vol. XX., 
p. 158, Nos. 1302 et seq. 

Equitable defences.|—See Part IX., Sect. 8, 
sub-sect. 2, ante. 

Evidence—Particulars to ascertain. |—See Sect. 2, 
ante. 

Executors—Account on footing of wilful default. ] 

See ExEcuTorRS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
p. 682, Nos. 7086 et seq. 

Express malice.|—See Malice, infra. 

Extraordinary traffic.]}—See Highways, infra. 

Fair comment. |—Sce Sub-sect. 6, azte. 

1678. False entries—Allegation that accounts 
unfair & untrue.]—In an action against a stock- 
broker by his late employer to re-open accounts 
on the ground of fraud, pltf. by his statement of 
claim alleged that the accounts delivered were 
untrue & unfair, that brokerage & commission 
had been improperly charged, & that excessive 
& unfair profit had been made. Defts. thereupon 
took out a summons for further & better particulars 
as to these charges, or that in default the para- 
graphs containing these charges be struck out. 
Pitt. amended his statement of claim by stating 
that all the accounts rendered were untrue, that 
defts. had particulars of the profits made by him, 
that the improper excessive charges appeared in 
the accounts & that the deft. was well aware 
of them :—Held: this was a mere affectation of 
compliance with the order & that paragraphs 
complained of must be struck out, four days’ leave 
to amend being given. 

Semble : though by R. 8. C. pleadings must be 
concise & should not contain any unnecessary 
accounts or evidence, a deft. is entitled to have 
pltf.’s case presented in an intelligible form su 
that he may know how to meet each particular 
charge that is made against him.—HARBORD v. 
Monk (1878), 38 L. T. 411. 

1679. .|—A statement of claim alleged that 
defts. had made false entries in the books of pitfs. 
for the purpose of making certain expenses 
appear less than they had been & so relieve them- 
selves from a liability under a guarantee. An 
order having been made that pltfs. furnish par- 
ticulars of the false entries alleged, they made a 
list of the items complained of, transcribed from 
the books, with references to the parta of the book 
where they were found. The defta. applied for 














200 


Sect. 9.—When particulars required or ordered : Sub- 
sect. 9.] 


further & better particulars :—-Held: the object 
of the particulars being to let the defts. know 
what the case was they had to meet, & as an entry 
might be wrong in various ways, the pltfs. must 
state shortly the general nature of the objection 
they raised as to each item.—-NEWrorRT (MOon- 
MOUTH) SLIPWAY Dry Dock & ENGINEERING Co., 
Lrp. v. PAYNTER (1886), 34 Ch. 1D. 88 ; 56 L. J. Ch. 
1021: 55 L. T. 711, C. A. 

1680. False imprisonment—Reasonable & pro- 
bable cause.]—-Pitf. sued defts., who were two 
constables in the employment of a railway com- 
pany. & also the railway company, for damages 
for false imprisonment. Pltf. alleged that he had 
been wrongfully arrested on a charge of theft & 
had subsequently been discharged. Defts. denied 
the arrest. & pleaded that if the acts complained 
of had been done. they were done by constables in 
the execution of their duty, they having reasonable 
& probable cause for suspicion that a felony had 
been committed & that pltf. had committed it. 
On an applheation by pltf. for particulars :—Held: 
he was entitled to an order for particulars of the 
alleged felonv & also of the reasonable & probable 
cause for suspicion, but not to the names of those 
who had given the defts. information against him. 
-— GREEN rv. GARBUTT (1912), 28 T. la. R. 575. C. A. 

1681. —- —-— Immaterial allegation.j—Pitf. 
sued deft. for having wrongfully made & signed 
an order, stating that plitf. was a person of unsound 
mind, m consequence of which the pltf. had been 
assaulted & removed to a lunatic asylum & kept 
there against his will; & he also claimed damages 
for the hbel contained in such order. Deft.. in 
his defence, pleaded (inter alia) reasonable & 
probable cause for believing the pltf. to have been 
@& person of unsound mind, & fit to be detained 
under care & treatment :—Held: the allegation 
of reasonable & probable cause was an immaterial 
allegation: & deft. could not be ordered to give 
particulars thereof.—CAVE wv. TORRE (1886), 54 
L. T. 515; 2 7. L. R. 4065, C. A. 

1682. ; —— Names of persons giving information 
against plaintiff. |—-GQREEN vv. GARBUTT, No. 1680, 
ante, 

-——— .J—See, generally, TRESpPAss, Vol. XLII, 
p. 443, Nos. 714 ef seq. 

Fatal Accidents Acts.|—See, generally, NEGUI- 
GENCE, Vol. AXAVI., p. 128, Nos. 853 et seq. 

1683. Fire insurance—Particulars of cause of 
fire.;—A policy of insurance effected with the 
defts. against fire provided that the policy should 
not cover luss or damage by fire occasioned by or 
happening through earthquakes. In an action 
upon the policy defts. pleaded that the loss was 
caused by carthquake & not by fire. Upon the 
application of defts., pltfs. were ordered at chambers 
to give particulars as to the cause of the fire, & 
it was ordered that unless the particulars were 
delivered within six weeks all further proceedings 
should be stayed until delivery thereof, & pltfs. 
were not to be precluded from giving evidence at 
the trial of anv matter not disclosed in their 
particulars provided it came to their knowledge 
subsequently. Pitfs. appealed, alleging that there 
were several theories as to the origin of the fire :— 
Held: the information asked fur was not the proper 
subject-matter for particulars; interrogatories 
being the proper method of obtaining the informa- 
tion.—YounGa (G. W.) & Co., Lrn. v. ScorrisH 
UNION & NATIONAL INSURANCE Co., YOUNG (G. 
W.) & Co., Lrp. v. NORTH BRITISH & MERCANTILE 
INSURANCE Co. (1907), 24 T. Ju. R. 73, C. A. 
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———.]—See, generally, INSURANCE, Vol. X XTX., 
p. 305, Nos. 2528 et seq. 

Fraud, misrepreseniation, etc.}—See Part ITI., 
Sect. 7, ante. 

1684. Good faith-—Allegation that defendants 
acted bona fide & honestly.|—-The only affirmative 
plea or defence raised by defts. in this case is in 
paragraph 9 of the defence, namely. that they, 
acting bond fide & honestly in the exercise of their 
duty & discretion under r. 21, did not re-elect: the 
pltf. last March, because they did not deem him 
eligible to be a member of the Stock Exchange 
for the year following. The pltf. asks, in the first 
place, for particulars of the facts or grounds upon 
which they based this decision. In my judgment 
he is not entitled to any such information by way 
of particulars (ASTBURY, J.).---WEINBERGER 1. 
Tnauts, [1918] 1 Ch. 1383; 87 1. J. Ch. 148; T18 
lL. T. 208; 34 T. 1. R. 104; 62 Sol. Jo. 160. 

Goods damaged— Carriage by sea.]|—NSee Car- 
riage by sea, supra. 

Goods sold.]—wSee Sale of goods, infra. 

Guarantee. |—See Contract, supra. 

1685. Highways—Statement of termini.]—In 
trespass. a plea of justification stating that a public 
highway led from another highway, leading from 
AA. to B.. in, through, over & along the locus in quo, 
to a certain other highway, leading from C. D., 
was well supported by evidence proving that the 
way in question led from the ferminus a quo, viz. 
the way leading from A. to B. over the locus in quo 
to a different way called f.. & along that way into 
the way ‘leading from (. to ID., the terminus ad 
quem. In pleading a public highway it is not 
necessary to state any termini.—ROUSE v. BARDIN 
(1790), 1 Hy. Bl. 351; 126 EF. R. 206. 

1686. —— Dedication—-Specific acts or declara- 
tions.J— In an action to restrain trespass on a road 
defts. pleaded that it was a highway. & were ordered 
to amend their defence so as to show the mode or 
title in or under which they claimed that the road 
had become a highway. Defts. amended by alleg- 
ing that the road had for many years been used by 
the publc as of mght, & was a highway, having been 
dedicated to the public by pltf. & her predecessors 
in title or some of them. Kay, J., on the applica- 
tion of pltf.,then made an order that defts. should 
deliver to pltf. full particulars of the nature of all 
acts of dedication relied on by defts., & if defts. 
claimed by acts of dedication other than permissive 
user, particulars of such acts of dedication with 
dates & by whom made. Defts. appealed : —- 
Held: under the present system the court will 
oblige a party to give such information as to the 
nature of his case as is requisite to prevent his 
opponent from being taken by surprise at the trial ; 
but the order made went too far, & the proper order 
was that if defts. relied on any specific acts of 
dedication, or specific declarations of intention to 
dedicate, whether alone or jointly with evidence 
of user, they should set forth the nature & dates 
of those acts or declarations & the names of the 
persons by whom they were done or made.— 
SPEDDING 1. FITZPATRICK (1888), 38 Ch. D. 410; 
58 L. J. Ch. 139; 59 LL. T. 4925 37 W. R. 20; 


4'T. J. R. 505, C. A. 

— — —-~-.}—-See Vol. XXXVI, 
p. 282, Nos. 179 et seq. 

—_— Extraordinary traffic.}—See Higuways, 
Vol. XXVI., p. 470, Nos. 1833-1835. 

1687. Immaterial allegations—Dates & names in 
Stock Exchange transactions.}—JDeft. alleged that 
he had employed pltfs. as his agents for the sale 
& purchase of stocks through brokers on the 


Stock Exchange. They had rendered him weekly 
accounts, & when the transaction had ceased sued 
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him on a balance of accuunt. The deft. pleaded 
that plitfs. had not bought & sold stocks as 
authorised by him, but had themselves speculated 
in them, & that they had given fictitious accounts 
of sales & purchases alleged by them to have been 
made on his behalf. Deft. sought to obtain 
particulars from them of the dates of the purchases 
& sales, & the names of the persons to or of whom 
the shares had been sold or bought by the brokers 
employed by them on the Stock Exchange, of the 
amounts paid by them on his behalf, & the mode 
of payment of such money :—Held: the only 
question between the parties being whether or not 
pltfs. had acted within the authority given to 
them by deft., he was not entitled to the par- 
ticulars for which he asked.- GENERAL STOCK 
EXCHANGE v. BETHELL (1886), 2 I’. L. RK. 683, D.C. 

1688. Reasonable & probable cause.] — 
CAVE v. TORRE, No. 1681, ante. 

1689. Probability of evidence of truth being 
given at trial.|—The pltf. in a libel action alleged 
in his statement of claim that after the outbreak 
of war he was engaged, with official sanction, in 
relief & other work on behalf of British prisoners 
of war & in conveying to them money, food, & 
clothing, from their relatives & friends. The 
statement of claim then set out the alleged libel, 
which was to the effect that the American Ambas- 
sador in Berlin had warned the British public 
against confiding anything to the pltf. The 
defts.. before delivering their defence, obtained 
a master’s order for particulars of the pltf.’s 
allegations as to his official position, his relief & 
other work, & the things conveyed by him to 
prisoners, & as to the relatives & friends referred 
to. An appeal from the master to the judge was 
dismissed :-—Held: though the allegations in 
question might not be necessary, yet, as evidence 
that they were true would no doubt be given at 
the trial, they could not be said to be immaterial to 
the pltf.’s case, & therefore he was bound to give 
the particulars, & that the question whether they 
should be given was a matter of discretion & there 
was no reason to interfere with the way in which 
it had been exercised.— GASTON v. UNITED NEW>- 
PAPERS, LID. (1915), 32 T. L. R. 143, C. A. 
Necessity to set out material facts. |—Sec 
Part III., Sect. 2, ante. 

Immoral _ consideration.| ——- See Consideration, 


BUpPpTa. 
{nevitable accident—-Whether specially pleaded. | 
—See Part I1X., Sect. 8, sub-sect. 6. ate. 











Insurance.]— See Fire insurance, supra; Life 
insurance, Marine insurance, infra. 
Intention.|—See Condition of mind, supra; 


Part Ill., Sect. 12, ante. 

Interest—Specially indorsed writ. |— See PRACTICE, 
Part 1V., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 6. 

Justification. ]—See Sub-sect. 6, ante. 

Knowledge. |—See Part ITI., Sect. 12, ante. 

Libel. }— See Sub-sect. 6, ante. 

1690. Life insurance— Allegation that insured 
suffering from disease at time of policy—Breach of 
condition.]—In an action of a life policy, a con- 
dition of which was that the person whose life was 
insured had not been afilicted with certain specified 
disordeis or any other complaint, defts. pleaded 
that the assured, at the time of the policy, had 
Symptons of disease of the stomach: -Held: the 
defts. must deliver particulars under this plea.- 
MARSHALL v. EMPEROR LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY 
(1865), L. R.1Q. B.35; 6B. & 8.886 ; 35 L.J.Q. B. 
89; 13 L.T. 281 ; 12 Jur.N.S.293 ; 122 E.R. 1420. 
Representation, concealment & warranties. ] 
eres INSURANCE, Vol. XXIX., p. 350, Nos. 2836 
ct seq. 
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Lost grant.|—See KAsSEMENTS, Vol. XIX., p. 77, 
Nos. 465 ef seq. 

1691. Lump sum—Duty of plaintiff to furnish 
details—Discovery.J—I have always said a pitf. 
cannot be permitted to go to trial & say that he 
was entitled to a sum of money, but that he can- 
not give the deft. any particulars of it. Such a 
case has constantly occurred, & what I have 
always said is this, the pltf. must give the par- 
ticulars; if he has an affidavit that he cannot 
give them I will adjourn this summons for better 
particulars & he may make an _ application 
for discovery (BRAMWELL, IL.J.).—PHILIPPS v. 
PuiLiprs (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 127; 48 L. J. Q. B. 
135; 39 L. T. 556; 27 W. R. 4363 subsequent 
proceedings (1879), 40 L. T. 815, C. A. 

1692. -—— Charge for services rendered—In- 
formation of company.]—This was a claim by pltf. 
against the company, a Mexican mining company in 
New York, for remuneration for alleged services in 
forming the company & negotiating the sale of a 
mine, etc., & for moneys laid out in the business. 
He claimed £2,000 for money laid out, & £15,000 for 
services rendered. He had, it appeared, already 
received £1,100 & 50 shares. The judge at 
chambets had made an order for delivery of 
particulars, with dates & items, of the £15,000, & 
this was an appeal by pltf. against that order. 
Mr. Lane appeared on his behalf, & urged that it 
was quite impossible to comply with the order, 
though particulars might be given of the services 
rendered, & these pltf. was ready to give. The 
claim of £15,000 was on a quantum meruit, that is, 
for so much as a jury might think reasonable for 
the services rendered. How could particulars be 
given of such a claim ? Counsel, in support of the 
order, urged that pltf. might & ought to state how 
much he claimed under particular heads of service. 
The claim was enormous in amount, & surely some 
particulars should be given of it. 

The court came to the conclusion that defts. 
were entitled to particulars of the services rendered, 
& that the order should stand so far, but be varied 
by striking out the words ‘‘ with dates & items.’’— 
SEDGWICK t. YEDRAS MINING Co. (1887), 4 T. L. R. 
17; 35 W. R. 780. 

1693. & moneys disbursed. ]}—Where 
the claim was for a liquidated sum under an agree- 
ment for services rendered & moneys disbursed, 
pltf. was ordered to render particulars of the 
services & disbursements.— GUNN v. TUCKER 
(1891), 7 T. L. R. 280. 

1694. -——- Charge for work & labour—lItems 
stated in bill.]}—Where a bill is delivered by an 
architect or any other person charging a lump sum 
for work & labour done, items of such work & 
labour being stated in the bill, the person liable to 
pay the amount is entitled to be furnished with 
detailed particulars showing how such lump sum 
is arrived at by reference to the several items of the 
bill; & this right also exists when in an action a 
claim for a lump sum for work & labour done.— 
HALL v. SyMons (1892), 92 L. T. Jo. 337, C. A. 

1695. Malice—Allegation in statement of claim 
~ Defence of privilege.]—-The case raises a very 
serious question. Certain text-books say that in 
such circumstances as exist in this case it is un- 
necessary for pltf. to allege express malice in a 
reply. On the other hand, I have been referred 
to Dawson v. Dover & County Chronicle, Ltd., 
No. 1769, post. It is clear that in the course of the 
argument in that case Lord Justice Vaughan 
Wiliams expressed an opinion that no issue of 
malice could be raised unless it was specially 
pleaded in a mes That is one of the grounds of 
his judgment. ut when the judgments of the 
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other judges are examined it appears that they 
expressly declined to go that length, & based their 
decision on other grounds. The Annual Practice, 
1917 (p. 419), treated the question as doubtful. 
On the whole I think that it is not necessary in such 
a case for pltf. to plead malice in his reply to enable 
the issue of malice to be raised. There is an allega- 
tion of malice in the statement of claim, & since 
privilege is pleaded the particular issue of malice 
is defined. Deft. could have got anv particulars 
of the malice which are necessary on the pleadings 
as they stood, because by the defence of privilege 
the allegation of malice in the statement of claim 
becomes not merely a nominal but an effectual 
issue. Thecase must therefore proceed (SNEARMAN, 
J.).—SmairH v. LEWIs (1917), 38 T. 1. R. 195, N. P. 
-}+—See, generally, LIBEL & SLANDER, Vol. 
AXXII., p. 154, Nos. 1855 ef seg. ; MaAnicious 
PROSECUTION, Vol. XXAITI., p. 483, Nos. 182 ef 
seq.; Part IIT., Sect. 12. ante. 

Malicious prosecution—Reasonable & probable 
cause——Particulars.]—See MALicrovuS PROSECU- 
TION, Vol. XXXITI., p. 514, Nos. 581-586. 
Necessity for absence of.]—-See 
MALICIOUS PROSECUTION, Vol. XXXIIT., p. 492, 
Nos. 319 et seq. 

1696. Marine insurance—Total loss—Form of 
pleading.|—When one turns from the old form of 
pleading to the modern, the change is striking. 
A form of statement of claim on a policy of marine 
insurance is given. It is quite short. The terms 
of the policy are not set out, still less are the ex- 
ceptions. If a total loss is claimed all one need 
say is ‘‘ loss total’’; while it is noteworthy that 
if a particular average loss is claimed & the policy 
contains the 3 per cent. franchise, it is necessary to 
say ‘‘ loss partial, exceeding 3 per cent.’’? These 
forms are, I think, in accordance with the law as 
Jaid down in both the decisions of Dawson v. 
Wrench, 3 Ex. 359, & Wheeler v. Bavidge, 9 Ex. 
G68. I may further remark that when the form 
for total loss is used no particulars will be ordered 
of how the peril relied on arose. A pltf. who 
alleges that his vessel was lost by a peril of the sea 
or by sinking cannot be ordered to state how the 
sinking came about. These forms were prepared 
at a time when the older rules of pleading were 
well known & when it was desired to simplify them. 
The fact that the form for a total loss does not make 
any provision for setting out or negativing ex- 
ceptions, & merely describes the loss as due to a 
peril insured against, would seem to show that its 
framers, while stating the facts necessary to be 
proved. intended to limit the form strictly to these 
facts & discarded unnecessary averments, while 
the form for a particular average loss shows that 
the framers well knew what averments were 
necessary. If the question under discussion is 
to be decided upon forms of pleading, I have come 
to the conclusion that the free of capture & seizure 
exception need not be set out & need not be 
negatived (BAILHACHE, J.)—Munro, Brice & 
Co. v. Wak Risks Axssocn., Lrp., [1918] 2 K. B. 
78; 88 L. J. K. B. 509; 118 L. T. 708; 34 
T. L. R. 33813; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 312; subsequent 

roceedings, sub nom. MUNRO, BRICK & Co. v. 

ARTEN, SAME v. R., [1920] 3 K. B. 94, C. A. 

1697. ——— Constructive total loss—Items of 
repairs & costs. |—-Appeal from an order of BRAY, J., 
in chambers. 

Pitfs. claimed on a policy of marine insurance 
for £50,000 on the steamship Lthelreda, valued at 
£50,000. The policy was dated Jan. 22, 1918, & 
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had been subscribed by the defts. for £2,186. 
The insurance was for 12 months from Jan. 10,1918, 
to Jan. 9,1919. The policy provided that in ascer- 
taining whether the vessel was a constructive 
total loss the insured value should be taken as the 
repaired value. In April, 1918, the Hthelreda 
stranded on the Norwegian coast. Pltfs. alleged 
that she became a constructive total loss & that 
they had given notice of abandonment, & they 
claimed £2,185. 

Defts. among other defences, denicd that the 
vessel became a constructive total loss. They took 
out a summons for an order that pltfs. should give 
particulars of the items of repairs & costs thereof 
making up the alleged constructive total loss. 
Bray, J.. made an order in the terms of the sum- 
mons. Pltfs. appealed. The court varied the order. 

The judge has overstepped the line dividing what 
is legitimate matter for particulars from what is not 
legitimate, because it discloses the evidence of the 
other side. The learned judge no doubt intended 
that the particulars should be of a general nature, 
so that they would not be open to objection, but as 
drawn up the order is too wide. In ordering 
particulars of the items of repairs & the costs 
thereof it in effect orders delivery of a detailed 
bill of the costs of repairs. The appeal must be 
allowed to this extent: The order of Bray, J., 
must be varied by directing that the pltfs. do give 
particulars of the heads of expense on which they 
rely, & particulars of the general nature of the 
injuries to the vessel, indicating cach considerable 
item of damage. The order should contain no 
reference to the estimated cost of the repairs 
(BANKES, L.J.).——TRANSPORT & TRADING Co., 
Lrp. v. INDEMNITY MUTUAL MARINE ASSURANCE 
Co., Lrp., [1919] W. N. 48; 63 Sol. Jo. 285, C. A. 
Practice & evidence.}—See INSURANCE, 
Vol. XXIX., p. 298, Nos. 2441 et seq. 

Master & servant—Dismissal of servant on 
ground of misconduct. |]—See Misconduct, infra. 
Seduction—Defendant’s right to particu- 
lars.}—See MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., 
p. 179, Nos. 1444-1447. 

1698. Action against servant to restrain 
disclosure of secret process-——Particulars of process. } 
—Pltf. in this action claimed an injunction to 
restrain deft., who had been in pltf.’s employment 
as works manager & chemist, & who during his 
employment had acquired knowledge of secret 
processes for the manufacture of various articles 
made of rubber sponge by pltf., from disclosing 
such processes. Deft. on this procedure summons 
asked for further & better particulars of the secret 
processes :—-Held: deft. was entitled to such 
particulars, but that they must be disclosed only 
to three experts not trade rivals of pltf., deft. 
himself & his legal advisers, & the order must be 
in such a form as to prevent the persons to whom 
the secret processes were communicated from 
disclosing them, & copies of the particulars must 
be returned to sah when the proceedings were 
closed.—SORBO RUBBER SPONGE PRovucts, Lrp. 
v. DEFRIES (1930), 47 R. P. C. 454. 

See, also, Patents, infra; INJUNCTION, Vol. 
XXVITII., pp. 476-479, Nos. 820-844 ; Masrer & 
SERVANT, Vol. X XXIV., pp. 121-122, Nos. 923-0935. 

Matrimonial causes.}—See HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., p. 399, Nos. 3056 et seq. 

1699. Misconduct—Dismissal on ground of.|— 
It is admitted that the pltf. would be entitled to 
have this information given by way of particulars 
at common law. I do not mean that he would be 
entitled to have every detail that is asked for— 
that will have to be considered when the answer 
is put in—but at common law if a master says to 
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his servant, ‘‘ I dismissed you because you were 
guilty of misconduct,’ the servant would be 
entitled to have particulars. When, therefore, 
an interrogatory not being objected to, & no 
application having been made to strike it out, I 
can see no reason why the answer should not be 
given, saying what the particulars are on which the 
master relies as being the ground for dismissal. 
Pltf. requires the information in order that he may 
not be taken by surprise, but may know what case 
he has to meet. Ie is entitled to particulars like 
the particulars of breaches or infringement, & it 
is no sufficient answer to say, ‘‘ You have not taken 
the right course, you ought to have applied to the 
Vice-Chancellor for particulars,’ which is not 
according to the practice of the Chancery Division. 
The only mode in which those particulars could 
have been got in the Chancery Division was by 
administering interrogatories, & I am of opinion 
that a party may still adopt that course & that 
the interrogatories must be answered (JAMES, 1..J.). 

I am of the same opinion. The action is in 
substance the old common law action for wrongful 
dismissal. In it the deft. pleaded certain specific 
instances of misconduct, which he says justified 
him in dismissing pltf. In addition to those 
specific instances, he has pleaded in the most 
general terms in the 12th paragraph of his state- 
ment of defence that there were other instances of 
general misconduct on the part of the pltf., which 
had resulted in serious loss to deft. & which had 
lately come to the latter’s knowledge; & in the 
14th paragraph of his statement of defence, also 
in the most general terms, he states that pltf. by 
his negligence had involved deft. in contracts 
necessarily involving loss, & in other instances had 
acted in a negligent manner wholly opposed to 
the deft.’s interests. This being substantially the 
old common law action for wrongful dismissal, the 
practice in the common law courts prior to the 
Judicature Acts seems to be of some materiality. 
Now the practice under which discovery in an 
action of this kind & similar actions was obtained 
was of a threefold character. In the first place, 
discovery might be obtained of any documents 
which were material to the matter in dispute 
between the parties. In the second place, in an 
action where general allegations were made in the 
pleadings, either by pltf. or by defts., either party 
could ebtaiti particulars, the object of which was 
to know accurately what was the case to be brought 
against him. Thirdly, the ordinary machinery of 
interrogatories, which were interrogatories limited 
to the case which the particular party administer- 
ing the interrogatories intended to set up & were 
not allowed to be administered when they went to 
a discovery of the case of the party proposed to be 
interrogated (THESIGER, L.J.).—-SAUNDERS °*. 
JONES (1877), 7 Ch. D. 435, 450; 47 L. J. Ch. 440; 
37 L. T. 769; 26 W. R. 226, C. A. 

1700. ——.]—The pltf. had been secretary 
to the company, & as long ago as Nov. 23, 1882, 
had been dismissed by them without notice. In 
Jan. 1883, he brought his action for the dismissal, 
& they set up as a defence that he had neglected 
his duties, owing to his being subject to delirium 
tremens through internmperance. There was an 
order for particulars & dates, & for non-obedience 
to it the defence was struck out. The defts. there- 
upon stated that the pltf. had been prevented by 
the cause alleged from properly attending to his 
duties on every day of the year before his dismissal, 
& especially during the previous six months. The 
master upon this had struck out the defence & 
given the pltf. judgment, on the ground that the 
order had not been obeyed. MATHEW, J., had set 
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aside the order & allowed the company to go on 
with their defence; & against that decision the 
plitf. appealed. 

The court thought that it would be monstrous 
to deprive the company of the power of defending 
themselves against the action merely because they 
could not before the trial fix particular dates. 
They thought, therefore, the order of MATHEW, J., 
was right, & so they upheld it, & dismissed the 
appeal with costs.—MARSHALL v. INTER-OCEANIC 
STHAM YACHTING Co. (1885), 1 T. L. R. 3094, 395. 

1701. .}—Before parting with case I 
should like to say a word or two upon the decision 
in the case of Saunders v. Jones in the Appeal 
Court, as I was not a party to that decision, 
although I have acted upon it very often. I 
understand that decision, the main portion of it 
applied to the four first interrogatories, & it 
amounts simply to this—where as at common law 
in an action for wrongful dismissal, if the deft. 
pleaded that he dismissed the pltf. for misconduct, 
the pltf. would have a right to the particulars of 
the misconduct so that he might be able to show 
at the trial that there was no misconduct, & could 
obtain that under a summons for better par- 
ticulars ; but there being a practice coming to the 
Chancery Division from the old Court of Chancery, 
not as a rule to give better particulars, although, 
of course, it could be done, but to allow the par- 
ticulars to be obtained by interrogatories, especially 
when you have to interrogate for other purposes, 
there was no reason then for departing from the 
practice, it being a cheaper course of procedure 
& better; & therefore, where there was among 
the interrogatories one or more simply asking for 
better particulars, those interrogatories should be 
allowed without putting the applicant to the 
trouble of taking out a summons for better par- 
ticulars (JESSEL, M.R.).—BENBOW v. Low (1880), 
16 Ch. D. 93; 50L. J. Ch. 35; 44 L. T. 1193; 29 
W. R. 265, C. A. 

——-- ----_.] See, generally, MASTER & SERVANT, 
Vol. XXXIV., p. 73, Nos. 792 et seq. 

1702. —--—- Definiteness & particularity essential. } 
—Here the clergyman is applying to the bishop 
to be instituted, & the bishop has the right, & not 
only the right, but it is a most imperative duty, 
to see that the man who offers himself for institu- 
tion is a man of good moral character, &, upon 
making inquiries, he finds that within a certain 
period, the fact not being denied, the clergyman 
was obliged to give up his benefice upon a charge 
of drunkenness. 

Then comes the question of particularity. It 
is a very old question, & one which always arises 
in these suits, & it always comes to this—that the 
court will require of him who makes a charge, that 
he shall state that charge with as much definiteness 
& particularity as may be done, both as regards 
time & place. But we all know the infirmity of 
human memory. We know very well that a thing 
may be perfectly true, though the man who 
deposes to it cannot tell you the day, the month, 
nor even the year in which it happened. 

Therefore, we must make provision for that state 
of things, & we must allow a charge stated in these 
general terms to stand good, provided it is coupled 
with an affidavit that the party cannot give any 
better or more precise particulars ; but when the 
case comes to be heard, & when the court hears 
what the witness has to say, if it finds that more 
particulars could have been given, then, in order 
to do justice, it would adjourn the case to enable 
the incriminated person to meet the charge by 
bringing evidence as to the particular occasion on 
which evidence has been adduced. I think that is 
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Sect. 9.—IWhen particulars required or ordered: Sub- 
sect. 9. Sect. 10.] 


the only practicable way of dealing with this 
matter (LORD PENZANCE).—MARRINER v. BATH & 
WELLS (BP.), [1893] P. 145, 146. 

1708. Plaintiff must be able to go to trial 
with knowledge of acts—Answer disclosing names 
of witnesses.}—The following rules are estab- 
lished, namely. that where a deft. raises an 
imputation of misconduct against the pltf., the 
pltf. ought to be enabled to go to trial with know- 
ledge of the acts which it is alleged he has com- 
mitted & upon which the deft. intends to rely as 
justifving the imputation: & if the particulars 
are such as the deft. ought to give, he cannot 
refuse to do so merely on the ground that his 
answer will disclose the names of his witnesses.— 
Woorron v. SIEVIER, [1913] 3 K. B. 499; 82 
L. J. K. B. 1242; 109 L. T. 28; 29 T. L. R. 596 ; 
57 Sol. Jo. 609, C. A. 

Misrepresentation, fraud, etc.]—See Part III., 
Sect. 7, ante. 

Money claims.}—Sce Account, Credit, Lump 
sul, supra. 

—-— Specially indorsed writ.}— See PRAUCTICE, 
Part 1V.. Sect. 6. 

Money in Court.}—See Practice, Part XXVIT. 

Money lent—Claims for.]—See Part VIII., 
Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, ante. 

Names & addresses—Action for damages. ]—See 
Sub-sect. 5, ante. 

1704. Negligence —- Duty on which liability 
founded.}—The argument urged on behalf of the 
pltfs. when analysed amounts to this, that we 
ought to construe the general words of the declara- 
tion as describing whatever sort of negligence the 
pltfs. can prove at the trial. The authorities, 
however, & reason & good sense, are the other 
way. Pitf. must, in his declaration, give the deft. 
notice of what his complaint is. He must recover 
secundum allegata et probata. What is it that a 
declaration of this sort. should state in order to 
fulfil those conditions ? It ought to state the 
facts upon which the supposed duty is founded & 
the duty to the pltf. with the breach of which 
deft. is charged. It is not enough to show that 
deft. has been guilty of negligence without showing 
in what respect he was negligent & how he became 
bound to use care to prevent injury to others 
(WILLES, J.).—-GAUTRET v. EGERTON, JONES v. 
EGERTON (1867), L. R. 2C. P. 371; 86 L. J.C. P. 
191 ; 15 W. R. 638 ; sub nom. GANTRET v. EGERTON, 
16 L. T. 17. 

~—- Admiralty actions.}—-See ADMIRALTY, Vol. 
I., p. 192, Nos. 1069-1074. 

UNew Procedure List, see PRACTICE, Part XCIV., Sect. 4, sub- 
pects. 1 & 2, Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2.] 

Notice.|—See Part III., Sect. 13, ante. 

Passing off—Delivery of particulars in action for.] 
—See TRADE MARKS, TRADE NAMES & DESIGNS, 
Vol. XLIII., p. 317, Nos. 1888-1389. 

Object of particulars.}—See No. 1655, 





ete se 


ante. 








---- Defendant’s denial involving affirma- 
tive allegations. }—See Nu. 1619, ante. 

Pleadings in action for.]--See TRADE 
Marks, TRADE NAMES & DESIGNK, Vol. XLIIL.. 
p. 320, Nos. 1412~—1415. 

Patents—Action for infringement—Particulars 
of objections.}—See PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 786-793, Nos. 2649 et seq. 

——— -~—— Particulars of breaches.}—See Parents 
& INVENTIONS, Vol. XX XVI., pp. 778~781, Nos. 
2572 et seq. 

——— —— Particulars of breach as part of state- 
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ment of claim.J—See Parents & INVENTIONS, 
Vol. XXXVI., p. 777, No. 2571. 
Particulars of opposition to grant of com- 
pulsory licence.J—See PATENTS & INVENTIONS, 
Vol. XXXVI., p. 690, No. 1666. 

Payment into court.)]—See Part 
AXVII. 

Pedigree of relationship—Defendant’s right to— 
Claim by heir-at-law. ]—See REAL PROPERTY & CHAT- 
TELS REAL, Vol. XX XVIITI., p. 781, Nos. 1148-1149. 

1705. Personal injuries—Careless driving.]—In 
an action of tort for an injury to the person, as by 
careless driving, particulars will be ordered as to 
the nature & extent of the injuries, or of the claim 
for compensation, on an affidavit showing reason- 
able ground for the application.—WIcks v. 
MACNAMARA (1858), 3 H. & N. 568; 27 J. J. Ex. 
419; 157 E. R. 5965. 

1706. Action for damages——General allega- 
tions.}— Where a plitf. sues a deft. for damages for 
personal injuries, the court will not require him 
to give particulars of such injuries unless the deft. 
can swear that he is ignorant of the nature of such 
injuries, & has no means of ascertaining in what 
they consist.—BrOwWN v. GREAT WESTERN Ry. 
Co. (1872), 26 L. T. 398; 20 W. KR. 585. 

Privilege.}—See. generally, LIBEL & SLANDER, 
Vol. XXNIT., p. 102, Nos. 1828 ef seq. 

—-— Diplomatic privilege. }|—See. generally, CON- 
STITUTIONAL LAW, Vol. XI., p. 536, Nos. 390 ef seq. 

Probate actions.|— See Part LX., Sect. 4, sub- 
sect. 6, arte. 

—-—— Undue influence.]|—Sce EXEcuToRs, Vol. 
XXIII... p. 129, Nos. 1276 ef seq. 

1707. Prospectus—<Action in respect of untrue 
statements—Defence of bona fide belief in truth of 
statements. |—ALMAN 7. OPPERT, No. 1663, ante. 

1708. Railways—Actions against by engineers, 
etc., employed in construction—Mere statement of 
aggregate sums due insufficient.]|—-In actions by 
engineers & other persons employed in constructing 
railways, the particulars of demand must be as 
specific as it is possible for pltfs. to make them, & 
a mere statement of aggregate sutns claimed in 
respect of tavern bills, assistant surveyors, etc., 
finding surveyors, meeting & arranging with 
solicitors, etc., will not sufllce.—PRICHARD v. 
NELSON (1847), 16 M. & W. 772; 2 New Pract. 
Cas. 232; 56 Ry. & Can. Cas. 20; 16 L. J. Ex. 
207; 153 E. R. 1402; sub nom. PRITCHARD v. 
NELSON, 9 L. T. O. S. 129; 11 Jur. 375. 
Maximum rates—Separate accounts of 
charges for carriage.}—See CARRIERS, Vol. VIILI., 
p. 205, Nos. 1310-1312. 

Compliance with order for division of 
rates.]—See CarRRIERS, Vol. VIII., p. 205, Nos. 
1306-1307. 

Railway & Canal Commission——-Application 
for exercise of jurisdiction by public body.}—Sre 
RAILWAYS & CANALS, Vol. XXXVIII., p. 365, 
No. 659. 

Reasonable & probable cause.]—- See False 
imprisonment, Malicious prosecution, supra. 

ecovery of land.]—See Sub-sect. 8, ante. 

1709. Sale of goods—Specially indorsed writ— 
Dates & amount of consignments.}—In an action 
for the price of goods sold under a contract by 
which they were to be delivered at certain intervals, 
a special indorsement of the writ must show the 
dates & amounts of the consignments. If these 
particulars are omitted, & a lump sum is merely 
stated to be due under the contract, the writ is not 
‘‘ specially indorsed "’ under Ord. ITT., r. 6, & leave 
to sign final judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1, will 
be refused.— PARPAITE FRERES v. DICKENSON 
(1878), 38 L.. T. 178; 26 W. R. 479. 
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-.J-—See, generally, SALE OF Goon”, Vol. 
XXXIX. 

Salvage—Forms of pleadings in action for.] 
See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 178, Nos. 906 et seg. ; 
p. 192, Nos. 1069 et seq. 

Seduction—Defendant’s right to particulars. }-—— 
Sce Master & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., p. 179, 
Nos. 1444-1447. 

Ship.]|—-See Admiralty actions, Carriage by sea, 





supra. 

Slander. |—See Sub-sect. 6, ante. 

Special damage. |--- See Sub-sect. 5, ante. 

? hope indorsed writ. ]—See PRactTIcE, Part IV., 
ect. UO. 

1710. Stocks & shares-—Action by agent against 
principal —- Immaterial allegations.] — GENERAL 
Srock EXCHANUE v. BETHELL, No. 1687, ante. 

-~--- Action by broker for price of scrip bought 
in defendant’s account—Names of persons & price, 
etc.|—See Stock EXCHANGE, Vol. XLIT., p. 802, 
No. 106. 

Title - Action for recovery of land.]—See Sub- 
sect. 8, ate. 

Lost grant.|—See IASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., 
p. 77, Nos. 465 ef seq. 

Trade names——Passing off.]—See Passing off, 
supra, 

Trade union — Action against.J—See Con- 
spiracy, supra, &, generally, TRADE & TRADE 
Unions, Vol. XJ.III., p. 125, Nos. 1277 et seq. 

Traverse of allegation.|—See Part IV., Sect. 6, 
ante. 

Trust—Breach of.]—WSee Sub-sect. 4, ante. 

Undue influence—As ground for refusing pro- 
bate.|—-See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. 
XXIII., pp. 128. 129, Nos. 1210, 1276-1280. 

Unsoundness of mind—Probate actions. |—See 
KxEcuTorsS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIIT., 
pp. 128, 129, Nos. 1210, 1276-1280; Lunatics, 
Vol. XXXITI., p. 144, Nos. 209 ef seq. 

Vendor & purchaser—Deposit.]|—See Deposit, 
supra. 

Warranty—Breach of.|—See Breach of war- 
ranty, supra. 

Watercourse—Allegation of title in predecessor.) 
—See REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XXXVIII., p. 776, 
No. 1118. 

Way—Pleadings in action in respect of.|—WSee 
EASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., p. 122, Nos. 816-820, 
$25-827. 

Wilful default. ]—Sce Mis- 
conduct, supra. 

Work & Labour—Charge of lump sum. ]— See 
Janunp sum, supra. 
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Sect. 10.—ORDER FOR PARTICULARS. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XTX., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, arte. 


Diew Procedure List, see Practice, Part XCIV, Sect. 5, sub- 
sect. 2. 


When particulars required or ordered. |—See 
Sect. 9, ante. 

In respect of what matters particulars ordered. | 
See Sect. 6, ante. 

1711. Effect of order—-Whether operative as 
stay of proceedings.]|—A judge’s order for the 
delivery of a bill of particulars does not stay 
proceedings, unless it is drawn up & served upon 
pltf.’s attorney. WiLson v7. Hunt (1819), 1 
Chit. 647, 

1712. — —- -}—An order for the delivery of 
particulars does not operate as a stay of the 
proce. unless it be so expressed.—Dor d. 

OBERTS v. ROB (1845), 13 M. & W. 681; 14 
L. J. Ex. 101; 158 EB. R. 280. 

See, now, R. 8. C., Ord. XIX., r. 8, p. 207, post. 
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1713. Terms—Costs of application.]—A judge at 
chambers may engraft upon an order requiring 
a pltf. to deliver particulars of demand under 
R. T. 1, Will. 4, a direction to deft. to pay the 
costs of the een (COLTMAN, J.).—-CLEMENT 
v. WEAVER (1841), 3 Man. & G. 551; 4 Scott, 
N. R. 229; 6 Jur. 62; 133 E. R. 1261. 

1714. Form of order—Prevention of disclosure 
of secret process.}—SoRBO RUBBER SPONGE PRO- 
pucts, rp. v. DEFRIES, No. 1698, ante. 

Stipulation as to delivery within specified time— 
Dismissal of action or exclusion of evidence in 
default.]|—-See Sect. 7, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

1715. Non-compliance or insufficient compliance 
with order—Particulars as general as statement of 
claim—Contempt. ]—It is a great contempt to deliver 
under an order a particular as general as the 
declaration.— BROWN v. WATTS (1808), 1 Taunt. 
353; 127 FE. R. 870. 

1716. Mere affectation of compliance. ]— 
ILARBORD v. MONK, No. 1678, ante. 

Signing Judgment.]—A deft. cannot 
sign judgment against a pltf. for non-delivery 
of particulars.—-SUTTON v. CLARKE (1832), 8 
Bing. 165; 1 Moo. & S. 271; 11L. J. C. P. 56; 
131 E. R. 363. 

1718. Exclusion of evidence at trial—Set- 
off.]—A deft. who has not complied with a judge’s 
order to deliver particulars of set-off with dates, 
will not be allowed to give any evidence of his 
set-off. Particulars delivered in which the only 
dates were ‘‘ from Jan. 1828, to Jan. 1834,” are 
not a compliance with such an order.—SwaINn 
v. ROBERTS (1835), 1 Mood. & R. 452, N. P. 

1719. —-— - -}—Where deft. pleaded 
only a plea of set-off, & an order was obtained 
for the delivery of better particulars within a 
certain time, or that deft. should be prevented 
from giving evidence of the set-off & he neglected 
to comply with the order :—Senble : evidence of 
such set-off cannot be excluded at the trial.— 
PAYNE v. Davis (1845), 9 Jur. 734; 5 L. T. O.S. 
220. 

1720. —-_— ——--.]~-If a judge’s order for 
particulars of set-off directs them to be given 
with dates, but the particulars are delivered with- 
out dates, the pltf. need not object or take out 
& summons for better particulars & deft. cannot 
at the trial give evidence of his set-off. But after 
verdict for the pltf. the court granted a new trial 
on an affidavit of merits & on payment of costs 
& bringing the money into court. - ISBETTI v. 
LEAVER (1847), 2 New Pract. Cas. 236; 16 
M. & W. 770; 4 Dow. & IL. 718; 161. J. Ex. 
208; 9 TL. T. O. S. 129; 11 Jur. 415; 153 EF. R. 
1401. 

1721. -—— -1—Where a defendant has 
failed to deliver particulars of set-off pursuant 
to a judge’s order, he is precluded from giving 
evidence of any set-off at the trial——YOUNG v. 
GEIGER (1848), 6 C. B. 541; 6 Dow. & L. 337; 

P 


























1S! day. abe Cs 43; 12 Jur. 983; 136 E. R. 
1360. 
1722. —-—— Discontinuance of action.}—A deft,, 


being served with a writ of summons, obtained 
an order for particulars before declaration. After 
waiting three months, plitf. refused to go on 
with the action, or to enter a stet processus; the 
court refused an application to compel him to do 
s0.— KIRBY 1. SNOWDEN (1835), 4 Dowl. 191. 
1723. Statement of claim set aside.}— 
Where after an order for particulars of demand 
with stay of proceedings, declaration was delivered 
without the particulars, the declaration was set 
aside with costs, although, after the order, the 
matter was referred to the master, & he had fixed 
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the balance due to pltf. at a specific sum.-—WERBB 
vw. HENZELL (1845), 6 L. T. O. S. 170. 

1724. Order to amend by inclusion of par- 
ticulars].—_This was an appeal by the pltfs. from 
the order of a master that the pltfs. amend the 
4th paragraph of their statement of claim by 
stating therein, pursuant to Ord. XIX., r. 6, 
particulars of the false & fraudulent representations 
therein alleged. & whether the representations first 
therein alleged were oral or in writing, & when & 
where made, & what was the nature of the false 
«& fraudulent representations second therein 
inentioned, & whether oral or in writing, & when 
& where made. 

The claim alleged that in consideration of the 
payment by the pltfs. to the deft. of £900, the deft. 
agreed to find a purchaser for a mining grant 
belonging to the pltfs., & in default to return the 
£900. Paragraph 4 was as follows: ‘ Alter- 
natively the pltfs. say that the said sum of £900 
was obtained from them by the false & fraudulent 
representation of the deft. that he was in a position 
to sell the said grant & had found a purchaser 
or purchasers for the same—& further by false 
& fraudulent representations the deft. induced 
the plitfs. to enter into an agreement dated 
Jan. 23, 1883, with one Henry Chalmers Johnson.”’ 

Counsel for the pltfs. objected that the order 
was too wide. & was embarrassing. FiIenp, J.. 
affirmed the master’s order. Appeal dismissed ; 
costs deft.’s in any event.-—SELIGMANN ¢. YOUNG, 
[1884] W. N. 98; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 154. 

1725. Misrepresentation alleged in particulars 
of objection.]—TECALEMIT v. Ex-a-Gtn, No. 240, 
ante. 


SEcT. 1]1.-- AMENDMENT OF PARTICULARS. 


See'R. S. C., Ord. XIX., rr. 6, 7, p. 184, ante. 
Particulars as pleadings, see Sect. 1, ante. 
Amendment of pleadings, see Part VII., ante. 
1726. Amendment with leave.]—IJf you discover 
any fresh case, you can apply for leave to amend 
your particulars (Lopres, L.J.).—SPEDDING vt. 
FITZPATRICK (1888), 38 Ch. LD. 410; 58 L. J. Ch. 
ar 59 L. T. 492; 37 W. R. 20; 4 T. L. R. 505, 

1727. Discretion of Judge unfettered by 
practice as to terms—-Action for infringement. }— 
The discretion of a judge to allow the amendment 
of particulars in an action for infringement of a 
patent or design cannot be affected by any 
practice as to the terms on which such amendment 
will be allowed.—WooLLEy v. Broap, [1892] 
2 Q. B. 317; 61 L. J. Q. B. 808; 67 L. T. 67; 
rou NG R. 596; 36 Sol, Jo. 592; 9 R. P. C. 429, 

1728. ——— Adding to particulars.}—Y orKsHIRE 
PROVIDENT LIFE ASSURANCE Co. v. GILBERT & 
RIVINGTON, No. 1740, post. 

1729. -—— Particulars framed on _ incorrect 
account.}]—An action for money had & received to 
the use of pee was commenced in 1827, & a 
declaration & particulars of demand were delivered, 
but no further step was taken till 1836, when a 
termi notia was given, & a plea demanded & 
delivered ; the court subsequently allowed the 
saa dommes to be amended, it appearing that deft. 

been in a confidential situation in the employ- 
ment of pitfs., & that their first particulars were 
framed on an account delivered by him which was 
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subsequently found to be incorrect.—-STAPLES v. 
HOLDSWORTH (1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 717; 6 Dowl. 
a ; 6 Scott, 605; 7h. J. 0. P. 269; 182 H.R. 
965. 

1730. Two actions against defendants— 
Personal & representative capacity.]—Pltf. com- 
menced two actions against the defts., one in their 
representative capacity for work & labour in the 
lifetime of the testator, the other in their personal 
character for work & labour after his death, & 
delivered a bill of particulars in each. It being 
found that items had been inserted in the par- 
ticulars delivered in the action brought against 
defts. in their personal, which ought to have been 
inserted in the particulars delivered in the action 
against them in their representative capacity :— 
Held: plitf. might amend the particulars delivered 
in the latter action, by the insertion of those items, 
as such insertion could not be said to take defts. 
by surprise as to the grounds of action, or operate 
as the introduction of a new demand; & as the 
Statute of Limitations did not run when the action 
was brought against defts. in their personal 
capacity, but was stopped by the commencement 
of the suit. JONES v. CoRRY (1840), 6 Bing, N.C. 
217; 8 Scott. 515; 91. J.C. P..177; 4 Jur. 
243; 1383 EB. R. 97. 

1731. -—--—- Order for amendment not served— 
Amended particulars delivered to & retained by 
defendant.}—Amendment in particulars allowed, 
an order having been made on a summons taken 
out in town, returnable on the commission day, 
attended by pltf. in the assize town, deft. having 
notice of the same day of the order having been 
made, & having received & retained the par- 





ticulars.—HTopson rv. STKERS (1859), 1 FF. & F. 
484, 
1782. At what stage—Delay in application 





—Case argued on ground that no amendment 
necessary. }|--CROPPER v. SMITH, No. 1086, ante. 
1733. —-—- No injury incapable of 
being compensated for by costs.]—In an action on 
a policy of marine insurance, the defence was that 
the loss was not caused by perils of the sea, & 
that the subject-matter of the policy—viz. two 
lighters in tow of a tug-——-was unseaworthy. 
Particulars of the unseaworthiness were delivered, 
stating that the lighters were of improper con- 
struction for the purpose of being towed. Evidence 
as to the lighters was taken abroad, on commission, 
& questions were asked as to the tug. Sub- 
sequently, at a time when the evidence of the 
captain of the tug could no longer be obtained, the 
deft. applied for leave to amend the particulars, 
so as to state that the tug was of insufficient 
power, whereby the subject-matter of the polic 
was rendered unseaworthy :—-Held: on appeal, 
the amendment should be allowed on terms, as 
no injury would be caused to pltfs. for which they 
could not be compensated by costs.—CLARAPEDE 
& Co. v. COMMERCIAL UNION ASSOCN. (1883), 
32 W. R. 262, C. A. ; revag. 8. C. sub nom. CLAPAREDE 
& Co. v. COMMERCIAL UNION Assocn., 32 W. R. 


151. 
-}—See, generally, Part VII., Sect. 3, 
sub-sect. 4, ante. 

1784. Delivery of further particulars without 
leave.}—If a first particular be delivered under a 
judge’s order & the pltf. deliver a second particular 
without an order, he cannot give evidence upon 
any claim contained in the second particular 
which was not included in the first.—BrRown »v. 
Warts (1808), 1 Taunt. 353; 127 E. R. 870. 

1785. ——— Irregular—Matters in reduction of 
damages.J]—-YORKSHIRE PROVIDENT LIFE ASSUR- 
ANCE Co. v. GILBERT & RIVINGTON, No. 1740, post. 














Part XI V.—PARTICULARS. 


Secr. 12.—PLEADING AFTER PARTICULARS. 


R. 8. O., Ord. XIX., r. 8. The party at whose instance par- 
ticulars have been delivered under a Judge's order shall, unless 
the order otherwise Drowsces have the same length of time for 
pleading after the delivery of the particulars that he had at the 
return of the summons, Save as in this Rule provided, an order 
for particulars shall not, unless the order otherwise provides, 
operate as a stay of proceedings, or give any extension of time. 


1786. Order for particulars after peremptory 
order giving time for defence—Time for delivery 
of defence not extended.|—Ord. XIX., r. 8, pro- 
vides that the party at whose instance particulars 
have been delivered under a judge’s order shall, 
unless the order otherwise provides, have the same 
length of time for pleading after the delivery of par- 
ticulars that he had at the return of the summons. 
Upon an eye eauon by deft. for further time for 
delivering defence, an order was made giving him 
a month peremptory. Deft. subsequently obtained 
an order for particulars :—Held : Ord. XIX., r. 8, 
did not apply, & deft. was not by reason of the 
order for particulars entitled to any time beyond 
the month given by the peremptory order. 
YALCK v. AXTHELM (1889), 24 Q. B. D. 1743; 59 
lL. J. Q. B. 161; 38 W. R. 196, C. A. 


SEcT. 13.—EFFECT OF PARTICULARS. 


Particulars as pleadings.]——Sec Sect. 1, ante. 

Objects of particulars. }— See Sect. 2, ante. 

Order for particulars. |—See Sect. 10, ante. 

Pleading after particulars. ]——Sce Sect. 12, unde. 

Discovery—Whether granted before or after 
particulars.|—See Discovery, Vol. XVIII., pp. 
65-66, Nos. 238-243. 

1787. Exclusion of evidence of matters not 
referred to.J—Although pltf., after delivering a 
particular of his demand, cannot at the trial him- 
self give evidence out of it, yet if deft.’s evidence 
shows that there were other items which he might 
have included in his demand, he is entitled to 
recover all that appears to be duc to him.—HvukstT 
v. WATKIS (1807), 1 Camp. 68. 

1788. -}—The statement of claim in an 
action for fraudulent misrepresentation in a 
prospectus relating to a company contained a 
general allegation that the prospectus comprised 
many untrue & misleading statements, & then 
set out certain specific instances of alleged mis- 
representation, amongst others the following: 
“That the plastic or surface clay on the Fletton 
property was of an average depth of thirteen feet, 
whereas, in fact, at the deepest part, such clay 
was only eleven feet or thereabouts in depth, 
diminishing to two feet.’? At the trial the pltf. 
proposed to adduce evidence that there was an 
average depth of six feet of clay, that only four 
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feet of this could be used for making the best 
bricks, & that, instead of there being thirty-three 
acres in the pee. as stated in the prospectus, 
there were, in reality, only eighteen acres :-— 
Held: evidence of these alleged misrepresentations 
could not be admitted as they had not been specifi- 
cally pleaded, & that leave to amend would not 
be granted.—SyYmonps v. Ciry BANK (1886), 23 
W. RK. 364; 27. L. R. 330. 

1739. ——.]—MILBANK v. MILBANK, No. 1564, 


ante. 

1740. Issues to be tried limited to matters 
referred to.]—In an action for libel, if the deft. puts 
in a plea of justification & delivers particulars in 
support of his plea, the issues to be tried under 
that plea are limited to the matters referred to in 
the particulars. 

A deft., who had by order delivered particulars 
of justification, delivered without leave further 
particulars of matters in reduction of damages :— 
Held: delivery of the further particulars was 
irrecular & improper, & did not enlarge deft.’s 
right to discovery. 

What is the effect of these particulars ? I take 
it the effect of these particulars is this, that the 
issues to be tried are limited by these particulars 
in the first instance. I do not mean to say that 
leave cannot be obtained to add to the particulars 

of course it can; but the moment these par- 
ticulars are delivered, & until some further order 
is obtained for the delivery of further particulars, 
the effeet of delivering the particulars is to cut 
down the matters in question in the action to the 
particulars (LINDLEY, L.J.).—YORKSHIRE PrRo- 
VIDENT Jiarkt ASSURANCE Co. v. GILBERT & 
RivINGTon, [1895] 2 Q. B. 148; 64 L. J. Q. B. 
578; 72 1. 7.4453; 14 KR. 411, C. A. 

1741. Particulars binding on plaintiff at trial 
Action on quantum meruit—Amendment.]—This 
was an application for judgment or new trial on 
appeal from a verdict at a trial before A. T. 
LAWRENCE, J., & a jury at Derby Assizes. 

The action was brought for wrongful dismissal. 

The court allowed the appeal on the question 
of the amount awarded by the jury as a quantum 
meruit, but on appellants consenting to a reduction 
in the amount from £230 to £118, the amount 
given by the pltf. in his particulars, no new trial 
was ordered.—HopGE v. Matiock Bata & 
SCARTHIN NICK URBAN DistTRIict CouNCIL & 
NUTTALL (1910), 27 T. L. R. 129; 75 J. P. 65; 
8 L.G. R. 1127, C. A. 





SEcT. 14.—COUNTY COURT PROCEEDINGS. 


See Country Courts, Vol. XIII., pp. 492-493, 
Nos. 427-432. 
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Part XV.—Reply and Subsequent Pleadings. 


Srcr. 1.—REPLY: 


SuUB-SEcT. 1. DELIVERY OF REPLY. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 2. The plaintiff shall, subject to the 
provisions of Order X X.. and at such time and in such manner 
as therein prescribed, deliver to the defendant a etatement of 
hia claim, and of the rellef or remedy to which he claims to be 
entitled The defendant shall, subject to the provisions of 
Order XNXI, and at auch time and jn snch manner as therein 
prescribed, deliver to the plaintiff his defence, set off, or counter- 
Claim (if anv), and the plaintiff shall, subject to the provisions 
of Order XXIII, and at such time and in such manner as therein 
prescribed. deliver his reply (if any) to such defence, set off, or 
counterclaim. Such statements shall be as brief as the nature 
ot the case wil] admit, and the taxing officer in adjusting the 
costs of the action shall at the instance of any party, or may 
without any request, inquire into any unnecessary prolixity, 
and order the coats occasioned by such prolixity to be borne by 
the party chargeable with the same. 


— — —— Ord. XXITI. No reply or subsequent pleading shall 
be delivered unless ordered except in Admiralty actions in 
which without order a reply may delivered within six days 
and joinder of issue thereon within four days unless the time 
shall be extended by a Court or Judge. Where a reply or subse- 
quent pleading 1s ordered it shall be delivered within the time 
specified in the order giving leave to deliver the same or if no 
time be so specitied within four days after the delivery of the 
previous pleading, unless the time shall be extended by the 


Court or a Judge. 
[New Procedure List, see Practick, Part XCIV., Sect. 4, sub- 
sect. 3, 


See, generally, Part V., ante. 
Time for delivery.]—See Sub-sect. 2. post. 
Default tn delivery.}—See Sub-sect. 7, poat. 


SUB-SEcT. 2.—TIME For REPLY. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XIX., vr. 2, supra; Ord. 
XAIII., supru ; Ord. XXVII., vr. 13, p. 211, post. 

Default in delivery.]—See Sub-sect. 7, post. 

1742. Extension of time—-Whether granted— 
Suit pending for long period.}—A hostile suit had 
been instituted some time since. An order for 
pitf. to give security for costs had been recently 
made, but no service of it could be effected upon 
him. Pitf. had given notice of an appeal from 
that order, but was doing nothing to bring it to a 
hearing, & was proceeding in the suit generally 
with great deliberation. The time for filing replica- 
tion was tw expire on July 7, & pltf. now moved 
to extend it, on the ground that he had just made 
another person a deft. to the suit, from whom he 
required an answer :—-Held: the motion must be 
refused with costs.—MANBY v. BEWICKE (1856), 
27 1. T. O. S. 249. 

1743. ——— Agreement with some of several 
defendants as to extension.]|—Where there are 
several defts., & pltf. has agreed with some of 
them to extend the time for the delivery of their 
defences without the knowledge of the others, 
those defts. cannot move to have the action dis- 
missed on the ground that the pltf. is out of time 
in delivering his reply to their defences, because 
the pleadings are not closed. The proper course 
under such circumstances is to write to the pitfs.’ 
solicitor & ascertain the state of the pleadings in 
the action. 

It is competent for plitf. to agree with a deft. 
to extend the time without an order for that 
purpose.—AMBROISE v. EVELYN (1879), 11 Ch. J, 
759; 48 L. J. Ch. 686- 27 W. R. 639. 





1744. Unexplained delay.]—Pitf. obtained 
an extension of time for delivering his reply from 
July 25 to Aug. 22, & again to Sept. 19. No reply 
having been delivered. deft., on Sept. 26, served 
notice of motion for judgment. lItf. obtained 
leave on the same day to serve notice of motion 
for the following day for leave to deliver a reply. 
On Sept. 27 the plitf.’s motion was refused on the 
ground of unexplained delay in putting in so simple 
a pleading as a reply :—Held: as there was nu 
excessive delay, the pltf.’s application ought to 
have been granted on the terms of the pltf. paying 
the costs of it.—-EATON v. STORER (1882), 22 Ch. D. 
91; 48 L. T. 204; 31 W. R. 488, C. A. 

1745. Delivery after expiry of time—Before 
notice of motion for judgment.}—The pltf. de- 
livered his reply after three weeks had elapsed 
from delivery of the statement of defence, & subse- 
quently the deft., treating the facts stated in the 
defence as admitted, by reason of the pltf.’s 
failure to reply in time, gave notice of motion for 
judgment :—Held : the reply having been actually 
delivered before the notice of motion was given, 
the deft. was not entitled to Judgment.—GRAVES 
v. TERRY (1882), 9 Q. B.D. 170; OIL. J. Q. iB. 
464; 30 W. R. 748, D.C. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—-FORM AND CONTENTS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIX., r. 16. No pleading, not being a petition 
or summons, shall, except by way of amendment, ralse any new 
ground of claim or contain any allegation of fact {nconsistent 
with the previous pleadings of the party pleading the same. 


~ ——-- yr, 17. It shall not be sufficient for a 
defendant in his defence to deny generally the grounds alleged 
by the statement of claim or for a plaintiff in his reply to 
deny generally the grounds alleged in a defence by way of 
counterclaim; but each party must deal specifically with each 
ee of fact of which he does not admit the truth, except 
damages, 
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-— -— rr, 18. Subject to the last preceding Rule 
the plaintiff by his reply may join issue upon the defence, an 
each party in his pleading (if any) subsequent to reply may join 
issue upon the previous pleading. Such joinder of issue shall 
operate as a denial of every material allegation of fact in the 
P rags upon which issue is joined, but it may except any facts 
which the party may be willing to admit, and shall then operate 
as a denial of the facts not so admitted. 


See, also, R.S. C., Ord. XITX., vr. 2, supra; Ord. 
XXIII., supra. 

Matters specially pleaded in reply, see Sub-sect. 
4, post. 

1746. Prolixity to be avoided.|—The pltf. for 
putting in a long replication was fined £10 & 
imprisoned, & a hole to be made through the 
replication, & hanged about his neck, & he to go 
from bar to bar.—MILWARD v1. WELDEN (1565), 
Toth. 101; 21 BE. R. 136. 

-.J-—See, generally, Part ITI., Sect. 3, ante. 

1747. Matters connected with matters originally 
pleaded.|—In this case an original act on petition 
has been given in & answered, & now comes a 
reply, to which an objection has been taken. 
With regard to the regularity of the motion, 
although a measure not very usually resorted to, 
it is one which undoubtedly the parties have a 
right to make. Nothing can be more inconvenient 
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than to bring forward a case in detached parts; 
whatever comes in by way of reply should be in 
answer to the case stated in defence to the original 
act, or explanatory of the original case. It will 
often happen that there will be great difficulty in 
determining what is strictly the nature of a reply, 
when taken in connection with the matter 
originally pleaded. With regard to the present 
reply, I think that, in strictness, there are many 
facts, which, if stated at all, should have been 
stated in the original act on petition. Looking 
to the whole of the reply, & seeing that there are 
some facts which must be allowed to remain, I 
think I shall be able to do final justice by ordering 
no reformation, reserving to myself the opportunity 
of considering the matter in the costs of the suit 
(L.USHINGTON, J.).—-THE ANNE (ANN) & JANE 
(1843), 2 Wm. Rob. 98 ; 2 Notes of Cases, 313; 7 
Jur. 659. 

1748. -—-—-.]}—In an action against a married 
woman, the defence pleaded coverture. The reply 
set out that, until after action brought, the pltf. 
was not aware of the coverture; that deft 
obtained credit by representing herself to be 
entitled to an annuity, & that pltf. had since dis- 
covered that under a separation deed she was 
entitled to an annuity :—Held : the reply did not 
raise &@ new ground of ‘claim, or contain an allega- 
tion of fact inconsistent with the previous plead- 
ing.—CoLLETrY v. DICKINSON (1878), 26 W. R. 
403. 

1749. Pleading new matter.|—lf, in debt on 
bond to perform an award, the deft. pleads no 
award, & afterwards rejoins that the award was 
not tendered according to the condition of the 
bond, it is a departure from the plea.—-ROBERTS 
v. MARIETT (1670), 2 Saund. 188; 1 Mod. Rep. 
289; 85 E. R. 954. 

1750. -}—In trespass quare clausum fregit 
if deft. plead the general issue, & also a special 
justification that the locus in quo was part of a 
certain common field, which was then allotted to 
him by the leet jury of the manor; & pltf. reply 
& new assign to the special plea, after setting out 
the abuttals of the closes trespassed upon, that 
the closes newly assigned are ditferent from deft.’s 
allotment; if in fact they be the same, deft. is 
entitled to a verdict on the issue upon the new 
assignment.—PRATT v. GROOME (1812), 15 East, 
235; 104 E. R. 838. 

1751. .J—A pltf. may plead new matter in 
reply, if it is really matter of reply & not properly 
a part of the case set up in his libel.—THE 
BoTHNIA (1860), Lush. 62; 201... J. P.M. & A. 65; 
26 1. T. 160; 167 KE. R. 28. 

1752. --]—To a clan for rent & dilapida- 
tions under a lease by indenture, the defence was 
assignment of the lease & bankruptcy of the 
defendant before the action & that the term was 
vested in another person. Reply—that deft. had 
become a yearly tenant by occupation & payment : 
~—Held: this would have been a ‘‘ departure,’’— 
PasH v. Krays (1898), Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice, 

1758. -}—A railway company were defts. 
to an action which raised the question whether or 
no a piece of land was included in an agreement, 
pltfs. asserting that it was not included & that the 
agreement conferred no title on defts. to take it, 
& that defts. had given no statutory notice of their 
intention to take it. Defts. pleaded that the piece 
of land was comprised in & shown on the plans 
deposited with their railway bill, of which pltfs. 
had full knowledge; that they were empowered 
to take compulsorily the piece of land & to enter 
upon it for the purposes of the agreement, & 
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denied that the eement conferred no title on 
them to take it. Pltfs. by their reply joined issue 
generally on the statement of defence, & then 
pleaded fresh matter :—Held: pltfs. had no right 
to introduce fresh matter into their reply, & that 
the same was irrelevant to the issue, & must be 
struck out.—LONpDOoN & ST. KATHARINE DOCKS 
Co. v. METROPOLITAN Ry. Co. (1876), 85 L. T. 
733. 

1754. ——.}—A reply must not refer to an 
independent document such as pltf.’s answer to 
interrogatories, as containing facts on which the 
pleader relies, without setting out such document 
itself as part of the reply. A reply must not set 
up new claims. <A reply must not plead mere 
evidence or argument or state conclusions of law 
to be drawn or inferred from the facts pleaded. 

Upon a motion by a deft., the whole of a reply 
faulty in those respects was ordered to be struc 
out as embarrassing, although the notice of motion 
did not in terms ask to have the whole reply struck 
out, but only specifying them otherwise than by 
reference to what was to be left in, & leave was 
given to pltf. to put in such other reply as he might 
be advised. 

Where a pltf. is replying to an ordinary defence 
setting forth facts which it is merely desired to 
traverse, it is not necessary to traverse specifically 
such facts one by one. It is competent for a pltf. 
to introduce new matter by way of set-off or by 
way of controverting the statements of the defence, 
provided that he do so within reasonable compass 
& in a reasonable manner.—WILLIAMSON v. 
LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co. (1879), 12 
Ch. D. 787; 48 L. J. Ch. 559 ; 27 W. R. 724. 

1755. Answer to defence of confession & avoid- 
ance.]—Pitf. is left as much at liberty in his reply 
as in his statement of claim. In the present case 
pitf. says, ‘‘ The deft. has waived his right.’’ 
Deft. says he ought to allege by amending his 
statement of claim, not in his reply. Of course, if 
the rules had so provided expressly, the court 
would be bound by them; but as the rules have 
not so provided, it seems to me most illogical that 
pltf. should have to do this. The rule says that 
pltf. must make a statement of complaint, & the 
relief or remedy to which he claims to be entitled. 
It is no part of the statement of claim to anticipate 
the defence, & to state what the pltf. would have 
to say in answer to it. That would be a return to 
the old inconvenient system of pleading in 
Chancery, which ought certainly not to be en- 
couraged, when pltf. used to allege in his bill 
imaginary defences of deft., & make charges in 
reply tothem. I am of opinion that, independently 
of the forms given in the Schedule to the Orders, 
on the plain meaning of the rule the reply is the 
proper place for meeting the defence by confession 
& avoidance; & that this reply does no more than 
that. The appeal must, therefore, be allowed 
(JAMES, L.J.)—HALL v. EVE (1876), 4 Ch. D. 
341, 345, 846; 46 L. J. Ch. 145; 35 L. T. 9265 25 
W. R. 177, C. A. 

1756. Statement of facts — Amendment.}— 
Where, after statement of claim & defence, pltf. 
replied, joining issue on the defence, & then plead- 
ing in confession & avoidance, & deft. took no 
further step till long after notice of trial had been 
served, leave was, under the powers of the court 
for extending time, given to deft. to join issue on 
the second pleading in the reply. 

Facts should not as a rule be stated in reply, 
but should be introduced by amendment into the 
statement of claim.— EARP v. HENDERSON (1876), 
3 Ch. D. 254; 64 L. J. Ch. 788; 34 L. T. 844; 3 
Char. Pr. Oas. 72. 
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Sect. 1.—Reply: Sub-sects. 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7, 


1757. Avoidance of evidence, argument, or con- 
clusions of law. }— WILLIAMSON v. LONDON & NORTH 
WESTERN Ry. Co., No. 1754, ante. 

1758. Independent documents referred to must 
be set out.J—WILLIAMSON v. LONDON & NortTH 
WESTERN Ry. Co., No. 1754, ante. 

1759. Joinder of issue--Subsequent plea of con- 
fession & avoidance.J—EaAReP tv. HENDERSON, 
No. 1756, ante. 

1760. Specific traverses of facts in defence. }— 
WILLIAMSON vt. LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. 
C'o., No. 1754, ante. 

1761. Action on charter-party—-Defence that 
charter-party not made with plaintiff—Reply that 
real agreement between plaintiff & defendant- - 
Omission to strike out name in printed form.)— 
Action by charterer on a charter-party. Defence, 
that the charter-party was made between deft. & 
the T. Co., & not pltf. Reply, that the agreement 
was between plitf. & deft. ; that in drawing up the 
charter-party one of the T. Co.’s printed forms 
was used, on which the name of the T. Co. appeared 
as charterers ; that by the mistake of pltf. & deft. 
the T. Co.’s name was omitted to be struck out, & 
remained instead of plitf.’s name; that the charter- 
party was signed by pltf. & deft., & it was intended 
& agreed that plitf. should be liable & entitled 
under it:—Held: it was unnecessary that the 
charter-party should be rectified, & that the reply 
was good.— BRESLAUER vt. BAkWICK (LS76), 36 
L. T. 52; 24 W. KR. 901; 3 Asp. M. 1. (. 355; 3 
Char. Pr. Cas. 56. 

1762. Statute of Frauds.}—-A company’s articles 
provided that the company should have first & 
paramount len on each menber’s share for his 
liabilities to the company. G., a shareholder, in 
1882 mortgaged his shares to pitf. In 1883, the 
company & shareholders threatened an action 
against G. in respect of alleged misrepresentations 
as to the value of property sold by G. to the com- 
pany. G. signed a letter guaranteeing that certain 
dividends should be earned & paid by the com- 
pany during nincty years or that he would pay 
the deficiency. The company & sharcholders 
thereupon abandoned their intention (if any) of 
suing G. Plitf. having brought an action against 
the company & G., claiming a first charge on G.’s 
shares, the company pleaded their articles & G.’s 
undertaking. As to the undertaking, pltf. pleaded 
in reply the Statute of Frauds. 

Then there is another reason why I do not think 
the Statute of Frauds is an answer. I do not think 
it is open to pltf. to set it up. Plitf. seeks to realise 
his charge. Defts.’ answer is ‘“‘ we have a charge 
which is prior to that.”” The action is brought by 
pitf. to enforce his charge, & the Statute of Frauds 
says no action can be brought under this section 
unless this agreement, or a note or memorandum 
thereof, is in writing. The present action is not 
brought to enforce the charge the defts. set up in 
any way; it is brought to enforce pltf.’s charge: in 
respect tothat itis a completememorandum, because 
itis by deed. Asregards defts., I do not see anything 
to prevent their setting up their agreement or to 
entitle pltf. to resist it by setting up the Statute 
of Frauds in reply. It seems to me the case is not 
one to which this section applies. It is not an 
action brought whereby to charge pltf. with the 
agreement in favour of defts., & I cannot extend 
it & say the section can be read as if it were “ any 
action in which pltf. seeks to charge deft., or deft. 
seeks to set up against plitf. any counterclaim of 
his own.” If this were a case in which deft. had 
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by a counterclaim set up a charge of his, & sought 
to enforce that, I should have considered that was 
equivalent to a separate action & that pltf. might 
in answer to the counterclaim beyond all question, 
set up the Statute of Frauds ; but there is nothing 
like a counterclaim, & it seems to me I should be 
enlarging that section of the Statute of Frauds if 
I said pltf. was entitled to set up the Statute of 
Frauds in answer to the case made by defts. 
(NorTH, J.).—MILES v. NEW ZEALAND ALFORD 
EsTaTE Co. (1886), 32 Ch. D. 266, 279; 58 L. J. 
Ch. 801; 64 L. T. 582; 34 W. R. 669, C. A. 

-- ---- Necessity to plead specially.]—-See Part IX.., 
Sect. 8, sub-sect. 10, ante. 


SuB-SEcT. 4.-—-MATTERS SPECIALLY PLEADED. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 15. The defendant or plaintiff (as the 
case may be) must raise by his pleading all matters which show 
the action or counterclaim not to be maintainable, or that the 
transaction is elthcr void or voidable jn point of law, and all such 
grounds of defence or reply, as the case may be, as if not ralsed 
would be likely to take opposite party by surprise, or would 
raise issues of fact not arising out of the preceding pleadings, 
as for Instance, fraud, Statute of Limitations, release, payment, 
performance, facts showing illegality either by statute or common 
law, or Statute of Frauds. 


Matters in defence to be specially pleaded. see 
Part IX... Sect. 8, ante. 

1768. Defence pleading Statute of Limitations 
Reply of promise by defendant within six years 
Fraud.]—Upon a replication, that the deft. did 
promise within six years, to a plea of the Statute 
of Limitations, fraud in the deft. cannot be set 
up as an answer to the plea.—CLARK v. FTOUGHAM 
(1823), 2 B. & C. 1493 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 322; 
1L.J.O.S. K. B. 2495 107 KF. OR. 339. 

1764. ——— Acknowledgment. ]— To a plea under 
8 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, s. 5, that the cause of action 
on a deed did not accrue within twenty years, 
a replication, alleging a written achnowledgment 
of the debt within twenty years, need not set 
out the writing in its terms.—KEMPE v, GIBBON 
(1848), 12 Q. B. 662; 17 1. J. Q. B. 298; 12 Jur. 
697; 116 EF. Wt. 1019. 

1765. ——.J-—-To a declaration on a 
specialty deft. pleaded the Statute of Limitations, 
to which pltf. replied that deft. before the com- 
mencement of the suit made an acknowledgment 
that the debt remained unpaid & due to piltf. 
within the true intent & meaning of the statute, 
& that the action was brought within twenty 
years after such acknowledgment : —Held: the 
replication was a pleading soframed as to prejudice 
the fair trial of the cause within 15 & 16 Vict. 
c. 76, s. 52, & ought to be amended by specifying 
the mode of acknowledgment relied on.— FORSYTH 
v. BRISTOWE (1853), 8 Exch. 347; 22 L. J. Ex. 
70; 20 L. T. O. S. 226; 17 Jur. 46; 155 E.R. 
1380 ; subsequent proceedings, 8 Exch. 716. 

1766. Not return of defendant after absence 
abroad—Action commenced within six years.)]—A 
replication under 4 Ann, c. 16, 8. 19, to a plea of 
the Statute of Limitations, need not allege that 
the deft. has returned to this country, or that the 
action was commenced within six years after his 
return.—ForBES v. SMITH (1855), 11 Exch. 161; 
3C. L. R. 1304; 24 L. J. Ex. 299; 251. T. O.S. 
oe 1 Jur. N. 8. 503; 3 W. R. 476; 156 E. R. 

1767. -—— Reply of concealed fraud—No reason- 
able means of discovery. }—In an action to recover by 
way of damages money lost by the fraudulent repre- 
sentations of the deft., a reply to a defence of the 
Statute of Limitations that the pltf. did not dis- 
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cover & had nut reasonable means of discovering 
the fraud within six years before action, & that 
the existence of such fraud was fraudulently 
concealed by the deft. until within such six years, 
was held good by the Court of Appeal.—GiBBs 
v. GUILD (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 59; 51 L. J. Q. B. 
8313; 46 L. T. 248; 30 W. BR. 591, C. A. 

1768. Action for libel—Express malice.]—Ptfs., 
who were traders, sued defts. for libel in respect 
of articles published in the defts.’ newspapers 
relating to the manner in which the pltfs. were 
alleged _ to be carrying on their business. Defts. 
pleaded justification & fair comment, & the pltfs. 
joined issue. Defts. administered to the pltfs. 
the following interrogatory : ‘ Do you intend to 
set up that defts., in publishing the words com- 
plained of, were actuated by express malice 
towards pltfs.? If yea, state gencrally the facts 
& circumstances on which pltfs. rely as showing 
actual malice’ :—Held: the interrogatory was 
inadmissible. 

It is not disputed that, on the pleadings in this 
action, the question of malice or no malice is in 
issue. In these circumstances defts. by this 
interrogatory ask pltfs. in substance whether they 
are going to raise the issue of malice at the trial, 
& what evidence they have to support their case 
on that issue. So stated, the question as to the 
admissibility of the interrogatory is not arguable. 

When it is pointed out to counsel for defts. that 
the pleadings must be looked at to ascertain what 
are the issues raised in the case, & that the pleadings 
do raise the issue of malice, they say that they 
want an aflirmative statement by pltfs. on oath 
as to whether they are or are not going to fight 
that issue. I am quite unable to see how such an 
interrogatory can be justified (FLETCHER MOULTON, 
L.J.).— LEVER BROos. v. ASSOCIATED NEWSPAPERS, 
[1907] 2 K. B. 626, 629, 630; 761. J. K. B. 1141; 
97 L. T. 530; 51 Sol. Jo. 606: sub nom. LEVER 
BROTHERS, LTD. v. ASSOCIATED NEWSPAPERS, 
Lrp., LEVER BROTHERS, Lrp. v. PIcrorRtaAL 
NEWSPAPERS, Lrp., 23 T. L. R. 652, C. A. 

1769. -}—PIltf. claimed damages for 
an alleged libel contained in the defts.’ newspaper. 
Defts. pleaded (1) fair comment; & (2) that 
the alleged libel formed part of a fair & accurate 
report of a public meeting within the meaning of 
sect. 4 of the Law of Libel Amendment Act, 
1888 ; the matter published was of public concern 
& for the public benefit, & the newspaper was a 
newspaper within the above section. 

Pitf. did not deliver a reply alleging express 
malice. He sought to interrogate defts. as to 
whether they had been requested to attend the 
said meeting, & whether they had received _re- 
muneration for reporting the proceedings. The 
interrogatories were consistent with pltf. having 
in fact no information on which to found his 
interrogatories. BAILHACHE, J., at chambers, 
affirming the master, refused to allow the inter- 
rogatories :—Held: although the interrogatorics 
were not necessarily inadmissible, the court would 
not interfere with the discretion of the judge at 
chambers.—Dawson v. Dover & CouNTY 
CHRONICLE, Lp. (1913), 108 L.. T. 481 ; 29T. L. R. 
3738, C. A. 

1770. -]—In a libel action where the 
statement of claim alleges that the publication 
was malicious & privilege is pleaded in the defence 
it is not necessary for the pltf. to deliver a reply 
alleging express malice.—SMITH v. LEWis (1917), 
33 T. L. R. 195, N. P. 

County court proceedings—Notice of defence of 
set-off & counterclaim.]—Sce County Courts, 
Vol. XIII., p. 496, No. 459. 
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SuB-SECT. 5.---PLEADING IN ANSWER TO SET-OFF 
Orn COUNTERCLAIM. 


See H. S. C., Ord. XXI., r. 14, p. 182, ante; 
R. 8. C., Ord. XXVITI., vr. 18, infra; SEtT-orF & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 417-418, 420-421, 
428, Nos. 389-393, 411-426, 405-504 ; Part XIII, 
ante. 


SUB-8SECT. 6.—-MATRIMONIAL CAUSES. 


See HusBpanp & WIVre, Vol. XXVII., 
405-406, Nos. 4048-4056. 


pp. 


SuB-SECT. 7.—DEFAULT IN DELIVERY. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXVII., r. 13. Where no reply or subsequent 
pleading is ordered, then, at the expiration of four days from the 
delivery of the defence or last pleading delivered ; or, where a 
reply or subsequent pleading is ordered, but the party who has 
been ordered or given leave to deliver the same fails to do 80 
within the period limited for that purpose, then, at the expira- 
tion of the period so limited, the pleadings shall be deemed to be 
closed and all material statements of fact in the pleading last 
delivered shall be deemed to have been denied and put in issue. 
Provided that this rule shall not apply to a reply to a counter- 
claim and that unless the plaintiff obtains leave to deliver and 
delivers a reply to a counterclaim, the statements of fact con- 
tained in such counterclaim shall at the expiration of ten days 
from the delivery thereof or of such time (if any) as may by 
order be allowed for delivery of a reply thereto be deemed to be 
admitted, but the Court or judge may at any subsequent time 
give leave to the plaintiff to deliver a reply. 

Default in pleading to set-off or counterclaim— 
Right of defendant to judgment on counterclaim. ]— 
See SET-oFF & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 428, 

1771. Notice of trial.}—If a pltf. does not de- 
liver a reply he cannot give notice of trial under 
Ord. XXXVI., r. 11, until the time for reply, 
twenty-one days, given by Ord. XXVII., r. 138, 
has expired.—ROBINSON v. CALDWELL, [1893] 
1Q. B. 519; 62 L. J. Q. B. 252; 68 L. T. 218 ; 
37 Sol. Jo. 305; 5 R. 320; 41 W. R. 364, C. A. 

ey Re .}+—See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 11, Practice, Part XXXVII., Sect. 4, sub- 
sect. 1, post. 

Close of pleadings on default.|—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XX VII., r. 13, supra. 

Motion for judgment in default of defence. ]|— 
Sce Part IX., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, L., ante. 


Secr. 2.—PLEADINGS SUBSEQUENT TO REPLY. 


See RS. C., Ord. XXIII., p. 208, ante. 

[New Procedure List, see PRAcTICK, Part XCIV., Sect. 5, sub- 
sect. 2.J 

1772. Special rejoinder—Discretion of court.]— 
Application for leave to rejoin specially, when 
the court in the exercise of its discretion con- 
sidered a rejoinder unnecessary, refused.-—NoRRIS 
v. BEAZLEY (1877), 35 L. T. 845. 

1778. ——— Reply to defence where no statement 
of claim required.]}—When a deft. requires no 
statemene of claim to be delivered, & delivers 
his statement of defence, & subsequently applies 
for leave to deliver a special rejoinder to the 
pltf.’s statement in reply, the court will not grant 
the application unless good cause be shown.— 
Harry v. DAVEY (1876), 34 L. T. 842. 


Srcr. 8.---ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 
See R. S. C., Ord. XXITI., p. 208, ante; AD- 
MIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 179, 181, Nos. 913-914, 
946-049, 
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Part XVI.—Admissions. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
ek Procedure List, sec PRACTICE, Part XCIV., Sect. 5, sub- 
sect. 2. 


Admissions by failure to deny allegations. }— See 
Part IV.. Sect. 1, ante. 

Statements in pleadings operating as estoppel. |—— 
See Esrorrer, Vol. XXI., pp. 179-181, Nos. 
303-316. 

Admissions in pleadings—Admiralty actions. }— 
See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 179. 182, 199, Nos. 
015-916, 955-956, 1167 ef seg. 

Payment into court.]— See JRACTICE, Part 
XXVII., Sect. 2. sub-sect. 4, post. 

1774. Explanations with admissions. |—Where 
an admission is made, it must be taken together 
with the explanation accompanying it.—FORMAN 
rv. NEVILLE (1844), 4 L. T. O. S. 208. 

1775. — —.}--Each party is at liberty to plead 
all the facts which he thinks are to his benefit, 
provided they be legitimately stated & lead to 
the conclusion to which he seeks to bring the court, 
but that must be done in a plea. The purport 
of the answe? is to benefit the party who requires 
the answers, that through their medium he may 
be able either, if the facts be admitted, to dis- 
pense with evidence which might not be pro- 
curable except at great expense, or to compel 
a party to disclose on oath those circumstances 
respecting which there can be no other evidence. 
A party shall not be compelled to admit a fact 
pleaded without also giving, if in his power, an 
explanation of the fact. Whenever requisite 
for bringing forward the whole truth, whether it 
refers to matter pleaded already, or to be pleaded, 
or matter never intended to be pleaded, & which 
never ought to be pleaded, the same observation 
will apply; if the explanation be necessary to the 
party giving in answers it ought to be inserted. 
Vhere the party giving in answers thinks it 
necessary to go into explanations amounting to 
facts which are capable of proof,such facts, unless 
set forth in the plea & proved by evidence, are 
to be considered as not inserted in the answers.— 
SAUNDERS tv. SAUNDERS (1847), 1 Rob. Eccl. 549 ; 
5 Notes of Cases, 408; 9 L. T. O. S. 358, 496; 
11 Jur. 738; 163 E.R. 1131. 

1776. -}—Where a deft. admits, by his 
answer, the possession of property charged by 
the bill, & states the trust upon which he holds 
it, should the pltf. read the admission in the 
answer to prove his case, he will be bound to read 
the trusts there stated in connection with the 
possession of property.— FREEMAN v. TATHAM 
(1846), 5 Hare, 329; 71L.T. O.S.1763; 1517,. J. Ch. 
323; 10 Jur. 685; 67 EB. R. 939. 

1777. Effect of admission—For al} purposes of 
cause.J—An admission made in the course of 
pleading, whether in express terms or by omitting 
to traverse a previous allegation, is an admission 
for all purposes of the cause, whether the facts 
relate to the parties or to third persons, provided 
the allegation be material.—-BINGHAM v. STANLEY 
(1841), 2 Q. B. 117; 1 Gal. & Dav. 237; 6 Jur. 
349; 101. J. Q. B. 319; 114 E. R. 47, 

1778. Whether binding In different pro- 
ceedings.|—An admission in the pleadings in an 
action in which judgment has gone in the absence 
of the deft. at the trial cannot, for the purpose 
of pear iae| an application to attach the deft. 
under the third exception of sect. 4 of the Debtors 








Act, 1869, as having made default as a trustee | 


when ordered to pay a ‘ sum in his possession 
or under his control,” be put higher than an 
admission by counsel at the trial or an admission 
of assets in the certificate of a master in an 
administration action. Therefore, in a case where 
the deft. charged to his solicitors scheduled debts 
owing to him in his business with the payment 
of costs due or to become due, & by a verbal 
agreement promised the pltfs. that if without 
notice to the debtors they would allow him to 
collect the debts on their behalf, he would pay the 
proceeds over to them as & when received, & 
In an action brought against him claiming that a 
declaration that he was a trustee of the proceeds 
for the pltfs., the deft. admitted in his statement 
of defence that he or his agent had collected the 
book debts, & expended the same in discharging 
liabilities in his business, & in default of his appear- 
ance at the trial an order is made that the deft. 
pay a sum being the amount of the book debts 
in the schedule to the pltfs., the court will not give 
leave to issue a writ of attachment.— HARPER v. 
McINTYRE (1908), 99 L. T. 191; 24 T. L. R. 738 ; 
52 Sol. Jo. 533. 

1779. Whether binding on new trial.|—<A 
man was employed by a railway company to 
sweep their yard & goods warehouse. Several 
lines of rails 1an through the yard. & it was his 
duty to sweep between the lines, but to stand clear 
of them when trucks were being run over them, 
On June 10, 1918, a capstan man in the employ 
of the defts. gave notice to the man that he was 
going to run trucks into the yard, which notice 
the man acknowledged. The first truck was 
sent in, & the capstan man stated that he saw the 
man apply the brake to it, which was not a part 
of his duty, & then leave the yard. <A second 
truck was then sent down on another line, & 
shortly afterwards the man was found sitting on 
the ground, having sustained injuries from which 
he died. Upon a claim by his widow for com- 
pensation under the Workmen's Compensation 
Act, 1906, the county court) judge decided that, 
as soon as the workinan received the warning 
from the capstan man, the line of rails to be used 
was put outside the sphere of the deceased's 
employment, & that as the Jast act he was seen 
to do was to appl » the brake to the first truck, 
which was not within the scope of his duties, the 
accident did not arise out of & in the course of 
his employment within sect. 1 (1) of the Act. 
He accordingly made an award in favour of 
the respondents. On appeal :—-Held: (1) as the 
deceased man had been seen to leave the yard 
after applying the brake to the first truck, the 
latter act was not the last act that he was seen to 
do; that while it was improper for hin to be on 
the line which was being used for shunting trucks, 
he might, in pursuance of his duties as sweeper, 
have intended: to cross that line while the trucks 
were at rest in order to sweep in another place ; 
at the facts had not been fully ascertained, & 
there must be a new trial; (2) an admission made 
by counsel at the trial that ‘‘ the deceased was 
crushed between two waggons & sustained 
abdominal injury from which he died’ was not 
to be binding at the second trial.—DAwson v., 
GREAT CENTRAL Ry. Oo,+(1919), 88 L. J. K. B. 
1177, 1178; 121 1..7T. 263; 12 B. W.C. C. 161, C. A. 








—— Tone. Rrra? EsrorereL, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 179-181, Nos. 303-316, 
1780. Withdrawal of admission—Admission 


Parr XVI.—ADMISSIONS. 


made by mistake—Amendment.]—The cestui que 
truet under a settlement sued B. & J., who were 
in partnership as solicitors, to recover asum of trust 
money alleged to have been received by the firm 
& not duly invested. J. was the sole trustee of 
the settlement, & was in difficulties. B., by his 
defence, admitted that J. had paid the money 
into the banking account of the firm, but without 
B.’s knowledge; & he made a like admission in 
his answer to interrogatories. J. made a like 
admission. Upon these admissions, an order was 
made in chambers for B. & J. to pay the money 
into court. B. moved to discharge this order, 
so far as it affected him, on the ground that this 
admission had been made by mistake, & he adduced 
evidence which showed conclusively that the 
money never had come into the banking account of 
the firm. Stimuina, J., held that B. ought to 
have leave to withdraw his admission as made by 
mistake, & to amend his defence, & discharged 
as against B. the order for payment into court, 
on the ground that there was no such admission 
in B.’s affidavits as to justify such an order. 
The pltf. appealed :—Held: as the admission 
was shown to have been made by mistake, it 
was right that B. should be allowed to amend 
his defence for the purpose of withdrawing it; « 
that on the materials before the court, apart 
from that admission, there was no such ad- 
mission by B. of receipt of the money as would 
justify an order on him for payment into court ; 
but that, as on these materials there was still 
a strong case for contending that the firm had 
received the money, the order to amend ought 
not to have been made, except on the terms of 
the money being brought into court.— Honuis wv. 
BuRTON, [1892] 3 Ch. 226; 67 L. T. 146; 40 
W. R. 610; 36 Sol. Jo. 625, C. A. 


SEcT. 2.-NOTICE OF ADMISSION. 


R. 5. C., Ord. XXXII, r.1. Any party to a cause or matter 
may give notice, by his pleading, or otherwise in writing, that 
he admits the truth of the whole or any part of the case of any 
other party. 


Effect of admission, see Sect. 1, ante. 

Withdrawal of admission, see Sect. 1, ante. 

1781. Admission of all facts pleaded in statement 
of claim— Additional evidence by plaintiff. |—When 
the deft. admits all the facts pleaded in the state- 
ment of claim in a salvage action, the pltf. will 
not be allowed to call evidence except. by per- 
mission of the court, & on special grounds. - 
THE Harpwick (1884), 9 P. D. 32; 538 1. J. P. 
sae 50 L. T. 128; 32 W. R. 598; 5 Asp. M. 1. C. 

1782. ‘‘ Any other party ’’—Opposite parties. ]— 
BRowN v. WATKINS, No. 1789, post. 


SEcT. 3.--NOTICE TO ADMIT DOCUMENTS. 


R. 8. C,, Ord. XXXII, r. 2. Either party may call upon the 
other party to admit any document, saving all just exceptions ; 
and in case of refusal or neglect to admit, after auch notice, the 
costa of proving any such document shall be ped by the party 
80 neglecting or refusing, whatever the result of the cause or 
matter poay be, unless at the trial or hearing the Court or a 
Judge shall certify that the refusal to admit was reasonable ; 
and no costs of proving any document shall be allowed unless 
such notice be given, except where the omission to give the 
notice is, in the opinion of the taxing officer, a saving of expense. 
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R.8.C., Ord. XXXIL,r.3, A notice to admit documents 
shall be in the Form No. 11 1n Appendix B., with such variations 
as circumstances may require, 


1783. Rule applicable to ali documents proposed 
to be given in evidence—Documents in custody or 
control of party.|—In an action by the coroner of 
the county of Lancaster for disturbance in his 
office, the plea set forth a charter granted by the 
Crown to the borough of Manchester, pursuant to 
1 Vict. c. 78, 8. 49, & the issue in the cause was, 
whether the petition for such character was the 

etition of the inhabitant householders of the 

orough, & whether the charter was accepted by 
them. The deft. had witnesses in attendance at 
the trial, to prove the genuineness of the signatures 
to the original charter, which was lodged at the 
Privy Council office :—Held: the charter was a 
document which the deft. ought to give a notice 
to admit & inspect, within the rule of H. T., 
4 Will. 4,8. 20, & that, not having done so, he 
was not entitled to the costs of the witnesses above 
mentioned. That rule extends to every docu- 
ment which a party proposes to adduce in evidence, 
& is not confined to documents in his custody or 
control.— RUTTER v1. CHAPMAN (1841), 8 M. & W. 


388; 5 Jur. 610; 11 L. J. Ex. 178; 151 E. R. 
1089. 
1784. ——— Documents put in issue on pleadings. | 


-~A party who proposes to adduce in evidence a 
document at the trial, is bound in every case, in 
order to entitle himself to the costs of proving it, 
to give a notice to admit, under r. 20 of H. T., 
4 Will. 4,to afford the other party an opportunity 
of admitting it, notwithstanding the document is 
put in issue on the pleadings, & although, on 
application to the attorney on the other side, he 
had refused to make the admission on the ground 
that the document was a forgery.—SPENCER v. 
LBAROUGH (1842), 9 M. & W. 425; 11 L. J. Ex. 378 ; 
6 Jur. 154; 152 BE. R. 180. 

1785. ‘‘ Saving all just exceptions ’’--Admission 
of correspondence.}—The rules provided for notice 
being given by one side to the other to admit 
correspondence, & no well-advised solicitor would 
hesitate to admit letters which were relevant to 
be admitted, because the form of the r. 2 of Ord. 
XXXII. is ‘‘ saving all just exceptions.””’ I am 
sorry to say solicitors do not sufficiently often give 
notice to admit documents under this rule, & 
when notice is given admission is too often refused. 
The result of admitting the correspondence is that 
the letters are uniformly paged, & this is a great 
convenience to the court & to the counsel, & saves 
a great deal of time & expense. Solicitors who 
prepare a well-arranged bundle of correspondence 
deserve to be adequately remunerated for their 
trouble, & I understand that the present practice 
of the taxing-master is to allow a liberal scale of 
remuneration (KEKEWICH, J.).—- DUDLEY, StTour- 
BRIDGE & DISTRICT ELECTRIC TRACTION Co. vt. 
DUDLEY CoRPN., [1906] W. N. 67. 

Notice to admit probate—Court of Probate Act, 
1857 (c. 77),s. 64.}—See EXECUTORS & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIII., p. 236, Nos. 2874-2876. 

Form of notice.}—See R.S. U., Ord. AXXIT., 
r. 3, supra; Appendix B., No. 11, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

1786. Admissions between co-defendants—Plain- 
ti not a party.}—Admissions between co-defts. 
under R.S. C., 1888, Ord. XXXII., r. 2, to which 
pitf. is not a party cannot be enforced as evidence 
against pitf., & therefore cannot be included in an 
order for taxation & payment of the general costs 
of the action.— Dopps v. DUKE (1884), 25 Ch. D. 
aa ; 63 L. J. Ch. 598; 50 L. T. 320; 32 W. KR. 
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Secr. 4.—NOTICE TO ADMIT FACTS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXII. 
writing, at any time not later than nine days be 
which notice of trial has been given, call on any other party to 
admit, for the purposes of the cause, matter, or issue only, any 
specific fact or facts mentioned in such notice. And in case of 
refusal or neglect to admit the same within six days after service 
of such notice, or within such further time as may be allowed by 
the Court or a Judge, the costs of proving such fact or facts shall 
be paid by the party so neglecting or refusing, whatever the 
ranult of the cause, matter, or issue may be, unless at the trial or 
hearing the Court or a Judge certify that the refusal to admit 
was reasonable, or unless the Court or a Judge shall at any time 
otherwise order or direct. Provided that any admission made 
in pursuance of such notice is to be deemed to be made for the 
purposes of the particular causc, matter, or issue, and not as an 
admission to be used against the party on any other occasion 
or in favour of any person other than the party giving the 
notice: provided also, that the Court or a Judge may at any 
time allow any party to amend or withdraw any admission 80 
made on such terms as may be just. 


r. 4 Any party pet he by notice in 
ore the day for 


- ~ —-~—- FP, & A notice to admit facts shall 
be in the Form No. 12, in Appendia B.. and admissions of facts 
shall be in the Form No. 13 in Appendin B., with such variations 
as circumstances may require. 


—e 








1787. Before defence—Party objecting may leave 
notice unanswered.}—I cannot strike out pro- 
ceedings, unless there is express power to do so. 
There is a specific power given by the rules to strike 
out interrogatories & pleadings ; there is nu power 
given to strike out a notice such as this. On the 
contrary, a remedy is provided by the rule, which 
makes such an application unnecessary ; namely, 
that the notice can be left unanswered. If the 
refusal to admit is reasonable, the party so refusing 
will suffer nothing from the notice having been 
served upon him. I think, therefore, that there 
was no power to make this order. 

I shall not extend the time for making the 
admissions till after the defence is delivered. This 
power of calling upon the other side to admit 
facts is a very useful power, & I am not going to 
restrict if unnecessarily by laying down that it 
is not to be exercised until after defence (FIELD. J.). 
—CRAWFORD v. CHORLEY, [1883] W. N. 198; Bitt. 
Rep. in Ch. 4. 

1788. Notice unanswered — Interrogatories. |— 
This was an appeal by deft. from Master Dodgson’s 
iabares to allow interrogatories to be administered 

pltf. 

The action was brought for £246, being the 
amount of an 1.0.U. & interest. The defence was 
that, except as to 12s., a cheque for the amount 
had been paid to Bae upon a day named before 
action brought. lItf. took out a summons for 
directions & obtained leave to deliver inter- 
rogatories to deft., with liberty to either party to 
apply for further directions without taking out a 
fresh summons. Deft. then served upon pltf. 
a notice to admit the fact of payment, of which 
pltf. took no notice. Deft. then applied to inter- 
rogate pitf. 

For deft. it was said that it was desired to ask 
pitf. whether he was not paid on a certain day, 
as was alleged in the defence. 

For pltf., it was said that the fact of payment 
was in the knowledge of deft. ; 

FIELD, J., allowed the appeal.—HELLIER v. 
ELuIis, [1884] W. N. 9; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 72. 

1789. “* Any other party ’’—-Opposite parties. ]— 
T cannot think that the words ‘ any other party,” 
in r. 12, were intended to mean anything but the 

opposite party ” referred to in the rules relating 
to interrogatories. I am confirmed in that view 
by the forms relating to discovery in the appendices 
to the rules, which all seem framed to meet the 
case of discovery from opposite parties. Further- 
more, on looking at Ord. XXXII, rr. 1 & 4, it 
will be found that precisely similar words are used 


PLEADING. 


to those in Ord. XXXI., r. 12, viz. “ any party ” 
& “any other y,”’ & yet it is obvious that in 
those rules only opposite parties can be meant 
(MATHEW, J.).—BROWN v. WATKINS (1885), 16 
Q. B. D. 125. 128; 65 L. J. Q. B. 1263 53 L. T. 
726; 34 W. R. 293; 2 T. L. R. 150, D.C. 
Forms—Notice to admit facts & admission. }— 
See R.S.C., Ord. XXXII, r. 5, supra; Appendix B., 
Nos. 12 & 13, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


Sect. 5.-JUDGMENT UPON ADMISSIONS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—-IN GENERAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXIL, r.6. Any party may at any stage of a 
cause or matter, where admissions of fact have been made, 
either on the pleadings, or otherwise, apply to the Court or a 
Judge for such judgment or order as upon such admissions he 
may be entitled to, without waiting for the determination of 
any other question between the parties; and the Court or a 
Judge may upon such application make such order, or give such 
judgment, as the Court or Judge may think just. 


[New Procedure List, see Practicr, Part XCIV., Sect. 5, sub- 
eect. 24 


Admissions by failure to deny.}—See Part IV., 
Sect. 1. 

Motion for judgment in default of defence. ]-— 
Sce Part IX., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, I. 

1790. Interpretation of R. S. C., Ord. XXXII, 
r. 6.}-—R. 6 of Ord. XXXII. stands alone, & is not 
dependent for its interpretation on the other rules 
of the same order. Accordingly the words ‘* where 
admissions of fact have heen made either on the 
pleadings or otherwise ” in r. 6 are not confined 
in their operation to admissions made under rules 
of the same order, but are of general application, 
& are effectual to justify the making or giving of 
an immediate order or judgment when an adinis- 
sion is made by letter of facts which show that 
the deft. has no defence to the action.--—-ELMIs r. 
ALLEN, [1914] 1 Ch. 9045 83 L. J. Ch. 590; 110 
L. T. 479. 

1791. Effect of failure to apply——No waiver of 
right to judgment on admissions at trial.j—-In an 
action against a lessee to set aside a lease granted 
under a power, the statement of claim stated that 
the donee of the power had received from the 
lessee a certain sum as a bribe, & stated the cir- 
cumstances; the statement of defence denied 
that that had been given, & denied each cir- 
cumstance, but contained no general denial of a 
bribe having been given :—-Held: pltfs. had not 
waived their right to judgment on the admissions 
by not having moved for judgment.—TILDESLEY 
v. HARPER (1878), 7 Ch. D. 403; 47 L. J. Ch. 263 5; 
38 IL. T. 60; 26 W. R. 263; on appeal, 10 
Ch. D. 393. 

1792. Setting aside Judgment obtained—-Admis- 
sions in fraudulent defence by solicitor—With- 
drawal of defence.}—<A solicitor who as a deft. with 
others obtained the permission of his co-defts. 
to defend the action for them. He then put a 
defence denying his own liability but admitting 
that of his co-defts., & afterwards absconded. 
Pitf. thereupon obtained judgment upon the 
admissions in the pleadings; but defts. against 
whom the judgment was obtained had no actual 
notice of the proceedin subsequent to the 
writ. On appeal from the judgment obtained, 
leave was given to withdraw the defence & to 
deliver a new one de bene esse upon terms to be 
settled when the court should have heard the 
merits of the case.-—WILLIAMB v. PRESTON (1882), 
20 Ch. D. 672; 51 L. J. Ch. 927; 47 L. T. 265; 
30 W. R. 555, C. A. 


Part XVI.-—ADMISSIONS. 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—By WHomM APPLICATION MADE. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XXXII., r. 6, p. 214, ante. 

1793. ‘‘ Any party ’’—Defendant.J|—A deft. is 
entitled to move to dismiss an action upon the 
admissions of pltf. in the pleadings without putting 
in a counterclaim. 

The words ‘‘ any party’’ must include a deft., 
& he may apply for such order as he is entitled 
to upon any admissions of fact in the pleadings 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—PASCOE v. RICHARDS (1881), 50 
lL. J. Ch. 337 5 29 W. R. 330. 

1794. ——— All plaintiffs—-Not merely some.]-- 
A motion under Ord. XXXII, r. 6, for an order 
against a deft. on admissions of fact must be 
made by all the pltfs. in the action, & not merely 
by some of them. 

An order on admissions is not a matter of right. 
but is in the discretion of the court.—Re WRIGHT. 
KIRKE v. NorTH, [1895] 2 Ch. 747; 65 Iu. J. Ch. 
37; 73 L. T. 396; 44 W. R. 125; 13 R. 849. 

1795. Debenture-holder’s action. ] — 
In a debenture-holder’s action, when the property 
comprised in debentures is in jeopardy, an im- 
mediate sale will be ordered under the R. S. C., 
Ord. LI., r. 1B, on motion for judgment on admis- 
sions in the pleadings, but, unless all the debenture- 
holders raees peace to the pltfs. are parties to the 
action, the order will be for sale with the approba- 
tion of the judge, so that the absent debenture- 
holders may be brought in chambers on_ the 
application to approve the conditional contract 
for sale.——-Re CRIGGLESTONE COAL Co., STEWART 
v. CRIGGLESTONE CoaL Co., [1906] 1 Ch. 523; 
76 1. J. Ch. 307; 94 L. T. 4713 51 W. R. 298; 
o0 Sol. Jo. 240. 








SuBR-sEcCT, 3.-— AGAINST WHOM APPLICATION 
MADE. 


See RS. C., Ord. XXXII, r. 6, p. 214, ante. 

1796. One of two or more defendants—Action 
against husband & wife—Judgment against hus- 
band.]—A statement of defence was delivered in 
an action brought against a husband & wife upon 
a joint & several promissory note given by them, 
which, purporting to be the defence of both defts.. 
raised no defence as regarded the husband :— 
Held : upon motion for judgment, that pltfs. were 
entitled under Ord. XJ.., r. 11, to final judgment 
against the husband without waiting for the 
determination of the case against the wife.— 
JENKINS vr. DAVIES (1876), 1 Ch. D. 696; 24 
W. R. 690; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 773 subsequent 
proceedings, sub nom. DAVIES tv. JENKINS (1877), 
G Ch. D. 728. 

1797. Service of notice of motion on other 
defendants—Cause of action severable.]—Upon 
motion for final judgment against one of several 
defts. upon admission of pltf.’s claim by such 
deft., it is not necessary to serve the other defts. 
with notice of the motion, the cause of action being 
severable.—MACMILLAN v. AUSTRALASIAN TERRI- 
TORIES (1897), 76 L. T. 182; 41 Sol. Jo. 349. 

1798. ——— Admission by one & default in 
delivery of defence by others—Motion for judg- 
ment against defendants in default.}— Where three 
defts. had made default in delivering defence & 
another deft. had, by his defence, practically 
admitted the correctness of the statement of claim, 
& it was important to have the action tried against 
all defts. at the same time, an order was made to 
set down the action on motion for judgment againat 
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defts. in default, with liberty to give notice of 
motion for judgment on admissions against deft. 
who had pleaded.—Re Smiri’s ESTATE, BRIDSON 
v. Smita (1876), 24 W. R. 392; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 
175. 

1799. Default in appearance by one of several 
defendants.]—Where one of several defts. served 
has not appeared, while the others have appeared 
& delivered defences, pltf. may move for judgment 
as against the defts. under Ord. XL., r. 11, upon 
the admission, & as against the defaulting deft. 
under the combiined effect of Ords. XIII., r. 9, 
& XXIX.,r. 10, but as against the latter the action 
must be set down on a motion for judgment, & 
in both cases two clear days’ notice of motion must 
be given.—PARSONS v. HaRRIS (1877), 6 Ch. D. 
604; 25 W. Rh. 410. 


{.— MODE OF APPLICATION. 


See 2. S. C., Ord. XXXII, r. 6, p. 214, ante. 

1800. Motion for judgment.]—A deft. may 
obtain judgment on his counterclaim, if the pitf. has 
failed to put in a reply, by motion for judgment 
on the admissions implied by the default of plead- 
ing. The action must, however, be set down on 
motion for judgment.—CaRoL! v. Hirst (1883), 
48 L. T. 759; 31 W. R. 839. 

1801. ——— Or summons in chambers. }-—Applica- 
tions for orders upon admissions on pleadings will 
in future not be heard upon motion on motion 
days, but must be made by summons in chambers, 
to come on in court as adjourned summonses.— 
GOUGH v. HEATLEY (1884), 49 L. T. 7723; 32 
W. R. 385. 

1802. .}—This was a summons for 
judgment on admission in the pleadings in a 
partition action. The chief clerk adjourned the 
summons for hearing in court. Tltf. submitted 
that a summons was now the correct mode of 
proceeding under Ord. XXXII. r. 6. 

In ordinary cases it would not be proper to 
give judgment in chambers, & 1 should object to 
hear such applications as this there. There might, 
however, be exceptional cases, where it would be 
very important to avuid expense, in which judg- 
ment would be obtainable upon a summons, as the 
words of the rule implied. But ordinarily the 
application for judgment under the rule should be 
by motion & judgment pronounced in court. 
The summons in this case, deft. appearing by 
counsel, I shall treat as a motion for judgment & 
judgment will be given accordingly (Kay, J.).— 
Cook vt. HEYNEs, [1884] W. N. 7d. 

1803. .}—An application for judgment 
on admissions in the pleadings may be made by 
summons. Judgment on admissions, in an action 
for possession, may be obtained against a mort- 
gagor, who denies that he is in possession, but 
admits pltf.’s title as mortgagee.—PADGETT v. 
BInNg, [1884] W. N. 10; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 6. 

1804. ———- ——— Proceeding with motion after 
suggestion as to summons in chambers—Costs. }— 
In an action to restrain the publication of a trade 
circular, defts. by their statement of defence offered 
to submit to a tual injunction in the terms 
of an interim injunction which had been pre- 
viously granted, ‘*‘ to be obtained on a summons 
issued for that purpose.” Pitfs. set the action 
down for trial on motion for judgment on the 
admissions in the pleadings, & delivered to defts. 
a copy of minutes of the pro d judgment, 
which was identical with the judgment to which 
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Sect. 5.—Judgment upon admissions: Sub-sects. 4, 


the defts. had offered to submit: Held: under 
the circumstances pltfs. ought to have proceeded 
by summons in chambers, & that, consequently, 
they would only be allowed the costs which they 
would have properly incurred if they had pro- 
ceeded by summons.- LONDON STEAM DYEING 
Co. v. Diasy (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 505; 58 TT. 
724; 36 W. R. 497. 

1805. —+-An action to 
restrain deft. from building so as to obstruct pitf.’s 
ancient lights, & for damages. Deft. paid £275 
into court in satisfaction of the claim for damages, 
& by his statement of defence offered to under- 
take not to carry his buildings higher than they 
were at the commencement of the action. to 
consent to an order embodying this undertaking, 
& for payment to the pltf. of the £275, & to pay 
the pltf.’s costs. Pltf. accepted these terms, & 
prepared minutes which he sent to the deft.’s 
solicitors, with a notice that he should set down 
the action on motion for judgment as a short 
cause. Deft.’s solicitors wrote that the matter 
could be concluded at much less cost on a summons 
in chambers, & deft. wished that course adupted. 
Plitf., nevertheless, proceeded with his motion :— 
Held: pltf. was only entitled to such costs of his 
motion as would have been incurred on a sum- 
mons in chambers.— ALLEN v. OAKEY (1890), 62 
L. T. 724, 

1806. Notice of motion for ‘‘ decree or decretal 
order.’’?]—Upon admissions in a statement of 
defence in an administration action, & upon a 
notice of motion for “ a decree or decretal order,” 
an order can, under R.S. C., 1875, Ord. XL., rv. 11, 
be made upon an ordinary motion without setting 
down the motion.- Re BARKER's ESTATE, HETHER- 
INGTON tv. LONGRIGG (1878), 10 Ch. D. 162; 48 
L. J. Ch. 1713; 27 W. R. 393. 





ee eee 





SUB-SECT. 5.—TIME FOR APPLICATION. 


See RS. C.. Ord. XXXII, r. 6. p. 214, ante. 

1807. ‘‘ At any stage of a cause or matter ’’— 
Application by defendant — After rejoinder.] — 
PASCOE v. RICHARDS, No. 1793, ante. 

1808. ——— Application by plaintiff—Issue joined 
on defence & notice of trial given.}—PItf. may 
move for judgment upon admissions in the plead- 
ings at any stage in the action & notwithstanding 
that he has juined issue on the defence & given 
notice of trial— Brown tv. PEARSON (1882), 21 
Ch. D. 7163 461. T. 4115 30 W. R. 436. 


SUB-SECT. (§.—ADMISSIONS ON WHICH JUDG- 
MENT ORDERED. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XXXIL, vr. 6, p. 214, ante. 
1809. ‘‘ Admissions of fact either on the plead- 
ings or otherwise ’’—Clear & unequivocal.}—I 
think that r. 11 of Ord. XL., was framed for the 
express purpose, that if there was no dispute 
between the parties, & if there was on the plead- 
ings such an admission as to make it plain that 
Itf. was entitled to a particular order, he should 
e able to obtain that order at once upon motion. 
It must, however, be such an admission of facts 


—ee 
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as would show that pltf. is clearly entitled to the 
order asked for, whether it be in the nature of a 
decree or a judgment or anything else. The rule 
was not meant to apply when there is any serious 
question of law to he argued. But if there is 
an admission on the pleadings which clearly 
entitled pltf. to an order, then the intention was 
that he should not have to wait, but might at once 
obtain any order which could have been made 
on an original hearing of the action (MELLISH, 
L.J.).—-GILBERT v. SM1TH (18786), 2 Ch. D. 686, 688, 
689; 45 L. J. Ch. 514: 85 L. T. 48, C. A. 

1810. -_-.]—_ PItf. moving for judgment 
under R. S. C., Ord. X1L., r. 11, on admissions in 
the deft.’s pleadings, must have a clear case, & 
the mere admission or non-denial by deft. of a 
right asserted by pltf., but which has in fact no 
existence in law is not suflicient to entitle pltf. 
to a judgment establishing the right.-—CHILTON 1. 
LONDON CORPORATION (1878), 7 Ch. D. 735; 47 
L. J. Ch. 483; 38 L. T. 498; 26 W. R. 474. 

1811. ——-.]—An order will not be made 
under Ord. X XXIT., r. 6. in an action for money 
lent. unless there is a clear admission that the 
debt is due & recoverable in the action in which 
the admission is made. 

Quere: whether the words ‘or otherwise "’ 
in r. 6 refer only to cases in which notice has been 
given under Ord. XX XII.. rr. 1 ov 4. -LANDERGAN 
v. FEAST (1886), 55 L. T. 42; 54 W. R. 691, C. A. 

1812. -——.]—The court will not allow 
final judgment to be signed upon admissions in a 
pleading or affidavit, unless the admissions are 
clear & unequivocal.—HUGHES v. LONDON, EDIN- 
BURGH & GLASGOW ASSURANCE Co., LTp. (1891), 
8 T. L. R. 81, C. A. 

1813. Admission of title—Failure to deny.] 
- Motion by infant cestuis que trust that the deft., 
their trustee, might bring a fund into court, 
allowed where, although the deft. had not by his 
answer admitted the pltfs.’ title, he had not denicad 
it.—SYMONDS v. JENKINS (1876), 34 L. T. 277; 214 
W. R. 512; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 78. 

1814. Action for possession against 
mortgagor—Denial of possession.|—PADGETr 12. 
Binns, No. 1803, ante. 

1815. Failure to dispute statements in 
affidavits.}—In an administration action notice of 
motion was served upon a deft., an executor, for 
payment into court of money, part of the testator’s 
estate, which it was shown by affidavit that he 
had received. The deft. did not appear on the 
motion :—Held: the deft. not having disputed 
the affidavit, there was a sufficient admission that 
the money was in his hands, & that he must be 
ordered to pay it into court.--FREEMAN v. Cox 
(1878), 8 Ch. D. 148; 47 L. J. Ch. 560; 26 W. R. 
689. 





























1816. ———- -1— Deft., one of the trustees of 
a settlement, in letters written to pltf., his co- 
trustee, before the commencement of this action 
for the administration of the trusts, admitted 
having received £300, part of the trust funds, & 
invested it in an unauthorised way. Pltf., after 
deft. had appeared in the action, took out a 
summons to have the £300 brought into court, & . 
made an affidavit deposing that he had paid the 
money to deft., & stating the admissions contained 
in deft.’s letters as to its application. Deft. did 
not answer this affidavit or adduce any evidence. 
CHITTY, J., ordered the money into court on the 
ground that the letters were a sufficient admission 
within Ord. XXXII, r. 6. Deft. appealed :— 
Held: as deft. had not met the affidavit, there 
was a sufficient admission that the money was in 
his hands, & that the appeal must be dismissed. 


Part XVI.—ADMISSIONS. 


Freeman v. fox, No, 1815, ante. approved & 
followed. 

Queere : whether the letters were not a sufficient 
admission within Ord. XX XII., r. 6.—PORRETT v. 
WHITE (1885), 31 Ch. D. 52; 55 1.. J. Ch. 78; 53 
L. T. 514; 34 W. R. 65, C. A. 

1817. —-— Allegations in statement of claim not 
specifically denied.]|—Unless the allegations in a 
statement of claim are specifically denied, the pltf. 
is entitled to move for judgment as upon an 
admission of fact in the pleadings.—-RUTTER v. 
TREGENT (1879), 12 Ch. D. 758; 48 L. J. Ch. 791; 
411. T. 16; 27 W. R. 902. 

Admissions by failure to deny, see Part IV., 
Sect. 1, ante. 

(ieneral denials, see Part IV., Sect. 2, ante. 

1818. Admission as to execution of deeds— 
Denial ‘‘ save as should appear when produced.’’ |— 
The statement of claim in a foreclosure action 
set out the purport & effect of several mortgage 
deeds, & alleged that they were duly executed. 
The statement of defence craved leave to refer to 
the deeds, when produced, &, save as by such 
deeds, when produced, should appear, did not 
admit that the same were of or to the purport or 
effect in the statement of claim mentioned :— 
Held: there was a sufficient admission of the 
execution of the deeds, & as it appeared. on their 
being produced in court, that they were of the 
dates made between the parties mentioned in 
the statement of claim, pltfs. were entitled to 








judgment.— BARNARD v. WIELAND (1882), 30 
W. KR. 947. 
1819. Action for possession by lessor— 





Defence that lessee not in possession—Plea of 
bankruptcy.]—A lessor who claims possession is 
entitled to judgment against the lessee on admis- 
sions when the only defence set up is that the 
lessee is not in possession & that all his interest 
has passed to the trustee in his bankruptcy.— 
CROFT v. COLLINGWOOD, [1884] W. N. 33; Bitt. 
Rep. in Ch. 8. 

1820. ‘‘Or otherwise ’’—Admission by 
letter. }—Trust funds may be ordered to be brought 
into court by the trustee, an accounting party, 
upon admissions contained in letters written 
before action brought that he has received the 
money, & a recital to that effect contained in the 
settlement, his execution of which as trustee has 
been proved, although there is no formal admission 
in his pleadings or affidavits that he has received 
& holds the money.—HAMPDEN v. WALLIS (1884), 
27 Ch. D. 2513; 54 1. J. Ch. 1175; 51 L. T. 
357; 32 W. R. 977. 














1821. ————- -———.}—PORRETT tv. WHITE, 
No. 1818, ante. 
1822. ——— ——.]J—In an action to compel 


deft. to make good an alleged breach of trust, 
pltfs. moved for an order that deft. should pay 
into court £1,000, on the ground that he had by 
letters written before action admitted that that 
sum was in his hands on behalf of pltfs. :—Held: 
even if the letters taken alone amounted (which 
the court, differing from CHitry, J., thought 
they did not) to an admission that the £1,000 
was in the deft.’s hands, the court ought to have 
regard to an affidavit made by him in answer 
to the motion; & that, looking at the statements 
contained in that affidavit, an order for payment 
into court ought not to be made. 

The practice of the Court of Chancery originally 
was to order a deft. to pay money into court 
upon an interlocutory motion only when he had 
by his answer admitted that the sum was in his 
hands. An admission that the sum in question 
was due from him to the pltf. was not sufficient ; 
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he must have admitted that it was actually in 
his hands. The practice was afterwards extended 
to admissions made by a deft. in affidavits, & 
a still further extension was made by Jessel, 
M.R., in Freeman v. Cox, No. 1815, ante. I am not 
disposed to carry the practice any further. In 
my opinion such orders ought to be made only 
when it is made out to the satisfaction of the 
court that the deft. has the sum claimed in his 
hands, & that he has no real defence to the plitf.’s 
demand (Davey, J...J.).—-NEVILLE v. MATTHEW- 
MAN, [1894] 3 Ch. 345, 355; 63 L. J. Ch. 734; 


71 1. T. 282; 42 W. R. 675; 38 Sol. Jo. 694 ; 
7 R. 511, C. A. 

1823. —— -—-- -—.]}—EnLiis v. ALLEN, 
No. 1790, ante. 

1824. —-- -—-- Admission in affidavits.]— 


NEVILLE v. MATTHEWMAN, No. 1822, ante. 





1825. - -— -— Notice.] —~-LANDERGAN 1. FEAST, 
No. 181], ante. 
1826. —- - Verbal admissions.]—A deft. 





may be ordered to pay into court money which 
he has verbally admitted to be in his hands or 
under his control. 

Upon a motion that a deft. might be ordered 
to pay into court a sum of money which he had 
verbally admitted to be in his hands or under his 
control, an affidavit proving the admission was 
made by a clerk of the pltfs.’ solicitors. A copy 
of the affidavit was served on deft. with the notice 
of motion, which stated that the affidavit would 
be read on the hearing of the motion. Deft. did 
not answer the affidavit. & he did not appear on 
the hearing: — Held: deft. must be ordered to 
pay the money into court.--Re BEENY, FFRENCH 
v. SPROSTON, [1894] 1 Ch. 499; 53 L. J. Ch. 312; 
70 L. T. 160; 42 W. R. 377: 38 Sol. Jo. 285. 

1827. ——— Admissions gathered from course of 
conduct.|—An admission of liability sufficient to 
support a motion for payment into court of such 
admitted sum: may be made by the party ordered 
to pav the sum into court, or his agent, or gathered 
from their course of conduct, without necessarily 
appearing on the pleadings or affidavits in the 
action. LONDON SYNDICATE, LTD. v. LORD (1878), 
8Ch. D. 81: 48 L. J. Ch. 57; 38 L. T. 3293; 26 
W.R. 127, C. A. 

1828. Indorsement on writ.]—The indorse- 
ment on a writ is not a ‘‘ pleading ”’ so as to entitle 
a plitf. without the consent of deft. fo move 
thereon for an order on admissions under Ord. X1J.., 
r. 11, in a case where deft. admitting pltf.’s claim 
has given notice that he does not require the 
delivery of a statement of claim.—WaALILIs  v. 
JACKSON (1883), 23 Ch. D. 204; 52 L. J. Ch. 384; 
31 W. R. 519. 

See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XXXIT., vr. 6, p. 214, 
ante. 








Counterclaim-—Claim admitted by defen- 
dant.]|—See SET-oFF & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XJ.., 
p. 430, Nos. 523-524. 

Default in reply to.}—See SET-oFF & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 428, Nos. 495-504. 
Counterclaim against plaintiff & third 
parties.|—See SrtT-orr & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. 
XL., p. 424, No. 450. 














SUB-SECT. 7.—ORDER ON ADMISSIONS. 


A. Discretion of Court. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XXXITI., vr. 6. p. 214, ante. 
1829. Not a matter of right.]—Re WRIGHT, 
KIRKE v. NorRTH, No. 1794, ante. 
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Sect. 5.—J upon admissions ;: Sub-sect. 7, + 
B.,C.& D. Sects. 6, 7 & 8.) 


1830. Discretion not interfered with.}—An action 
was entered in Nov. 1876, to enforce an equitable 
mortgage with a written memorandum of deposit 
dated in Feb. 1876. Deft. admitted the mort- 
gage, but by his statement of defence alleged 
that it was part of the agreement that pltf. should 
not require a legal mortgage, nor any payment 
of principal or interest for a year from the time 
of the advance. Pitf., by his reply, denied the 
alleged qualification of the memorandum, & 
moved for an order to the same effect as the 
common foreclosure decree on the admissions in 
the pleadings. HAL, V.-C., refused the motion : 
-—Held: the Vice-Chancellor had a _ discretion 
with which the Court of Appeal ought not to 
interfere, as to whether a case was a proper one 
for making an order on motion under Ord. XL., 
r. 11.—MELLOR wv. SIDEBOTTOM (1877), 5 Ch. D. 
342; 46 L. J. Ch. 398; 37 L. T. 7; 25 W. R. 
401, C. A. 


B. Payment into Court. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XXXII, vr. 6, p. 214, ante ; 
Ord. LV., r. 3 (d). 

Payment into court generally, see PRACTICE & 
PROCEDURE. 

1881. Money in hands of or under control of 
defendant. }—-FREEMAN v. Cox, No. 1815, anle. 


1882. ———.]—PoRRETT v. WHITE, No. 1816, ante. 

1833. ——~.}—NEVILLE v. MATTHEWMAN, No. 
1822, ante. 

1834. Money actually in defendant’s hands. } 





—Money will not be ordered to be paid into court 
by executors, administrators, or trustees under 
Ord. LV., r. 3 (d), unless it is actually in their 
hands. It is not sufficient that it has been in 
their hands, & that they are responsible for it.— 
NuTTerR vv. HOLLAND, [1894] 3 Ch. 408; 73 L. J. 





Ch. 932; 71 L. T. 508; 43 W. R. 18; 38 Sol. 
Jo. 707; 7 R. 491, C. A. 
1885. Verbal admission.|—Re BEENY, 


FFRENCH v. SPROSTON, No. 1826, ante. 

1836. Improperly paid away.]—Upon an 
interlocutory motion by the pltfs. (second mort- 
gagees) that the defts. (the first mortgagee & 
his solicitor) should be ordered to pay into court 
the balance of the proceeds of sale of the mort- 
gaged property (which the solicitor admitted that 
he had received for his client), after deducting 
what was due in respect of the first’ mortgage, 
the solicitor claimed to retain also the amount 
of payments which he had made to the executors 
of the mortgagor :—Held: though those pay- 
ments were impruper, vet, as the amount of them 
was not in the hands of the defts., they could not 
be ordered to pay it into court upon an inter- 
locutory motion. & they were ordered to pay 
only the balance of the sale moneys after deducting 
that amount & the amount due on the first 
mortgage.—CROMPTON & EVANS’ UNION BANK 2. 
Burton, [1895] 2 Ch. 711: 64 L.5.Ch. 811; 73 
L. T. 181; 44 W. R. 60; 13 R. 792. 

1837. Paid away in good faith.}—In 
answer to an interlocutory motion that the deft. 
should pay into court money which arose from 
the sale of shares of which he had been a trustee 
for the pltf., but which he alleged (though the 
pltf. denied it) that the pltf. had given to him, 
the deft. admitted that he had received the 
proceeds of sale, & had transferred the shares 
to the purchasers. But he deposed: ‘ Before 
any question was raised as to the transfers I 
in good faith paid away & disposed of all the 
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apr ana aia in the belief that I was entitled 
hereto, & no part thereof is now in my hands, 
& I have no power over the shares or any of 
them’? :—Held: it was not shown that the 
purchase-money was not under the deft.’s control, 
& that he must be ordered to pay the amount 
into court.—Re BENSON, ELLETSON v. PILLERS, 
[1899] 1 Ch. 39; 681. J. Ch. 5; 47 W. R. 264; 
sub nom. Re BENSON, ELLItTson v. PILLERS, 79 
L. T. 590. 

1888. Recovery of money lent—Interest.}— 
LANDERGAN v. FEAST, No. 1811, ante. 

1889. Sum due on taking of account—Dis- 
cretion of court.}—Upon an interlocutory applica- 
tion for the payment of money into conic: made 
before the trial of an action for the taking of an 
account, where an account has been rendered, & 
the court has before it the parties to the account 
& evidence as to the items in dispute between 
them, the court will look into the facts of the case, 
& if in the fair exercise of its judicial discretion 
it can arrive at a conclusion that a sum will be 
due to the pltf. on the taking of the account, 
& what the amount of that sum will be, the 
court will order the deft. to pay that amount 
into court.—WaANKLYN v. WILSON (1887), 35 
Ch. D. 180; 56 L. J. Ch. 209; 56 L. T. 52; 35 
W. R. 332; 3 T. L. R. 277. 

1840. Admissions gathered from course of con- 
duct.J]—-LONDON SYNDICATE, l/rp. v. LORD, No. 
1827, ante. 

1841. Withdrawal of admission.]|—Ho.L.Lis_ v. 
BurRTON, No. 1780, ante. 


C. Orders for Sale, 


See R. S.C., Ord. XXXII, r. 6, p. 214, ante. 

1842. Sale of bonds—Plaintiff claiming charge on 
bonds—Admission of plaintiff’s title.]—In a suit in 
which the bill was filed before the Judicature 
Acts came into operation, pltf. claimed a charge 
upon certain bonds of a foreign state which were 
deposited in the bank to the credit of the cause. 
The suit had not yet come to trial. Defts. in 
their answer had admitted pltf.’s title. On an 
application for an order for the sale of the bonds, 
as perishable goods within the meaning of Ord. 
LII., r. 2; or upon admission of facts in the 
pleading under Ord. XIL., r. 11:—Held: there 
must be a sale of the bonds on the ground that 
defts. having by their answer admitted pltf.’s 
title, r. 11 of Ord. XL. applied, & there was no 
reason why the relief to which he was entitled 
should be delayed until the hearing.— CODDINGTON 
v. JACKSONVILLE, PENSACOLA & MOBILE Ry. Co. 
(1878), 39 1. T. 12, C. A. 

1848. Partition action.}—An order for sale may 
be made in a partition action on a motion upon 
admissions in the pleadings under R. S. (C., 1875, 
Ord. XI.., r. 11. In such an order the court 
will direct an account of rents & profits received 
by the pltf., where he has been in possession, & 
adjourn further consideration. BURNELL v. BuR- 
NELL (1879), 11 Ch. D. 213; 48 L. J. Ch. 412; 
27 W. R. 749. 

1844. Debenture-holders’ action.J—The court, 
on motion for judgment on admissions in the 
pleadings in a debenture-holders’ action, in 
which pltf. sued on behalf of himsclf & all other 
debenture-holders, & the debenture-holders were 
entitled to a charge on the propery of the com- 
pany, directed a sale of the property of the 
company under Ord. LI., r. 1B, upon proof of 
the insolvency of the company & the jeopardy 
of the property a el the debenture-holders’ 
security, although the principal moneys secured 
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by the debentures were not due, no interest 
thereon being in arrear for six months, & no 
resolution having been passed, or order made, 
for the winding-up of the company. In such a 
case the admitted allegations of the statement 
of claim should be verified by affidavit.—Re 
Day & Ni@uHr ADVERTISING Co., UPWARD  v. 
a & NIGHT ADVERTISING Co. (1900), 48 W. I. 


D. Other Cases. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XXXII., r. 6, p. 214, ante. 

1845. Denials as to some allegations & ad- 
missions as to others—-Order for inquiry as to 
damages — Limited to admitted allegations.] 
Where in an action for infringement of a patent, 
the deft. in the defence admitted certain instances 
of infringement, but denied that he had committed 
any others, & the pltf. thereupon moved for 
ae upon the admissions in the pleadings : 
—Held: the pltf. was entitled to an inquiry 
as to damages arising from the admitted infringe- 
ments only.—UNITED TELEPHONE Co. v. DONOHOE 
(1886), 31 Ch. D. 399; 55 L. J. Ch. 480; 54 
L. T. 34; 84 W. R. 326; 2 T. L. R. 331; Griffin’s 
Patent Cases (1884-1886), 227, C. A. 

1846. Order for dissolution of partnership— 
Inquiry as to disputed terms of arrangement. }]—In 
an action for dissolution of partnership, pltfs. 
by their statement of claim alleged that they 
& defts. had agreed to take a lease of certain 
premises & to enter into partnership; that draft 
articles of partnership were considered & approved 
by pltfs. & deft. at an interview on a day named, 
subject to their being finally revised by deft.’s 
solicitor ; that the draft articles had not yet been 
revised nor the articles executed; that although 
the draft articles were only settled subject to 
revision, the terms of the arrangement between 
pltfs. & deft. as therein provided were definitely 
agreed upon at the said interview; that deft. 
had not intimated any objection to the terms of 
the articles; that it was soon afterwards agreed 
that certain sums should be brought in by the 
pltf. & deft.; that they had proceeded with the 
partnership undertaking & deft. had taken an 
active part in it, but that he had not contributed 
his share, & notice had been given him to withdraw 
from the undertaking. Deft. in statement of 
defence admitted that he had agreed to enter 
into the partnership as alleged & added “ the 
deft. denies that the terms of the arrangement 
between himself & pltfs. were definitely agreed 
upon as alleged ”’ :—Held: the denial was evasive 
under Ord. XIX., r. 22. 

Upon a motion for judgment on admissions of 
fact in the pleadings under Ord. XL., r. 11 :-- 
Held: there should be a decree for dissolution, 
with an inquiry if desired by deft. as to terms 
of the arrangement for partnership.—THORP v. 
HOLDSWoRTH (1876), 3 Ch. TD. 687; 45 L. J. Ch. 
406; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 87. 





Sect. 6.—EVIDENCE OF ADMISSION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXIL, r. 7. An affidavit of the solicitor or 
his clerk, of the due signature of any admissions made in pur- 
guance of any notice admit documents or facts, shall be 
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sufficient evidence of such admissions, If evidence thereof be 
required. 

[New Procedure List, see PRacticx, Part XCIV., Sect. 5, 
sub-sect. 2.] 


1847. Verification of admissions by affidavit— 
Debenture-holders’ action—Sale of property.]—Re 
Day & Nieur ADVERTISING Co., UPWARD v. 
Day & Niaut ANPVERTISING Co., No. 1844, ante. 


Srcr. 7.—NOTICE TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXIL., r. 8. 
shall be in the Form No. 14 in Ap 
as circumstances may require. n affidavit of the solicitor, or 
his clerk, of the service of any notice to produce, and of the time 
when it was served, with a copy of the notice to procures shall 
in all cases be sufficient evidence of the service of the notice, and 
of the time when it was served. 


Notice to produce documents 
ndix B., with such variations 


Notice to produce documents referred to in 
pleadings or affidavits. |—See R. S. C., Ord. XX XI., 
tr. 15, 16; Discovery, Vol. XVIII., p. 117, 
Nos. 676 et seq. 

1848. Effect of service of notice—Secondary 
evidence at trial—-On proof that original in posses- 
sion of opposite side.|—Under Reg. Gen. Hil., 
4 Will. 4, c. 20, where of two defts., G. & L., L. 
had suffered judgment by default, a judge’s 
order of admission was made on notice that 
deft. G. proposed to adduce the documents 
specified (which might be inspected), & that pltf. 
would be required to admit that they were copies 
of, or extracts from. original documents (as they 
purported to be); & the documents were described 
as “ copies of, or extracts from, letters from pltf. 
to deft., dated,’’ etc. :—Held: that this did not 
authorise the giving in evidence such copy without 
further proof of the original, though notice had 
been given to produce, it not being proved that 
pltf. had the original—SHARPE v. LAMB (1840), 
11 Ad. & El. 805; 3 Per. & Dav. 454; 9L. J.Q. B. 
185; 4 Jur. 965; 113 EF. R. 620. 

1849. Application of notice to all subsequent 
trials of same cause.|—A notice to produce docu- 
ments upon the trial of a cause applies not only 
to the first, but to all subsequent trials of the 
same cause, & need not be repeated.— HOPE vt. 
BEADON (1851), 17 Q. B. 509; 2 L. M. & P. 593; 
21 L. J. Q. B. 25; 18 L. T. O. S. 72; 16 Jur. 
80; 117 E.R. 1377. 

1850. Notice to produce notice—Notice served on 
third person.|—The general principle that no 
notice to produce a notice is usually required does 
not apply to a case in which the notice required 
to be produced has been served on a third person. 
-~ ANDREWS tv. WIRRAL RURAL COUNCIL, [19186] 
1k. B. 863; 851. J. K. B. 858; 114 1. T. 1006 ; 
80 J. P. 257; 14 L. G. R. 521, C. A. 

Form of.]—See Appendix B., No. 14, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 


Srctr. 8.—NOTICES na Siar a7 aT UNNECESSARY 
DOCUMENTS—CO 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXII, r. 9. If a notice to admit or produce 
comprises documents which are not necessary, the costs 
oc esionet thereby shall be borne by the party giving such 
notice. 
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Part XVil—Preliminary Act in Actions for Damage by 
Collision. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 28. In actions in any Division for 
damage by collsion between vessels, unless the Court or a 
Judge shall otherwise order, the solicitor for the plaintiff shall, 
within seven days after the commencement of the action, and 
the solicitor for the defendant shall within seven days after 
appearance, and before any pleading is delivered, file with the 
Registrar, Master, or other proper officer, as the case may be, 
a document to be called a Preliminary Act, which shall be 
sealed up and shall not be opened until the pleadings are com- 
pe and a consent signed by the respective solicitors that the 

eliminary Act shall be opened is filed in the Admiralty registry, 
and which shall contain a statement of the following particulars : 


(a) The names of the vessels which came into collision and 
the names of their masters ; 

(b) The time of the collision ; 

(c) The place of the collision ; 

(d) The direction and force of the wind : 

(e) The state of the weather ; 

({) The state and force of the tide ; 

(g) The course and speed of the vessel when the other was 
first seen ; 


(h) The lights, if any, carried by her; 
(i) The distance and bearing of the other vessel when first 


seen ; 

(k) The lights, if any, of the other vesse) which were first seen ; 

(2) Whether any lights of the other vessel, other than those 

first seen, came into view before the collision ; 

(m) What measures were taken, and when, to avoid the 

collision ; 

(n) The parts of each vessel which first came into contact; 

(o) What sound signals (if any) and when were given ; 

(p) What sound signals (if any) and when were heard from 

the other vesael. 

The Court or a Judge mney order the Preliminary Act to Le 
opened and the evidence to be taken thereon without its being 
abeotagm to deliver any pleadings; but in such case, if either 
party intends to rely on the defence of compulsory pilotage, he 
may do so, and shall give notice thereof in writing to the other 
party, within two days from the opening of the Preliminary Act. 


See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 177-178, Nos. 890-— 
905, & Supp. 
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Secr. 1. RENEWAL OF WRIT 
SecT. 2. EVIDENCE oF RENEWAL 
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PART XI. SERVICE OF WRIT OF SUMMONS 
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SuB-SECT. 5. DEFENDANT DOMICILED OR ORDINARILY RESIDENT WITHIN JURISDICTION 
SUB-SECT. 6. ADMINISTRATION OF ESTATE OR EXECUTION OF TRUSTS ; . ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 7. ACTIONS ON CONTRACTS 2 : ; ‘ ; , ; ; ; 
A. In General . : : ' : ‘ ; ‘ : ; : ; 

B. Contracts Made Within the Tuaisdiction ; ; 
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ID. Contract By its Terms or by Implication to be Governed by English Law : 

E. Breach Committed Within the Jurisdiction  . , , F ‘ , ; 

(a) The Contract ‘ P ; : : ‘ ‘ ; ‘ ‘ ; 

(6) The Breach . : ; ; ‘ , ; ; 
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(qd) Particular Cases . : : ; , : ; : : ‘ , 
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A. In Gieneral . ‘ : ‘ : ; ; : : : ‘ F ; 
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SeEcT. 9 WRIT FOR SERVICE AND NOTICE ‘ : ; : ; : ; . : 
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SUB-SECT. 2. SERVICE OF WRIT ; j ‘ : : p ; ‘ ; ; 
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SUB-SECT. 3. PROCEDURE ‘ é ‘ ‘ ; ‘ ; ‘ , ; ‘ 
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SUB-SECT. 1. SERVICE OF ENGLISH DOCUMENTS ABROAD . ‘ : ; ; , 
SUB-5ECT. 2. SERVICE OF FOREIGN DOCUMENTS IN ENGLAND . , : ‘ : 


PART XIV. APPEARANCE —, : ‘ : ; : ; : . ; : 
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Snor. 3. APPEARANCE IN PROBATE AND ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. P , ; : : 377 
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B. Address for Service Where Defendant Appearing in Person. , ‘ . 379 
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Secr. 10. ACTIONS BY MONEYLENDERS OR ASSIGNEES OF MONEYLENDERS 


Secor. 11, DEFAULT OF APPEARANCE TO WRIT IssvuED OuT oF DISTRICT HKEGISTRY 


Secr. 12. DEFAULT OF APPEARANCE TO ORIGINATING SUMMONS ‘ ; 
SrecT. 13. SETTING ASIDE OR VARYING JUDGMENT IN DEFAULT : , 
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TRANSMITTING MONEY IN REMITTED ACTIONS : ; : ‘ ‘ 
INFANTS AND PERSONS OF UNSOUND MIND 

INVESTMENT OF CASH UNDER CONTROL OF COURT 

SERVICE OF APPLICATION FOR CONVERSION OF STOCKS 

DISPENSING WITH ADMINISTRATION 

ADMIRALTY ACTIONS 

PAYMENT IN NOT TO BE eisai Nicene: TO J URY . 


PART XXVIII. DISCONTINUANCE OF ACTION OR WITHDRAWAL OF PART 
Srcr. 1. WitHouT LEAVE 
SuB-sEcT. 1. IN GENERAL ‘ ; 
SUB-SECT. 2. NOTICE OF DISCONTINUANCE : 
SUB-SECT. 3. TAXATION AND PAYMENT OF DureKoane Ss Coane 
Srct, 2. WITH LEAVE . 
SuB-sSEcT. 1. IN GENERAL : ; 
SUB-SECT. 2. TERMS IMPOSED BY COURT 


SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 


3. 
4, 
5. 
6. 
ts 


EFFECT OF DISCONTINUANCE a‘ 
WITHDRAWAI, OF DEFENCE OR (‘OUNTERCLAIM . 
WITHDRAWAL OF ACTION ENTERED FOR TRIAT.. 
Costs OF DISCONTINUED ACTION ; : 
STAY OF SUBSEQUENT ACTION UNTIL Costs PAID 


PART XXIX. DEFAULT OF PLEADING 


PART XXX. RELEASES IN ADMIRALTY ACTIONS 


SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
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SECT. 
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SECT. 


. AUTHORITY FOR RELEASE OF ARRESTED PROPERTY . 

. WITHDRAWAL OF WARRANT OF ARREST 

. RELEASE BY PAYMENT INTO REGISTRY : 

. RELEASE OF CARGO ARRESTED FOR FREIGHT . : ‘ ; 5 
. RELEASE IN SALVAGE ACTIONS 

. RELEASE ON BAIL BOND 


PAYMENT OF COSTS ON RELEASE 
CAVEAT AGAINST RELEASE 
RELEASE WHERE ACTION IN ee eee 


. ENTRY OF CAVEAT WITHOUT GOOD CAUSE 

. CAVEAT AGAINST WARRANT FOR RELEASE 

. UNDERTAKING TO APPEAR AND GIVE BAIL : 
. WARRANT OF ARREST WHERE ACTION IN DISTRICT Baa , 
. SERVICE OF WRIT ON CAVEATOR 

16. 
16. 
17. 


BalIL BY CAVEATOR 
ENFORCEMENT OF CLAIM : 4 ; 
TSSUE OF WARRANT OF ARREST Roaansnaite (cas 


PART XXXI. SUMMONS FOR DIRECTIONS 


SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SEcT. 


SNS AP RM TY 


. SUMMONS : . : , 
. INTERLOCUTORY Pi acatanGs ieee ATION OF | Mie Piscean 


AFFIDAVIT ON HEARING OF SUMMONS 

PARTIES TO APPLY FOR DIRECTIONS 
SUBSEQUENT APPLICATIONS ON NOTICE 

Costs oF SUBSEQUENT APPLICATIONS 

ORDER AS TO EVIDENCE OF PARTICULAR F'ActT 


. FAILURE OF PLAINTIFF TO APPLY FOR DIRECTIONS 


PART XXXII. DISCOVERY, ETC. 
Sect. 1. IN GENERAL . . 
SrecrT. 2. INTERROGATORIES SUBMITTED TO AND Soren BY Gacne 
Sect. 8. Costs oF INTERROGATORIES ‘ ; ; : 
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Sect. 4. FoRM OF JNTERROGATORIES . ‘ ‘ , . ‘ ; ‘ : ‘ 
Sect. 5. INTERROGATORIES TO CORPORATIONS, COMPANIES, ETC. ‘ ; : ; ; 
Sect. 6. OBJECTIONS TO ANSWERING INTERROGATORIES . ' ; , ; ; ; 
Sect. 7. AFFIDAVIT IN ANSWER TO INTERROGATORIES. ‘ : ; ; : , 
SrecT. §. OMISSION TO ANSWER OR INSUFFICIENT ANSWER--FURTHER AND BETTER ANSWER 
Sect. 9. DISCOVERY OF DOCUMENTS ; ‘ ‘ : ; i , ; ; ‘ 
Sact. 10. AFFIDAVIT OF DOCUMENTS ‘ P ‘ é ; : : ‘ F : 
Secr, 1]. List OF DOCUMENTS IN LIEU OF AFFIDAVIT . : : : F : ‘ 
Secr. 12. PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS . : ' : ; ; ; ‘ ; 
Sect. 13. NoTIcE TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO IN PpesmennGs OR AFFIDAVITS . 
Sect. 14. Notice To INSPECT DOCUMENTS . : ; ; ‘ F ‘ ; ‘ 
Secr. 15. ORDER FOR INSPECTION ‘ ‘ ; ; i ‘ : : ‘ ; 
SecT. 16. INSPECTION OF COURT ROLLS ' ; ; , : , , ; ‘ 
SECT. 17. VERIFIED COPIES OF BUSINESS Books . ; ; , ‘ : : , 
SECT. 18. INSPECTION By COURT OR JUDGE OF PRIVILEGED DOCUMENTS ; : ; 
SECT, 19. DISCOVERY OF PARTICULAR DOCUMENTS OR CLASSES OF DOCUMENTS . ; ‘ 
SECT. 20. INSPECTION OF BANKERS’ BOOKS. 5 : ; : ; ‘ ‘ : 
SECT. 21. PRODUCTION FOR STAMPING . ; : ‘ ; , ; ; ; ; 
SECT. 22. POSTPONEMENT PENDING TRIAL OF ISSUE OR QUESTION . : ; ‘ F 
SECT. 23. NON-COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER : : F ‘ ; ; ‘ , ‘ 
SEecT. 24. SERVICE OF ORDER : ‘ ; ; ; ; : ” ; ‘ i 
SECT. 25. SOLICITOR’s LIABILITY FOR FAILURE TO GIVE NoTICE OF ORDER . 4 : 
SeEcT. 26. Usina ANSWER AT TRIAI j ; : ; : ; , : : : 
SECT. 27. SECURITY FOR COSTS. : ‘ ‘ ‘ ; ‘ , ; : ; 
Secr, 28. PAYMENT OUT OF SECURITY FUND ‘ ; ; : : ' , ; 
SECT. 29. ACTIONS By OR AGAINST SHERIFF . ; : ; . , : ; ‘ 
SecT. 30. INFANTS , é ‘ ‘ : ‘ ; ‘ ; ’ : ‘ F 
SECT. 31. LUNATICS AND PERSONS OF UNSOUND MIND . ; : ; : . ; 
PART XXNAITT. ADMISSIONS : , ; : ; ; ; ‘ : j ; 
PART XXXIV. ISSUES, INQUIRIES AND ACCOUNTS ; ‘ : : ; ; 
Sect. 1. ISSUES . ? F ; : ; : ; : : ; ; : ‘ 
SECT. 2. INQUIRIES AND ACCOUNTS : ; i , : ‘ ; ; : ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 1. ORDER FOR INQUIRY OR ACCOUNT : : ; , ‘ ‘ 3 
A. In General . : ‘ F : ‘ , : ‘ ; F ; 
B. Founded on Wilful Default ; . ; : : : ‘ ‘ ; , 
C. Particular Cases . : ; ; , ; ; ; ; : . 
SUB-SECT, 2. By WHom TAKEN : ; : : : , : , i 
SUB-SECT, 3. TAKING THE ACCOUNT : ; ; : ‘ ; 
A. Special Directions , ; : ‘ : ; ‘ : ; , : 
(a) Application and Form . : ; ; ; : ; : : 
(6) In What Circumstances Given ‘ ‘ ; , ; , : : 
(c) Account Books declared Prima Facie Evidence 
SUB-SECT. 4. VERIFICATION OF ACCOUNTS : : ‘ : , : ; : 
SUB-SECT. 5. SURCHARGE OF ACCOUNTS . ; 5 ; ; , : : j 
SUB-SECT. 6. ACCOUNT OF PERSONAL ESTATE . ‘ , ; : : , ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 7. FoRM OF JUDGMENT OR ORDER . ; , : ; ; : 
SUB-SECT. 8. “ ALL JUST ALLOWANCES ” ON TAKING ACCOUNT ‘ ; ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 9. UNDUE DELAY IN PROCEEDINGS . ; j ; : ; ; ; 


PART XXXV. SPECIAL CASE , 
Secr. 1. SPECIAL CASE BY CONSENT 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
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3. 
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SPECIAL CASE, ETC., BY ORDER ‘ : ; F ; ; P ; ; 
APPEAL ‘ : é ; : ; ‘ , i ; ‘ , ‘ 
PRINTING AND FILING . ; : ; ‘ : ; ; ; : 
LEAVE WHERE PARTY UNDER Dees : : : ‘ ; ; : 


PAGE 
510 


511 
511 
611 
511 
511 
511 
512 
512 
513 
513 
513 
513 
513 
513 
518 
514 
nl4 
514 
514 
514 
514 
p14 
514 
B15 
516 
516 
516 


516 


516 
516 
5G 
516 
51G 
518 
51S 
518 
51S 
518 
518 
519 
519 
519 
520 
520 
520 
520 
521 


521 
521 
522 
523 
523 
523 


PRACTICE. 


Sect. 6. FoRM OF ENTRY . ‘ . ; , _ ‘ ; . ; ; : 
Sect. 7. JUDGMENT FOR SuM AGREED OR ASCERTAINED ; ‘ ; ; . ‘ 
Sect. 8. APPLICATION OF ORDER . ; . : ‘ : , i : . 
Sect. 9. SPECIAL CASE UNDER 13 & 14 Vict. (c. 35). ‘ ; . . 
Sect. 10. TRIAL or Issues oF Fact WitTHour PLEADINGS ; ‘ : ‘ . . 
SUB-SECT. 1. Form or ISSUE . , : ; ; ; , ‘ ; : F 
SuB-sECT. 2, ORDER FOR PAYMENT OF SUM AGREED OR ASCERTAINED : ; 
SUB-SECT. 3. JUDGMENT : ‘ ; ‘ : ; ‘ ; ; , . 
SUB-SECT. 4. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS . , ; ; : ; ’ F ; 
PART XXXVI. DISTRICT REGISTRIES , 5 . ; ‘ . ; : : 
Sect. 1. PRocCkKEDINGS IN DisTRicr REGISTRY ; , : ; ; ; ; ; 
Secor. 2. ENTRY OF INTERLOCUTORY OR FINAL JUDGMENT : F : ; 
Smet, 3. ENtTry oF JUDGMENT IN CENTRAL OFFICE ; ; ; ; ; : ; 
Sect. 4. ENFORCING JUDGMENTS . : ‘ ; ; : ; : : ; . 
Secr. 5. PARTICULAR PROCEEDINGS IN DISTRICT REGISTRY . ; ; , ‘ 
Sect. 6. POWERS OF DISTRICT REGISTRARS . ; : : j : ; ‘ . 
Sect. 7. CHANCERY ACTIONS IN LIVERPOOL AND MANCHESTER REGISTRIES ; ‘ ; 
SECT. 8. APPLICATION TO DISTRICT REGISTRAR ; ‘ ; : : 
Sect. 9. REFERENCE TO JUDGE. : , : : ; ; ‘ ; 
Srecr. 10. APPEAL TO JUDGE . : : i ; : ; : d ; j 
Secr. 11. APPEAL FROM DISTRICT REGISTRAR Nor OPERATIVE AS STAY OF PROCEEDINGS 
SecT. 12. CONTROL OF COURT OR JUDGE ; ; : ; : . ; F 
Sect. 18. REFERENCE BY APPEAL TO JUDGE IN CHANCERY DIVISION : ; < ; 
Secr, 14. CASES REMOVABLE AS OF RIGHT TO LONDON , ; ; : ; , 
Secor. 15. NoTICR OF REMOVAL TO LONDON . ‘ : ; : ‘ ‘ ; ; 
Srecr. 16. CERTIFICATE AS TO NON-DELIVERY OF DEFENCE TO ACCOMPANY NOTICE OF 
REMOVAL. : ‘ ; , : j ; ‘ ‘ : ; ‘ 
Sect. 17. APPLICATION FOR REMOVAL . , , ‘ ; : : : ‘ 
SECT. 18. REMOVAT. FROM LONDON TO eee REGISTRY A ‘ ; 
SecTr, 19. NOTICE OF ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IN LONDON , ‘ ; : ‘ 
Sacr, 20. FILING OF PLEADINGS, ETC., IN DISTRICT REGISTRY ' : 
Sect, 21. TRANSMISSION OF FILED DOCUMENTS TO CENTRAL OFFICE ; , : 
SEeoT, 22. FrnIng DoOcuMENTS IN CHANCERY ACTIONS PROCEEDING IN DISTRICT REGISTRY 
SisctT, 23. No AFFIDAVIT, ETC., TO BE TAKEN OUT OF DISTRICT KEGISTRY WITHOUT ORDER 
Sect, 24. District REGISTRAR TO ACCOUNT FOR MONEYS PAID IN ; , ‘ 
Secr. 25. FORMS . ; F ‘ : ; : 3 ‘ ; ; ‘ ; ; 
Sect. 26. PRocREDINGS BY POOR PERSONS UNDER MATRIMONIAL CAUSES ACTS i : 
PART XXXVII. TRIAT. . : ; : ; i : ; ; ‘ ‘ : 
Sect. L. shee THE Mopt AND Panes OF 'TRIAT, : ; a : ; ; 
SUB-SECT. |. IN GENERAL , ; ; . : ; ; . ; ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT, 2. DIRECTION FOR SPEEDY TRIAL. ; ‘ : ; ; , 


Sect, 2. Mopr oF TRIAL ; 


e e ° » * 


SUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAT , ; 4 ; ; 
SUB-SECT. 2. MATTERS ASSIGNED TO CHANCERY DIVISION 
SUB-SECT. 3. CAUSES FORMERLY TRIABLE WITHOUT JURY 


Sus-sgectT. 4. Issuz REQUIRING PROLONGED EXAMINATION 
Sup-sect. 5. TRIAL WITH JURY : P ‘ 5 ‘ 
Sunp-secr. 6. TRIAL OF ONE ISSUE BEFORE ANOTHER : 
Sus-sEctT. 7. NUMBER OF JUDGES . ‘ . : ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 8. SPECIAL JURY . : ‘ , ; : 
SUB-SECT. 9. WOMEN JURORS F ‘ é : ; 
Sect. 3. Pace or TRIAL. ; : ‘ ‘ ‘ < 
SUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAT. ‘ : : ‘ ‘ . 


SuB-sEcT. 2. TRIALS ON CIRCUIT. ‘ ‘ ; ‘ 


OF DOCUMENTS, 
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K. Court Fees 


PAGE 
Srcr. 4. Norrck AND ENTRY OF TRIAL : . : ; ‘ ‘ é ‘ . 546 
SuB-sEcT. 1. NOTICE OF TRIAL BY PLAINTIFF . F . : ; ‘ . . 546 
SuB-sEcT. 2. PLAINTIFF FAILING TO GIVE NOTICE OF TRIAL. : : , . §47 
SuB-SEcT. 3. FoRM OF NOTICE OF TRIAL ‘ : ‘ ‘ ; : : . 648 
Sup-secr. 4. LENGTH OF NOTICE OF TRIAL . : ; , . : P . 648 
SuB-sEctT. 5. NOTICE BEFORE ISNTERING TRIAL ; . 649 
SuB-sEcT. 6. OMISSION TO ENTER TRIAL IN LONDON AND Minorens: iaRGausTER 
AND LIVERPOOL : : ‘ . 649 
SuB-SEcCT, 7. OPERATION OF NOTICE OF TRIAL FOR ee OR MraDEeRE, Mince. 
LIVERPOOL, ETC. : ‘ ; . 549 
SuB-SECT. 8. NOTICE OF TRIAL iawn THAN IN Lasnon. OR MinDLEeEe. MAN- 
CHESTER, LIVERPOOL, ETC. ; : ‘ : : ; ‘ . 549 
SUB-SECT, 9. COUNTERMANDING NOTICE OF TRIAL . , , , . 649 
SuB-SEcT. 10. ENTRY FOR TRIAL BY PARTY SERVED WITH NOTICE OF Tai 549 
ScB-SECT. 11. SETTING DOWN FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION IN CHANCERY DIVISION 549 
Sect. 5. EnTry In District REGISTRY : : F P ‘ : 551 
SuB-SEcT. 1. ENTRY FOR TRIAL AT ASSIZES : : : . 561 
SUB-SECT. 2. SPECIAL SITTINGS FOR TRIALS AT LIVERPOOL AND : Miacecutisree: Z . 55) 
SUB-SECT. 3. ENTRIES FOR TRIAL AT CERTAIN TOWNS 551 
SUB-SECT. 4. LISTS FOR TRIAL PROVIDED BY DISTRICT re 551 
SuB-SECT. 5. NOTICES OF POSTPONEMENT, WITHDRAWAL OR SETTLEMENT . 551 
SUB-SEcCT. 6. CLOSING OF LISTS AND TRANSMISSION TO ASSOCIATE 551 
SUB-SECT. 7. NUMBERING OF LISTS 2 ‘ : 551 
SUB-SECT. 8. TRIAL ENTERED BY BOTH Pieris 2 , ; ; ; : . 551 
Secr. 6. Lists FoR LONDON AND MIDDLESEX : ; : ; ; ; : . 651 
SEctT. 7. PAPERS FOR JUDGE ‘ F ; ‘ : ‘ : ; : : . 552 
Sect. 8. PROCEEDINGS AT TRIAL . : : , ; ; i : , F . 552 
SUB-SECT. 1. DEATH OF JUDGE 552 
SUB-SECT. 2. WHERE PLAINTIFF Asem AND “DEFENDANT DOES NOT , . 652 
SUB-SECT. 3. WHERE DEFENDANT APPEARS AND PLAINTIFF DOES NOT ; . 652 
SUB-SECT. 4. POWER TO SET ASIDE VERDICT AND JUDGMENT WHEN PARTY DOES NOT 
APPEAR . ; ‘ 553 
SUB-SECT. 5. POSTPONEMENT AND CHANGE OF Prace 556 
Sup-sEcT. 6. HEARING OF COUNSEL ‘ ; 558 
SUB-SECT. 7. ADDRESSES TO JURY . ‘ ‘ 560 
SuB-SECT. 8. LIBEL OR SLANDER ACTIONS Warrr Dreenp ane Dors Nor ApsEnt TRUTH 
OF STATEMENT ‘ : ‘ ; ; ‘ ; ‘ 562 
SUB-SECT. 9. CROSS-EXAMINATION . ; 563 
Sun-sEcT. 10. EntRY OF JUDGMENT AFTER TRIAL 564 
SUB-sSECT. 11. NOTE OF TIME OCCUPIED BY TRIAL . 566 
ScB-SEcT. 12. OFFICER FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENTS Not PRESENT AT Pavan 566 
SUB-SECT. 13. CERTIFICATE FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT FOR PARTY ABSOLUTELY 566 
SECT. 9. ASSESSORS, COMMISSIONERS AND REFEREES 566 
SUB-SEcT. 1. ASSESSORS 566 
SUB-SECT. 2. COMMISSIONERS . 567 
SUB-SECT. 3. REFEREES . , 567 
A. Distribution of Business . ‘ : ‘ 567 
B. Powers and Duties : , , ; . 568 
C. Conduct of Trial . ‘ ‘ 568 
TD. Discovery and Production of Documenta =Disesbion to Enter J udgment 569 
KE. No Power of Committal F P ; : . 669 
F. Power to Submit Question to Court or State Facts Specially 569 
G. Power as to Questions or Issues of Fact. ‘ 570 
H. Notice of Report by Referee 570 
I. Adoption or Variation of Report . 570 
J. Costs—Discretion of Referee , . 871 
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Smor. 10. Writ oF INQUIRY : : : ; 
Sror. 11. REFERENCE AS TO DAMAGES . 5 


PART XXXVIII. TRIAL OF MATRIMONIAL CAUSES AT ASSIZES 


Sect. 1. IN GENERAL . 

Sect. 2. UNDEFENDED CAUSES : , ; : , ; 

SEcT. 3. DEFENDED CAUSES . , : : ; 
SuB-sECT. 1. NoTIcE oF PLACE WuEre TRIAL Dasa : : 
SUB-SECT. 2. PARTY NOT CONSENTING TO PLACE OF HEARING OR TRIAL 
SUB-SECT. 3. REGISTRAR’S CERTIFICATE—TRIAL AT PLACE SPECIFIED 
SUB-SECT. 4. VARIATION OF PLACE BY REGISTRAR 

Sct. 4. Assize Towns 

SEcT. 5. CAUSE List : , . : 

. REGISTRARS TO Suen INFORMATION . 


SUB-SECT. 1 

SUB-SECT. 2. ORDER OF CAUSES 

SUB-SECT. 3. COMPILATION : 
SUB-SECT. 4. LIVERPOOL AND Nice creariet 
Sun-sEecT. 5. Copies oF List . , 
SuB-sEcT. 6. NoTIcE OF ENTRY OF CAUSE 


SuB-SECT. 7. Lists OPEN FOR INSPECTION OF PUBLIC 
Sect. 86. FORWARDING OF FILE OF PAPERS IN CAUSE 
SECT. 7. ATTENDANCE ON JUDGE . 
Sect. 8. SHORTHAND NOTE : : : 
SUB-SECT. 1. SHORTHAND NOTE AT PROCEEDINGS 
SUB-SECT. 2. APPOINTMENT OF SHORTHAND WRITERS 
SUB-SECT. 3. SIGNING OF NOTE BY SHORTHAND WRITER . 
SUB-SECT. 4. TRANSCRIPT OF NOTE ; 
A. Furnishing Transcript to Senior Rogeiar 
KB. Furnishing Transcript to Parties 
C. Who May Make . : 
D. When Required for any Repeal or ne the Court 
SecT. 9. RETURN OF FILE OF PAPERS IN CAUSE AFTER TRIAL 
Sect. 10. SIGNING OF DECREE OR ORDER 


PART XXXIX. EVIDENCE 


8* 


Secr. 1. Viva Voce IN OPEN CouRT 
SECT. 2. ORDER FOR EXAMINATION 
SecT. 3. By AFFIDAVIT 
SuUB-sECT. 1. IN GENERAL : 
. BANKRUPTCY PROCEEDINGS 


SUB-SECT. 2 

SUB-SECT. 3. PROBATE PROCEEDINGS 
SUB-SECT., 4. COMMERCIAL LIST 
SUB-sECT. 5. DIVORCE PROCEEDINGUS 


SUB-SECT. 6. ADMIRALTY PROCEEDINGS 
Siror, 4. ADMISSIBILITY : . 
SUB-sEcT. 1. EVIDENCE ‘TAKEN IN ne Cis: OK Nyce 
SuB-sEcT. 2. OFFICE COPIES OF FILED DOCUMENTS . 
SEcT. 5. EXAMINATION OF WITNESSES 
SuB-sEcT. 1. ORDER FOR EXAMINATION 


A. In Gencral . 
B. Forms ‘ 


(a) Vxawiination by i xaminers of the Court and Special Examiners 


(6) Examination under Commission . , ‘ ‘ , 
SuB-sECT. 2. EXAMINATION ON COMMISSION 
Sus-secr. 3. RequEest IN Liku oF COMMISSION 


A. In General . . . ; 
B. Examination of Witnesses Abroad 
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PRACTICE. 
Sus-secr. 4. BKrirish CONSUL APPOINTED AS SPECIAL EXAMINER . : : ‘ 
SuB-SECT. 5. ATTENDANCE OF WITNESSES ‘ ; : , ; ‘ : ; 
A. Order for Attendance to Produce Documents ; ; : ; i ; 
- Disobedience of Order of Court. 2 ; : ; : ; : , 
. Expenses of Attendance P ‘ , ; ; ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 
pees G. DOCUMENTs TO BE FURNISHED TO ema ; ‘ , : : 
SUB-SECT. 7. PRESENCE OF PARTIES, COUNSEL, SOLICITORS OR AGENTS . : : 
SUB-SECT. 8. CONDUCT OF EXAMINATION i : ; ; : ; : ; 
SUB-SECT. 9. REFUSAL TO ATTEND OR BE SWORN OR ANSWER. : ‘ : : 
SUB-sECT. 10. OBJECTION OF WITNESSES TO QUESTIONS BuT BEFORE EXAMINERS . 
SUB-SECT. 11. Costs OCCASIONED BY REFUSAL OR OBJECTION . ; ‘ i ; 
SUB-SECT. 12. DEPOSITIONS TO BE FILED IN CENTRAL OFFICE . ‘ ; ; : 
SUB-SECT. 13. SPECIAL REPORT TO THE COURT : ; ; ‘ ; : ‘ 
SUB-sECT. 14. PUTTING IN DEPOSITION AT TRIAL. ; ; : : . ‘ 
SUB-sECYr. 15. ADMINISTERING OATH . : , ; ‘ , , 
SUB-SECT. 16. SUBPGENA REQUIRING ATTENDANCE OF Wirwiasne OR DEPONENT TO 
AFFIDAVIT F : , 3 : ; ‘ ; ; ‘ ; 
SUB-SECT. 17. EVIDENCE SUBSEQUENT TO T'RIAL ‘ . ‘ ‘ ‘ , ; 
SUB-SECT. I8. PRACTICE AS TO EXAMINATION . ; ‘ : . ‘ ; : 
SUB-SECT. 19. SPECIAL DIRECTIONS AS TO EVIDENCE SUBSEQUENT TO TRIAL. ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 20. NOTICE OF INTENTION TO USE AFFIDAVIT OR DEPOSITION AT THE TRIAL 
SUB-SECT. 21. EVIDENCE AT TRIAL MAY BE USED IN SUBSEQUENT PROCEEDINGS ' 
SECT. 6. SUBPGENA ‘ F : : : ‘ ‘ ‘ ; ‘ ; ‘ 
SUB-sECT. 1. IN GENERAL ; : . : : : . : : . : 
SUB-SECT. 2. PRACIPE FOR SUBPCENA , ; , ; : : : . ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 3. FORM OF SUBPGNA . ; , : : : : : ; 
SUB-sECT. 4. IN WHAT PROCEEDINGS ISSULD . ; : : : , ‘ : 
A. In General . ; ; : : ; i : : ‘ ; F : 
a. In Cases for Trial at Assizes . ; . 
. Applications under Arbitration Act, 1889 (c. 49), S. 18 
. For Attendance at Chambers F ‘ ; ; : ; ; ; ; 
SUB-SECT, 5. NUMBER OF NAMES IN SUBPOENA j ; , 
-\. Subpoena other than Subpoena Duces Tecum . 
Bb. Subpoena Duces Tecum ‘ ; ‘ 
SUB-sECYT. 6. ERRORS OR IRREGULARITY . ; ‘ ; ; : 4 : ‘ 
aA. In (een. ‘ : ‘ 
B. Correction of Errors in Naites ; ? 
SUB-SECT. 7. SERVICE OF SUBPCENA ; 
A. Mode of Service . ; : : . : . A : 
. Affidavits of Service. ‘ , : : ; ; ? 
. Time of Service . ; 2 ’ ‘ : ‘ 
bee. -sECT. 8. PROCEEDINGS UNDER NATIONAL HEALTH iesnancu ACT» . : 5 
SECT. 7. ACTION TO PERPETUATE TESTIMUNY P , i : ‘ ‘ 
SUB-SECT. J. IN GENERAL ; : : ‘ ‘ j ; ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 2. ATTORNEY-GENERAL MAY BE DEFENDANT. 
SUB-SECT. 3. WITNESSES NOT TO BE EXAMINED UNLESS ACTION COMMENCED : : 
SUB-SECT. 4. ACTION NoT TO BE SET DOWN FOR TRIAL . ; ‘ , 3 : 
SEcT. 8. EXAMINERS OF THE COURT : ‘ ; ‘ : ‘ : ‘ ‘ . 
SUB-SECT. 1. EXAMINATION UNDER RULES 1 AND 5. ; : ; ; . : 
SUB-SECT. 2. BARRISTERS TO BE APPOINTED. ; ; : : : , ; 
SUB-SECT. 3. ROTATION OF EXAMINERS . : ; ‘ ‘ ; : ‘ ‘ 
SuB-SsEcT. 4. RoTA TO BE KEPT SECRET : ; ; : i ; : ; 
Sus-secT. 5. NAME OF EXAMINER TO BE MARKED ON ORDER . : ‘ , : 
SUB-8ECT. 6. APPOINTMENT TO PROCEED : ‘ F ‘ ; ; ; P 
SUB-SECT. 7. PLACE AND TIME OF EXAMINATION ; i ; . 


SUB-SECT. 8. IEXAMINATION OF ADDITIONAL WITNESSES BY CONSENT : . ’ 
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SEcT. 9. OBTAINING EVIDENCE FOR FOREIGN TRIBUNALS 


PART 


Xi. 


SUB-BECT. 


SUB-SECT. 


SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 


9. TIME OCCUPIED AND FEES RECEIVED TO BE 
10. EXAMINER UNABLE TO ACT 


PRACTICE. 


11. ASSIGNMENT TO PARTICULAR IXAMINER . 


12 


. FEES OF WXAMINERS 
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SrcT. 9. JUDGMENT OR ORDER NuNC PRO TuNno 679 

Srcor. 10. PETITION 679 

SuB-sEcT. 1. IN ere ; 679 

SuB-sECT. 2. NOTE OF PERSONS TO BE —e 679 

SuUB-sEcCT. 38. SPECIAL PETITIONS 679 

SuB-sEcCT. 4. SERVICE OF PETITION 679 

Sect. 11. PURCHASE-MONEY IN Count Abvioe OF Trin . 680 

Sect. 12. ADMIRALTY ACTIONS—-AGREEMENT BETWEEN SOLICITORS . 680 

Sect. 13. SoLIcrrorR AND CLIENT . : , : 680 

SuB-sECT. 1. ORDER AS TO MONEYS AND SECURITIES 680 

SUB-sECT. 2, INTERIM CERTIFICATE BY TAXING MASTER 681 

PART LX. MANDAMUS. 681 

SrEcT. 1. ACTION OF MANDAMUS ; 681 

Sect. 2. PREROGATIVE WRIT OF ye : 681 

PART LXI. PATENTS 681 

SecT. 1. IN GENERAL . 681 

Sect. 2. INTERPRETATION 682 
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SUB-SECT. ]. IN GENERAL : : : ; ‘ ; ‘ ‘ 682 
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SUB-SECT. 3. WHAT MUST BE STATED IN ADVERTISEMENTS—CoPpy TO SOLICITOR TO 

BOARD OF TRADE i : : 683 

SuB-sect. 4. TIME FOR PRESENTING PETITION, ETC. 683 

SUB-SECT. 5. PETITION ACCOMPANIED By AFFIDAVITS OF Mavens 684 

SuB-SEcT. 6. FIXING AND ADVERTISING APPOINTED DAY. 684 
SUB-SECT. 7. LODGMENT OF COPIES OF SPECIFICATION, BALANCE SHEET OF EXPENDITURE 

AND RECEIPTS, ETC. ; 684 

SuB-sEcT. 8. OPPOSITION TO EIXTENSION . 684 

A. Notice of Opposition ; 684 

B. Service of Petition on Receipt of Notice of Opposition 684 

C. Particulars of Objections : : : 684 

SuB-sEcT. 9. ENTRY OF PETITION IN JST FOR TRIAL . 684 
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Sus-sEcT. 13. APPEARANCE BY COMPTROLLER . 685 

SuB-sEcT. 14. Costs 685 
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SUB-SECT. 16. ORIGINATING SUMMONS FOR EXTENSION 685 

A. In General 685 
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D. Public Advertisement of Application. 686 
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6. POWERS OF COMPTROLLER VESTED IN CouRT . ; : : ; F : 
7. Costs 
Srecr. 8. PARTICULARS BY DEFENDANT IN 


e e e e . . e e . e e e s ® 


INFRINGEMENT ACTION—INSERTION OF VOID 


CONDITIONS. : : ; , 3 ; Z ‘ ; : : : 


9. PARTICULARS OF OBJECTIONS WITH PETITION FOR REVOCATION . F P ; 
10. HEARING OF PETITION FOR REVOCATION ; : ; ‘ ; : ; 


Sect. 11. PARTICULARS OF BREACHES IN ACTIONS FOR INFRINGEMENT. ‘ : ‘ 
SuB-sEcrT. 1. DELIVERY OF PARTICULARS WITH STATEMENT OF CLAIM : : ; 
SUB-SECT. 2. CONTENTS OF PARTICULARS : ; ; ; : i ; ‘ 

SECT. 12. PARTICULARS OF OBJECTIONS ; ; ‘ ‘ : ; . ; , 


SUB-sECT. 1. DELIVERY WITH DEFENCE IN JNFRINGEMENT ACTION ., F ; ‘ 

St B-SECT. 2. DELIVERY WITH COUNTER-CLAIM FOR REVOCATION ; ‘ ‘ : 

SUB-SECT. 3. CONTENTS OF PARTICULARS F : : : . ; : ‘ 

SuUB-SsEcT. 4. AS TO WANT OF NOVELTY OR PRIOR USER : ‘ : ; ‘ 

SecT. 18. AMENDMENT OF PARTICULARS ‘ ; : ; : ; , ; ; 

SEcT. 14. FURTHER AND BETTER PARTICULARS , P ; : ‘ : ; ; 
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SUB-SECT. 2. HEARING OF MOTION . : é : : : ‘ ‘ ; : 
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OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT, ETC. : ; : ‘ : . ; 

SUB-SECT. 4. SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION, ETC., ON PERSON DESIRING TO OPPOSE 

AMENDMENT . : : ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ; ; 4 ; 

SUB-sKCT, 5. APPLICATIONS DIRECTED TO BE IIEARD ON ORAL EVIDENCE . ‘ ‘ 

SUB-SECT. 6. ORDER ALLOWING AMENDMENT—LODGMENT OF C‘OPY WITH (COMPTROLLER, 


ADVERTISEMENT OF ORDER, ETC. : ‘ ‘ ; : } , 
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FOR REVOCATION . . : . ; : ; ‘ ; ; ; : 
SEcT. 19. DISPUTES AS TO USER OF INVENTIONS By oR ON BEHALF OF THE GOVERNMENT 


PART LNXITI. 


COMPANIES ; ‘ ; . 


SEcT. 1. IN GENERAL—INTERPRETATION . ; 4 : : : : ; , 
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SEecT. 3. APPLICATION OF RULES OF SUPREME COURT. ; ; , ‘ ; F 
SecT. 4. TITLE OF PETITIONS, NOTICES OF MOTION, SUMMONSES, ETC. . ‘ , 
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SUB-SECT. 2. ORDERS AND DIRECTIONS ON HEARING OF SUMMONS . s : a 
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SUB-SECT, 10. EVIDENCE OF CONSENT OF CREDITORS ‘ ‘ ; : ‘ ’ 
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SUB-SECT. 12. ADVERTISEMENT OF HEARING . ; : : . , . ; 
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OF ORDER , ; ; : ; ; : : : : ; ; : 

Secr. 14. PROCEEDINGS IN DISTRICT REGISTRIES . ; . . ; : : ‘ 
Sect. 15. APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS . , ‘ ; ; : ; ‘ . 


PART LXITI. PROCEEDINGS UNDER SHIPOWNERS’ NEGLIGENCE (REMEDIES) 


ACT, 1905 : : : ‘ : : i ; : ‘ ‘ 

SecT. 1. APPLICATIONS 1X PARTE : , ’ ‘ ' : ; ‘ i ; 
Secr. 2. NoTICR OF APPLICATION TO AGENT OR SOLICITOR OF OWNERS . ‘ : : 
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Seer. 6. ORDER FOR DETENTION . . ' , ; ; : : , F i 
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PART LXAIV. LANDLORD AND TENANT ACT, 1927. : : ‘ : . ‘ 


SECT. 1. IN GENERAI——-INTERPRETATION ; , ‘ ' : ; : ; ‘ 
SecoT, 2. THE CLAIM. : : : : ‘ : : ‘ 3 : ‘ ; 
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Sect. 6. SERVICE OF COPY OF SUMMONS, ETC., BY MESNE LANDLORD ON IMMEDIATE LAND- 
LORD—APPLICATION FOR DIRECTIONS BY SUPERIOR LANDLORD ‘ : : 

Sect. 7. MATTER DISPOSED OF OR REFERRED FOR INQUIRY ON HEARING OF SUMMONS ; 
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REFERRED . : : : ‘ : ; : , F : ; ; 
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Sect. 10. INQUIRY BY REFEREE—APPLICATION OF KR. S. C., OrD. XXXVI. . ; ; 
Sect. 11. REFEREH’S FEES AND EXPENSES . ‘ . : ; : ' j ‘ 
SEcT. 12. APPLICATION TO APPOINT DAY FOR HEARING WHEN REPORT OF KEFEREE FILED— 
NoTICE OF APPOINTED DAY . , ; ; ; ; ; ‘ ; ‘ 

Sect, 13. ADJOURNMENT BY JUDGE FOR IEARING AND DETERMINING MATTER IN COURT . 
Sect. 14. CONSIDERATION OF REPORT, HEARING OF PARTIES, ETC., ON HEARING OF FURTHER 
CONSIDERATION. ; ; ; ; : : : 

Sect. 15. ORDER OR DIRECTIONS ON HEARING OF FURTHER CONSIDERATION OR ADJOURN- 
MENT . , ; : ‘ : ; ‘ : : ’ : ; , 

Sect, 16. CERTIFICATE AS TO IMPROVEMENTS ‘ ‘ ; : : ; é ‘ 
Sect. 17. Costs . : , : ; , ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ; ; : ; 
Sect. 18. APPLICATIONS BY PARTIES TO SUMMONSES OR PERSONS INTERESTED . ; . 
Sect. 19. APPRALS ‘ ; . ; ; ‘ : : é ‘ : ‘ : 
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PART LXV. APPLICATIONS AND PROCEEDINGS AT CHAMBERS . ; ‘ 
SEcT. 1. GENERALLY : 


. APPLICATION BY SUMMONS WHERE NOT MADE EX PARTE 


SUB-8KCcT. 1 

SuB-SECT. 2. APPLICATIONS EX PARTE 

SuB-SECT. 3. ALTERATION OF SUMMONSES 

SuB-SECT. 4. FoRM AND ISSUE OF ORIGINATING Seasons 

SuUB-SECT. 5. APPEARANCE TO ORIGINATING SUMMONS : ; : : 

SuB-SECT. 6. ATTENDANCE UNDER ORIGINATING SUMMONS : 

SUB-SECT. 7. SERVICE OF SummOoNS NoT BEING ORIGINATING SiaaroNs TO WHICH 


APPEARANCE NECESSARY . 
SUB-SECT. 8. WHEN APPEARANCE NOT REQUIRED 
SUB-SECT. 9. FAILURE TO ATTEND SUMMONS 
SuUB-SECT. 10. RE-HEARING WHERE PARTY FAILS TO Kenan F 
SUB-SECT. 11. PAYMENT OF CosTS BY PARTY FAILING TO ATTEND, WHERE ApetiCamIOn 
Not PROCEEDED WITH . , ‘ ‘ ; 
SuB-sEcT. 12. ADJOURNMENT OF SUMMONS : : : ; : : 
SUB-SECT. 13. MATTERS INCLUDED IN pera ADJOURNMENT INTO COURT AND 
INTO CHAMBERS ‘ ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 14. DISPOSAL OF APPLICATION BY Magnan: euievean: OR Waseiie aaa: 
On BEHALF OF ANY OTHER MASTER, ETC. ; ; , : 
SUB-SECT. 15. FoRM OF SUMMONS OTHER THAN ORIGINATING SUMMONS 


Sect. 2. K1inq@’s BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS 


SUB-SECT. 1. ORIGINATING SUMMONS—ISSUE, COPY FOR FILING, ETC. 

SUB-SECT. 2. JURISDICTION OF MASTERS AND REGISTRARS i : ; 

SUB-SECT. 3. EXERCISE BY MASTERS OF JURISDICTION CONFERRED UPON COURT BY 
ARBITRATION ACT, 1889, AND CouUNTY CouRTs AcT, 1919. 

SUB-SECT. 4. DISPENSING WITH HUSBAND’S CONCURRENCE IN DISPOSITIONS OF PRO- 
PERTY BY MARRIED WOMEN . : ; ‘ . 

SUB-SECT. 5. APPLICATION FOR ISSUE OF COMMISSION, ETC., TU See Wirnincae 
UNDER CouUNTY CouRTS AcT, 1919, s. 17 ; 

SuB-sEcCT. 6. APPLICATIONS FOR SET-OFF UNDER COUNTY COURTS ec 1919 


A. The Application . 
B. Notice of Intended Rp olicaton to County Court Registrar—Stay of Execution 


C. Order made on Application . 
SUB-SECT. 7. APPEALS FROM ORDERS MADE ON Aeeaenane UNDER County Courts 
ActT, 1919, ss. 17 AND 19 , 
SuB-SECT. 8. REFERENCE BY MASTER TO JUDGE ‘ 
SuB-sEcr. 9. POWER OF JUDGE IN CHAMBERS TO DIRECT Hacane IN COURT 
SuB-secT. 10. APPEAL FROM ORDER OR DECISION OF MASTER . 


A. Order or Decision on Ex parte Application or Summons . 
B. Order, etc., on Trial, Reference of Action, Assessment of Damages, Interpleader, 


or Garniches Matter or Issue . : 
SuB-SECT. 11. APPEALS FROM JUDGE AT CHAMBERS IN KINQ’S oe DIVISION . 
SUB-SECT. 12. APPEALS FROM CHAMBERS TO BE BY MOTION WITHIN EIGHT Days ‘ 


SUB-SECT. 13. FORM OF ORDER ‘ ; , , ’ ‘ ; , ; ; 

PART LXVI. CONSTRUCTION OF WRIPTEN INSTRUMENTS 
PART LXVITI. PROCEEDINGS UNDER TRUSTEE ACT, 1925 d , 

Sect. 1. IN GENERAL . ‘ ; ; 

SEctT. 2. ASSIGNMENT TO Gaincane pivieion 

SecT. 3. APPLICATION BY PETITION oR SUMMONS 

Sect. 4. LODGMENT UPON AFFIDAVIT OR ON PRODUCTION OF inten Rinvenue Csiraieine 

Secr. 5. NOTICE OF LODGMENT UPON AFFIDAVIT—SERVICE . 3 : 

Secr, 6. TITLE OF APPLICATION AND STATEMENT OF SECTION OR Sucrane OF Ve IN 


PETITION OR SUMMONS : ; : 3 ‘ : : ‘ : : 
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PART LXVIII. PAYMENT INTO COURT BY ASSURANCE COMPANIES . : ‘ P13 
SEcT. 1. AFFIDAVIT ON PAYMENT INTO CouRT : : : : : ; : . 718 
Srcr. 2. No DEDUCTION OF CosTs OR EXPENSES . j , : ‘ : : - TW13 
Srecr. 3. PAYMENT IN WiTH LEAVE WHERE ACTION PENDING ; ; ; , ~ TIS 
Srecr. 4. NoTIcEs oF PAYMENT IN . : ; , : ‘ ; : ‘ . 713 
Srecr. 5. APPLICATION BY PETITION OR SUMMONS . ; : : ‘ : ‘ » 713 
SEcT. 6. ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IN PETITION OR SUMMONS : : ; : » M3 
Sect. 7. SERVICE ON COMPANY . : ; : ; : : ‘ ‘ , . 13 


PART LXIX. APPEALS AND REFERENCES UNDER LAW OF PROPERTY ACTS . 714 


SEcT. 1. GENERALLY . ; : , ; ; . . 014 
SuB-sSEcT. 1. DETERMINATION OF Movie TO BE FINAL UNLESS tnave TO APPEAL 
GIVEN. . , ; ‘ . 714 
SUB-SECT. 2. CONTENTs OF NOTICE OF MERION. OR SesaiONE ORIGINATING APPEAL . 714 
SUB-SECT. 3. TIME FOR APPEALING ‘ : : . 14 
SUB-SECT. 4. APPLICATION OF CHANCERY PivON PRR AND Riven. ; . 414 
SuUB-8SEcT. 5. Costs : : : ; ; : : ; . ' ; . G14 
Sect. 2. APPEALS, ETC., UNDER LAW OF PROPERTY ACT, 1922 ; : , ; . 914 
SUB-SEcT. 1. FROM WHAT DECISIONS, ORDERS, OR AWARDS ‘ : : é . 14 
SUB-SECT, 2. INSTITUTION, HEARING AND DETERMINATION OF APPEALS ; : . G15 
SrEcT. 3. APPEALS, ETC., UNDER LAW OF PROPERTY AcT, 1925 ‘ ; : : . T15 
Sect. 4. APPEALS, ETC., UNDER SETTLED LAND AcT, 1925. : ; : ; - 415 
SrcT. 5. APPEALS, ETC., UNDER LAND REGISTRATION ACT, 1925 . : ; : . F165 
PART LXX. APPEALS UNDER CLERGY PENSIONS MEASURE, 1926 : : ~ TW15 
Srecr. 1. INSTITUTION, HEARING AND DETERMINATION OF APPEALS . : : , a ee 
Sect. 2. APPEALS BEGUN BY ORIGINATING SUMMONS, TITLE OF SUMMONS, ETC. ; ~ 715 
Sect. 3. STATEMENT OF GROUNDS OF APPEAL IN ORIGINATING SUMMONS ; ‘ ~ 415 
SEcT. 4. TIME FOR APPEALING ; ; ‘ ; : ; ~ F115 
Sect. 5. APPLICATION OF CHANCERY iwision Pavesi AND ieuees : : : ~ G15 
Sect. 6. Costs. ‘ : ‘ : ‘ ‘. ‘ ; ; ‘ ‘ ‘ ~ T15 
PART LXXI. CHAMBERS IN CHANCERY DIVISION . , : : ; ; . T16 
Sect. 1. BUSINESS IN CHAMBERS . : : ; : : ; : ; ~ 716 
SUB-SECT. 1. COMBINATION WITH COURT Business ‘ , ‘ ; ; ; - 716 
SUB-SECT. 2. PARTY MAY APPEAR BY COUNSEL ‘ : , ‘ ; , . T16 
SUB-SECT. 3. WHAT MATTERS MAY BE DISPOSED OF : ; é : ‘ » T16 
SrecT. 2. PAYMENT OUT OF FUNDS IN COURT , ‘ ‘ . ; : ~ G17 
SUB-SECT. 1. WHERE DECLARATORY ORDER MADE OR FUND SrANDING TO SEPARATE 
ACCOUNT ; : ‘ F : ‘ : ‘ F : . TT 
A. Scope of Rule. : ‘ . ‘ : P : : . 717 
B. ‘* Order declaring the Rights _ : ‘ ; ; : ; ; ; ~ TT 
C. Mode of Application—Service : ; : : ‘ ; ; ‘ - U7 
D. Evidence on Application . ; ‘ ; ‘ : ‘ : . 718 
E. ‘‘ Payment or Transfer to any Person ” : ; : : ‘ : . 719 
F. When Payment Made . , ; : ; : : ‘ : : . 720 
G. To Whom Payment Made . : ‘ ; : , ; ‘ ; . 721 
H. Payment of Duties. ; : 722 
SuB-sEcT. 2. PAYMENT OUT OR RANeUER OF oan OR Sec URITIES Nos “uximniNe 
£1,000. : : : ; : , ; : ‘ . 122 
SuB-sSECT. 3. APPLICATION FOR yee OF DIVIDEND OR INTEREST ‘ , . T24 
Secr. 3. APPLICATION UNDER PARLIAMENTARY DEPOSITS AcT, 1846 ‘ : 724 
Secr. 4. APPLICATIONS UNDER LANDS CLAUSES ACTS FOR INVESTMENT AND Pea OF 
DIVIDENDS . A ‘ ‘ . 425 


Sucr. 56. APPLICATIONS UNDER rene Cousins Act, 1909, AND i ousran aoeae: 
ANCE AcT, 1923 . ‘ ‘ ‘ , ‘ : ; ‘ ‘ ‘ - 425 
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Srecr. 6. MATTERS RELATING TO INFANTS ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ : ; : ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 1. LEASES. ADMINISTRATION OF KSTATE AND MAINTENANCE OF INFANT WARDS 
OF COURT ‘ 3 : ‘ é ‘ . ‘ ‘ ‘ : 
SUB-SECT. 2. SETTLEMENT OF PROPERTY ON MARRIAGE  . : ‘ f ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 3. GUARDIANSHIP AND MAINTENANCE OF INFANTS . ; ‘ ; : 
Sect. 7. APPLICATIONS UNDER COPYHOLD ACTS . ; ; , ; ‘ : ‘ 
Sect. 8. MANAGEMENT OF PROPERTY . : ; ; ; ; : ‘ ‘ ; 
SECT. 9. SALES BY THE COURT ; . : : ‘ i : ‘ ‘ : ‘ 
SecT. 10. TAXATION AND DELIVERY OF BILL OF CosTs, ETC. . : , : : ‘ 
Srcr. 11. ORDERS ON FURTHER CONSIDERATION : ; : ; ‘ . ; 
StuB-secT. 1. IN GENERAL ‘ ‘ ‘ ; ‘ : ‘ : : ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 2. DEBENTURE-HOLDERS' ACTIONS . : : : ‘ , , ; 
Skcr, 12. PLEADING, DISCOVERY. AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS, ETC. ; : : 
SecT. 13. ° ScucH OTHER MATTERS ” ‘ i ; ; ‘ : ‘ i ‘ ; 
Sect. 14. ADMINISTRATION AND TRUSTS ‘ ; ‘ ‘ . : ; ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 1. ORIGINATING SUMMONS FOR DARTIAL ADMINISTRATION . : ‘ ‘ 
A. Jurisdiction and Procedure . : ; : : : ‘ P : ; 
B. Costs : : . ‘ ; ; ; : ; ; : ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 2. QUESTIONS AFFECTING PERSONS CLAIMING RIGHTS OR INTEREST IN 
ESTATE . ‘ ; ; : ‘ ; : ‘ : ‘ ; 
SUB-SECT, 3. ASCERTAINMENT OF CLASS OF CREDITORS, LEGATEES, DEVISEEs, ETC. . 
ScUB-sEcT. 4. FURNISHING OF ACCOUNTS . ; ; ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ : ; 
SUB-SECT. 5. PAYMENT INTO COURT ‘ ; ‘ ; ‘ ; ‘ ‘ : 
SuB-SECT. 6. DIRECTIONS TO TRUSTEES . ‘ F : : : ; 4 : 
SUB-SECT. 7. APPROVAL OF SALES, PURCHASES OR OTHER TRANSACTIONS . , : 
SUB-SECT. 8. DETERMINATION OF QUESTIONS ARISING IN ADMINISTRATION ; ; 
SUB-SECT. 9. ORDER FOR GENERAL ADMINISTRATION ‘ ‘ ; ‘ ; ‘ 
A. In General . : : : : : , , j : ‘ ; : 
B. Persons to be Served . y ; ; : , : : ; . ; 
SUB-SECT. 10. ORIGINATING SUMMONS FOR FORECLOSURE OR REDEMPTION ; : 
SUB-SECT. 11. SERVICE ON OTHER PERSONS ; : , ; , ; : 
SUB-SECT. 12. EVIDENCE ‘ ; ; , ; ; ; é ‘ F ; 
SUB-SECT. 13. JUDGMENT ‘ ‘ , ; : ; : , ; ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 14. CARRIAGE OR EXECUTION OF JUDGMENT AND SERVICE ON OTHER PERSONS 
SUB-SECT, 15. APPLICATION FOR SALE OF LAND BY JUDGMENT CREDITORS : , 
SUB-SECT. 16. APPORTIONMENT OF ESTATE DUTY . : : ; ‘ i , 
SUB-SECT. 17. DISCRETION OF COURT AS TO GENERAL ADMINISTRATION . ‘ ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 18. STAY OF ORDER FOR ADMINISTRATION PENDING ACCOUNTS OR UNTIL 
LEAVE GIVEN ; F : : : ; ‘ ; A : 
SuUB-SECT. 19. ASSIGNMENT OF SUBSEQUENT SUMMONSES TO SAME JUDGE . ; ; 
SUB-SECT. 20. SAVING OF GENERAL POWERS OF EXECUTORS, ETC. . ‘ ‘ ; 
SUB-SECT. 2]. QUESTIONS UNDER CHARITABLE TRUsTS Act, 1853, WHERE INCOME OF 
CHARITY EXCEEDS £30 PER ANNUM ‘ : : ; ; , 
SUB-SECT. 22. PROCEEDINGS UNDER LAW OF PROPERTY ACT» . ‘ ; ‘ ; 
SEcT. 15. APPLICATIONS TO MASTERS . : , F : : ; : . ; 
SUB-SECT. 1. ADJOURNMENT TO JUDGE . . : ; : ‘ ; ; , 
SUB-SECT. 2. APPEAL . ‘ ; : ‘ ‘ , : ; j ; ; 
SUB-sSECT. 3. POWERS OF MASTERS . ' ‘ ; ; ‘ ‘ : . . 


Sect. 16. ASSISTANCE OF EXPERTS 
Sect. 17. SUMMONSES IN CHAMBERS 
SEcT. 18. PRocEEDINGS RELATING TO INFANTS 
SEcT. 19. DOCUMENTS TO BE LEFT AT CHAMBERS 
Sect. 20. SUMMONSES TO PROCEED 
SuB-sEcr. 1. ORDERS FOR ACCOUNTS OR INQUIRIES . 
SUB-SECT. 2. PROCEDURE UPON RETURN OF SUMMONS 
SUB-SECT. 3. SETTLEMENT OF DEEDS 
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PRACTICE. 247 


SUB-sEcT. 4. DISPENSING WITH SERVICE OF NOTICE OF JUDGMENT . , ; ; P7740 
Sup-sEcT. 5. NECESSITY FOR SERVICE ON OR BINDING OF PROPER PARTIES ‘ » TAL 
SuB-sEecT. 6. COURSE OF PROCEEDINGS IN CHAMBERS : ; ; : , . TA4l 
SroT. 21. SUMMONS Book AND DatLy Lasts. ; ‘ : ‘ ‘ : : . TAL 
SECT. 22. CLASSIFICATION OF PARTIES . : . : : ‘ : : . T41 
SECT. 23. ORDERS DIRECTING ACCOUNTS OF DERE. ETC, ; j : - T42 
SUB-SECT. 1. CLAIMS OF CREDITORS AND OTHER (‘LAIMANTS Gems ‘ ‘ . 742 

A. In General . P ; : : . : : ; : ; ‘ . 7142 

B. Advertisements . . ' : 5 ‘ : ; ; ; . . 7142 

(. Time for Claims . : : . ; : 5 ; ; : F . 442 

D. Service of Notice of Claims . : : : : . : ; ‘ - 142 

K. Production of Documents . ; ; ; : ; : : ‘ . 743 

KF. Claimants’ Affidavits . : : , . : : ‘ ; , . 743 
SUB-SECT, 2. CLAIMS OF CREDITORS y ; : : , : ; . 7483 

A. Kxamination and Verification of C ini ; ; : ‘ ; ' . 143 

B. Adjudication on Claims . ; : . . : : : : . 7143 

(". Adjournment ; : . ; ; ‘ ; ; . 448 

1). Notice of Claims Allowed or isallowed. ‘ : : ; : i . 143 

K. Costs ; : : ; ; ; . . : ; . 7148 

F. List of Allowed Claims : : ‘ ; ‘ ; ' : ; . 748 

G. Payment of Creditors . : . ; ; ; ; ee : . 7643 
SUB-SECT, 3. CLAIMS OF PERSONS OTHER THAN CREDITORS : ‘ : : . 743 

A. Affidavit Verifying Claims . ‘ , : : ; : ‘ : ~ 43 

BB. Adjudication on Claims ‘ ‘ ‘ , : : ; : ; . 1438 

C. Service of Notice of Judgment ; : : ‘ : : ; , . 743 

Sect. 24. INTEREST ‘ : : ' : : ; : : : ; : . 144 
SECT. 25. CERTIFICATES OF THE MASTER , ‘ ‘ ‘ j , : ‘ . 744 
SUB-SECT, 1, DIRECTIONS TO MASTER , : ‘ . ; ; ; , . G44 
SUB-SECT. 2. CONTENTS OF CERTIFICATE . : ‘ ; : ‘ ‘ : . G44 
SuB-sEcT. 3. SETTLEMENT OF CERTIFICATE ; : i . ; ‘ ; . 44 
SUB-SECT. 4, FORM OF CERTIFICATE j 4 : ‘ . : ; : . Tad 
SUB-SECT. 5. CERTIFICATION OF ACCOUNTS ; : ; : ; : : . G45 
SUB-SECT. 6. TAKING OPINION OF JUDUE ; : : ; ‘ : : . 745 
SUB-SECT. 7. VARIATION OF CERTIFICATE ; i : : ‘ : ; ~ T45 
SECT. 26. FURTHER CONSIDERATION IN CHAMBERS : : , ‘ ‘ ‘ . T47 
SEcT. 27. DRAWING UP AND ENTERING OF ORDERS ‘ : ‘ ; ‘ ; ~ TAT 
PART LXXII. GUARDIANSHIP OF INFANTS ACTS . ; ; ; : . TdT 
Sect. 1. IN GENERAL—INTERPRETATION , : ; , , : , ‘ ~ G47 
SEcT. 2. SUMMONS : : : : , . ; ; : : : : . C47 
SUB-SECT. 1. DISPOSAL OF APPLICATION BY. : 4 ‘ : ; . . F47 
SUB-sSECT. 2. WHO MAY TAKE OUT : P : : , ’ : : ~ TAT 
SECT. 3. REMOVAL AND APPEALS . : ‘ ; : ‘ : : ; ‘ . TA48 
SuB-SEcT. 1. IN GENERAL : ; : : . : . ; ‘ ‘ . 748 
SUB-SECT. 2. REMOVAL FROM COUNTY COURT . ; : ; ‘ ‘ ; ~ T48 
Sup-secr. 3. RULES As TO APPEALS : ; ‘ ; ; ; : ~ 748 
SuB-sECT. 4. CusTODY OF INFANT PENDING oa ‘ . : ‘ : ~ 48 


PART LXXIIJ]. APPEALS AND PROCEEDINGS UNDER PARTICULAR ACTS . - 448 


Sect. 1. NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE AcT, 1924 ‘ ‘ : ; ; ; . 748 
Sus-sEcT. 1. APPEAL FROM MINISTER : i : . ; . 748 
SuB-sEcr. 2. Notice TO MINISTER REQUIRING Siar OF Case. ; : . 748 
Sus-secT. 3. Notice oF MOTION, FILING, SERVICE, ETC. . : 5 ; : . 748 
Sup-ssect. 4. REFERENCE BY MINISTER TO HIGH COURT . : ‘ : ‘ . 7148 
Sup-secr. 5. STATEMENT OF QUESTION REFERRED BY MINISTER TO COURT : . 748 
Sup-secr. 6. SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION, ETC., BY MINISTER  . i : . T49 


SuB-sEcT. 7. POWER OF CouURT TO AMEND CASE ‘ ‘ r ; ‘ ; . T1419 
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PRACTICE. 
SuB-SEcT. 8. POWER OF CoURT TO DRAW INFERENCES OF FACT e : F : 
SUB-SECT. 9. CERTIFICATE OF COURT ; x : ‘ : . ; ‘ 
SuB-sEcT. 10. APPLICATION OF ORDINARY PRACTICE AND RULES OF KING’ 8S BENCH 

DIVISION : ‘ ; ‘ ‘ ; : . ; ; ‘ 
SuB-SECT. 11. RiGHTS VESTED IN CROWN BY VIRTUE OF RoYAL PREROGATIVE . ‘ 
Sect. 2. UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AcT, 1920. ; . ‘ ; ; ; , 
SuB-sect. 1. INTERPRETATION : : : . ; . ; ; ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 2. APPEAL FROM MINISTER ; ; : ; : ; , ‘ ; 
SUB-SECT. 3. NOTICE OF MOTION . A : : : , ; ‘ ‘ , 
SUB-SECT. 4. TIME FOR BRINGING APPEAL ; ; : d : : : ; 

SubB-sEcT. 5. SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION . : ; : . ; ; 
SUB-SECT. 6. INTERVENTION OF PARTY NOT SERVED ; ‘ , ; ‘ i 
SUB-SECT. 7. AMENDMENT BY JUDGE : : ‘ ; ‘ ; ; : ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 8. EVIDENCE ON APPEAL , ; , P : : , ; 
SUB-SECT. 9. CROSS-EXAMINATION OF DEPONENT : ; ; ; ‘ : ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 10. NOTICE TO PRODUCE DOCUMENT» ; , ‘ ‘ ‘ : ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 11. CERTIFICATE OF JUDGE ; i ‘ ; ; : ‘ ; ; 
SUB-SECT. 12. CosTs OF PROCEEDINGS . , : , ’ : ‘ ; ; 
SUB-SECT. 13. EXTENSION OF TIME ' ‘ ‘ : : ‘ : ‘ ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 14. APPLICATION OF ORDINARY PRACTICE AND RULES OF KIN@’s BENCH 
DIVISION. : ; . ; : ; j ; 
SuB-SEcT. 15. SERVICE OF DOCUMENTS . ; : ; : : : : ; 
SUB-sECT. 16. INTERLOCUTORY APPLICATION . ‘ . : : : ; ; 
SUB-SECT. 17. REFERENCE TO COURT BY MINISTER : ; ; : : ; 
A. Reference by Way of Issue—Parties to the Issue. A : : ; : 
B. Intervention of Party Interested . : : : : ; ; ‘ 
(. Application of Provisions as to Appeals . ; : : : : 
}). Preparation of Issue by Minister . : ; : ‘ ; j 
KE. Delivery of Particulars to Parties by Minister : ; ‘ ‘ 
F. Delivery of Particulars by Parties to Minister ; : ; 
G. Setting Down Issue for Hearing . ; : ; : : ; 
H. Power of Judge to Draw Inferences fom Facts , ; ‘ : 

SUB-SECT. 18. APPLICATION TO JUDGE OR MASTER By SUMMONS i ; 
SUB-SECT. 19. RIGHTS VESTED IN CROWN BY VIRTUE OF ROYAL PREROGATIVE . 
SECT. 3. INDEMNITY AcT, 1920. ‘ . : ; : ; : , , 
SUB-SECT. 1. INTERPRETATION : : : : : : : : ‘ ; 
SUB-SECT. 2. APPEAL FROM TRIBUNAL BY WAY OF NOTICE OF MOTION ‘ ‘ ; 
SUB-SECT. 3. FORM AND CONTENTS OF NOTICE OF MOTION ; ‘ ‘ ‘ ; 
SUB-SEcT. 4. TIME FOR BRINGING APPEALS . ‘ ‘ ‘ ; ; . 
SUB-SECT. 5. SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION . ‘ ; ; ; 
SUB-SECT. 6. AMENDMENT BY COURT OF APPEAL ‘ , . ; , ; 
SUB-SECT. 7. FILING OF Copy OF NOTICE AND ENTRY OF APPEAL . : ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 8. NOTICE TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS : : : ; ‘ i ; 
SUB-SECT. 9. DECISION OF COURT OF APPEAL EMBODIED IN ORDER, FILING UF ORIGINAL, 
SUB-SECT. 10. APPLICATION OF RULES AS TO APPEALS ; , : ; ‘ ;. 
SECT. 4. INDUSTRIAL ASSURANCE ACT, 1923 . P ; , ; , ; ; , 
SUB-SECT. 1. INTERPRETATION ; : : , ‘ ‘ ; , ; ; 
SUB-SECT. 2. INSTITUTION OF APPEAL. F , ‘ ; ; , : F 
SUB-SECT. 3. FURM AND CONTENTS OF NOTICE OF MOTION ; . . . ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 4. TIME FOR BRINGING APPEAL ; ; ; ; : ; ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 5. SERVICE OF Novice oF MOTION . : ' ‘ . , ° ‘ 


SUB-SECT. 6. 
SUB-SECT. 7. 
SUB-SEC1. 8. 
SUB-SECT. 9. 
SUB-SECT. 


APPLICATION OF ORDINARY RULES AND PRACTICE IN 
INTERLOCUTORY ORDERS OR DIRECTIONS : 
POWERS OF COURT . ; ‘ : j : : 
APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TU APPEAL . ; ‘ : 
10. C'osts : ; ; ‘ : ; : : ; 
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Sacer. 56. Auprt (LOCAL AUTHORITIES) ACT, 1927 
. INTERPRETATION 


SUB-SECT. 
SUB-8SKCT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 
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PRACTICE. 


INSTITUTION OF APPEAT. 


. EVIDENCE UPON HEARING OF ree OR APPLICATION 
. SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION . 


CONTENTS OF NOTICE OF MOTION 
SETTING DOWN MOTION FOR IIEARING 


. APPLICATION UNDER AUDIT (LOCAL A aoueniG). AGae 1927, s. 2 (2) 


DELIVERY OF COPY OF AFFIDAVIT FILED IN SupPPORT OF MOTION 


. COMBINED NOTICE OF APPEAL AGAINST AND APPLICATION IN RESPECT 


OF SAME SURCHARGE 


. EFFEcT OF SERVICE OF MOTION ON ‘Auer on THAN nace 


AUDITOR ’ 
APPLICATION FOR OnnEt DReeuNG MENiSTaR TO er or TAL Case 
SIGNING OF SPECIAL CASE BY MINISTER 
DELIVERY AND FILING COPIES OF SPECIAL CASE 


PART LXXIV. REFERENCE UNDER CINEMATOGRAPH FILMS ACT, 1927 


SEcT. 1. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SEcT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
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ASSIGNMENT TO CHANCERY DIVISION 

. NOTICE IN WRITING REQUIRING REFERENCE 
. ISSUE OF ORIGINATING SUMMONS 
INTITULING OF ORIGINATING SUMMONS 
RESPONDENTS TO ORIGINATING SUMMONS . 
APPLICATION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME 
SERVICE OF DOCUMENTS . 

Costs 
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PART LXXV. REFERENCES IN ADMIRALTY ACTIONS 


SEcT. 1. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SEcT. 
SECT. 
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APPLICATION OF ORDER . é : 

TIME FOR FILING CLAIM AND AFFIDAVITS 

. NOTICE TO HAVE REFERENCE HEARD : 
. APPOINTMENT OF DAY FOR REFERENCE IN aren eros ‘ 
ADJOURNMENT OF REFERENCE 

MODE OF TAKING EVIDENCE 

ATTENDANCE OF COUNSEL 

. Costs 

. FILING REPORT 

CLAIMANT FAILING TO FILE ee 

NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO REPORT , , 
. OBJECTION TO REPORT BY MOTION ON Penn AND ANSWER 
. APPLICATION OF RULES AS TO PLEADINGS, PROOFS, AND PRINTING 
REFERENCE IN DISTRICT REGISTRIES 


INTERPLEADER 

. IN WHat CASES RELIEF GRANTED . 

. COURT TO BE SATISFIED ON CERTAIN POINTS 

. Cuaims Not HavinG COMMON ORIGIN 

. TIME FOR APPLICATION 

INTERPLEADER SUMMONS 

STAY OF PROCEEDINGS ‘ 

. ORDER ON INTERPLEADER SUMMONS 

. SUMMARY DECISION 

. NoN-APPEARANCE OF PARTIES . 

10. APPEALS : 
11. ORDER FOR ee OF Gooner OR Guaniues ‘ . 
DISCOVERY AND TRIAL . 
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SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 


PRACTICE. 


13. ONE ORDER IN SEVERAL CAUSES . 

14. Costs AND CHARGES 

15. CLAIM TO GooDs SEIZED IN Se 

16. WHERE EXECUTION CREDITOR ADMITS CLAIM . 

17. SHERIFF’S SUMMONS IN INTERPLEADER AND COSTS . 


PART LXXVII. APPEALS TO COURT OF APPEAL, REHEARING, ETC. 


Sucr. 1. APPEALS TO COURT OF APPEAL 


Svcs-sEctT. 1. IN GENERAL ; 
SuR-sECT. 2. APPEALS BY WAY OF HanGaNG 


A. When Appeal Lies 
B. Who May Appeal 
(a) In General . ‘ 
(b) Particular Instances 
('. Leave to Appeal by Non-party 
JP). Abandonment of Appeal 
i. Agreement not to Appeal 
I*, Notice of Preliminary Objection iB Appoal 
1. Hearing in Camera ; ; ' 
H. Counsel ‘ 
I. Leave to Appeal . . 
J. Principles on which Court of ApS acta on anneal: 
K. Notice of Appeal : ‘ ‘ ‘ : 
(a) In General . : 
(b) ee of Notice . ; 
. Parties to be Served 
. Mode of Service 
(«) renee een of Notice of Appeal 
(d) Length of Notice . 
1.. Powers of Court of Appeal 
(2) As to Amendment 
(b) ‘* To Receive Further Evidence’ 
1. In General . 
ii. Grounds for Kamiines or Rarusiniee 
iil, Criminal Appeals . 
iv. Patent Actions. 
v. Mode of Application fox Leave to Adduee Further Kv ence 
vi. Postponement of Appeal ; é : ; ; ‘ 
vii. Mode of Admission of Further Evidence 
vill, Evidence De Bene Esse 
ix. Costs . , 
«c) As to Point not Takes in Cue Rew 
(qd) To Draw Inferences of Fact . ‘ 
(e) ‘“ To Give Any Judgment ” 


(f) To make such Further or other Or der as sate Case may Requici . . 


(g) ‘To make Order as to Costs of Appeal 
(h) To Order New Trial 
M. Notice of Motion by Way of Cross-Appeal—Var iation of Order Appeal x3 Bem 
(a) Time for Giving Notice ‘ : ; ; 
(6) Scope of Notice. 
(c) Withdrawal of Notice of Appeal ‘ 
(d) Raising Point Not Mentioned in Notice of f Appeal . 
(e) Costs . ; : j ‘ ‘ 


. Entering Appeal ‘ : ‘ . . 
. Time for Appeal in Matter N ot Being an action ; ; : , 
(4) Company Winding up . : ; ; . 
(6) Bankruptcy 
(c) Other Matters 


OZ 


P. Bankruptcy Appeals from Gaunty ‘Chatea : 2 


Q. Appeal] from Refusal of Ex parte Applications 


(f) Length of Notiée : ; ; ; ; F ; ‘ 
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R. Evidence in the Court of Appeal 
(a) In General . ' 
(6) Nature of evidente 
(c) Printing Evidence ‘ 
Questions as to Ruling, etc., of J wage in ‘Court Below 
Interlocutory Order not Ap pealed from . 
. Time for Bringing Appeals 
(a) In General . : 
(6) From When Time Runs 
(c) Extension of Time ; ; 
(2d) Appeal from Order on F Riles ( anciden atid nnd Sammons to Vary . ; 
V. Security for Costs 
(a) In General . 
(6b) When Ordered _. 
W. Appeal as Stay of Proc cannes 
X. Applications to Court Below , 
Y. Applications to Judge of Court of Appea 
Z. Interest 
AA. Appeals from Raiiway and r Knal Trafic Coninisaion 
(a) Old Jurisdiction 
(6) New Jurisdiction . 
BB. Appeals from Railway ates Tr ‘nal. 
CC. Agricultural Holdings Act, 1923 (c. 9) . 
DID. Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1925 
KE. Registration Appeals 


GH x 


SECT. 2. RETEARING 


SUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAL ; ‘ P ; : 
SUB-SECT. 2. REHEARING BEFORE AND AFTER Gnnce DRAWN UP. ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 3. JUDGMENT OBTAINED BY FRAUD OR DISCOVERY OF FRESH RvibENGE ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 4. CONSENT ORDERS AND JUDGMENTS : , 
SUB-SECT. 5. REHEARING WHERE JUDGMENT SIGNED IN DEFAULT 
SUB-SKCT. 6. REHEARING OF APPEAL BY COURT OF APPEAL 
PART LXXVITI. DIVISIONAL COURTS 

Secr. 1. JURISDICTION . 
SuB-sEkcT. I. IN GENERAL ; . : . , ; 
SUB-sECT. 2. PROCEEDINGS ON CROWN SIDE OF King’ 3 ince H DIVISION . 
SUB-SECT, 3. PROCEEDINGS RELATING TO KLECTION PETITIONS 
SuB-sEcT. 4. APPEAIS UNDER CouNnTY Courts Act, 1888, s. 120 
SuB-sECcT. 5. PROCEEDINGS UNDER STATUTE WHERE DECISION FINAL 
SUB-SECT. 6. HABEAS CORPUS : ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 7. APPEALS FROM CHAMBERS IN KIn@’ 8 Banca DIVISION . 

Sect. 2. ORDER NOMINATING JUDGE TO ACT IN PLACE OF ONE WHO Has DIED OR Sanken 


SEcT. 3. APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS ; ; : 
Sect, 4. APPEALS UNDER SUMMARY JURISDICTION ‘Makau Women) Act, 1895, s. 11 
Secr. 5. PowERs oF Court ON JIKARING APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS 
Sect. 6. POWERS WHERE NOTES OF JUDGE IN INFERIOR CouRT Not PRODUCED 
Sect. 7. APPEALS TO THE KING’s BENCH DIVISION FROM CoUNTY COURTS AND One 
INFERIOR COURTS OF RECORD 
SuB-sEcT. 1. IN GENERAL 
SUB-SECT. 2. NOTICE OF MOTION 
SuB-sEcT. 3. ENTRY OF APPEAL ; , : 
Sus-sEcT. 4. TIME FOR SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION ; ; : 
SuB-sECT. 5. APPEAL NOT OPERATING AS STAY, UNLESS BY ORDER, OR WHERE DEPOSIT 
MADE OR SECURITY GIVEN . ‘ ; : ; : ; ‘ 
SuB-SEcT. 6. List oF APPEALS FOR HEARING . ‘ ‘ : : 
SuUR-SEcT. 7. POWER OF HIGH CoURT TO EXTEND Toe FOR Apeaidina. AMEND 
GROUNDS OF APPHAL, ETC. : ‘ ‘ : ; : 
SUB-SECT. 8. APPLICATION OF RULES AS TO APPEALS FROM HIGH Court ‘ ; ‘ 
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PRACTICE, 


SrecT. 8. APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS—-WHAT INCLUDED IN . ; : , 
Sect. 9. APPEALS IN PARTICULAR CASES , 2 : ‘; 
Sus-sect. 1. IN GENERAL 


SUB-SECT. 


SUB-SECT. 


APPEALS FROM Ganas Man wives Bomai ‘ 


APPEALS UNDER DENTISTS AcT, 1921, 5.9. 


2. : 
SUB-SECT. 3. APPEALS UNDER NURSES REGISTRATION AcT, 1919, s. 7 (1). 

4, 

4 


SUB-SECT. 5. 


APPEALS UNDER THERAPEUTIC SUBSTANCES ACT, 1925, 8. 2 (4) 


SEcT. 10. APPEAL UNDER CRIMINAL JUSTICES ACT, 1925, s. 11 (1) (0) 


PART LXXIX. APPEALS FROM OFFICIAL OR SPECIAL REFEREES 


SECT 


ane 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 


tS bh 


Ct oe 


Ri@aHT OF APPEAL FROM FINDING, DECISION, ORDER, ETC. 


. To WHat Court APPEAL LIES 
. PROCEDURE ON APPEAL . 


INTERLOCUTORY MATTERS 


. APPLICATION OF R. S. C., ORDER XL. RR. 6, 6a, AND R. S, C.; Oiore XXXVI, 


R. 52 


PART LXXX. OFFICERS 
Sect. 1. EXISTING OFFICERS 
Sect. 2. DUTIES AS TO APPEALS 
SrecT. 3. MASTER OF SUPREME COURT 
SEcT. 4. RECOGNISANCES IN THE CHANCERY Division 


PART LXXXI. CENTRAL OFFICE 


SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SEcT. 
SEcT. 
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NSAP wn 


8. 


DISTRIBUTION OF BUSINESS : ; : : : ‘ 
MASTERS OF THE SUPREME COURT . : : ; ; ; : ; 
CONTROL OF BUSINESS : ; 

ARRANGEMENTS TO BE ANNOUNCED . : : . ‘ : ‘ ‘ ; 
ADMINISTERING OATHS . : ‘ i , d ‘ ; : ‘ ‘ 


. OFFICIAL SEALS 


OFFICE COPIES 
ENROLMENT 


SUB-SEcT. 1. No ENworunen OF Tuba: OrpErs, ETC. 
SUB-SECT. 2. DEEDS 

SUB-SECT. 3. SCHEME UNDER Raiiway ComPANTES ACH 1867 
SUB-SECT. 4. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. é : 

SUB-SECT. 5. RECORDS OF DEEDS AND RueoeNisances Hiner 
SuB-SECT. 6. TIME FOR ENROLMENT 


SECT. 
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SECT. 
SECT. 
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14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 


PETITION AND ADMISSIONS TO BE FILED Huconn Onous Pisses 
PARTICULARS TO BE ENTERED ON FILING DOCUMENTS 
INDEXES OR CALENDARS TO DOCUMENTS FILED 


ENTRY OF FILING OF CERTIFICATES AND OTHER DOCUMENTS IN ee OF Cea. 
OFFICE . : : 3 : : 


DOCUMENTS TO BE Minas WITH RaReHaNOe TO RECORD 

ENTRIES IN CAUSE BOOKS ; 

REFERENCE TO REGISTRAR’S BOOK IN buiveuny Division 

HouR FOR REGISTRATION OF JUDGMENTS, ETC. 

OFFICIAL SEARCTIES : ; : 
CERTIFICATE OF DATE OF Pecciupiias TAKEN IN Cancale OFFICE 
BILts OF SALE 


SUB-SECT. 1. REGISTRAR UNDER Biss OF ais heie ‘ z : : , ‘ 
SuB-sEcT. 2. MEMORANDUM OF SATISFACTION . 


SECT. 
SECT. 


SECT. 
SEcT. 
SECT. 


20. 
21. 


22. 
23. 
24, 


No AFFIDAVIT OR RECORD TO BE TAKEN OUT Wrrnour ORDER 
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Part |—In General. 


Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925, s. 225. 
In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires the following 
expressions have the meanings hereby assigned to them 
respectively, that is to say :— 


“ Action ’’? means a civil proceeding commenced by writ or in 
such other manner as may be prescribed by rules of 
court, but does not Include a criminal proceeding by the 

wn: 

“'Phe Act of 1873’ mcans the Supreme Court of Judicature 
Act, 1873: 

* Cause ”’ includes any action, suit or other original proceeding 
between a plaintiff and defendant, and any criminal pro- 
ceeding by the Crown: 

“* Clerk of assize ’’ includes the clerk of the Crown and associate 
on Circuit and any other office the dutics of which may be 
performed by the clerk of assize: 

* Commission of assize ’’ includes a commission of assize, a 
commission of oyer and terminer and a commission of gaol 
delivery, and any comunission in icu thereof issued under 
this Act: 

** County ”’ Inciudes a county of a city er county of a town 
and any division of any county constituted by any Order 
in Council made under the provisions of this Act relating 
to assizes, and the sheriff for a county so divided shall, for 
the purpose of those provisions be deemed to be the sheriff 
for the division of the county : 

* Defendant "’ includes any person served with any writ of 
sUDImMONS or process, or served with notice of, or entitled 
to attend, any procecdings : 

** Division ’? means Division of the High Court: 

** Formerly "’ ineans immediately before the date of the com- 
mencement of the Act of 1873, that is to say, the first day 
of November, eighteen hundred and seventy-five, and the 
expression ‘* former ’’ shall be construed accordingly : 

‘Inferior court ’’ includes a county court as well as any other 
inferior court : 

“ Judgment ’’ includes decree : 

* Lord Chief Justice ’’ means Lord Chief Justice of England: 

** Matrimonial cause’? means any action for divorce, nullity 
ot marriage, judicial separation, jactitation of marriage or 
restitution of conjugal rights : 

‘* Matter ’’ includes every proceeding in court not in a cause: 

** Officer of the Supreme Court ’? in the provisions of this Act 
relating to the salaries and pensions of officers includes 
officer in Junacy : 

* Party ’? includes every person served with notice of or 
attending any proceeding, although not named on the 
record : 

** Petitioner ’’ includes every person mahing any application 
to the court, cither by petition, motion or summons, 
otherwise than as against any defendant : 

* Plaintiff ’’ includes every person asking any relief (otherwise 
than by way of counterclaim as a defendant) against any 
other person by any form of proceeding, whether the 
proceeding is by action, suit, petition, motion, sumn.ons 
or otherwise : 

** Pleading ’’’ includes any petition or summons, and also 
includes the statements in writing of the claim or demand 
of any plaintiff, and of the defence of any defendant 
thereto, and of the reply of the plaintiff to any counter- 
claim of a defendant : 

** Prescribed *? means prescribed by rules of court: 

** Probate Division’? means the Probate, Divorce and 
Admiralty Division : 

* Rules of court ’’ includes forms: 

** Solicitor ’’ means solicitor of the Supreme Court : 

“Spring assizes *’ means any court of assize held in March, 
April or May: 

“Suit ’’ includes action : 

** United Kingdom ’’ means, in relation to anything done 
before the date of the constitution of the Irish Free State, 
Great Britain and Ireland, and in relation to anything 
done or to be done after that date, Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland: 

“* Winter assizes ’? means any court of assize held in September, 
October, November, December or January. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXXI., r.1. The provisions of section 225 of 
the Act shall apply to these Rules. 

In the construction of these Rules, unless there is anything in 
the subject or context repugnant thereto, the several words 
herein-after mentioned or referred to shall have or include the 
meanings following :— 


‘** Person ”’ includes a body corporate or politic : 

** Probate actions *’ include actions and other matters relating 
to the grant or recall of probate or of letters of adminis- 

, tration other than conimon form business : 

Broper officer’? means an officer to be ascertained ag 

oliows :— 

(a) Where any duty to bo discharged under the Act or 
these Rules is a duty which has heretofore been dis- 
charged by any officor, such officer shall continue to 
be the proper officer to discharge the same : 


(b) Where any new duty is under the Act or these Rules to 
be discharged, the proper officer to discharge the 
same shall be such officer as may from time to time 
be directed to discharge the same, in the case of an 
officer of the Supreme Court, or the High Court of 
Justice, or the Court of Appeal, not attached to any 
Division, by the Lord Chancellor, and in the case of 
an officer attached to any Division, by the President 
of the Division, and in the case of an officer attached 
to any Judge, by such Judge: 

‘‘ Master’? means a Master of the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature: . 

‘* Receiver ’’ includes consignee or manager appointed by or 
under an order of the Court: 

Taxing Master or Taxing Ofhcer refers to and includes the 
Masters of the Supreine Court for the time being acting 
as Taxing Masters of the Taxing Department of the 
Central Office of the Supreme Court or other person 
whose duty it is to tax costs in any Division or Depart- 
ment of the Supreme Court. 

“The Act’? means the Supreme Court of Judicature Con- 
sOlidation Act, 1925: 

‘Central office ’’ means the central office of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 

The Taxing Department of the Central Office shall be known 
as the Supreme Court Taxing Office. 


- —~—yr14. “ Originating summons ’’ means 
every summons other than a summons in a pending cause or 
matter. 


r.2. In these Rules, unless repugnant 
to the context, the singular number shall include the plural, and 
the plural number shall include the »ingular. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXXIL,r.14. No Order or Rule annulled by 
any former Order shall be revived by any of these Rules, unless 
expressly so declared. 





.2. Where no other provision is made 
by the Act or these Rules, the present procedure and practice 
remain in force. 


: - ~—— ~——y, 8. During the period of any vacancy 
in the othcee ot Lord Chancellor, and when the Great Seal is not 
in Commission, these Rules shall operate as if wherever the 
words ‘‘ Lord Chancellor’’ are used, the words *‘ Lord Chief 
Justice of England ’’ were used; and during the period of any 
vacancy in the office of Lord Chief Justice of England, as if 
wherever the words ‘‘ Lord Chief Justice of England ’’ are used 
the words ‘“‘ Lord Chancellor ’’ were used. 


1. No vested right in mere rules of practice. ]— 
No party to any action has any vested right in a 
mere rule of practice.— BOSWELL v. COAKS (1887), 
57 J. J. Ch. 101; 57 L. T. 742; 36 W. KR. 65, 
C. A. 

2. Rules based on principles.)|—A rule of 
practice, however technical it may appear, is 
almost always based on legal principle, & its 
neglect may easily lead to a disregard of the 
principle involved (LORD PARKER OF WADDING- 
TON.)—-LONDON ASSOCIATION FOR PROTECTION 
oF TRADE v. GREENLANDS, LTp., [1916] 2 A. C. 
15; 85 L. J. K. B. 698; 114 L. T. 434, H. L. 

8. Adherence to rules—Party failing to adhere— 
Costs to other side.|—Every court must have a 
practice under which those who appeal to it for 
its assistance, whether professional people or 
litigants in person, must know how to approach 
it, & how to get the question which they wish to 
raise decided; & it is in the interest of the pro- 
fession & in the interest of the public that the 
rules which are made, with the view in the best 
possible way of bringing matters before the court 
should be adhered to, because if that were not 
done, there would be perpetual confusion. Each 
man would start a new way of attempting to bring 
the matter before the court, under the firm 
conviction that his plan exceeded in its sagacity 
the plan of anybody else. 

I think it is right when the practice of the court 
is not adhered to that those who fail to adhere to 
it should not throw the costs of the mistake on the 


——Tr 
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other side (NEVILLE, J.).-—WRIGHT v. PRESCOTT 
URBAN CounNcit (1916), 86 L. J. Ch. 221; 115 L. T. 
772; 815. P.48; 156 L. G. R. 41. 

4. Parties litigating in equity—-No departure 
from rules of court.J—The rights of parties liti- 
gating in equity must be decided secundum allegata 
et ata. Attempts to reach the supposed 

uities by departing from the rules of the court, 
which have been established for the purpose of 
ascertaining & administering justice generally, 
lead to results in the particular cases the reverse 
of what was intended, & introduce disorder, un- 
certainty & confusion into the general practice of 
the- court (CoTTENHAM, L.C.).—BELLAMY  v. 
SABINE (1847), 2 Ph. 425; 17 L. J. Ch. 105; 41 
E. R. 1007, L. C. 

5. Cases at common law not provided for by the 
Judicature Acts.|}—In all cases at common law, 
which are not provided for by the Judicature 
Acts, the proceedings are to be as they were before 
those Acts, & that in all cases within the Judicature 
Acts, where no special steps in proceedings are 
provided, the proceedings are to be as nearly like 
as they can be to analogous proceedings before 
those Acts (BRETT, L.J.).— JACKSON v. LITCHFIELD 
(1882), 8 Q. B. D. 474; 51 L. J. Q. B. 327; 46 
L. T. 618; 30 W. R. 531, C. A. 

Action, etc.}—See Action, Vol. I., pp. 5, Nos. 1 
el seq., & Supp. 

Masters of the Supreme Court.]—See R. S. C. 
Ord. LXAI., r. 1B, Part LX XXI., Sect. 2, post. 

6. * Originating summons.’’[—A petition was 
presented for the compulsory winding-up of a com- 
pany which was already in voluntary winding-up ; 
but at the hearing the judge made no order except 
that the question was to be tried as on a summons 
under sect. 138 of the Companies Act, 1862, 
‘costs reserved ’’; he also fixed a certain date 
for the trial. On that date witnesses were 
examined, & the judge decided substantially in 
favour of the applicant with costs. No summons 
had so far been taken out, & on drawing up the 
order the registrar required a sunmimons to be 
taken out in the voluntary winding-up. As an 
originating summons had previously been taken 
out by the liquidator for a private examination 
under sect. 115 of the Act of 1862, on which an 
order had been made for an examination & 
reserving “ liberty to apply,” the registrar directed 
that the summons to be taken out & mentioned 
in the order was to be an ordinary & not an 
originating summons. On taxation the registrar 
disallowed the costs of instructions for brief :— 
Held: that as the direction for trial treated the 
summons as issued in a ‘‘ pending cause or matter,” 
within the meaning of Rules of Supreme Court, 
1883, Ord. UXXI., r. 1a, the summons was 
not an originating summons; that although, if 
Appendix N. to the Rules, item 81, was construed 
strictly, it referred to an issue of fact directed to 
be tried as such, yet on taxation substance was to 
be regarded, & in substance the trial was of an 
issue of fact before a judge; & that the costs of 
instructions for the brief of the applicant’s counsel 
must be allowed.—Re ConsoLIDATED EXPLORA- 
TION & FINANCE Co., [1899] 2 Ch. 599: 68 L. J. 
Ch. 752; 81 L. T. 522; 7 Mans. 45. 


- See, also, AcTION, Vol. L., p. 5, Nos. 12- 





7. Exercise of jurisdiction where no special pro- 
vision in Act or Rules—Costs as hetwean solicitor 
é& client.|—The Court of Chancery formerly had, 
& the High Court of Justice now has in matters 
of equitable jurisdiction, a general discretionary 
power to give costes as between solicitor & client. 
Quere: whether the High Court has the same 
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power in matters of common law jurisdiction.— 
ANDREWS v. BARNES (1888), 89 Ch. D. 1838; 57 
L. J. Ch. 694; 58 L. T. 748; 53 5.P.4; 86 W.R. 
7105; 4 T. L. R. 609, C. A. 

8. Interrogatories in nullity suit.j—In a 
suit for nullity of marriage, the court has power 
to give leave to administer interrogatories between 
the parties to the suit ; for suite of that kind were 
formerly within the jurisdiction of the Ecclesi- 
astical Courts, which had power to allow interro- 
gatories to be administered between the parties, 
& now all the jurisdiction of the Ecclesiastical 
Courts as to suits for nullity of marriage (including 
matters of practice & procedure) is vested in the 
Probate, Divorce, & Admiralty Division. And, 
further, even if the power to allow interrogatories 
to be administered between the parties did not 
otherwise exist, it would be conferred upon the 
Probate, Divorce, & Admiralty Division by the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873; for at 
the time of passing that statute the Superior 
Courts of Common Law & the Court of Chancery 
had power to allow interrogatories to be adminis- 
tered between the parties to a suit; & by sect. 16 
all the jurisdiction of those courts, including the 
ministerial powers & authorities incident thereto, 
was transferred to & vested in the High Court of 
Justice, & by sect. 23 the jurisdiction transferred 
to the High Court may (so far as regards pro- 
cedure & practice) be exercised in the same 
manner as it might have been exercised by 
any of the courts whose jurisdiction has been 
transferred.— HARVEY v. LOVEKIN (OTHERWISE 
HARVEY) (1884), 10 P. D. 122; 541.3. P. 1; 33 
W.R. 188; 1T. 1. R. 136, C. A. 

9. Time for service of summons. |— Rule 100 
of the Probate Contentious Rules, 1862, remains 
in force notwithstanding Ord. LIV., r. 4E, of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, & therefore in the 
case of a summons in a probate action one clear 
day’s service before the return thereof is sufficient. 
— Re HAILSTONE, HOPKINSON v. CARTER, [1909] 
P.118; 78L.J3.1P.55; 100 L. T. 420; 53 Sol. Jo. 
321, C. A. 

10. Action removed from county court— 
No power to compel plaintiff to proceed.}|—An 
action commenced in the county court was removed 
under an agreement of the parties into the King’s 
Bench Division by a writ of certiorari. The pltfé. 
not having taken any step in the action after the 
removal, the defts. took out a summons for direc- 
tions under Ord. XXX. :—Held: that the pltf. 
could not be compelled to proceed with the action 
in the King’s Bench Division, & that the defts. 
were not entitled to an order upon the summons 
taken out by them. 

With regard to the practice, it is provided by 
the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 23, that ‘‘ where no 
special provision is contained in this Act or in any 
such rules or orders of the court with reference 
thereto, it shall be exercised as nearly as may be 
in the same manner as the same might have been 
exercised by the respective courts from which such 
jurisdiction shall have been transferred, or by any 
of such courts.”’ It has been held in several cases 
to which I need not refer that where there is no 
express provision in the rules altering or varying 
the old practice, that practice remains in force. 

The result is that although it may be possible 
that the defts. did not foresee the result of the 
course to which they agreed, they nevertheless 
agreed in such a form that they cannot now 
compe] the pltf. to go on against his will (FARWELL, 
L.J.).—-H ARRISON v. BULL & BULL, [1912] 1 K. B. 
612, 615; 81L. J. K. B. 656; 106 L. T. 396; 28 
T. L. R. 223; 56 Sol. Jo. 202, C. A. 











Part J.—IN GENERAL. 


-.]—See, also, aaa Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 32. 

11. Present procedure to remain where no other 
provision—Effect of rule.J—By the introductory 
rule of the Orders of 1883 the Consolidated Orders 
of 1860 are wholly repealed without any qualifica- 
tion, so that the order which gave jurisdiction ‘‘ to 
serve out of the jurisdiction ”’ is gone. 

I think that the repeal of that order, & the 
express provisions of Ord. XI. of the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 1883, when read together, are 
sufficient to show that Ord. XI. was intended to 
be exhaustive so far as relates to actions. 

If it were otherwise there would be this strange 
anomaly, that the court would order service of an 
originating summons out of the jurisdiction in one 
case only, namely, where the summons relates 
simply to the administration of personal estate, & 
could make an order for such service without being 
subject to any of the restrictions or limitations as 
to place, or the nature of the case, or the like, 
which, under Ord. XI., are made applicable to 
writs & notices of writs. In other words, in the 
particular case of an originating summons for the 
administration of personal estate, the court would 
have a much larger jurisdiction than it would 
possess in the case of a writ for the same purpose. 

I think that Ord. LXXII., r. 2, cannot be so 
read or construed as to produce this extraordinary 
result (CHITTY, J.). 

We must deal with the present case under the 
General Orders of 1883, & there is nothing in them 
to authorise service of an originating summons out 
of the jurisdiction. The general order as to service 
out of the jurisdiction was in my opinion intended 
to form a complete code on that subject, & to 
show when such service could, & when it could not, 
be effected. Nowr. 1 applied in terms to writs of 
summons, & to nothing else, & it cannot be urged 
that Ord. XI. taken alone gives power to serve 
an originating summons out of the jurisdiction. 
It is urged that the old practice in this respect 
remains, because Ord. LX XII., r. 2, saves the old 
practice & procedure ‘‘ where no other provision 
is made by the Acts or these Rules.”’ I think that 
other provision is made by the Acts & Rules; but 
apart from that 1 think it would be wrong to say 
that this rule saves any practice which depends 
solely on an Act of Parliament which has been 
repealed, or on a rule which has been abrogated 
(CoTToNn, L.J.).—Re BUSFIELD, WHALEY v. Bus- 
FIELD (1886), 82 Ch. D. 128, 181; 55 L. J. Ch. 
467; 54 L. T. 220; 34 W. R. 372, C. A. 

12, —— -}—The rules are the only 
authority under which writs can be renewed, &, 
unless they can be applied to writs issued prior to 
the Judicature Acts, as well as to those issued 
since, there is no authority at all for the renewal 
of the former class of writs. For since Oct. 24, 
1883, when the rules & 46 & 47 Vict.,c. 49, came 
contemporaneously into operation, Ord. LXXII., 
r. 2, cannot be relied on. That rule provides that 
‘‘where no other provision is made by the Acts 
or these rules, the present procedure & practice 
remain in force.” As Cotton, L.J., points out 
in Re Busfield, No. 11, ante, even if no other 
provision is made, it is difficult to hold that this 
rule keeps on foot any practice or procedure con- 
tained in a repealed statute (CHARLES, J.).— 
Humes v. SOMERTON (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 239, 241- 
242; 59 L. J. Q. B. 420; 62 L. J. 828; 65 J. P. 
88; 88 W. R. 748; 6T. L. R. 374. 

13, ——. -}—The pltfs., owners of a landing- 
stage in the river Mersey, brought an action 
against the defts., owners of a steamship, to 
recover the amount of damage sustained by them 
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in consequence of the steamship striking the 
landing-stage, &, on the application of the pltfs., 
the district registrar directed that preliminary 
acts should be filed. This order was affirmed by 
BARGRAVE DEANE, J. The defts. appealed :— 
Held: by the Court of Appeal, that the landing- 
stage was not a “ vessel ’”’ within the meaning of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, Ord. XIX., 
r. 28, by which preliminary acts are to be filed in 
actions for ‘‘ damage by collision between vessels,”’ 
&, therefore, the order directing the filing of these 
documents must be set aside, notwithstanding any 
wider practice with reference to preliminary Acts 
in ‘‘ causes of damage ”’ alleged to exist under the 
Admiralty Court Rules of 1859, & to be saved by 
the provisions of Ord. JuX XII., r. 2, for the rules 
of 1859 are included in the list of repealed rules 
in Appendix O to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
1883, &, therefore, any such alleged practice if 
existing thereunder, has been abrogated.—THE 
CRAIGHALL, [1910] P. 207; 79 L. J. P. 73; 103 
L. T. 236; 11 Asp. M. L. C. 419, C. A. 

14, ——— Variance in practice at law & in 
equity.J—In cases where no rule of practice is laid 
down by the new Orders, & there is a variance in 
the old practice of the Chancery & Common Law 
Courts, that practice is to prevail which is con- 
sidered by the court most convenient.—NEw- 
BIGGIN-BY-THE-SEA GAS Co. v. ARMSTRONG (1879), 
13 Ch. D. 310; 49 L. J. Ch. 231; 41 7. T. 637 ; 
28 W. R. 217, C. A. 

15. - .|—Where there is no provision 
in the General Orders as to the practice in any 
particular case, & when the rules of practice at 
common law & in equity do not agree, the Court 
of Appeal has laid down that the more convenient 
practice is to be adopted (JESSEL, M.R.).— 
THOMAS v. PALIN (1882), 21 Ch. D. 360, 367, 
C. A. 

16. ———.]—Although under the decision 
of the Court of Appeal giving the court liberty to 
set-off costs or damages between parties, does not 
apply to costs in separate actions, the courts in 
the Chancery Division, equally with those in the 
King’s Bench Division, have since the Judicature 
Acts, the discretion as to allowing a set-off of costs 
in separate actions, which was exercised by the 
Court of Common Pleas before Reg. Gen. Hil. 
Term, 1832, & was restored upon the repeal of 
those Rules; & the old Chancery practice of 
refusing a set-off of costs in separate actions in 
order to preserve the solicitor’s lien for costs is no 
longer binding.—PuppDEPHAT?r v. LErrH (NO. 2), 
[1916] 2 Ch. 168; 85 L. J. Ch. 543; 114 L. T. 
1159; 60 Sol. Jo. 568. 

17. Practice in Chancery Division—Filing 
of affidavits sworn abroad.|— An affidavit sworn in 
foreign parts before a person authorised by the 
law of the forei country to administer oaths 
there, & whose antbOHty is verified by the nearest 
British vice-consul, may still be filed as under the 
old practice.—BRITTLEBANK v. SMITH (1884), 32 
W. R. 676; 50 L. T. 491. 

18. —-— -}—Before & after the Act 
15 & 16 Vict. c. 86, affidavits sworn in foreign parts 
out of Her Majesty’s dominions before a notary 
public might be filed, & that practice continued in 
force down to the time when the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 1883, came into operation :— 
Held: that this practice is not abrogated by 
Ord. XX XVIITI., r. 6, & Ord. LXXII., r. 2, of the 
Rules of 1888, & may be followed at any rate in 
cases where the practice under the Rules of 1888 
would be very inconsistent.—CooKE v. WILBY 
(1884), 25 Ch. D. 769; 53 L. J. Ch. 502; 50 L. T. 
152; 32 W. R, 879, 
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19. ——— ——— Leave to commence—Action in 
nature of Dill of review.]}—Where a pltf. has 
obtained a common administration judgment 
against a deft., he cannot maintain a subsequent 
action against the same deft. charging him with 
wilful default in the administration of the same 
estate, unless he has obtained the leave of the 
court to bring such action. 

The practice in this respect has not been altered 
or varied by the Judicature Acts or the Rules 
thereunder.—LAMING v. GEE (1878), 10 Ch. D. 
715; 48 L. J. Ch. 196; 40 L. T. 33; 27 W. R. 
AL 

20.- - — - —~— — -.} -The jurisdiction 
given to the court by sect. 55 of the National Debt 
Act, 1870, to decide upon petition as to the 
validity of a claim for the re-transfer of stock, 
which has been transferred to the National Debt 
Commissioners under the provisions of sect. 51, 
is to be exercised in the mode in which the ordinary 
jurisdiction of the court is exercised. 

What is the state of things? This form of 
petition was part of the practice in the old Court 
of Chancery. In a Court of Common Law if a 
verdict was obtained & was unsatisfactory to the 
parties they had to move for a new trial. which in 
effect was to get the leave of the court to have a 
new trial; & they had to do that upon some one 
or more of the grounds which the court had deter- 
mined were the only grounds on which they would 
give that leave, namely, on the ground of mis- 
direction. on the ground of the verdict being 
against evidence, or on the well-known ground of 
a much larger jurisdiction which the Common Law 
Courts eventually reserved to themselves, namely, 
that although there was not positively any mis- 
direction, & although the verdict was not actually 
against the evidence, yet, if on the whole the 
verdict was unsatisfactory, they reserved to them- 
selves the right to grant a new trial on the old 
proceedings. But the Court of Chancery went 
somewhat further, &, when there had been a 
judgment, if, upon motion for leave to re-open the 
issue, in the opinion of the court satisfactory 
reasons were shown, they gave leave; & therefore, 
if leave had been asked to present this new 
petition, it being suggested that there was no new 
evidence, or any other reason being alleged which 
would satisfy the court, the court might have 
given leave; but according to the course of 
practice of the Court of Chancery the parties never 
could themselves begin a new litigation where 
there had been a judgment before, of their own 
accord. The parties could only do it upon reasons 
shown to the court, satisfactory to the court, & 
after the court had given them leave (BRETT, 
M.R.).—Re May (1885), 28 Ch. D. 516, 519; 33 
W. R. 917; sub nom. Re May, Ex p. House, 54 
L. J. Ch. 338; 52 L. T. 78, C. A. 

21, ——- --_- —__ -——_..]— Where a good title 
has been declared on a summons under the Vendor 
& Purchaser Act, 1874, the purchaser is not at 
liberty to reopen the question by way of review, 
unless he can prove that since the order on the 
summons he has discovered material facts, which 
he could not with reasonable diligence have dis- 
covered earlier, showing that the title is defective ; 
in which case he may bring an action of review, 
the jurisdiction of the old Court of Chancery as 
to allowing proceedings by way of review being 
still exercisable by the Chancery Division of the 
High Court; but, semble, an action of review can 
now be commenced without leave. 

If the vendor has brought an action for specific 
performance, the purchaser may bring his action 
of review by way of counterclaim to the vendor’s 
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action.— Re Scott & ALVAREZ’s ConTRACT, ScoTr 
v. ALVAREZ, [1895] 1 Ch. 596; 64 L. J. Ch. 376; 
72 L. T. 455 ; on appeal, [1895] 2 Ch. 608, C. A. 

22. - -—.] —Since the passing of 
the Judicature Act, 1878, the High Court has no 

urisdiction to review its own order, in an action 

rought to review the order on the ground of crror 
in law apparent on the face of it, the remedy of 
the party complaining being by appeal to the 
Court of Appeal.—Briaut & Co., LTD. v. SELLAR, 
[1904] 1 K. B. 6; 72 1. J. K. B. 921; 89 1. T. 
431; 52 W. R. 148; 20 T. L. R. 12; 48 Sol. Jo. 
13, C. A. 

23. - ~-—— Order dismissing action for want 
of prosecution—No bar to institution of fresh pro- 
ceedings.}—The practice of this court was per- 
fectly well settled long before I went to the bar. 
In lord Redesdale’s book I find the Jaw thus 
stated, on p. 238 of the original edition: “A 
decree or order dismissing a former bill for the same 
matter may be pleaded in bar to a new bill if the 
dismission was upon hearing, & was not in terms 
directed to be without prejudice. But an order of 
dismission is a bar only where the court determined 
that the pltf. had no title to the relief sought by 
his bill; & therefore an order dismissing a bill for 
want of prosecution is not a bar to another bill.” 
That practice was somewhat modified by Ord. 
XXITI., r. 13, of the Consolidated Ord., 1860, 
which has since been repealed. That rule pro- 
vided that, ‘‘ If the pltf., after the cause is sct 
down to be heard, causes the bill to be dismissed 
on his own application, or if the cause is called on 
to be heard in court, & the plitf. makes default, 
& by reason thereof the bill is dismissed, such 
dismissal, unless the court shall otherwise direct, 
shall be equivalent to a dismissal on the merits, 
& may be pleaded in bar to another suit for the 
same matter.”’ 

That order is repealed; & if you look at the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, Ord. LXXIL., 
r. 2, you find: ‘‘ Where no other provision is made 
by the Acts or these rules, the present procedure 
& practice remain in force.” That surely cannot 
be intended to keep on foot a repealed order. I 
should imagine that to mean the general juris- 
diction & practice of the court such as they are 
stated to be in the passage I have read from Lord 
Redesdale. Then in the orders there are pro- 
visions for the discontinuance of an action, after 
defence & before reply, & that would be no bar 
whatever to the bringing of a new action (Kay, J.). 
—MaGnus v. NATIONAL BANK OF SCOTLAND 
ae 67 1... J. Ch. 902; 58 L. T. 617; 36 W. KR. 
602. 

24. ——— --— Solicitor issuing name of person 
as plaintiff without authority.]|—-A company named 
as co-pltfs. in an action served notice of motion 
to strike out their name, & asked that the solicitors 
who had issued the writ might be ordered to pay 
the company’s costs, on the ground that their 
name had been used without their authority. 
Before the motion could be heard the solicitors 
served a notice wholly discontinuing the action :— 
Held: that, notwithstanding the discontinuance, 
the court had jurisdiction to make the order 
asked for. 

By Ord. LXXII., r. 2, ‘‘ Where no other pro- 
vision is made by the Acts or these rules, the 
present procedure & practice remain in force.”’ 
I cannot find any provision in the Acte or in the 
Rules as to what is to be done when a solicitor has 
used the name of a person as pltf. without his 
authority. I think, therefore, that the old 
practice remains in force, & that this motion is 
technically right (NoRTH, J.).—GoLp Rrerrs oF 
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WESTERN AUSTRALIA, Lrp. v. Dawson, [1897] 1 
Ch. 115, 118-119; 66 L. J. Ch. 147; 75 L. T. 575; 
45 W. R. 285; 41 Sol. Jo. 145. 

25. —— Practice In King’s Bench Division— 
Jurisdiction of judge sitting in chambers.]—A judge 
sitting at chambers has jurisdiction to set aside a 
writ of prohibition issued out of the Petty Bag 
Office.—AMSTELL v. LESSER (1885), 16 Q. B. D. 
187; 65 L. J. Q. B. 114; 53 L. T. 759; 34 W. R. 
230; 2T. L. R. 198, D. C. 

6. —— Return of unconditional com- 
pliance to writ of mandamus.]—A return of uncon- 
ditional compliance to a writ of mandamus, which 
is not a peer party writ, may be pleaded to, not- 
withstanding Ord. LIII., r. 9, since the procedure 
of pleading to the return to such writ as regulated 
by the repealed statutes 9 Anne, c. 20 (Revised 
Iidn. Statutes, 9 Anne, c. 25), & 1 Will. 4, c. 21, 
is preserved by Ord. LX VIII., r. 1, & Ord. LX XII., 
r. 2.—R. v. PIREHILL NortuH JJ. (1884), 14 
Q. B. D. 13; 61 L. T. 534; sub nom. R. v. 
STAFFORDSHIRE JJ., 54 L. J. M. ©. 17; 49 J. Pz 
36; 33 W. R. 205; 1 T. L. R. 78, C. A. 

27, Admiralty proceedings—Service of 
writ in rem.]—In an action in rem the writ of 
summons was served in the manner provided by 
Ord. IX., r. 12, no appearance was entered, & the 
action came on for judgment by default under 
Ord. XITI., rr. 12, 13. The affidavit of service of 
the writ was made by the solicitor’s clerk who had 
served such writ:—Held: that service of a 
writ in rem by a solicitor or his clerk, & not by the 
marshal or his substitute, was a valid service, & 
that the affidavit was sufficient. 

It is.clear that before the separation of the 
warrant & the citation both were served by the 
marshal; they were then in fact one instrument. 
The present difficulty has arisen from the abroga- 
tion of the old rules, without there being any 
provision in the new rules as to how the writ of 
summons in an action in rem, which is substituted 
for the citation, is to be served. The recent 
practice has been, & is, to allow the solicitor or his 
clerk or some one other than the marshal to effect 
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the service of the writ of the summons. It is, 
however, in my opinion, doubtful if a man has a 
right to go on board a ship, & nail a writ of 
summons on the mast (Butt, J.).—THE SOLis 
(1885), 10 P. D. 62; 34L. J. P. 52; 52 L. T. 440; 
33 W. R. 659; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 368. 

: Joinder of parties.J—In the old 
days, at common law, parties could not join 
together. The rule enabled certain pitfs. to be 
joined together in a suit; but the Judicature Act 
of 1875 (c. 66), s. 21, & also Ord. LXXIL., r. 2, 
leave untouched the practice of this court in thore 
respects in which it is not inconsistent with the 
rules made under the Judicature Acts (GORELL 
BARNES, J.).—THE MARECHAL SUCHET, [1896] P. 
233, 236; 65 L. J.P. 94; 74 L. T. 789; 45 W. R. 
141; 12 T. L. R. 5103; 8 Asp. M. L. C. 158. 

29. —— Payment into court.]—JIn an 
action of damage by collision the defts. admitted 
their liability, & agreed to pay a certain percentage 
of the pltfs.’ proved, or agreed, damages & taxed 
costs. The parties being unable to agree as to 
the amount of the damages, the question was, by 
consent, referred to the registrar & merchants. 
Before the hearing of the reference the defts. 
tendered & paid into court £750 in satisfaction of 
the claim. The pltfs. did not accept the amount 
tendered, & the reference proceeded. The regis- 
trar, by his report, found that, at the agreed 
percentage, the sum due from the defts. was 
£713 168., with interest at 4 per cent. to the date 
of tender. : 

The pltfs. applied under Ord. XXII., r. 5, of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court for payment out 
to them of the amount tendered, viz. £750 :— 
Held: that the pltfs. were only entitled to the 
amount found due, viz. £713 l6s., with interest, 
as—except the rules expressly dealing with the 
mode of payment of money into & out of court 
in Admiralty actions—the provisions of Ord. 
XXII. do not affect the Admiralty practice re- 
lating to tender..—THE Mona, [1894] P. 265; 63 
L. J. P.137; 71 L. T. 24; 43 W. R. 173; 7 Asp. 
M. L. C. 478; 6 R. 707. 














Part I1—Form and Commencement of Action. 


R.S. C., Ord. I.,r.1. All actions which, immediately before 
the Ist November, 1875, were commenced by writ in the 
Superior Courts of Common Law at Westminster, or in the 
Court of Common Pleas at Lancaster, or in the Court of Pleas 
at Durham, and all suits which, immediately before that date, 
were commenced by bill or information in the High Court of 
Chancery, or by a cause in rem or in personam in the High 
Court of Admiralty, or by citation or otherwise in the Court 
of Probate, shall be instituted tn the High Court of Justice by 
& proceeding to be called an action. 


—————————— Pp. 2. «All other proceedings in and applica- 
tions to the High Court may, subject to these Rules, be taken 
and made in the same manner as they would have been taken 
and made in any Court in which any proceeding or application 
of the like kind could have been taken or made immediately 
before the 1st, November, 1875. 


See, generally, ACTION, Vol. I., pp. 5, Nos. 1 
et seqg.; Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1925, s, 225, p. 259, ante. 

‘* Action’? —- Under Judicature Acts.}—See 
ACTION, Vol. I., pp. 5, 6, Nos. 1-18. 

Under County Courts Act.|—See AcTIoN, 
Vol. I., p. 6, Nos. 19-25. 
nder Public Authorities Protection Acts.] 
—See ACTION, Vol. I., pp. 6, 7, Nos. 26-831; Pusric 








AUTHORITIES, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 119-121, 
Nos. 861--871 ; Supp. 

——-— Under particular statutes.}—See ACTION, 
Vol. I., pp. 7, 8, Nos. 32-49; Supp. 
Use of term in releases.]—See ACTION, 
Vol. I., pp. 8, 9. 

Admiralty Division—Actions in.]}—See ADMI- 
RALTY, Vol. I., pp. 158, Nos. 667 e¢ seq. 

Attorney-General—As party to proceedings.} 
See CHaritigs, Vol. VIII., pp. 307, 398, 407, 
Nos. 22138-2234, 2427-2432; Commons, Vol. 
XI., pp. 32, 47, Nos. 416, 667, 668 ; CONSTITUTIONAL 
Law, Vol. XI., p. 527, No. 317 ; CROWN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 488-490, Nos. 3701-3722 ; HIGH- 
ways, Vol. XXVI., pp. 450, 451, Nos. 1663-1669 ; 
INJUNCTIONS, Vol. RAXVIIL, pp. 494-498, Nos. 
968-1000 ; LocaL GOVERNMENT, Vol. X XXIII, 
p. 98, No. 680; NuIsancp, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 
163, 210; Nos. 58-60, 529-531. 
Criminal informations filed by.}—See 
CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., pp. 549, Nos. 4656 et 


seq. 











264 





Consent to proceedings.}—See CHARITIES, 
Vol. VIII., pp. 395-397, 404, Nos. 2186, 2194, 
2196-2200, 2206, 2211, 2212, 2358-2368 ; CROWN 
PRacTICE, Vol. XVI., p. 490, Nos. 3723-3731 ; 
Pusiic Heart, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 169, 170, 
Nos. 132-137. 

Attorney-General & relators.]|—See CROWN 
PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 481 et seq. 

Cause of action—Definitions.]—See 
Vol. I., p. 18, Nos. 104-108. 

Where it arises.|}—See ACTION, Vol. I., 
pp. 18, 14, Nos. 109-112. 

—~— — Service out of the jurisdiction. ]—WSee 
Part NITI., post. 

—--- ~——— Mayor’s Court.}—See Mayor’s & 
City oF LoNpON CouRT, Vol. XXXIV, pp. 529, 
Nos. 32 et seq. 

Salford Hundred Court.}]—See CouRT»s, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 202, 203, Nos. 1111-1115. 
Separation of causes of action & splitting 
demands.]—See AcTIOoN, Vol. I., pp. 14-18, 
Nos. 114-140. 

As necessary preliminary to writ.}—See 
AcTION, Vol. I., pp. 19-23, Nos. 151-186. 

Commencement of action.]—See AcTION, Vol. I., 
p. 9, Nos. 55-62 ; Part III., post. 

‘*Cause or matter.’’}—See AcTion, Vol. I., 
pp. 11-12, Nos. 91-103. 

Crown—Legal proceedings by & against Crown, 
Crown servants, agents, etc.}—See ACTION, Vol. I., 
p. 43, Nos. 336-338 ; ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 107, 
Nos. 127-134; AGENcy, Vol. I., pp. 654-657, 
Nos. 2720-2747 ; CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, Vol. IT., 
pp. 523, Nos. 284 et seg.; JUDGMENTS, Vol. XXX., 
pp. 142, Nos. 183 et seq.; PUBLIC AUTHORITIES, 
Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 4, Nos. 1 et seq. 

Petition of right.]|—See CROWN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI, pp. 236, Nos. 317 et seq. 

Damages assessed once & for all—Prospective & 
continuing damage.|—See Damaass, Vol. XVII., 
pp. 87, Nos. 59 et seq. 

Frivolous & vexatious actions.}—See PLEADING, 
p- 82, ante. 

Informations — English informations.] — See 
CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. AVI., pp. 233, Nos. 272 
et seq. 
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Latin informations.]|—See CROWN PRAC- 
TICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 214, Nos. 1 et seq. 
By Attorney-General at relation of plaintiff 





PRACTICE. 


—Inoluded in term ‘‘ aoction.’’]}—See ACTION, 
Vol. I., p. 5, No. 9. 

Criminal informations.]—See CRIMINAL 
LAW, Vol. XIV, pp. 349, Nos. 3654 et seq. 

Instituting proceeding—-Married Women’s Pro- 
perty Act, 18938.]—See AcTIon, Vol. 1., p. 11, 
No. 90, & Supp. ; HUSBAND & WIFF, Vol. XXVIL., 
pp. 130, 131, Nos. 1058-1071. 

‘* Judicial proceedings.’’}—See AcTION, Vol. I., 
p. ll, No. 84. 

Jurisdiction of courts.|—See CourtTs, Vol. XVI., 
pp. 101-127, Nos. 22—256. 

As to immovables. |—-See CONFLICT OF LAWS, 
Vol. II., pp. 344, Nos. 314 et seg. 
Limitation of jurisdiction in foreign 
“Char amg CONFLICT OF Laws, pp. 306, 307, 
Nos. 1-8. 

Stay of proceedings when cause of action 
arising abroad.|—See CoNFLicT or Laws, Vol. II., 
pp. 477, Nos. 1310 e¢ seq. 
Admiralty Division. ]—See 
Vol. I., pp. 99, Nos. 1 e¢ seq. 

‘‘ Legal proceedings.’’]—See AcTION, Vol. I., 
p. 11, Nos. 85-87. 

New Procedure List.]|—See Part XCIV., post. 

Notice of action—Public Authorities Protection 
Act.]—See Pusiic AUTHORITIES, Vol. XXXVITII., 
pp. 101, Nos. 725 ef seq. 

‘* Proceedings, etc.’?]—See AcTION, Vol. J., 
pp. 10, 11, Nos. 70-90. 

Proceedings commenced by a writ.]—-See ACTION, 
Vol. I., p. 11, No. 88. 

Practice when no other provision made by Act 
or Rules.|—See HR. S. C., Ord. LXXIT., vr. 2, 
Part I., ante. 

Public Authorities Protection Act.|—See PUBLIC 
AUTHORITIES, Vol. AAXXVIII., pp. 101, Nos. 725 

Ii3TOPPEL, 


et seq. 

Res judicata.}]— See Vol. XXI., 
pp. 159, Nos. 213 ef seq., Supp. 

** Sult.”’]—-See AcTION, Vol. I., pp. 9, 10, Nous. 
63-69. 

Taking proceedings. |—Sce Vol. L., 
p- 11, No. 89. 

Time for commencement of action.]—See Lim1- 
TATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XX XII., pp. 315, Nos. 1 
et seq.; PuBLIC AUTHORITIES, Vol. XX XVIII, 
pp. 101, Nos. 725 et seq. 

Issue of writ.]— See Part VI., post. 
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Part I11—Writ of Summons and Procedure, etc. 


SECT. 1.—COMMENCEMENT OF ACTION. 


R.S. C., Ord. I, r.1. Every action in the High Court shall 
be commenced by a writ of summons, which shall be indorsed 
with a statement of the nature of the claim made, or of the 
relief or remedy required in the action, and which shall specify 
the Division of the High Court to which it is intended that the 
action should be assigned. 


(New Procedure List, see Part XCIV., 


30. Commencement of every action by writ of 
summons—Except where otherwise provided by 
rules.}—I read Ord. II., r. 1, as meaning that 
every action is to be commenced by a writ of sum- 
mons except where otherwise provided by the 
rules (Corton, L.J.).—~Re Fawsirr, GALLAND v. 
BuRTON (1885), 30 Ch. D. 231; 65 1. J. Ch. 568; 
5317. T. 271; 34 W. R. 26, C. A. 

——— .]--See ACTION, Vol. I., p. 9, Nos. 55-62. 


‘* Action.’’ }—See Part I., ante. 
Instituting proceedings.]—-See Part II., ante. 
Indorsement of claim.]—See Part IV., post. 


Issue of writ of summons.]—Sce Part VI, 
post. 
Aliens—Suilts by & against.]}—See ALIENS, 


Vol. II., pp. 180-1382, Nos. 61-82. 

Alien enemy—Position of.}—See ALIENS, Vol. 
II., pp. 147, Nos. 210 et seqg., & Supp. 

Copy writ & copy pleadings—Evidence of action 
proved by production of.]—See CrrminaL Law, 
Vol. XV., p. 680, No. 7361. 

Crown, Crown servants, agents, etc.—Actions by 
& against. |—See Part II., ante. 

Diplomatic officers—Privileges of.J—See Oon- 
ATITUTIONAL LAw, Vol. II., pp. 536 -642, Nos. 390— 
467, & Supp. 


Part l]].—Waruit or SUMMONS AND PROCEDURE, ETC. 


Effect of writ as re-entry.|—See LANDLORD & 
Ma a Vol. XXXI., pp. 475-477, Nos. 6224— 

ete by matter of record.]—See EstopPet, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 140, Nos. 39 ef seq. 

Foreign sovereigns, Governments & ships— 
Suits by & against.|—See AcTION, Vol. I., pp. 45— 
50, Nos. 354-409 ; ApMIRALYY, Vol. I., pp. 110- 
111, Nos. 135-146, & Supp. 

Payment or offer atte action brought. ]—Sec 
BILLS OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., p. 348, Nos. 2312~ 
2317 ; Conrract, Vol. XII., p. 451, Nos. 3647-- 
aoeae TRADE Marks, Vol. XLIII., p. 330, No. 

Payment or tender before action brought— 
Demand for debt & costs.|—See BANKERS, Vol. IIL., 
p. 200, No. 453; Contract, Vol. XII., p. 327, 
Nos. 2720-2721. 

31. Payment or tender after issue of writ—Defen- 
dant Mable to costs.|—-The debt & costs indorsed 
on a writ of summons were reccived by the clerk 
of pltf.’s attorney after the expiration of four 
days :—Held: the attorney not having offered to 
return the money, was not entitled to go on with 
the action for the recovery of further costs.— 
HODDING v. STURCHFIELD (1844), 7 Man. & G. 957; 
2 Dow. & L. 596; 8 Scott, N. R. 662; 141. 5.C. P. 
33; 4 L. T. O.S. 95; 8 Jur. 988; 135 E.R. 389. 

Service out of the jurisdiction.|—Sce Part XIILI., 
post, 


Srict. 2.—-FORM OF WRIT OF SUMMONS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S.C., Ord. I1.,r.2. Any costs occasioned by the use of 
any forms of writs, and of indorsements thereon, other or more 
prolix than the torms hereinafter prescribed, shall be borne 
by the party using the sume, unless the Court or a Judge shall 
otherwise direct. 


Yr. The writ of summons for the com- 
mencement of an action shall, except in the cases in which any 
different form is hereinafter provided, be in one of the Forms 
Nos. 1, 2, 3 and 4 in Appendix A., Part I., with such variations 
as circumstances nay require. 


[New Procedure List, see Part XUIV., Sect. 2, post J 


Form & contents of statement of claim.]—<Sce 
PLEADING, pp. 134, Nos. 1285 et sey. 

Costs occasioned by  prolixity.})— See Part 
LXXXVI., Sect. 3, post. 

32. Forms in appendix —- Repeal of earlier 
Sstatute.]—The question is from what day interest 
is to run on costs awarded by the allocatur of a 
master. I take it as a matter not disputed that 
by 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 17, such interest would 
run as on a judgment debt from the date of the 
incipitur, because that enactment has been so 
interpreted by two authorities, one in the Ex- 
chequer & the other in the Common Pleas, & 
therefore the statute must be considered to have 
said what the courts have declared the words of 
the statute to mean. Now I intend to decide that 
a later statute has repealed this enactment as it 
has been so interpreted & properly interpreted. I 
find that sect. 16 of the Judicature Act, 1875, 
states that ‘the rules of court in the first 
schedule ”’ to that Act, ‘as to all matters to which 
they extend, shall thenceforth regulate the pro- 
ceedings in the High Court of Justice.” Now this 
i8 &@ proceeding in the High Court of Justice, & the 
Nae gt is if this form, given in oe ena (F.), 

orm No. 1, is part of such rules. ow I find it 
ee by Ord. II., v. 2, that where any person 
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departs from the forms of writs prescribed, he 
does so at the risk of incurring the penalty of costs. 
What forms? They are the forms thereinafter 
prescribed by these orders. There is evidently 
no distinction made in Ord. II., r. 2, between 
following the form prescribed for a writ of sum- 
mons & the form prescribed for a writ of fi. fa. 
They are both forms “ hereinafter prescribed ”’ 
within the meaning of that rule. Then I find in 
this form No. 1 in Appendix (F.), which is there- 
fore a form prescribed by Act of Parliament, this 
direction to the sheriff, namely, to levy the 
amount of the costs allowed on taxation, ‘‘ together 
with interest thereon at the rate of £4 per centum 
per annum, from the day of .’ Then 
there is _a footnote appended thereto, which 
says: ‘‘ The date of certificate of taxation,” so 
that the form in the present case would state, 
when filled up, that the interest would be from 
Nov. 29, 1876. This is the prescribed date given 
by the later Act of Parliament, & being the later 
one it must prevail over the previous Act (LORD 
COLERIDGE, C.J.).—- SCHROEDER v. CLEUGH (1877), 
46 L. J. Q. B. 365, 366-367 ; 35 L. T. 850. 

33. Applicability of.}—A writ in personam 
for service within the jurisdiction is invalidated 
by the omission of the address of deft. 

Where therefore such a writ was addressed to a 
foreign corporation without giving its address :— 
Held: having regard to Ord. II., r. 3, the omis- 
sion was material, & the writ was invalid & must 
be set aside.—TuHE W. A. SHOLTEN (SCHOLTEN), 
(1887), 13 P. D. 8; 571. J. P. 4; 58 L. T. 91; 
36 W. RK. 559; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 244. 

34. .}—Pltfs., being entitled under the 
provisions of the Public Health Acts to recover 
the expenses of making up a road from the owners 
of the lands abutting on the roadway, & being 
unable to discover who some of those owners 
were, issued a writ against deft. A., & known 
owner of some of the land, & the owners of certain 
lands adjoining ‘‘ the road ’’ more particularly 
described in the indorsement on the writ, ‘‘ whose 
names & addresses are not known to pltfs.’’ 
Upon the summons for directions pltfs. desired 
to amend the writ by adding after the word 
“‘ owners ’”’ the words ‘“ at the time of the com- 
pletion of the works referred to in the indorse- 
ment hereon,’’ & they also asked for leave to effect 
substituted service on defts. so described by affixing 
copies of the writ on the respective premises :— 
Held : the writ, in not giving the names & addresses 
of defts. other than A., did not comply with the 
form of writ which had the basis of statutory 
authority & was prescribed by R. S. C., Ord. II., 
r. 3, & Appendix A., Part I.; the writ, whether 
as originally issued or as proposed to be amended, 
was bad as against the persons so sought to be 
made defts.; & the words following A.’s name 
must be struck out.—FRIERN BARNET URBAN 
DistRicr CoUNCIL v. ADAMS, [1927] 2 Ch. 25; 
06 L. J. Ch. 145; 136 L. T. 649; 91 J. P. 60; 
25 1. G. R. 75, C. A. 

-}—See Yearly Supreme Court Practice, 
Appendix A., Nos. 1—4. 

35. Description of parties—-Defendant’s address 
—DMisdescription.J—The court will refuse to con- 
solidate cross actions of damage in personam where 
there has been no service of the writ in the 
principal action. 

_ A shipowner, residing & carrying on business 
in Scotland, having been described on the face 
of a writ of summons for service within the juris- 
diction sued out against him in an action of 
damage in personam as ‘“‘ of the city of London,” 
applied before service of the writ & after a cross 
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Sect. 2.—Form of writ of summons: Sub-secls. 1, 2 


3. 


action of damage in respect of the same collision 
had been instituted on his behalf that the writ 
should be set aside. he court refused the motion. 
—THE HELENSLEA, THE CATALONIA (1881), 7 P. D. 
57; 51 7. P. 416; 47 1. T. 446; 30 W. R. 616; 
4 Asp. M. L. GC. 594. 

36. ——-— —-—— ——.]—The writ in an action 
described deft. as ‘J. L. Young, carrying on 
business as the Edison Mineograph Co., at No. 60, 
Ludgate-hill.” Deft., who was not in fact 
carrying on the business, entered an appearance 
as “J. L. Young, sued as J. L. Young, carrying 
on business as the Edison Mineograph Co., at No. 
60, Ludgate-hill, but who denies that he is carry- 
ing on business as the Edison Mineograph Co. 
at No. 60, Ludgate-hill, aforesaid or elsewhere.” 
On motion by deft. to set aside the writ & sub- 
sequent proceedings on the ground of irregularity : 
—IHeld: there was no irregularity in the writ, & 
the mistake had been set right by the form in 
which an appearance had been entered by deft. ; 
& the motion was refused.—ZvUCCATO v. YOUNG 
(1890), 38 W. R. 474. 

37. — -—- ~.] - Deft. applied to set aside 
a writ of summons, which had been issued & 
served upon him in England, on the ground that 
by the writ deft. was incorrectly described as of 
Lytham in the county of Lancaster, whereas his 
only place of business & address was at London- 
derry in Ireland :—Held: refusing the applica- 
tion, that the incorrect statement of deft.’s address 
did not vitiate the writ & it was good.—SmiTn v. 
HAMMOND, [1896] 1 Q. B. 571; 65 L. J. Q. B. 477 ; 
74h. T. 590; 44 W. R. 478; 40 Sol. Jo. 438. 

38. ——— Omission. ]—THE W. A. SHOLTEN 
(SCHOLTEN), No. 33, ante. 

39. ——- Names & addresses of defendants. |— 
FPRIERN BARNET URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL 1?. 
ADAMS, No. 3h, ante. 

40. —~ -- Deliberate insertion of wrong 
address.|—Where there is a statutory provision 
regulating service of process upon a deft., by which 
such process ought to be served out of that juris- 
diction, service of a writ of summons cannot be 
effected under Ord. IX., r. 2 (Ireland), on an agent 
within the Jurisdiction, & service of the writ in an 
action not within Ord. XI., r. 1 (Ireland), cannot 
be substituted under Ord. IX., r. 5 (Ireland), on 
such an agent. 

The principal office of a railway company within 

sect. 135 of the Railway Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845, is the head office where the government 
of the railway is carried on. 
_ When the true address of a deft. known to pltf. 
is out of the jurisdiction, the deliberate insertion 
in the writ of a false address within the juris- 
diction is a violation of the rules on that behalf, 
& such a writ will be set aside.—CLOKEY v. 
LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co., [1905] 2 
1. R. 251; 391. L. T. 42. 

41. Addition of title.}—An order having 
been made for the winding-up of an unregistered 
company undcr the Companies Act, 1862, the court 
directed under sect. 203 of the Act that certain 
land, which was vested in trustees for the com- 
pany, subject to a rent-charge, should vest in the 
official liquidators, appointed for the purposes of 
the winding-up, by their official name. 

Pitfis., the owners of the rent-charge upon such 
land, sued the liquidators in their personal capacity 
to recover arrears of the rent-charge from them as 
terre-tenants :—Held: such action ought to be 
stayed as being manifestly groundless. 











PRACTICE. 


It is clear to my mind that this is not an action 

ainst defts. as official liquidators & in their 
official capacity. That is shown, I think, by tho 
terms of the writ, which abstains from sues 
that defts. are sued as official liquidators. I 
merely adds by way of description or addition to 
their names the words “ official liquidators,” etc., 
& the terms used in the body of the writ are such 
as would enable judgment to be enforced against 
the defts. personally. If the action had been 
intended to be against the official liquidators as 
such, the form of the writ ought to have been 
modified accordingly (BOWEN, L.J.)._-GRAHAM v. 
Epc (1888), 20 Q. B. 1. 683, 689; 57 L. J. Q. B. 
406; 58 1. T. 913; 36 W. R. 529; 4 T. LL. R. 
442, C. A. 

Administration actions.J—See Exircutors & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 770, Nos. 8003 
cl sey. 

Administrator.]—Sce Personal representatives, 
anfra. 

Alien enemies.|]—See ALIENS, Vol. II., pp. 147, 
Nos. 200 et seg., & aly 

Amendment of writ.}— See Sect. 2, sub-sect. 3, 
post. 

Bankruptcy—Actions, etc., by & against trustee 
& bankrupt.|—See BANKRUuPrcy, Vol. V., pp. 977, 
Nos. 7993 et seq. 

Charities—Actions, petitions, summonses, etc. |— 
See CHARITIES, Vol. VIII., pp. 395, Nos. 2185 et 
seq. 

Companies—Actions & proceedings by & against. ] 
—See COMPANIES, Vol. 1X., pp. 665, Nos. 4426 et 
seq. 








~ —- Foreign companies.]—Sre (Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 1204, Nos. 8523 ef sey. 
Alien enemies.]—See ALIENS, Vol. I., 





pp. 145, Nos. 194 et seq., & Supp. 

——- Winding-up.]—See Companies, Vol. X., 
pp. 814, Nos. 5304 ef seq., & Supp. 

Powers & duties of liquidator. |]—Sce 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 876, Nos. 5950 el seq. 
Bankruptcy petition by company.|—sSce 
Bankruptcy, Vol. 1V., pp. 134, Nos. 1228 ef seq. 

Conflict of laws.)—See CoNFLICT OF LAWS, 
Vol. IL., pp. 472, Nos. 1266 et seqg., & Supp. 

Controller.]—See Alien enemics, supra. 

Custodian of enemy debts.]— Sec Alicn enemics, 
supra. 

Executor. ]—See Personal representatives, infra. 

42. Female plaintiff—Description.]—A female 
pitf. should state her description, viz. whether 
she is a married woman, or a spinster, or otherwise 
(KEKEWICH, J.).-—- Re PoInous, SUTTON v. MARTIN, 
f18V1}] W. N. 139. 

43. ——- — —.]-~When an action is commenced 
by or against a woman, she ought to be described 
as a spinster, a married woman, or a widow 
(RomErR, J.).—ToFIELD v. ROBERTS, [1894] W. N. 
74; 10 T. L. R. 437, 

Foreign companies. ]—See Companies, supra. 

Friendly Societies—By & against societies & 
members. }|—See FRIENDLY SOCIETIES, Vol. XXV., 
p. 334, Nos. 354 et seq. 

Parties.|}—See Part XIX., post. 

Partners—Actions by & against.}—Sce PARTNER- 
SHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 401, Nos. 716 et seq. 
Enforcement of rights inter se.}]—Sce 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 458, Nos. 1223 
el seq. 

Personal representatives—Legal proceedings by 
& against.J—See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 716, Nos. 7434 et seq. 

—- efore probate.|—See Execurors & 
EMIS TRATORNS Vol. XXIII., pp. 63, Nos. 437 
et seq. 




















Part I]I.—Writ or SUMMONS AND PROCEDURE, ETC. 


—-—- - ---- Before grant of administration. |—See 
Iixecutors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIIL., 
pp. 66, Nos. 495 ef seq. 

Receivers—Legal proceedings by & against.]— 
si REcCHIVERS, Vol. XXXIX., pp. 64, Nos. 741 
et seq. 

Trade Unions—Proceedings by & against.]—See 
TRADE & TRADE UNIONS, Vol. XLIII., pp. 125, 
Nos. 1277 et seq. 

44. Unincorporated bodies.] — The London 
Association for the Protection of Trade is not 
a corporate body, nor is it a partnership, nor again 
is it a creation of statute. Pltfs. were wrong in 
making it a defendant to the action. It appears, 
however, that the officials of the association were 
not anxious to raise what might be considered a 
technical point, & an appearance was therefore 
entered by Sir Samucl Scott, an official & member, 
on behalf of himself & all other members of the 
association. This, too, was wrong. Sir Samuel 
Scott could not properly defend on behalf of 
himself & all other members of the association 
without an order of the court authorising him so 
todo. It may be said that this, too, was a technical 
matter. In my opinion, however, it was a matter 
of substance. Ilad Sir Samuel Scott applied to 
the court for leave to defend on behalf of himself 
& all other members of the association, the court 
would have had to inquire whether the case was 
within R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 9; in other words, 
whether the members of the association have a 
common interest within the meaning of that 
rule. Upon such an inquiry the nature & con- 
stitution of the association would have been of 
great materiality (LORD PARKER OF WADDINGTON). 
--~LONDON ASSOCIATION FOR PROTECTION OF 








TRADE v. GREENLANDS, Lyp., [1916] 2 A. C. 
15, 38-39; 85 lL. J. K. B. 698; 114 lL. T. 434, 
i. L. 

45. - -/—An action was brought against an 


unregistered association for the hire of articles 
supplied, & a representation order was obtained 
against the committce of the association directing 
that they should defend the action on behalf of 
all the membors. VPJtfs. claimed to join as defts. 
to the action certain persons in whom property 
belonging to the association was vested as trustees. 
In their statement of claim they made it clear 
that the trustees were only being sued in that 
capacity, & that no claim was being made against 
them personally for either the money debt or the 
costs of the action :—Held: as under the circum- 
stances no inconvenience or embarrassment could 
result from such joinder of the trustees, pltfs. 
were entitled to join them.—IDEAL FILMs, LTD. 
v. RICHARDS, [1927] 1 K. B. 374; 96 L. J. K. B. 
161; 186 1. T. 295; 43 T. L. RR. 7; 70 Sol. Jo. 
1138, C. A. 

-.J—See, also, CUARITIES, Vol. VIII, p. 399, 
Nos. 2253-2255. 








SUB-SECT. 2, —INDORSEMENT OF CLAIM. 


See R.S. C., Ord. IL, vr. 1, p. 264, ante, & Part 
IV., pust. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—AMENDMENT OF WRIT. 


Amendment of  pleadings.]—See PLEADING, 
Part VII. 

Alteration of claim without amendment of writ.] 
—See PLEADING, pp. 125-127, Nos. 1146-1158. 
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46. Insertion of nominal plaintiff—Action by 
foreign bank.}—In an action brought by a foreign 
banking company, under the name of ‘‘ La Banca 
Nazionale, Sede di Torino,’’ after plea pleaded, 
that pltfs. were not a body corporate, or entitled 
to sue in that name, the court allowed pltfs. to 
amend the writ & subsequent proceedings by 
substituting the name of the director of the bank 
as nominal pltf.—BANCA NAZIONALE SEDE DI 
ToRINO v. HAMBURGER (1863), 2 H. & ©. 330; 
2 New Rep. 369; 8 L. T. 548; 11 W. R. 1074 ; 
159 E. R. 137. 

47. Addition of partners—Action against foreign 
firm.]|—A writ was issued against a partnership 
firm (sued by the firm name) which carried on 
business abroad & had no place of business in 
England, & all the partners in which were 
domiciled & resident abroad. The writ was 
served in England upon a person who was tem- 
porarily there, & whom pltfs. alleged to be a 
partner in the firm, he being served expressly 
‘‘as partner.”’ He entered a conditional appear- 
ance, which was, on the application of pltfs., 
struck out as irregular, & he then entered an 
unconditional appearance, &, in his own name, 
moved to set aside the service, on the ground 
that he was not a partner in deft. firm. A 
Divisional Court refused to set aside the service. 
On appeal :—Held: Ord. IX., r. 6, did not apply 
to the case of a foreign firm, & the service was not 
good service on the firm; but the service on 
deft. as an individual would have been good, if 
he had been named on the writ, & he had by 
appearing waived the irregularity. 

Ordered, therefore, that, if pltfs. would elect 
to amend the writ, by stating that appellant was 
sued together with the other alleged members 
of the firm, who were to be nained separately, 
the service should stand as against appellant ; 
but if pltfs. would not so elect, the writ must be 
set aside, with costs.—-WESTERN NATIONAL BANK 
OF CiITY OF NEW YORK v. PEREZ, TRIANA & Co., 
fis91]1Q. B. 304; 601. J. Q. B. 272; 64 LT. 
543; 39 W. RK. 245; 7 'T. L. R. 177, C. A. 

48. Date not corresponding with date of przecipe. | 
—Where a writ of summons was by mistake dated 
April 4, the pracipe being dated May 4 :—Held: 
a judge had power to order an amendment of the 
writ, so as to make it correspond with the precipe. 
—Kirk v. DoLtBy (1840), 6 M. & W. 636; 9 
L. J. Ex. 223; 4 Jur. 610. 

49. Substitution of plaintiff—Action commenced 
in name of dead man.}—Where an action is com- 
menced in the name of a dead man, his repre- 
sentative cannot be substituted as pltf.—CLay 
v. OxForRD (1866), L. R. 2 Exch. 54; 4 H. & C. 


690; 386 L. J. Ex. 15; 15 L. T. 286; 12 Jur. 
N.S. 944; 15 W. R. 109. 
50. -l—Where an action is com- 








menced in the name of a dead man, his representa- 
tive cannot be substituted as pltf. 

The practice is the same as before the Rules of 
Supreme Court, 1883, came into force. 

Clay \. Oxford, No. 49, ante, under the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1852, followed.—TETLOW vt. 
ORELA, LTp., [1920] 2 Ch. 24; 89 L. J. Ch. 465; 
123 L. T. 388. 

———.]—See Part X1X., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, posi. 

51. Substitution of names of partners for name 
of firm.]—Pltfs., an English firm, entered into 
contracts in India with G. & Co., an Indian 
firm, for the manufacture of indigo. O. & Co. 
were the English correspondents of G. & Co., & 
there were some partners common to both firms, 
& some of the partners of each firm were resident 
in India. G. & Co. consigned indigo to O. & Co., 
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& pltfs. brought an action against the firm of 
O. & Co. claiming the indigo, to which all the 
members of O. & Co. both in England & India 
appeared. Pltfs. then obtained an order ex parte 
to amend their writ by adding G. & Co. as defts. 
& making consequential alterations in the writ, 
& also obtained leave to serve the amended writ 
on defts. out of the jurisdiction. In making 
the amendments, pltfs. made the firm of G. & Co. 
defts., & added a claim in respect of fresh causes 
of action arising out of breaches of contract by 
G. & Co. in India, which were not included in 
the original writ. The members of the firm of 
G. & Co. appeared to the amended writ, & moved 
to discharge the order to amend as irregular. 
The judge granted the application :—Held: the 
original writ was wrongly issued against the firm 
of O. & Co., some of the partners being out of 
the jurisdiction, & the order to amend it was 
also bad. The court accordingly set aside the 
amended writ, & gave liberty to pltfs. to amend 
the original writ by substituting for the name of 
the firm of O. & Co. the names of the individual 
members of that firm & of the firm of G. & Co. 
who were in this country, & by adding a claim in 
respect of breaches of the contracts ; the members 
of the two firms who were out of the jurisdiction 
being at liberty to set aside their appearances; 
without prejudice to any application by pltfs. 
to add such members as parties, & to serve them 
with the amended writ. 

Western National Bank of New York v. Perez, 
No. 47, ante, followed.—INbicoa Co. v. OGILVY, 
Cae 2 Ch. 31; 64 L. T. 846; 39 W. R. 646, 


-.e 

52. Single individual suing in name of firm.]— 
In an action in rem for damage to cargo the pltf. 
(L. L. D.) sued as L. D. & Co. (the name of the 
firm under which he carried on business). From 
the indorsement on the writ it appeared that 
].. D. & Co. were suing as ‘‘ owners ”’ of the cargo 
In question. On a motion to set aside the writ :—- 
Aeld: Ord. XLVIIIA., r. 1, did not operate to 
abrogate the old practice of the Adniialty Court 
which enabled pltfs. to sue as ‘“‘ owners ”’ of a ship 
or cargo; &. having regard to that practice & to 
the fact that the indorsement showed that the 
action was brought by the ‘“‘ owners ”’ of the cargo 
In question, the mistake on the face of the writ was 
a mere irregularity which might be amended.— 
THE Assunta, [1902] P. 150; 711. J. P. 75; 86 
L. T. 660; 50 W. R. 544; 18 T. L. R. 570; 9 
Asp. M. L. C. 302. 

58. Trustees added as parties—Legal estate being 
in trustees.|—In an action of ejectment by the 
mtgee. of a devisee against the heir-at-law, it 
appeared at the trial that the devisee was in fact 
only entitled under the will to an equitable estate, 
the legal estate being in trustees. Thereupon, on 
the application of the pltf., the judge who presided 


at the trial inserted the names of the trustees as | 
pltfs. in the writ; those persons being present in — 


court, & consenting to that course. The real 
question in dispute was the competency of the 
testator to make a will:—Held: that this was an 
amendment which the judge had power to make : 
for if that power were not conferred as to eject- 
ment by Common Law Procedure Act, 1452, 8. 35, 
it was so by s. 222.—BLAKE v. Done (1861), 
7H. & N. 465; 31 L. J. Ex. 100; 5 L. T. 429; 7 
Jur. N. 8. 1306; 10 W. R. 175. 

54. Amendment defeating Statute of Limita- 
tions—Alteration of date.J—The court refused to 


PRACTICE. 


allow the dates of writs of summuns to be altered, 
for the purpose of preventing pltf.’s claim from 
being barred by the Statute of Limitations.— 
CAMPRELL v. SMART (1847), 5 C. B. 196; 5 Dow. 
& 1. 885; 17 L. J. CO. P. 63; 11 Jur. 1018; 
136 E. R. 851; sub nom. SMART v. CAMPBELL, 
2 New Pract. Cas. 445; 10 L. T. O. S. 186. 

55. -}/-A writ was continued under 
2&3 Will. 4, c. 39, 8. 10; but the indorsement 
on a pluries contained an erroneous date of the 
first writ, & the same mistake was made on the 
copy served. Afterwards 15 & 16 Vict. c. 76 
passed. ‘The Statute of Limitations had run 
against pltf., & had been pleaded. The court 
permitted the indorsement on the writ to be 
amended, but not the indorsement on the copy 
served. Semble: the amendment might have 
been allowed independently of 15 & 16 Vict. 








c. 76, 8. 222.—CoRNISH v. HocKIN (1858), 1 
EK. & B. 602; 221. J. Q. B. 142; 20 L. T. O.S. 
234; 17 Jur. 1040; 1 W. R. 164; 118 E. RK. 
563. 








56. .}—The court has no power to 
alter the date of a writ of summons. Where such 
an alteration is made by a judge in order to pre- 
vent the operation of the Statute of Limitations, 
deft. does not waive the objection by appearing 
to the writ after notice.-—CLARKE v. SMITH 
(1858), 2 H. & N. 753; 27 L. J. Ex. 165; 30 
L. T. O. S. 291; 6 W. R. 260; 157 BE. R. 311. 

57. Addition of party.}—Pltf., suing as 
assignee of a debt, issued a writ for moncy lent, 
without having given notice of the assignment 
to deft.; & he afterwards applied to amend his 
writ by adding the assignor as a party to entitle 
him to sue. Between the date of the issue of 
the writ & the application to amend, the Statute 
of Limitations had barred the remedy, & a judge 
at chambers had given pltf. unconditional leave 
to amend the writ as of the date of its issue :— 
Held: pltf. ought not to be allowed to make 
such amendment, as it would take away from 
deft. a defence which had already accrued to 
him by virtue of the statute, & would change the 
substantial rights of the parties.-—HUDSON uv. 
FERNYHOUGH (1889), G1 L. T. 722: affd. on 
appeal (1890), 34 Sol. Jo. 228. 

-]—See, further, LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, 
Vol. XXXII., pp. 534, Nos. 1861 et seq. 

58. Enabling plaintiff to sue—No cause of action 
at date of issue of writ.]—-A. B. believing that X. 
died intestate, took out administrations intestate 
to him, & commenced an action as such adminis- 
trator against C. D. CC. D., who had been aware 
that X. left a will appointing him executor, 
declared that fact for the first time in his defence, 
& thereupon A. B. took out administrations with 
the will annexed (C. D. having renounced) & 
sought to amend the pleadings accordingly :— 
Held: A. B.’s application must be refused, as at 
the date of the issue of the writ she had no title 
to sue.—CREED v. CREED, [1913] 11. R. 48. 

59. Matters arising subsequent to issue of writ — 
Affidavit in support of application.}—Pitf. had 
taken out a summons befvre the chief clerk for 
leave to amend his writ & statement of claim so 
as to introduce matters which had arisen subse- 
quently to the issue of the writ :—Held: no 
affidavit was necessary, & cross-examination by 
deft. on such an affidavit was irre ——-Cony- 
re v. Lewis (1881), 44 L. T. 242; 29 W. R. 

60. Increase of amount claimed as damages. ]— 
In an action in rem for salvage services rendered 
to a ship, her cargo, & freight, pltfs. indorsed 
the writ with a claim for £5,000, & the owners of 








Part IV.—INDORSEMENTS OF CLAIM. 


the ship, cargo, & freight gave an undertaking 
through their solicitor to put in bail for that 
amount. 

The statement of claim, subsequontly delivered, 
concluded with a claim in the usual form for 
“such an amount of salvago as to the court may 
seem just.”’ 

At the hearing of the action the court made 
an award of £7,500. Thereupon pltfs., before the 
decree was drawn up, moved for leave to amend 
the indorsement of the writ by altering the 
sum named therein to £8,500 :—Held: the court 
had power after judgment to give the required 
leave, & the court ordered the indorsement of 
the writ to be amended by altering the amount 
named therein to £8,500, the pltfs. paying the 





costs of the motion.—Tne Dicrator, [1892] 
P. 64, 304; 61 LL. J. P. 73; 67 L. T. 563; 7 
ae M. L. C. 25), 

ee out of the jurisdiction.]—See Part XTII., 
post. 

Service of amended writ.]—Sce Part XI., Sect. 7, 
post. 
SUB-SECT. 4.—WRITS FOR SERVICE OUT OF 


JURISDICTION, 
See Part XITTI., post. 


SUB-SECT, 5.—ADMIRALTY ACTIONS IN Reem. 


R. S. C., Ord. IL, vr. 7. Tho writ of summons in every 
Admiralty action in rem shall be in one of the Forms Nos. 11 
and 12 in Appendix A., Part I., with such variations as circum- 
stances may require. 


See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 158, Nos. 667 ef 
seqg.; Appendix A., Part I., Nos. 11 & 12, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 


SEecT. 3.—DATE AND TESTE OF WRIT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. Il., vr. 8. Every writ of summons, and also 
(unless by any statute or by these Rules it is otherwise provided) 
every other writ, shal] bear date on the day on which the same 
shall be issued, and shall be tested in the name of the Lord 
Chancellor, or, if the office of Lord Chancellor shall be vacant, 
in the name of the Lord Chief Justice of England. 


61. Teste—Name of Lord Chancellor—Omission. ] 
——-A. writ of summons was issued complying in 


all respects with the requisites prescribed by the 
General Orders of the High Court, with the 
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exception of an inaccuracy in the teste, the 
omission being the name of the Lord Chancellor ; 
the words ‘‘ witnessed Lord High Chancellor ”’ 
were attached, but not the name ‘ Hardinge 
Stanley, Baron Halsbury ’’ :—Held: the writ 
so issued was good.—McNay v. ALT (1892), 66 
L.. T. 832; 36 Sol. Jo. 504. 

62. —--—- Inaccuracy—Clerical error.j—A 
writ of summons issued in an action corresponded 
in all respects with the form prescribed by the 
Judicature Act & General Orders, except that, 
although issued in the present year, it purported 
to be tested by the ‘‘ Right Hon. Hugh M‘Calmont, 
Earl Cairns, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain’? :—Held: on motion to dismiss the 
action, the inaccuracy must be considered as a 
clerical error which the judge had power under 
Ord. XXVII., r. 11, to set right by giving leave 
to amend.—PLEASANTS v. EAST DEREHAM LOCAL 
BoarpD (1882), 47 L. T. 439. 

63. Inaccuracy in date.|—Pltfs. in an 
action for goods supplied issued a specially 
indorsed writ against deft. The goods were 
supplied during & after the month of July, 1882. 
The copy of the writ served upon deft. was 
accurate in all respects except that in the ‘ teste ”’ 
the year was thus given, ‘“‘ one thousand eight 
hundred & eighty,” instead of ‘“ eighty-two.”’ 
In default of appearance pltfs. signed final judg- 
ment under Ord. XV., r. 1. Deft. afterwards 
applied to set the judgment aside on the ground 
that the ‘ teste’ of a writ was a material part 
of it, & any error in it would be fatal to its validity ; 
& that the affidavit of service by the solicitor’s 
clerk who served it was false. The registrar & 
the judge at chambers before whom the applica- 
tion was made both refused to set the judgment 
aside. Deft. appealed :—-Held: the affidavit 
of service by the clerk was not a false one, & the 
mistake in the teste of the writ was a mere imper- 
fection, & not a fatal error prejudicing deft., 
who therefore was not entitled to have the judg- 
ment against him set aside.——-WESSON Bros. vr. 
STALKER (1882), 47 L. T. 444, 445. 

64. --——- Mittimus.]—The snittimus is not one 
of the writs referred to in R. S. C., Ord. IT., r. &, 
& is properly tested as in the name of the King 
by the Master of the Rolls.—GREEN v. PENZANCE 
(LORD) (1881), 6 App. Cas. 657; 45 L. T. 353: 
46 J. P2115; 30 W. R. 218; sub nom. Re GREEN, 
51 L. J. Q. B. 25, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. 
Ex p. GREEN, 7 Q. B. D. 2738, C. A. 

Alteration of date --- Amendment defeating 
Statute of Limitations.|—-See Part III., Sect. 2, 
sub-sect. 3, ante. 








Part 1V.—Indorsements of Claim. 


SEcT. 1.—INDORSEMENT ON WRIT BEFORE ISSUE. 


R. S. C., Ord. IL, r. 1. The indorsement of claim shall be 
made on every writ of summons before it 1s issucd. 


See, also, Ord. II., r. 1, p. 264, ante. 


Sect. 2,—ORDINARY INDORSEMENTS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. IIL, r. 2. In the indorsement required by 
Order II, Kule 1, it shall not be essential to set forth the precise 
ground of complaint, or the precise remedy or relief to which 

he plaintiff considers himself entitled. 


R.S,C., Ord. II, r. 3. The indorsement of claim shall be 
to the effect of such of the Forms in Appendix A., Part IIL, as 
shall be applicable to the case, or if none be found applicable, 
then such other similarly concise form as the nature of the case 


may require. 

65. Indorsement of claim for injunction or 
receiver—Substantial object of action.}—PIltf. 
should indorse his writ with a claim for an injunc- 
tion or receiver when the obtaining of either is a 
substantial object of his action.—COLEBOURNE v. 
COLEBOURNE (1876), 1 Ch. D. 690; 45 L. J. Ch. 
749; 24 W. R. 235; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 197. 

66. Interlocutory relief—Indorsement need not 
specify.}—I do not think the indorsement of a 
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Sect. 2.—Crdinary indorsements. Sects. 3, 4, 5 & 
6; sub-sect. 1.) ‘ 


it ought to specify interlocutory relief. That 
relief can be obtained independently (WARRING- 
TON, J.).—MooreE v. ULLCOATS MINING Co., LTD., 
[1808] 1 Ch. 575, 583. 

Amendment of pleadings.}—See PLEADING, pp. 
92, Nos. 778 et seq. 

Embarrassing or tending to prejudice or delay 
fair trial.}—See PLEADING, pp. 65, Nos. 560 et seq. 

Forms of indorsement.}—See Appendix A., 
Part III.. Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Frivolous or vexatious pleadings.]}—See PLEAD- 
ING, pp. 82, Nos. 691 et seg. 

Interest — Claims for.}—See MOoNEy, Vol. 
XAXV., p. 177, Nos. 64 et seq. 

—— On judgments.}—See BR. S. C., Ord. XLITI., 
r. 16, Part XLVII., Sect. 15, post; Ord. LV., rr. 
62-64, Part LX XI]., Sect. 24, post; JUDGMENTS, 
Vol. XXX., p. 172, Nos. 402 et seq. 

Joinder of claims.}—See Part X XII., post. 

Scandalous matter.}—See PLEADING, pp. 61, 
Nos. 506 et seq. 

Statement of claim.}—See PLEADING, pp. 130, 
Nos. 1186 ef seq. 

Unnecessary or irrelevant matter.]—-See PLEAD- 
ING, pp. 55, Nos. 444 et seq. 


Sect. 3.—IRREGULAR INDORSEMENT. 


Sec R.S. C., Ord. III., rr. 2, 3, p. 269, ante. 

67. Setting aside service.]— An indorsement on a 
writ of summons, ‘‘ The pltf. claims £95 8s. 6d. 
for debt, & £ for costs,” is irregular. 

The proper course to adopt to take advantage 
of such an irregularity, is to move to set aside the 
service of the copy of the writ of summons.— 
TRUSLOVE v. WHITECHURCH (1840), 1 Man. & G. 
426; 8 Dowl. 837; 1 Scott, N. R.415; 4 Jur. 722; 
133 E. R. 399. 

68. Admission of service & offer to settle— 
Irregularity not waived.J]—A writ of summons 
having been served on a foreigner resident out 
of the jurisdiction, with a notice indorsed allowing 
seven days for payment of the sum claimed, the 
time limited for appearance being fourteen days— 
the court refused leave to pltf. to proceed under 
sect. 19 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1852 :—Held: the irregularity was not waived 
by a subsequent admission of service & offer to 
settle.—-GALLI v. MONGRUEL (1865), L. R. 1 C. P. 
ace 35 L. J.C. P. 883; 13 1. T. 330; 14 W. R. 

Special indorsements.}—See Sect. 6, post. 


SECT. 4.-INDORSEMENTS WHERE PLAINTIFF OR 
DEFENDANT IN REPRESENTATIVE CAPACITY. 


R.S. C., Ord. W.,r.4. If the plaintiff sues, or the defendant 
or any of the defendants {a sued, in a representative capacity, 
the indorsement shall show in manner appearing by such of 
the Forms in Appendix A., Part IIT., sec. VII., as shall be 
ig are to the case, or by any other statement to the like 
pare in what capacity the plaintiff or defendant sues or is 


Administration action by creditors—On whose 
behalf maintainable. }—See Exrcurors & ADMINI8- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 807, Nos. 8362 et seq. 

Administrations & trusts.}—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LV., rr. 3-5, Part LXXI., Sect. 14, sub-sects. 1-9, 


post. 


PRACTICE. 


Denial of ht of representative party.j—See 
R. 8S. C., Ord. XXI., r. 5; PLEADING, p. 162. 

Forms. }—See Appendix A., Part III., Sect. VII., 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Joinder of claims—-By or against executors & 
administrators.|—See R. S. C., Ord. XVIII., r. 5, 
PLEADING, p. 143, ante. 

Right to sue & liability to be sued in repre- 
sentative capacity—Trustees, executors, & adminis- 
trators.}—See R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 8, p. 418, 

ost. 
i - Numerous persons having same interest. |— 
See R.S.C., Ord. XVI., r. 9, p. 415, post. 
Actions for protection of property.]— See 
K. 8. C., Ord. XVI, r. 37, p. 442, post. 


Sect. 5.—INDORSEMENTS IN PROBATE ACTIONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. III., r. 5. In probate actions the indorsement 
shall show whether the plaintiff claims as creditor, executor, 
administrator, residuary legatee, legatee, next of kin, heir-at- 
law, devisee, or in any and what other character. 


Forms. ]|—See Appendix A., Part IIT., Sect. 5, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Matters included in indorsement—Only matters 
properly decided by writ of summons—Not claim 
for declaration of legitimacy.J—Sce Basrarpy, 
Vol. IIT., p. 372, No. 130. 





SecT. 6.—SPECIAL INDORSEMENTS. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—CLAIMS FOR DEBT OR LIQUIDATED 
DEMAND. 


R. 8, C., Ord. II., vr. 6. In actions-— 

(1) Where the plaintiff seeks to recover a debt or liquidated 
demand in money payable by the defendant, with or 
without interest, arising. 

(a) upon a contract, express or implied (as, for 
instance, on a bill of exchange, promissory 
note or cheque, or other simple contract 
debt) ; or 

(b) on a bond or contract under seal for payment 
of a liquidated amount of money; or 

(c) on a statute where the sum sought to be re- 
covered is a fixed sum of money or in the 
nature of a debt other than a penalty; or 

(d) on a guaranty. whether under seal or not, 
where the claim against the principal Js in 
respect of a debt or Hquidated demand ; 

or 
(e) on a trust; or 
(2) Where a landlord seeks to recover possession of land, 
with or without a claim for rent or mesne profits, 
against a tenant whose term has expired or has 
been ou determined by notice to quit, or has 
became liable to forfeiture for non-payment of 
rent, or against persons claiming under such tenant ; 


or 
(3) Where the plaintiff seeks to recover possession of a 
specific chattel with or without a claim for the hire 
thereof or for damages for its detention ; 
the writ of summons may, at the option of the plaintiff, be 
specially indorsed with a statement of his claim, or of the 
remedy or relief to which he claims to be entitled. Such 
special indorsement may be to the effect of such of the Forms 
in Appendix O0., Section IV., as shall be applicable to the case 
or in a similar form. 


[New Procedure List, see Part XCIV., post.] 


69. ‘‘ Debt or liquidated demand in money ’’— 
Action for unliquidated damages—Indorsement of 
claim for specified sum.]—There is no power under 
19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, s. 26, or the Judicature Act, 
1875, to order an action for unliquidated damages 
to be tried in a county court, even where the 
writ is indorsed with a claim for a specified sum. 
—Knieut v. ABBOTT, PaGkE & Co. (1882), 10 
Q.B.D.11; 52L. J. Q. B. 131; 31 W. R. 505. 


Part IV.—INDORSEMENTS OF CLAIM. 


70. —— Not confined to cases when former 
action of debt maintainable — Claim for instalment 
due under contract—Construction of ship.|—The 
operation of Ord. ITI., r. 6 (a), & Ord. XIV., r. 1, 
is not confined to cases in which the old action of 
debt would have been maintainable. 

By a contract between pltfs. & defts. for the 
construction of a steamer by the former the price 
of the steamer was to be £89,800, to be paid by 
defts. by five instalments, which were respectively 
to become due at different stages of the construc- 
tion of the vessel. By the terms of the contract 
the hull & materials of the vessel were, upon 
payment of the first instalment, to become the 
absolute property of the purchasers, subject only 
to the builders’ lien for any unpaid purchase- 
money; &, in the event of any instalment of the 
purchase-money remaining unpaid for fourteen 
days after the same was due, the builders were 
to be entitled to interest thereon at £5 per cent. 
per annum until payment, &, in the event of such 
default, they were to be at liberty to suspend the 
work, & the time of suspension was to be added 
to the contract time, or they might complete the 
vessel at any time after the expiry of fourteen 
days’ notice given to the purchasers, & might sell 
her after completion, & any loss on such vessel 
was to fall upon the purchasers, & any balance 
of the proceeds of such sale which might remain, 
after satisfying all lawful claims of the builders, 
was to be paid by the builders to the pur- 
chasers. 

The first instalment of the purchase-money 
having by the terms of the contract become due, 
& remaining unpaid, pltfs. brought an action 
for the same, & applied for leave to sign judgment 
for the amount so claimed under Ord. XIV., 
r. 1 :— Held: the case came within the provisions 
of Ord. XIV., r. 1, & therefore the leave so applied 
for might be granted. 

The question is whether the claim is for a 
‘* liquidated demand in money ” within the mean- 
ing of Ord. ITI., r. 66; & there being, so far as I 
can see, now that we have no longer to deal with 
the ancient forms of pleading or to apply reasoning 
that depended on those forms, nothing which 
compels us to take the contrary view, the con- 
clusion at which upon the whole I arrive is that 
this claim is for @ liquidated demand in money 
within the meaning of the rule. One would expect 
to find in sect. 49 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, 
which clearly applies to cases where the price of 
goods is not payable by instalments, some suitable 
words of limitation if it were intended that it 
should not apply to cases where the price of goods 
is payable by instalments. The result is, in my 
opinion, that the words of Ord. XIV., the effect of 
which depends upon whether the case comes 
within the words of Ord. III., r. 6, are applicable 
to this case. With all respect to the cditors of the 
Annual Practice, I must say that, according to 
the view which I take, the language of their note 
on Ord. III., r. 6, where, with reference to the 
words ‘‘ debt or liquidated demand,’ they say, 
‘‘ These words seem properly applicable to a 
definite sum of money which would formerly 
have been recoverable in the old common law 
action of debt in its most technical form,’’ does 
not appear to me to be correct (KENNEDY, L.J.).— 
WORKMAN, CLARK & Co., Lrp. v. LLOYD BRAZI- 
LENO, [1908] 1 K. B. 968, 980, 981; 77 L. J. K. B. 
953; 99 L. T. 477; 24 T. l. R. 458; 11 Asp. 
M. L. C. 126, C. A. 

71. —— Sale of goods—Price payable by instal- 
ments.]—_WORKMAN, CLARK & Co., Lrp. v. LLOYD 
BRAZILENO, No. 70, ante. 
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72. ——— Claim for professional services & dis- 
bursement abroad—Quantum meruit—Indebitatus 
counts.]—Pltf., who had acted as the legal repre- 
sentative of the defts. during litigation in South 
America, sent in his bill of costs to their solicitors 
in England, & afterwards issued a _ specially 
indorsed writ against them, claiming £1,469, for 
professional charges & disbursements. An applica- 
tion for leave to sign judgment under Ord. XIV., 
was supported by an affidavit made by a member 
of the English firm of solicitors who represented 
pltf. This affidavit was sworn in London, & the 
deponent stated that he was a member of the firm 
of solicitors acting for pltf.; that defts. were 
justly & truly indebted to pltf.in the sum of £1,469 
for professional charges; gave the history of the 
case; & added that it was within his own know- 
ledge that the debt was incurred & was still owing, 
such knowledge being obtained from correspondence 
received from pltf. & from correspondence & 
conversations the deponent had had with deft.’s 
solicitors, & that he was duly authorised by the 
pltf. to make the affidavit :—Held: there was a 
liquidated demand, but that the affidavit was 
irregular, inasmuch as deponent was not a person 
who could swear positively to the facts & verify 
the cause of action & the amount claimed within 
Ord. XIV., r. 1, & his affidavit was only made on 
information & belief. The conditions imposed 
by the rule were not fulfilled, & the court had no 
jurisdiction to make an order under Ord. XIV. 

Two preliminary objections are taken. The 
first is that Ord. IIT., r. 6, does not apply, because 
this is not a debt or liquidated demand arising 
under a contract. It is a claim on contract for 
quantum meruit. In my opinion that is within 
the rule. I think the words ‘‘ debt or liquidated 
demand ”’ point to the old division of common law 
actions to be found in Bullen & Leake, 2nd ed., p. 28. 
The old indebitatus counts ‘‘ which have from time 
to time been rendered more & more concise are 
designated with little difference of meaning by the 
terms indebitatus counts, money counts or common 
counts; the expression common counts or com- 
mon indebitatus counts being often used to desig- 
nate those of most frequent recurrence, viz. 
where the debt is for goods sold & delivered, goods 
bargained & sold, work done, money lent, money 
paid, money received, interest, & upon accounts 
stated; & the expression money counts being 
sometimes used to particularise those for money 
lent, money paid, & money received. ‘The most 
appropriate name seems to be indebitatus counts.”’ 
The learned authors go on to say, ‘‘ there were 
also formerly in use counts known as quantum 
meruit & quantum valebat counts, which were 
adopted where there was no fixed price for work 
done or goods sold, etc. These counts, however, 
have fallen into disuse, & have been superseded, 
by the general application of the indebitatus 
counts.’” In my opinion that is the true view ; 
everything that could be sued for under those 
counts comes within the description of debt or 
liquidated demand (FARWELL, L.J.).—LaGos v. 
GRUNWALDT, [1910] 1 K. B. 41, 47, 48; 79 
L. J. K. B. 85; 101 L. T. 620; 26 T. L. R. 69; 
54 Sol. Jo. 216, C. A. 

Judgment.]—See Judgment, infra. 

Balance orders.|—See COMPANIES, Vol. 
p. 921, Nos. 6314-6815. 

Bills of exchange, promissory notes, cheques, etc. 
—Actions on—Special indorsement of writ of 
summons.|}—See BILLS OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI, 
pp. 471, Nos. 3001 et seq. 

Bonds—Action on-—Special indorsement.]—See 
Bonps, Vol. VII., pp. 243, Nos. 858 et seq. 
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Sect. 6.—Special indoraements: Sub-sect. 1.] 


Recovery of penalty & costs.]—See 
Bonps, Vol. VII., pp. 218, Nos. 551 ef sey. 

Calls on shares—Balance order in respect of. ]— 
See Balance orders, supra. 

78. Costs—Of vexatious opposition to bill in 
Parliament.]—Under the provisions of 28 & 290 
Vict. c. 27, for the summary recovery by an action 
of debt of the costs of vexatious opposition to a 
bill in Parliament, pltf.. on filing the documents 
mentioned in sect. 5 of the Act, is, unless deft. has 
obtained leave from the court to deliver a defence 
to the action, entitled as a matter of right to sign 
judgment for the amount certified by the parlia- 
mentary taxing officer to be due to him, but deft. 
can after judgment is signed move to set it aside, 
on the ground that the parliamentary committee, 
which reported that the opposition to the bill 
was vexatious, had no jurisdiction in the par- 
ticular case. 

Deft. cannot deliver a defence to the action 
without the leave of the court. 

Semble: leave to deliver a defence, on the 
ground that the committee had no jurisdiction, 
may be given before judgment is signed. 

Since the Judicature Act a statement of claim 
is to be used by pltf. in place of the declaration 
referred to in sect. 5 of the Act. 

Defts. to such an action having, without first 
obtaining the leave of the court, delivered a defence 
denying the jurisdiction of the parliamentary 
committee :—Held: judgment must be signed 
for the amount claimed, but it would still be open 
to the defts. to move to set aside the judgment.— 
MALLET v. HANLY (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 303; 56 
I. J. Q. B. 1386; 561. T. 493; 51 J. P. 692; 35 
W. RK. 201; 3 T. L. R. 222, C. A. 

-—-— Solicitor’s bill of costs.] — See Solicitor’s 
costs, infra. 

Instalment.}—See ‘‘ Debt or liquidated demand,’’ 
supra. 

Insurance—Marine insurance—Claim by assured 
in nature of unliquidated damages.|— See INsSUR- 
ANCE, Vol. XXIX., p. 295, Nos. 2407-2411. 

—-— Fire insurance—Whether claim liquidated 
demand.|—See INSURANCE, Vol. XXIX., pp. 338, 
Nos. 2732 et seq. 

Interest-—Claim for, as liquidated demand. ]— 
See BILLS oF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 472-473, 
Nos. 3005-3012 ; MoNrEy, Vol. XXXV., p. 191, 
Nos. 190-193. 

74. Judgment & orders—Debt or liquidated 
demand. |—In an action on a judgment, pltf. may 
indorse the particulars in the writ of summons 
under Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), 
& ae non-appearance, sign judgment under 
fect. Dé. 

I think that the word ‘‘ debt *? comprehends the 
case: at any rate this is a “ liquidated demand ” 
(BRAMWELL, B.). 

Debt on judgment is the highest of all debts 
(WATSON, B.).—HODBOLL v. BAXTER (1858), E. B. 
& HK. 884; 28 L. J. Q. B. 61; 311. T. 0. S. 856; 
6 W. RK. 686; 120 EB. R. 739; sub nom. BAXTER 
v. HOpsSOoLL, 4 Jur. N.S. 556, Ex. Ch. 

75. — Order of Probate Division—Alimony 
pendente lite.}—An order to sign final judgment 
under Ord. XIV., r. 1, will not be made where the 
action is for arrears of alimony pendente lite, pay- 
able under an order of the Probate & Divorce 
Divisions.— BAILEY v. BAILEY (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 
865; 63 L. J. Q. B. 583, (. A. 

6. Permanent alimony.}—No action 
will lie in the King’s Bench Division to recover 
arrears of permanent alirnony payable under an 
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PRACTICE. 


order of the Probate & Divorce Division, such an 
order not being final & conclusive judgment upon 
which an action of debt to enforce it may be 
maintained. 

Bailey v. Bailey, No. 75, ante, applied.— 
Rosins v. Roping, [1907] 2 K. B. 18; 76 1. J. 
K. B. 649; 961. T. 787; 23 T. L. R. 428. 

77. ——— — - Costs.}—In an action in the 
Probate Division an order was made by the 
registrar that proceedings should be discontinued, 
& that deft. should pay pltf.’s taxed costs. The 
costs were taxed, & an order was made by the 
President of the Probate Division that deft. should 
pay to pltf. £127, the amount of the taxed costs. 
Pitf. sued deft. in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
bs ae a specially indorsed writ, to recover that sum 
of £127, & obtained leave to sign final judgment 
under Ord. XIV.:—Held: an action could be 
brought in the Queen’s Bench Division upon the 
orders of the Probate Division, & leave to sign 
final judgment under Ord. XIV. was properly 
given.—-NORTON v. GREGORY (1895), 73 L. T. 10; 
11 T. L. R. 439; 14 RR. 785, C. A. 

78. -]—An action in the King’s 
Bench Division will not lie to recover a sum pay- 
able for costs under an order of the Divorce Court, 
but such order can only be enforced by the methods 
prescribed by the Divorce Rules & Regulations.— 
Ivimry v. Ivimey, [1908] 2 K. B. 260; 77 L. J. 
K. B. 714; 99 L. T. 75; 62 Sol. Jo. 482, C. A. 

79. Foreign judgment—Action in debt or 
assumpsit.]—In an action upon a foreign judgment 
in which the writ of summons has been specially 
indorsed under Ord. XIV., pltf. may obtain an 
order empowering him to sign final Judgment. 

Upon principle what difference can there be 
between an English & a foreign judgment in this 
respect ? An action upon a foreign judgment 
may be treated as an action in either debt or 
assumpsit: the liability of deft. arises upon the 
implied contract to pay the amount of the foreign 
judgment) (BRETT, M.R.).—GRANT v. EASTON 
(1883), 13 Q. B. D. 302; 53 L. J. Q. B. 68; 49 
L. T. 645; 32 W. R. 239, C. A. 

80. —— Fraud.]—Leave should not be 
given to sign judgment under Ord. XIV., unless 
it is clear that there is no real substantial question 
to be tried. Therefore when, in an action on a 
foreign judgment, deft. made an affidavit that the 
judgment had been obtained by fraud :—Held: 
pitf. should not be allowed to sign judgment under 
Ord. XIV.—Copp v. DELAP (1905), 92 I. T. 510, 


H. L. 

-.]-- See, generally, CONFLICT OF LAWS, 
Vol. XI1., pp. 444 et seg. 
Enforcement of orders like judgments. ]|— 
See R. S. C., Ord. XLII... r. 24, Part XLVILI., 
Sect. 23, post ; JUDGMENTS & ORDERS, Vol. XXX., 
pp. 168, Nos. 364 et seq. 
Enforcement of judgments & orders. |— See, 
generally, JUDGMENTS, Vol. XX X., pp. 166, Nos. 
342 et seq. 























Execution.|—Sce, generally, WxXEcv- 


TION, Vol. XXI., pp. 415 et seq. 

Liquidated damages — Or penalty.) — See 
DamMaGeEs, Vol. XVII1., pp. 186, Nos. 422 et seq. 

81. Marriage settlement—Covenant to pay life 
insurance premiums.]—In a marriage settlement 
the husband transferred to the trustees a policy 
of life assurance & covenanted to pay the pre- 
miums. The husband failed to pay a premium, 
& the trustees, in the exercise of their powers under 
the settlement, paid it out of the trust funds, & 
then claimed repayment of the amount from the 
husband, although there was no express covenant 
by the latter to repay :—AHeld: the claim, under 


Part I[V.—INDORSEMENTS OF CLAIM. 


an implied obligation to repay, must be for damages 
for breach of covenant & not for a debt or liqui- 
dated demand, & consequently the procedure 
‘under Ord. XIV. was net appropriate.—-SCHLE- 
SINGER & JOSEPH v. Mostyn, [ 935] 1K. B. 349 ; 
101 L. J. K. B. 62; 146 L. T. 326. 

Married woman—Effect of marriage with regard 
to wife’s property.}—See HusBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. meer 83 et seq. 

Liability for ante-nuptial obligations. ]}— 
See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 175 et 
seq. 





Contracts of wife during coverture, |—Sce 
HusBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 178 e¢ seq. 

82. Money causes.]—In money causes, par- 
ticulars will not be ordered or allowed as a matter 
of course. Whenever, however, they can be 
indorsed or stated in the claim they should be, 
thus avoiding the expenses of a second document. 
—-ANON. (1875), W. N. 202. 

Money lIent.|—See Sect. 10, post. 

Mortgage—Action on covenant for payment. |— 
pie MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXYV., p. 539, Nos. 2682 
et seq. 

Order.|— See Judgments & orders, supra. 

Sale of goods.}—See ‘‘ Debt or liquidated 
demand,”’ supra, & generally, SALE OF Goons, 
Vol. XXXIX., pp. 644 ef seq. 

83. Sale of land-——-Uncompleted contract. |]— 
Where a party has been let into possession of lands 
under a contract of purchase, but does not complete 
the purchase, & refuses to pay the purchasc- 
money, & no conveyance is executed, the vendors 
cannot recover from him the whole amount of the 
purchase-money, but only the damages actually 
sustained by his breach of contract. 

In assumpsit by the vendor against the pur- 
chasers of land, the declaration stated, that in 
consideration of pltf.’s selling to defts. certain Jand, 
to be paid for as soon as the conveyance should be 
completed, defts. promised to purchase & pay 
for same. <Averment, that although pltf. had 
allowed defts. to enter into possession of the lands, 
& had always been ready & willing to make a 
good title, & offered defts. to execute a convey- 
ance, & would have tendered a proper conveyance, 
but that defts. discharged him from so doing ; yet 
defts. did not regard their said promise, & did not 
pay pltf. the purchase-money, or any part thereof. 
Plea, that no conveyance had ever been made or 
executed to defts. :—Held: on general demurrer, 
the plea was bad, & the declaration goud. 

Quere: whether the declaration would have 
been sufficient on special demurrer,—LaAIrp v. 
Pim (1841), 7M. & W. 474; 8 Dowl. 860; H. & W. 
11; 101. J. Mx. 259; 171] HK. R. 852. 

84. -}+—By an agreement dated 
Feb. 5, 1890, pltf. agreed to sell, & deft. to 
purchase, pltf.’s leasehold interest in certain 
premises for the sum of £38,500. A deposit of 
£175 was paid by deft., & the agreement stated 
that possession was to be given ‘on payment of 
the balance of purchase-money, viz. £3,325, on 
Dec. 10 next. If not completed, interest on said 
balance of £3,325 to be paid .. . from that date 
tocompletion.’’ Deft. did not complete on the date 
named, & pitf. brought this action, & specially 
indorsed his writ with a claim ‘‘ for £3,325 balance 
of the purchase-money payable on Dec. 10, 1890, 
by deft. to pltf. under & by virtue of ”’ the above- 
mentioned agreement ; & the indorsement further 
recited the agreement, & that pltf. had shown, 
or offered to show, a good title, & had been on & 
since Dec, 10, 1890, ready & willing to convey. 
This was a summons by pltf. for leave to sign final 
judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1, & the question 
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was whether the case was a proper one for a special 
indorsement under Ord. III., r. 6:—Held: fol- 
owing Laird v. Pim, No. 83, ante, although such 
an action was maintainable at law, yet what was 
recovered was not a liquidated demand, but merely 
damages. In equity an action for specific per- 
formance would lie, & if a good title was shown 
the court would order payment of the purchasc- 
money; but here, there being no averment that 
the title had been accepted by the purchaser, it 
was open to him to show that a good title had 
not been made. The summons therefore failed, 
& must be dismissed with costs.—LEADER v. 
Top-HEATLY, [1891] W. N. 38. 

——-.]—-See, generally, SALE OF LAND, 
Vol. XL., pp. 221, Nos. 1914 et seq. 

85. Solicitor’s costs.]—In an action upon a 
solicitor’s untaxed bill of costs, where deft. admits 
the retainer & the work done, & only disputes the 
propriety of the charges, an order giving leave to 
sign final judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1, may be 
made after appearance & before taxation of the 
bill, provided that the Order preserves the right 
of deft. under Solicitors Act, 1843 (c. 78), 8. 37, to 
the costs of taxation of the bill, if more than one- 
sixth is taxed off it. Such an order should direct 
that the bill of costs be taxed pursuant to that 
statute, & that judgment be signed for the amount 
of the master’s allocatur.—SMITH v. EDWARDES 
(1888), 22 Q. B. D. 10; 58 L. J. Q. B. 227; 60 
L. 7.10; 37 W.R. 112; 57. lL. R. 74, C. A. 

86. .]—Solicitors brought an action against 
their client for the amount of their bill of costs 
delivered shortly before the commencement of 
the action. Deft. denied the retainer, alleged 
negligence, & counterclaimed for damages on the 
ground of negligence. At the trial deft. did not 
appear, & pltfs. proved their case. The judge 
declined to make any other order than an order 
referring the bill for taxation under Solicitors 
Act, 1843 (c. 73), reserving the costs of the action 
& adjourning the further hearing :—Held: pltfs. 
were entitled to have the counterclaim dismissed 
with costs, & to have judgment for the amount to 
be certified on the taxation. with costs of the action 
up to & including the hearing.— LUMLEY v. BROOKS 
(1889), 41 Ch. D. 323; 583 L. J. Ch. 494; 61 L. T. 
172; 37 W. R. 454, C. A. 

87. ——-—.]—LaGos v.GRUNWALDT, No. 72, ante. 

88. — — Enforcing payment of balance after 
taxation.]|—When in the Chancery Division the 
common order for the taxation of a solicitor’s 
bill of costs is made on his own application (the 
order containing no direction four payment by the 
client), & the taxing master certifies that a balance 
is due from the client, the solicitor cannot enforce 
payment of the balance by summons, but must 
proceed by action against the client. 

To enforce payment of the amount the solicitor 
must bring an action against the client under 
Ord. XIV. Such actions are very common. For 
a time, no doubt, as I have said, it was the practice 
to insert in the order for taxation a direction that 
the cliert should pay to the solicitor the amount 
(if any) found due to him. Why should that 
practice have been altered & that direction have 
been omitted from the order, if it is right now, 
after the taxation has taken place & a balance has 
been due from the client, to make another order 
to the same effect as the omitted direction ? 
The result of the alteration would be simply to 
cause further expense to the parties. The altera- 
tion was, in my opinion, made because it was 
considered right that payment by the client should 
not be enforced in this summary way. [If it could, 
the client would be deprived of the opportunity 
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of setting up any defence which he might have 
to the solicitor’s bill. If the client has no defence 
to such an action, a speedy judgment can be 
obtained under Ord. XIV. (NorTuH, J.).—Re 
DEBENHAM & WALKER, [1895] 2 Ch. 430, 432, 433 ; 
64 L. J. Ch. 859; 73 L. T. 115; 43 W. R. 699; 
13 R. 6381. 
-, See, generally, Soticrrors, Vol. XLII., 

pp. 125 et seq. 

g89. Trust debt.]—Ord. III., r. 6, expressly says 
that there may be a special indorsement of a trust 
debt (QUAIN, J.).—-WILSON v. DUNDAS & STEVEN- 
son, [1875] W. N. 232; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 48; 1 
Char. Cham. Cas. 124. 

Work done—Quantum meruit.]—See ‘‘ Debt or 
liquidated demand,”’ supra. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—RECOVERY OF POSSESSION OF 
LAND. 


See RK. S. C., Ord. TIT., r. 6 (2), p. 270, ante. 

Action by mortgagee—Mortgagor as tenant. ]— 
Sce MORTGAGE, Vol. XX XV., pp. 330, 331, Nos. 733 
et seq. 

Action based on forfeiture—No expiry of term 
within Ord. III., r. 6.}—See LANDLORD & TENANT, 
Vol. XXXI., p. 472, No. 6196; REAL PROPERTY, 
Vol. XXXAVIILI., p. 773, Nos. 1063-1064. 

Action by executors of deceased landlord.|—See 
REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XX XVIIL., p. 773, No. 1065. 

Determination of term.}—See LANDLORD & 
TENANT, Vol. XX XI., pp. 460 ef seq. 

Notice to quit.}—See LANDLORD & TENANT, 
Vol. XXXI., pp. 432 et seq. 

Relationship of landlord & tenant—Necessity for. ] 
—See REAL PRopERtTy, Vol. XXXVITI., p. 773, 
No. 1062. 

Summary judgment—Questions of title involved. ] 
--See REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XXXVITI., p. 785, 
No. 1183. 

Increase of Rent Act, 1920 (c. 17).]—See 
REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XX XVIITI., p. 785, No. 1184. 

Validity of writ—Omission in copy served.]— 
See REAL PrRorERTY, Vol. XXXVIII., p. 773, 
No. 1066. 

- Exaggerated claim.|—See REAL PROPERTY, 
Vol. XX XVITI., pp. 773, 774, No. 1067. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—RECOVERY OF POSSESSION OF 
SPECIFIC CHATTED. 


See R.S. (., Ord. TI1., r. 6 (3), p. 270, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—FoORM AND CONTENTS. 
A. In General. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. III., vr. 6, p. 270, ante ; Appen- 
dix C., Sect. IV., Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

90. Full & complete statement of cause of 
action.}—In an action on a dishonoured cheque, 
summary judgment under Ord. XIV. will not 
be ordered unless the writ contains either an 
allegation that notice of dishonour was given to 
the drawer, or a statement of the facts excusing 
the giving of such notice. 


PRACTICE. 


Tf a man employs the machinery of the specially 
indorsed writ, he must make his indorsement 
a full & complete statement of his cause of action 
(LORD COLERIDGE, C.J.).—FRUHAUF v. GROSVENOR 
& Co. (1892), 67 L. T. 350; 61 L. J. Q. B. 717; 
8 T. L. R. 744, D.C. 

91. Indorsement defective as statement of 
claim—Action by assignee of mortgage debt— 
Omission to state that notice of assignment given 
to defendant.}—The indorsement upon a writ of 
summons stated that pltf.’s claim was for a 
certain sum for principal & interest due to him 
as the assignee of a mortgage debt due from 
deft., but did not state that express notice in 
writing of the assignment was given to deft. :— 
Held: the writ was specially indorsed within 
Ord. III., r. 6, & therefore leave could be given 
to enter final judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1. 

I agree that, in order to entitle pltf. to apply 
for leave to sign final judgment under Ord. XIV 
r. 1, the writ to which deft. appears must be 
specially indorsed writ at the time of appearance. 
Whether the writ is specially indorsed within 
Ord. IIT., r. 6, depends upon what pltf. seeks to 
recover, whether he seeks to recover a debt or 
liquidated demand in money within that rule. 
I do not think that the writ ceases to be specially 
indorsed because the indorsement is defective 
as a statement of claim. In my opinion the 
original indorsement upon this writ was a special 
indorsement, & the amendment after appearance 
did not make the writ the less a specially indorsed 
writ; even if the amendment were necessary to 
make the indorsement a good statement of claim, 
as to which I have my doubts, I think that this 
indorsement was a good special indorsement 
before the amendment was made (Fry, L.J.).— 
SATCHWELL v. CLARKE (1892), 66 L. T. 611, 
642; 8 T. L. R. 592; 36 Sol. Jo. 521, C. A. 

92. -—— Omission to aver performance of 
condition precedent.j}—The indorsement upon a 
writ of summons stated that pltf.’s claim was for 
a sum of £210, payable under an agreement, 
which was set out, & by which deft. undertook, 
upon pltf. delivering up to deft.’s husband certain 
acceptances, to pay to pltf., on demand £210, 
owing by her husband to pltf. for cash advanced : 
—Held: the indorsement constituted a good 
special indorsement within Ord. III., r. 6, although 
it contained no averment that the bills had been 
delivered up by pltf. to deft.’s husband.— BRADLEY 
v. CHAMBERLYN, [1893] 1 Q. B. 439; 68 L. T. 
413; 41 W. R. 3800; 9 T. L. R. 2013; 5 R. 185; 
37 Sol. Jo. 216. 

Statement of claim.] 
Nos. 506 et seq. 

93. Sufficiency of particulars in indorsement— 
Conveying knowledge of plaintiff’s claim to defen- 
dant’s mind.]—A writ specially indorsed within 
the meaning of Ord. IIl., r. 6, & Ord. XIV., 
if the indorsement gives sufficiently specific par- 
ticulars to bring to the mind of deft. knowledge 
as to what pltf.’s claim is. 

Any indorsement which would have been a 
sufficient special indorsement within the meaning 
of Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), 
s. 25, to entitle pltf. to judgment, under s. 27, 
in default of appearance, is a special indorsement 
within the meaning of Ord. III1., r. 6, & Ord. XIV. 
—BICKERS v. SPEIGHT (1888), 22 Q. B. D. 7; 58 
L. J. Q. B. 42; 37 W. R. 189, D. ©. 

94. ———_ -—— Share or contribution to pay- 
ment of bills or notes.}—The writ of summons in 
an action was indorsed as follows: ‘‘ The pltfs.’ 
claim is £399 9s. 7d., the deft.’s share or con- 
tribution to the payment of certain bills of 


See PLEADING, pp. 61, 
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exchange & promissory notes on which he & the 
eas were jointly liable, & which bills & notes 

ave been taken up by the pltfs.” :—Held: this 
indorsement did not constitute a good “ special 
indorsement ’”’ under Ord. III., r. 6, & therefore 
the judgment which had been signed under Ord. 
XIV., r. 1, must be set aside. 

The object of the special indorsement is this: 
on the one hand, it is to have a very prompt & 
summary effect in favour of pltf., by entitling 
him to apply to sign final judgment under Ord. 
XIV., & on the other hand, it is intended that 
deft. should have an opportunity of avoiding 
such further proceedings by payment of the debt. 
I think a party, who is placed in the predicament 
of being liable to have a judgment signed against 
him summarily, is entitled to have sufficient 
particulars to enable him to satisfy his mind 
whether he ought to pay or resist. On looking 
to the forms of indorsements in the schedule to 
the rules, I find that in the examples of special 
indorsements under Ord. III., r. 6, in actions 
on promissory notes & bills of exchange, full 
particulars are given of the amount & date of 
the instrument & the parties thereto. If such 
particulars must be given when the action is on 
the bill itself, @ fortiori, 1 think they must be given 
when the claim is, as here, in respect of a share 
or contribution to the payment of bills & notes 
paid by pltfs. (CockRURN, U.J.).—WALKER v. 
Hroks (1877), 3 Q. B. D. 8,9; 47 L. J. Q. B. 27; 
37 L. T. 529; 26 W. R. 113. 

95. ———- Sale of goods.]|—To obtain leave 
to sign final judgment under Ord. XIV., the 
writ must be specially indorsed with the par- 
ticulars of pltfs.’ claim; & where the action is 
for the price of goods sold, the dates & amounts 
of the consignments or supplies should be given. 

A writ was indorsed, ‘‘ The pltfs.’ claim is 
£2,328 4s. 7d., being 75 per cent. of the invoice 
price of goods supplied by the plitfs. to the deft. 
under an agreement entered into between the 
pltfs. & the deft. in or about March, 1877, whereby 
the pltfs. agreed to consign the said goods to the 
deft. for further consignment by the deft. to 
Australia, the said 75 per cent. to be paid by the 
deft. in cash on receipt of the goods ” :---Fleld: 
this was insufficient to enable pltfs. to sign final 
judgment under Ord. XIV.—PARPAITE FRERES 











v. DICKINSON (1878), 38 L. T. 178; 26 W. R. 
479. 
96. ~ = .}—A special indorsement 


on a writ of summons claimed £49, & stated the 
particulars with dates & amounts to be “ To 
goods’”’; it also contained an item for “ Bank 
draft returned,’? which was entered both on the 
debit & credit side of the particulars, & it further 
contained a sum for “ notary charges on same ”’ : 
—Held: a sufficient indorsement under Ord. 
Ill., r. 6, to entitle the pltf. to sign judgment 
under Ord. XIV., r. 1.-—SMITH v. WILSON (1879), 
5 P. Dp. 25; 49L. J. Q. B. 96; 41 LL. T. 483 ; 
28 W. R. 57, C. A. 

97. ——— Money paid for purchase of 
shares between certain dates—‘‘ An account of 
which has been rendered.’’|—A writ was indorsed 
with a claim for a certain sum, being balance due 
for money paid for purchase of shares between 
certain dates, ‘‘an account of which has been 
rendered ”’ :—Held: a sufficient special indorse- 
ment under Ord. IIT., r. 6, to empower the court 
to allow judgment to be signed, or give leave to 
defend under Ord. XIV. 

Any special indorsement that would have been 
sufficient under the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1852 (c. 76), 8 25, is sufficient under Ord. 
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IlI., r 6, & Ord. XIV.—AsTon ». Hurwitz 
(1879), 41 L. T. 521. 

98. ——- —— Action for recovery of land— 
Omission to state length of term in copy served. |— 
In an action for the recovery of land by a landlord 
against tenants whose term had expired, the 
writ was specially indorsed under Ord. III., 
r. 6 (f), with a statement of the date of the 
lease, the length of the term & the mode of 
devolution of the lessee’s interest upon defts. ; 
but in the copy of the writ served upon defts. the 
length of the term did not appear :—Held: (1) 
the copy served upon defts. gave them sufficient 
information to satisfy the requirements of Ord. 
Ill., r. 6 (f), & they could not object that the 
writ was not specially indorsed within the meaning 
of that rule; (2) the directions in Ord. XXVIII., 
r. 9, as to marking an amended indorsement or 
pleading with the dates of the order for amend- 
ment & of the amendment did not extend to 
the copy of the amended indorsement or pleading 
delivered to the opposite party under Ord. 
XXVIII., rv. 10.—HANMER v. CLIFTON, [1894] 
1Q. B. 238; 42 W. R. 287; 10 T. L. R. 123 38 
Sol. Jo. 10; 10 R. 55, D. C. 

99. Dishonoured cheque-——Notice of dis- 
honour. ]—FRUHAUF v. GROSVENOR & (o., No. 90, 
ante. , 

100. ——- ——— -]}—Upon an application 
under Ord. XIV., vr. 1, for leave to enter final 
judgment upon a writ specially indorsed with a 
claim for the amount of a dishonoured cheque, 
the affidavit verifying the cause of action need 
not contain an allegation that notice of dishonour 
has been given to the drawer. 

The statement of claim or special indorsement 
would, it is true, be defective if the allegation of 
notice of dishonour were omitted, but the verifica- 
tion of the cause of action in the affidavit may be 
made in general terms (WILLS, J.).—MAy v. 
CInmpLEy, [1894] 1 Q. B. 451, 453; 63 L. J. Q. B. 
355 ; 38 Sol. Jo. 82; 10 R. 423, D. C. 

101. -——-.]-—-In an action upon a 
cheque by payee against drawer the indorsement 
on the writ was in accordance with the form 
prescribed by Ord. III., r. 6, with the exception 
that it did not state that notice of dishonour 
had been given to the drawer. After taking out 
a summons for judgment under Ord. XIV., 
pitf., without leave, amended the indorsement 
by adding a statement that notice of dishonour 
had been given. An order was subsequently 
made giving leave to enter judgment :—Held: 
there being a good special indorsement at the 
time of the adjudication on the summons, the 
order was rightly made.—RoBERTS v. PLANT, 
[1895] 1 Q. B. 597; 64 L. J. Q. B. 347; 72 L. T. 
181; 48 W. R. 308; 14 R. 222, C. A. 

102. ——— Action on bill of exchange—‘* Bank 
charges ’’—‘‘ Expenses of noting.’’]—In an action 
on a bill of exchange, the words ‘‘ bank charges ”’ 
specially indorsed on the writ, under Ord. III., 
r. 6, are equivalent to ‘‘ expenses of noting,’ 
which, by the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882 (c. 61), 
s. 57, are ‘‘ deemed to be lhquidated damages,’’ 
so as to entitle plitf. to sign final judgment for 
want of appearance.—DANDO v. BODEN, [1893] 
1Q. B. 318; 62 L. J. Q. B. 339; 68 L. T. 90; 
41 W. R. 285; 37 Sol. Jo. 195; 5 R. 183, D.C. 

108. ——— Promissory note—Payable by instal- 
ments.|—-Pltis. indorsed their writ against defts. 
as follows: ‘‘ The pltfs.’ claim is against the 
defts. as makers of a joint & several promissory 
note dated April 11, 1892, for £36 6s., & payable 
by certain instalments in respect whereof default 
has been made. Particulars: To balance of 
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moneys owing upon the said promissory note, 

£24 be.” Held this was not a good special 

indorsement. — MANCHESTER ADVANCE &  JDiIs- 

count Bank, Lip. v. WALTON (1892), 62 1. J. 

Q. B. 158; 68 L. T. 167; 5 R. 147, D.C. 

104. Claim for unliquidated amount added to 
liquidated demand.}—In an action on a bill of 
exchange, the writ was specially indorsed for 
£31 8s. 9d., ‘‘ being balance of principal, interest, 
& expenses of noting, due on a bill of exchange 
for £75 9s. dated, etc. :—Held: the expenses of 
noting were not ‘‘ a liquidated demand ’”’ within 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 78), 
s. 27, & consequently, the indorsement was 
irregular, & pltf. was not entitled to sign final 
judgment under the 29th section, on the failure 
of deft. to enter an appearance within the specified 
time.—RoGERs v. Hunt (1854), 10 Exch. 474; 
30. L. R. 174; 24 L. J. Ex. 23; 24 L. T. O.8. 
134: 3W.R. 72; 18 Jur. 1084; 156 E. R. 525. 

105. .}—A writ which claims payment of a 
sum which is in dispute, besides payment of a 
liquidated demand, is not specially indorsed so 
as to entitle pltf. to summary Judgment for the 
liquidated demand.—CLARKE v. BERGER (1888), 
36 W. R. 809. 

106. -}+~In order to entitle a pltf. to enter 
final judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1, the writ 
of summons must be a good specially indorsed 
writ under Ord. III., r. 6, at the time when the 
summons under Ord. XIV. is taken out. 

Where, therefore, the indorsement on a writ 
was amended after the issue of a summons under 
Ord. XIV. by striking out an unliquidated 
demand :—Held: there was no jurisdiction to 
make an order giving the pltf. leave to enter final 
judgment.—GURNEY 17. SMALL, [1891] 2 Q. B. 
584; 60L. J. Q. B. 774; 65 L. T. 754, D.C. 

107. -+-Where pltf. claims by his writ 
interest not arising under a statute or by contract 
express or implied, he does not ‘seek only to 
recover a debt or liquidated demand ’”’ within 
Ord. IIT., r. 6, & the writ is consequently not a 
specially indorsed writ on which an order for 
judgment can be made under Ord. XIV., r. 1. 

It is said that the words, ‘‘ with or without 
interest,’’ justify a special indorsement where 
there is no contract to pay interest. I think that 
is not so; but that the rule refers to cases where 
both the principal sum due & the demand of 
interest are liquidated sums, & the latter arises 
by contract, express or implied, or by statute. 
It appears to me to be important that we should 
not attempt to add to the effect of the words 
of the rule, which do not give countenance to the 
argument that a writ is specially indorsed which 
claims interest that can only be given by a jury, 
& if a jury think fit. 

One of the objects of a special indorsement is 
that the sum may be an ascertained one, so that 
the deft. may know what amount he has to pay 
to stay further proceedings. To my mind, the 
obvious intention of the legislature would be 
defeated if we held that such a claim for interest 
as that in the present case, where a claim for an 
unliquidated amount is added to a liquidated 
demand, could be treated as a special indorsement 
(Fry, L.J.).—WILKS v. Woop, [1892] 1 Q. B. 
684, 687; 61 L. J. Q. B. 516; 66 L. T. 520; 
oe R. 418; 8 T. L. R. 465; 38 Sol. Jo. 379, 

108. ———.]—-Deft. appeared to a writ not 
specially indorsed under Ord. IIl., r. 6, & on a 
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summons for judgment under Ord. XIV. uncon- 
ditional leave to defend was given. Pltf., before 
defence, obtained an order to amend the writ, & 
the appearance originally entered was ordered to 
stand as an appearance to the amended writ. 
Pitf. then took out a second suinmons for judgment 
under Ord. XIV. :—Held: the appearanco to the 
original writ was a continuing 1s aaa & 
an appearance to the writ as amended, & leave to 
sign final judgment was rightly given.— PAXTON 
v. BatrRpD, [1893] 1 Q. B. 139; 67 L. T. 628; 
41 W. R. 88; 387 Sol. Jo. 82; 5 R. 129, C. A.; 
sub nom. PAXTON v. BAND, 62 L. J. Q. B. 176. 

See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XIV., r. 1 (b), p. 277, 

ost. 

i Claims for interest.}—See Bits or EXCHANGE, 
Vol. VI., pp. 472, 478, Nos. 3005-8012 ; MoNnEY, 
Vol. XXXV., p. 191, Nos. 190-193. 

109. Claims for liquidated sum & injunction. ]— 
Pitf., a barrister, issued his writ on Aug. 30, 
1879, indorsed for an injunction, & other relief, 
& for payment of a sum of £1,000, alleged to have 
been received by deft. as his solicitor. On Dec. 12, 
1879, pitf. was ordered to deliver a statement of 
claim on or before Jan. 12. On Jan. 10 he delivered 
a statement of claim in person. On the 10th his 
solicitor, who had been that day served with a 
summons to set aside the statement of claim for 
irregularity, delivered a notice that his claim 
appeared by the indorsement on the writ in the 
form prescribed by Ord. XXI., rv. 4:—Held: 
the writ was not specially indorsed within the 
meaning of Ord. I1I., r. 6, & the statement of 
claim delivered by the solicitor must be set 
aside. —YEATMAN v. SNOW (1880), 42 L. T. 502; 
28 W. R. 574. 

110. Claims for foreclosure, receiver, & money 
demand.}|—Where the writ in an action for fore- 
closure was also specially indorsed under Ord. 
III., r. 6, with a claim for the amount due on the 
covenant to pay in the mortgage deed, an applica- 
tion to enter judgment against the mortgagor 
under Ord. XIV., r. 1 (a), for the amount claimed, 
before the action was heard, was refused. 

The writ in this action was indorsed with a 
claim for foreclosure, a receiver, & a money 
demand. I am of opinion that the special indorse- 
ment created by Ord. III., r. 6, applies only to 
a@ mere money demand. It is obvious that when 
the demand is for money only it is easy to give 
judgment for the whole or a part, whereas, if the 
court undertakes to segregate a money demand 
from one of a complex character, some difficult 
will arise. 1 therefore refuse the application with 
costs (FRY, 
47 L. 'T. 224. 

111. ——.|—A writ which claims foreclosure or 
sale & a receiver, besides payment of the debt & 
interest, is not specially indorsed so as to entitle 
pltf. to summary judgment on the claim for 
debt & interest.—IMBERT-TERRY v. CARVER 
(1887), 34 Ch. D. 506; 56 L. J. Ch. 716; 56 
L. T. 91; 35 W. R. 328. 

pig now, R. 8S. C., Ord. XIV., r. 1 (6), p. 277, 
post. 

112. Further claim inserted after signature. ]— 
The forms given in Appendix C., Sect. IV., are the 
forms of statements of claim generally, & are 
not adapted, as they stand, for indorsement on a 
writ. Every one of them ends with ‘ delivered,”’ 
which, when filled up, would be ‘‘ Delivered by 
Messrs. A. & B., solicitors for the plitf. on ’’ such 
a day—words inapplicable to an indorsement 
on the writ. Appendix A., No. 2, gives the form of 
a specially indorsed writ, which, a the signature, 
proceeds, ‘‘ & the sum of £ (or such sum as may 


J.).—HILL v. SIpEROTTOM (1882), 
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be allowed on taxation) for costes. If the amount,”’ 
etc. Indeed, it is clear from Forms 1 & 2 of 
Appendix A., that such an indorsement as, ‘‘ the 
Itf. also claims interest on £3,514 15s. 5d. from 
he date of this writ,” etc., is no formal part of 
any writ at all, whether speciall indorsed or not. 
If, therefore, any effect 18 to be given to it, it 
must be considered as a part of the indorsement, 
& to be taken into account in determining whether 
it answers the description of a proper ‘ special 
indursement,”’ although it comes after the signa- 
ture. We think this is the true way of looking at 
it. How can it be discarded altogether? In 
many cases it is a very important element in the 
claim. The notice that the deft. may stop the 
action by payment within four days clearly 
embraces it within the expression ‘‘the sum 
claimed,’’ & we think it would be a return to the 
worst features of a system in which form was 
preferred before substance if we were to say 80 
important a demand was to be treated as non- 
cxistent because it happened to be a kind of 
postscript to the rest of the claim instead of 
preceding the signature. We treat it, therefore, 
as an essential part of the indorsement (LORD 
COLERIDGE, C.J.).—RYLEY v. MASTER, SHEBA 
GOLD MINING Co., Lrp. v. TRUBSHAWE, [1892] 1 
Q. B. 674, 681, 682; 61 TL. J. Q. B. 219; 66 
L. T, 228; 40 W. R. 381; 8 T. L. R. 369; 36 Sol. 
Jo. 329, D.C. 

118. Recovery of land & mesne profits—Afiidavit 
in support claiming sum as double value—Time to 
which mesne profits given.]—Pltfs. issued a writ 
indorsed with a claim for possession of heredita- 
ments at S., of which particulars were given, with 
a statement that deft. had been tenant to pltfs., 
& that his tenancy had expired by notice on a 
given day, & pltfs. claimed ‘ possession & £80 
for mesne profits.’ They then applied under 
Ord. AIV., r. 1, for liberty to sign final judgment 
for possession & the £80 claimed for mesne profits. 
By affidavit in support of the application, the 
£80 was claimed as double value for six months 
on account of deft. having refused to deliver up 
possession. On the hearing of the application 
the judge gave liberty to pltfs. to sign final 
judgment for possession, ‘‘ & for mesne profits 
to be calculated up to the date of pltfs. obtaining 
possession ”’ :—Held: this order was right, for 
whether double value could be recovered or not, 
the writ was not vitiated by pltfs. claiming it by 
affidavit, & the judge was not confined to giving 
mesne profits up to the time of the order, & was 
not bound to put pltfs. to a second action to 
recover mesne profits between the time of judgment 
& the time of recovering possession.— SOUTHPORT 
TRAMWAYS Co. v. Ganpy, [1897] 2 Q. B. 66; 66 
L. J. Q. B. 582; 761. T. 815; 45 W. R. 684, C. A. 

114. Delivery—-Word ‘‘ delivered ’’ or date of 
delivery not inserted.}—A writ specially indorsed 
with a statement of claim need not have the word 
‘‘ delivered ’’ nor the date of delivery at the end 
of such statement of claim.—VEALE v. AUTOMATIC 
BOILER FEEDER Co. (1887), 18 Q. B. D. 631; 
65 L. J. Q. B. 8307; 35 W. R. 464. 

_— ~.]—RYLEY v. MASTER, SHEBA 
GoLtp Minina Co., Ip. v. TRUBSHAWE, No. 112, 
ante, 


B. Particular Cases. 


See R.8.C., Ord. IIL, r. 6, p. 270, ante ; Appen- 
dix O., Sect. IV., Yearly Supreme Oourt Practice. 

Bills of exchange—<Actions on. ]—See Sub-sect. 4, 
A., ante; Appendix C., Sect. IV., Nos. 4,5,6; Bris 
OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 471, Nos. 3001 et seg. 


— 
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Bond.}—See Appendix C., Sect. IV., No. 7, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Cheques—Actions on.|—See Sub-sect. 4, A., 
ante; BILLS oF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 471, Nos. 
3001 et seq. 

Guarantee. }—-See Appendix ©., Sect. IV., Nos. 
10, 11, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Money claims.}—See sub-sect. 4, <A., ante; 
Appendix C©., Sect. 1V., No. 2, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Promissory notes.}——-Sec Sub-sect. 4, A., ante ; 
Appendix (., Sect. IV., No. 3, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice; BILLS oF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., 
pp. 471, Nos. 3001 e¢ seq. 

Recovery of land. |——See Sub-sect. 2; Sub-sect. 4, 
A., ante ; Appendix C., Sect. VII., Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Sale of goods.|---Seec Sub-sect. 4, A.. ante; 
Appendix (., Sect. 1V., No. 1, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Shares purchased & sold.|—See Sub-sect. 4, A., 
ante, 

Trust.]|— See Appendix C., Sect. IV., No. 12, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Interest-—Claims for.]—See BiILLs or EXCHANGE, 
Vol. VI., pp. 472-478. Nos. 3005-3012 ; MoNEY 
& Monty LEenpinc, Vol. XXXV., p. 191, Nos. 
190-193. 


Sup-skor, 5.—NATURE AND EFFECT. 


Whether ‘‘ pleading ’’——-Effect as statement of 
claim. ]—See PLEADING, Part VIII., Sect. 4, p. 138, 
ante. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—CLAIMS FOR INTEREST. 


Nee R.S.C., Ord. IT1., vr. 6, p. 270, ante; BiLis OF 
EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 472, 473, Nos. 3005-3012 ; 
MonrEy & Money LENDING, Vol. XXXYV., p. 191, 
Nos. 190-1938. 


SuB-sECT. 7.—AMENDMENT OF INDORSEMENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIV., r.1. (b) 1f on the hearing of any applica- 
tion under this Rule it shall appear that any claim which could 
not have been specially indorsed under Order III., Rule 6, has 
been included in the indorsement on the writ, the Judge may, 
if he shall think fit, forthwith amend the indorsement by stri 
out such claim, or may deal with the claim specially indorse 
as if no other claim had been included in the indorsement, and 
allow the action to proceed as respects the residue of the claim. 


Amendment of pleadings.]—— See PLEADING, 
pp. 92 et seq. 

116. Leave to amend—Before summons for 
judgment—-Appearance to writ not specially in- 
dorsed under Ord. III., r. 6—Continuing appear- 
ance. |—-PAXTON v. Bainp, No. 108, ante. 

117. Amendment without leave—After taking 
out summons for judgment—Before order for 
judgment.]—GURNEY v. SMALL, No. 106, ante. 

—— --- —,]-—- ROBERTS v. PLANT, No. 
101, arte. 


SUB-sECT. 8.—SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON SPECIALLY 
INDORSED WRITs. 


A. In General. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIV., r.1. (a) Where the defendant appears to 
a writ of summons specially indorsed under Order III., Rule 6, 
the plaintiff may, on affidavit made by himself, or by any other 
person who can swear positively to the tacts, verifying tho 
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cause of action and the amount claimed (if any), and stating 
that in his belief there is no defence to the action, apply to a 
Judge for liberty to enter final judgment for the amount so 
indorsed, together with interest, if any, or for the recovery of 
the land (with or without rent or mesne profits), or for the 
delivery up of a specific chattel, as the case may be, and costs. 
The Judge may thereupon. unless the defendant, by affidavit, 
by his own vivd roce evidence, or otherwise, shall satisfy him 
that he has a good defence to the action on the merits, or 
disclose such facts as may be deemed sufficient to entitle him to 
defend, make an order empowering the plaintiff to enter judgment 
atcordingly. 

(6) If on the hearing of any application under this Rule it 
shall appear that any claim which could not have been specially 
indorsed under Order TIL. Rule 6, has been included in the 
indorsement on the writ, the Judge may, if he shall think fit, 
forthwith amend the indorsement by striking out such claim, 
or may deal with the claim specially indorsed as if no other 
claim had been included in the indorsement, and allow the 
action to proceed as respects the residue of the claim. 

(c) Where the plaintiff’s claim is for the delivery up of a 
specitic chattel (with or without a claim for the hire thereof or 
for damages for its detention) the Judge may make an order for 
the delivery up of the chattel without giving the defendant any 
option of retaining the same upon paying the assessed value 
thereof, and such order if not obeyed may be enforced by a writ 
of attachment or a writ of dchivery. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLI., r. 3A. When any judgment is directed to 
be entered by an order made on the hearing of an application 
for judgment under Order XIV. the judgment shall, unless the 
Court or a Judge shall otherwise order, be dated as of the day 
on which the order is made, and the judgment shall tahe effect 
front that date: Provided that the order may direct that the 
judgment shall not be entered until a given date, In winch case 
the judgment shall take effect from that date. 


[New Procedure List, see R S C, Ord. XIV., Fr. &(c), p. 207, 
post, & Part XCIV., post.J 


Special indorsements.}|— See Sub-sects. 1-7, ante. 

Claims for interest.J—See R. S. ©., Ord. ILD., 
r. 6G. p. 270, ante; BILLS OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., 
pp. 472, 473, Nos. 3005-3012 ; Monry & MONEY 
LENDING, Vol. XXXV., p. 191, Nos. 190-193. 

Actions for money lent.}—See Monry & MoNrEY 
LENDING, Vol. NXXV., pp. 217, Nos. 443 et seq. 

Entry of judgment.]—-See Part. XLIII., post. 

119. Nature & objects of R. S. C., Ord. XIV.] 
T believe Ord. XIV. to be a most useful one, but 
I cannot help thinking that it is considerably 
misunderstood. Courts of law, & of common 
law especially, are not only for the purposes of 
litigation, but are also debt collectors; & that, if 
not the most important, is a very important part 
of their functions. I think that this order was 
intended to facilitate the operation of the High 
Court of Justice in debt collecting ; but it should 
be always remembered that the order should not 
be applied simply because it exists, but should be 
applied mnost carefully & only in very clear cases 
(BRAMWELL, L.J.).—Ray v. Barker (1879), 
4 kx. D. 270; 48 L. J. Q. B. 569; 41 L. T. 265; 
27 W. RR. 745, ©. A. 

120. --— -|- Ord. XIV. has not to do with 
something which happens at the trial of an action. 
Its provisions, if exercised, are intended to prevent 
the necessity for a trial. The jurisdiction of a 
judge under Ord. XIV. is exercised by him as a 
judge at chambers. It is exercised by the master 
in the first instance, & there is what is in effect 
an appeal to the judge; but the jurisdiction is 
that of a judge at chambers. Then there is an 
appeal from the judge, which was originally to 
the Divisional Court, but is now to this court 
direct (Lorp Esuer, M.R.).—Kax p. SPELMAN, 
[1895] 2 Q. B. 174, 176; 73 L. T. 165; 43 W. R. 
609 ; 14.499; subnom. SPELMAN tv. THE EMPIRE, 
LIVERPOOL, Lrp., 64 L. J. Q. B. 640, C. A. 

121. -}—People do not seem to understand 
that the effect of Ord. XIV. is that, upon the 
allegation of the one side or the other, a man 
is not to he permitted to defend himself in a court ; 
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that his rights are not to bo litigated at all. There 
are some things too plain for argument ; & where 
there were ase put in simply for the purpose of 
delay, which only added to the expense, & where 
it was not in aid of justice that such things should 
continue, Ord. XIV. was intended to put an end 
to that state of things, & to prevent sham defences 
from defeating the rights of parties by delay, & 
at the same time causing great loss to pltfs. who 
were endeavouring to enforce their rights (HALS- 
BuRY, L.C.)—Jacoss v. Booru’s DISTILLERY 
Co. (1901), 85 L. T. 262; 50 W. R. 49, H. L. 

122. ~+—Where, on an application for 
judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1, the affidavit 
made for the purpose of verifying the cause of 
action is insufficient, as being made by a person, 
other than pltf., who cannot swear positively to 
the facts, but can only depose thereto upon infor- 
mation & belief, & there is, therefore, no juris- 
diction to make an order for judgment under 
Ord. XIV., the case comes within Ord. XIV., 
r. 9 (b), & deft. is entitled to an order for payment 
of costs of the application by pltf. forthwith. 

Ord. XIV. provides for a novel procedure, 
which is inconsistent with the us common 
law practice, though there was an earlier enact- 
ment providing for a somewhat similar procedure 
in the case of bills of exchange. It is a new pro- 
cedure dependent upon the presence of certain 
conditions, which are mentioned in the Order. 
The first condition is that there must be a specially 
indorsed writ. The second is that there must be 
an affidavit by pltf. himself, ‘‘ or by any other 
person who can swear positively to the facts, 
verifying the cause of action, & the amount 
claimed, if any, & stating that in his belief there 
is no defence to the action.’”’ The remedy given 
by the order is a most stringent one, namely, a 
judgment without any trial. For my own part 
I cannot doubt that the framers of the Rules 
intended that the affidavit so required should be 
a condition precedent to the exercise of the power 
conferred by the order to give judgment without 
a trial. It no doubt may often happen that an 
affidavit which fails to satisfy the requirements of 
the Order, because the deponent cannot swear 
positively to the facts therein stated, may produce 
upon the minds of the master, or judge, who 
hears the case, a strong impression that, though 
the affidavit is not one which satisfies the terms 
of the order, it, nevertheless, indicates a strong 
probability that the pltf. has a good cause of 
action. PIitf., however, in order to obtain judg- 
ment without a trial, must have complied with 
the terms of the order. However strong may be 
the impression produced by the affidavit upon the 
mind of the master, or judge, or court, as the case 
may be, that pltf. may probably have a good cause 
of action—I am not now speaking with regard 
to the particular case before us, but generally— 
if there be not a compliance with the terms of 
Ord. XIV., r. 1, in respect of the affidavit to be 
made, there is no jurisdiction to give cflect to 
that impression by making an order for judgment. 
Ord. XIV. makes, no doubt, a very salutary 
provision for the purpose of preventing a deft., 
who knows perfectly well that he owes the sum 
claimed from postponing the time of payment, 
& putting pe to further expense in litigation 
which ought never to have taken place; but on 
the other hand, Ord. XIV. is an order which can 
be, & often is, abused. A pltf.’s legal adviser 
may advise him that, though there is not much 
prospect of his getting judgment under Ord. XIV., 
& deft. will probably get unconditional leave to 
defend, deft. may have to swear an affidavit in 
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answer to an application for judgment, in which 
he will have to disclose on oath what defence 
he is going to set up, & that may be a great assist- 
ance to pltf. at the trial, & therefore such an 
application should be made. I hope that this 
does not often occur, but I think that such a 
course is sometimes taken, & in my opinion that 
is a manifest abuse of the process of the court. 
It was necessary,' therefore, that the jurisdiction 
given by Ord. XIV. should be made conditional 
upon the making of an affidavit of the nature 
therein mentioned (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L..J.).-— 
Symon & Co. v. PaArMER’s Srores (1903), Lrp., 
[1912] 1 K. B. 259, 263, 264; 81 L. J. K. B. 439; 
106 L. 'T. 176, ©. A. 

128. Writ must be specially indorsed.}]—The 
procedure under Ord. XIV., r. 1, is founded on 
Ord. 1II., r. 6, & it is a condition precedent to its 
application that there should be a_ specially 
indorsed writ) within the meaning of the latter 
rule (LopES, L.J.). -WiLKs v. Woop, [1892] 
1 i B. 684; 61 L. J. Q. B. 6163 66 LL. T. 520, 
C. A. 

124. -- -.}]-Symon & Co. v. PALMER’S STORES 
(1903), Lrp., No. 122, ante. 

125. —- .J—Under Ord. XIV., the first thing 
that has to be done is to have the writ specially 
indorsed under Ord. TIT., r.6; & all that is required 
by Ord. ILT.. r. 6, is that pltf. should be seeking 
to recover for a debt or liquidated demand of 
money (Cozins-Harpy, M.R.).— LAGOS v. Grun- 
WALDT, [1910] 1 K. B. 41; 79 1. J. K. B. 85; 
101 L. T. 620; 26 T. L. R. 69; 54 Sol. Jo. 216, 
C. A. 

126. Affidavit in relation to special indorsement— 
Incomplete indorsement not cured by affidavit. |— 
An indorsement of a claim for interest on a writ 
of summons, in order to be a good special indorse- 
ment, within the meaning of Ord. III., r. 6, & 
Ord. XIV., r. 1, must show either that the 
interest claimed is payable under an agreement, 
or that it is fixed by statute. 

An indorsement on a writ stated that the claim 
was for instalment on shares in pltf. company, 
payable under terms of allotment, & for interest 
thereon at the rate of 10 per cent. per annum, 
from the respective dates when the instalments 
became payable until payment or judgment, & 
gave particulars of the instalments, with interest 
calculated accordingly. & claimed interest on the 
principal moneys at 10 per cent. from date of 
writ until payment or judgment. It appeared 
from an affidavit that by the articles of association 
10 per cent. interest was payable :—Held: as the 
writ did not show that the interest was payable 
under an agreement, there was not a good special 
indorsement; & the fact that the affidavit. showed 
an agreement to pay interest. could not make it 
ood, & judgment could not) be entered under 

rd. XIV.— GoLp ORES ReEpucrion Co., Lan. 2. 
Parr, [1802] 2 Q. B. 14; 61 1. J. Q. B. 522; 
66 L. T. 687; 40 W. R. 526; 36 Sol. Jo. 524. 

127. ——— Affidavit regarded to show that claim 
cannot be specially indorsed.|—Where a writ of 
suinmons was indorsed, under Ord. III., r. 6, 
with a claim for a sum of money, & for interest 
thereon at 5 per cent. per annum from the date 
of the writ till payment or judgment, & it did not 
appear that the interest was claimed by statute 
or under any contract between the parties :— 
Held: pltf. was not ‘ seeking only to recover 
a debt or liquidated demand in money ’”’ within 
the meaning of Ord. III., r. 6; &, therefore, the 
writ was not ‘“‘ specially indorsed ”’ so as to enable 
him to obtain final judgment in the action under 
Ord. XIV., r. 1. 
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orting to be a special 
I., r. 6, claimed a balance 
due for goods sold. After stating the ‘ place 
of trial,”’ & after the signature of pltfs.’ solicitors, 
there came a claim for interest, at the rate of £5 
per cent. per annum, from the date of the writ 
till payment or judgment, & after that claim a 
statement that if the amount claimed was paid 
to pltfs., or their solicitors, within four days from 
the service of the writ, further proceedings would 
be stayed. On an application for leave to sign 
judgment under Ord. XIV.,r. 1, pltfs.’ affidavits 
showed that the claim for interest was not made 
upon any contract to pay interest ; but that they 
supposed they were entitled to recover it, & asked 
fo. judgment, not only for the balance due, but 
also for the interest claimed :—Held: the claim 
for interest must be treated as part of what 
purported to be the special indorsement, &, 
therefore, the writ was not. ‘‘ specially indorsed ”’ 
under Ord. II1., r. 6, so asto entitle plitfs. to have 
judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1.— RKRyuEy v. 
MASTER, SHEBA GoLp Mining Co., JIrp. +. 
TRUBSHAWE, [1892] 1 Q. B. 674; 61 L. J. Q. B. 


An indorsement, pu 
indorsement under Ord. 


219; 66 1L. T. 228; 40 W. R. 3881; 8 T. LL. R. 
369 ; 36 Sol. Jo. 329, D.C. 
128. — Writ not vitiated by affidavit.}— 





SOUTHPORT TRAMWAYS Co. tv. GANDY, No. 113, 
ante. 

Affidavits by plaintiffS & defendants.|} —Sce Sub- 
sect. 8, B. (6), C., post. 

Amendment of indorsement.]—See 
sub-sect. 7, ante. 


Sect. 6, 


B. The Application. 
(a) In General. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIV.,r. 2. The application by the plaintiff for 
leave to enter final judgment under Rule 1 shall be made by 
summons returnable not less than four clear days after service, 
et by a copy of the affidavit and exhibits referred to 

ierein. 


129. Time for application—After delivery of 
defence — Circumstances justifying delay.]—An 
application for leave to sign judgment under 
Ord. XIV., r. 1, need not necessarily be made 
before deft. has, in the ordinary course, delivered 
his defence, but if the application is made after 
that time pltf. must show circumstances which 
justify the delay.—McLarpy tv. SLATEUM (1890), 
24 Q. B. D. 504; 62 L. T. 151; 38 W. R. 349; 
6 T. lL. R. 184, C. A.s; sub n0m. M‘SLaRpDyY v. 
STATEUM, 59 L. J. Q. B. 154. 

130. —-— -- Unreasonable application.|—lIf 
pitf. makes the application under Ord. XIV, r. 2, 
unreasonably after defence delivered, he is hable 
to have it dismissed with costs under Ord. XIV., 
r. 9 (6).—RAYMOND v. Manvers (1913), Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

181. Conditional appearance by defendant. |]— 
The application by pltf. under Ord. XIV., r. 2, 
cannot be made against deft. who has obtained 
leave to appear & appeared conditionally only, 
so long as the appearance remains conditional.— 
RIcARD v. SURSOOK (1901), Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

182. Security for costs—Pendency of applica- 
tion or intention to apply under Ord. XIV.—No 
bar to application for security.}—This was an 
appeal by deft. from the master’s refusal to order 
security for costs. 

Upon the hearing before the master it was 
stated on behalf of pltfs. that an application was 
about to be made for judgment under Ord. XIV. 
The master thereupon adjourned the summons 
until the summons for judgment had been heard. 
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It was stated that this was done in accordance 
with the usual practice. 

Plitfs. in this case are foreigners, & it is admitted 
that. deft. is entitled to come at the time that he 
does, & to ask for security for costs. Pitfs. say 
that they are going to make an application under 
Ord. XIV., that that application would come on 
some time & may be successful, & that they would 
then be entitled to have the money back. Upon 
that suggestion the master postpones making the 
order. I do not think that that practice is right. 
Supposing pltfs. fail in their application & should 
turn out not to be responsible people, deft. might 
not be able to get such costs as had then been 
mcurred. The proper order to make in such a 
case is :—That pltfs. give security for £50, with 
liberty to apply for increase of security, if summons 
under Ord. XIV. be not heard or be dismissed 
(FIELD, J.).— BANQUE DES TRAVAUX PUBLIQUES 
vu. WaLLis, [1884] W. N. 64; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 52. 

133. -/—The pendency of an 
application under Ord. XIV., or the fact that pitf. 
intends to make such an application, is no bar to an 
application for security for costs.—GOTTLIEF v. 
GEIGER (1905), Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

1384. ——— Plaintiff resident out of the juris- 
diction—Admission of debt by defendant.}—This 
was an appeal by pltf. from the order of the master 
that he should give security for the costs of the 
action on the ground that he was a foreigner 
resident abroad. As a summons for judgment 
under Ord. XIV. was pending, security to the 
extent of £20 only had been ordered, with liberty 
to deft. to apply for increase of amount. Defts. 
had written a letter to pltf. admitting that they 
owed him the amount claimed, & saying that they 
were not able to meet their liabilities. 

It is an equitable rule that where pltf. who 
resides out of the jurisdiction sues deft. within 
the jurisdiction, inasmuch as the party who is 
within the jurisdiction may succeed in the action 
& would have to go abroad to recover his costs, 
pitf. shall give security for the costs before they 
are incurred. But in the present case it is said 
that it is impossible that pltf. can have to pay 
costs, because a direct admission by defts. of their 
liability is produced. The reason for the rule 
does nut therefore apply here ; & the only question 
is whether I have any discretion as to making 
an order. [ think that I have, & that I ought to 
exercise it in this case by relieving the pltf. from 
giving security (FIELD, J.).—DE ST. MARTIN v. 
as & Co., [1884] W. N. 86; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 
vod. 

185. .jJ— fte ConTRACT & AGENCY 
CORPORATION, Lirp., No. 212, post. 

5 -}-—See, generally, Part LX XXVI., Sect. 20, 
po 


136. Hemittal of action to county court—Ad- 
journment of application—Intention to apply 
immediately under Ord. XIV.]—When a master is 
satisfied that there is an honest intention to apply 
at once for judgment under Ord. AIV., he may 
oe Ee seubuction to remit until that has 
een done.— SMITH v. LLURLEY, [18 -N. ; 
Bitt. ee in ae 56. eae ene 
—— «| —See CouNTY Courts, Vol. 3 ‘ 48% 
Nos. 328 et seq. acne ein 
187. Action against firm-—Appearance of one 
partner.|—It was contended that inasmuch as 
Ord. XIV. only applies ‘‘ when the deft. appears,”’ 
it can have no application to a firm ess all 
the partners appear. . . . The appearance of one 
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partner is the ap ance of the firm; & one 
partner here having appeared, judgment was 
rightly entered against the firm (CAVE, J.).— 
LYSAGHT v. OLARK & Co., [1891] 1 Q. B. 652; 
64 L. T. 776; 7 T. L. R. 876, D. OC. 

.|—See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI, pp. 407, 
Nos. 771 ef seq. 


(b) Affidavit verifying Cause of Aclion, Amount 
Claimed, ete. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XIV., re. 1 (a), 2, pp. 277, 279, 
ante. 

Affidavits in relation to 
ments, see Sub-sect. 8, A., ante. 

Actions for money lent, see Monty & MONEY 
LENDING, Vol. XXXV., p. 217, No. 443 et seq. 

138. Whether affidavit condition precedent. }— 
The making of the affidavit required by Ord. XIV., 
r. 1 (a), is not a condition precedent to the issue 
of the summons for leave to sign final judgment. 
So that, where pltf. made a defective affidavit, 
then obtained his summons, & afterwards swore 
a fresh & good affidavit :—Held: the issue of the 
summons was good, & leave to sign final judgment 
might be given.--BEGG v. CooPpER (1878), 40 
L. T. 29; 27 W. R. 224, C. A. 

189. ——— Jurisdiction conditional on making of 
affidavit.}—Symon & Co. v. PAULMER’S STORES 
(1903), Lrp., No. 122, ante. 

140. Sufficiency of affidavit—-Must be made by 
person swearing positively to facts—AfMidavit on 
information & belief—Sworn by member of firm of 


special indorse- 


solicitors for plaintiff.}—Laagos v. GRUNWALDT, 
No. 72, ante. 
141. ———— Payment of defendant’s costs 








forthwith.]|—SyMon & Co. v. PALMER’s STORES 
(1903), Lrp., No. 122, ante. 

142. --— ~ — Affidavit by clerk duly authorised 
—Means of knowledge not stated.|/—By Ord. 
XIV., r. 1, ‘‘ Where the deft. appears to a writ of 
summons specially indorsed under Ord. III., r. 6, 
the pltf. may, on affidavit made by himself, or by 
any other person who can swear pusitively to the 
facts, verifying the cause of action & the amount 
claimed (if any), & stating that in his belief there 
is no defence to the action, apply to a judge for 
liberty to enter final judgment for the amount so 
indorsed. ...” 

In an action in which the writ was specially 
indorsed with a claim for a balance of an account 
for goods sold & delivered, an application for leave 
to sign final judgment under Ord. XIV. was sup- 
pore by the affidavit of a person who stated that 
1e was &@ clerk & was in the employ of pltfs., & 
that he was duly authorised by them to make the 
affidavit, & added that it was within his own know- 
ledge that the debt was incurred & that the debt, 
to the best of his knowledge & belief, still remained 
unpaid. The affidavit contained no statement of 
the means of knowledge of the matters referred to 
possessed by deponent :—Held: the affidavit 
was a reasonable compliance with the require- 
ments of Ord. XIV., r. 1.—PATHE FRERES CINEMA, 
Lrp. v. UNITED ELECTRIC THEATRES, Lrp., (1914| 
3 K. B. 1253; 84 L. J. K. B. 245; 112 L. T. 20; 
30 T. L. R. 670; 58 Sol. Jo. 797, C. A. 

143. —-—- When sworn by person other than 
plaintiff—Necessity to state means of knowledge— 
& authority to make affidavit.|—Upon an applica- 
tion for judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1, deft. did 
not appear, but the master refused to order judg- 
ment to be entered because the affidavit in support 
was made by pltf.’s solicitor’s clerk, & he held that 
the clerk could not make it. The affidavit was in 
the ordinary form with the exception that the clerk 
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deposed ‘‘ that he was in the employ of plitf.’s 
solicitor & was duly authorised by plitf. to make 
the affidavit’ :—Held: the affidavit was regular 
& perfectly good.—-HaLietrr v. ANDREWS (1897), 
42 Sol. Jo. 68, 69. 

144. —-—-- -—-— Affidavit by clerk in employ of 
plaintiff’s solicitor—Statement of authority.]— 
Where an affidavit in support of a summons under 
Ord. XIV. is sworn by a person other than pltf., 
he should state his means of knowledge & also the 
fact that he is authorised to make the affidavit.— 
CHIRGWIN v. RUSSELL (No. 1) (1910), 55 Sol. Jo. 
10; 27 T. L. R. 21, C. A. 

——— Actions on bills, cheques, notes, etc.]—See 
on OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 473, Nos. 3013 
et seq. 

Form & contents.]—See Appendix B., No. 22, A., 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


(ce) Second Application. 


145. Right to make second application—First 
summons informal -— No adjudication between 
parties—Summons_ treated as abandoned. |—A 
summons taken out by pltf. under Ord. XIV. 
for judgment was heard by the registrar on 
Nov. 15. The affidavit used by pltf. on this 
occasion was objected to on the ground that it 
did not show the true address of the deponent ; 
that the copy served on deft.’s solicitor had not 
indorsed upon it the memorandum which was on 
the original ; that it was filed on behalf of pltf. ; 
that a copy of an exhibit referred to in the 
affidavit had not been delivered with the affidavit ; 
& that the summons was bad in form, the words 
being, ‘‘ Let all partics attend me at the registry.”’ 
The registrar suggested that the summons should 
be dismissed, so that a new summons might be 
taken out, & he wrote, ‘‘ Summons dismissed ”’ on 
the summons, but without date or signature. <A 
second summons was taken out, & heard on 
Nov. 22. It was then contended by deft. that 
as the first summons had been dismissed a second 
summons could not be taken out. The registrar 
directed judgment, however. Pontocx, B., on 
appeal. affirmed the registrar. No affidavit of 
merits had then been made by the deft. 

WILLS, J., in giving judgment, said the 
appeal must fail, & that on the simple ground 
that the registrar under the circumstances had 
not really adjudicated between the parties at the 
first summons. What took place then was not 
that. the summons was really dismissed, but that 
the registrar refused to deal with the matter. 
The summons might, therefore, be treated as an 
abandoned summons.—SyYKFS BREWERY Co. vt. 
CHADWICK (1891), 7 T. L. R. 258. 

146 Technical defect in writ—Uncon- 
ditional leave to defend given in consequence. |— 
Where, on application to enter final judgment 
under Ord. XIV., r. 1, unconditional leave to defend 
has been given in consequence of a technical defect 
in the writ, pltf. may, after the defect has been 
cured, make a second pi Sepa for final judg- 

B 


ment.—DomBry & Son v. PLAYFAIR Bros,, [1897] 
on B. 368; 66 L. J. Q. B. 328; 75 L. T. 676, 


147. Fresh materials.}—The dismissal of a 
summons under Ord. XIV. is no bar to a fresh 
SpRnceton upon fresh matcrials.—WaAGSTAFF v. 

ACOBOW!Tz, [1884] W. N. 17; Bitt. Rep. in 
Ch. 128. 

Judgment signed for less than amount 
claimed.}—See Estopprn, Vol. XXI., p. 218, 
Nos, 512, 5138. 
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C. Showing Cause against Application— 
Defendant's A ffidavit.: 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIV., r. 3. 
against such application by affidavit, or the Judge may allow 
the defendant to be examined upon oath. 

(b) The affidavit shall state whether the defence alHeged goes 
to the whole or to part only, and (if so) to what part of the 
plaintiff's claim. 


(a) The defendant. may show cause 


See, also, R.S.C., Ord. XIV.,r. 1 (a), p. 277, ante. 

148. ‘‘ May show cause ’’—Discretion of Judge. | 
—Where a summons has been issued under Ord. 
XIV., deft., if he makes no affidavit of merits, 
is not entitled as matter of right to defend the 
action upon offering to bring the sum claimed 
into court. <A discretion is vested in the judge to 
decide whether, upon considering the other facts 
of the case, deft.’s offer is a sufficient ground for 
refusing pltf.’s application. 

The words “ may show cause” imply that a 
discretion is vested in the judge who hears the 
summons. He has to form an opinion as to the 
facts before him, & he is to stay his hand only 
if he is satisfied that deft. has a good defence on 
the merits or thinks the facts disclosed by the 
deft. sufficient to entitle him to be permitted to 
defend the action (THESIGER, L.J.).—CRUMP v. 
CAVENDISH (1880), 5 Ex. D. 211, 214; 49 lL. J. 
Q. B. 491; 42 L. T. 136; 28 W. R. 562, C. A. 

149. ‘‘ By affidavit or otherwise ’’——-Defendant 
corporation—R. S. C., Ord. XIV., rr. 1, 3.]—Where 
a@ writ is specially indorsed under Ord. ITI.. r. 6, 
pltf. may apply for judgment under Ord. XIV., 
r. 1, though defts. are a corporation. 

The court or a judge may do certain things 
“unless deft. by affidavit or otherwise ”’ satisfies 
the court or judge that he ought to be allowed to 
defend. The grammatical meaning of the words 
is that the deft. may satisfy the court or judge by 
affidavit or by any other sufficient means. If 
“by affidavit ’’ means ‘“ by the affidavit of the 
party defending,’ then ‘or otherwise’’ must 
mean ‘‘ by some other means than the affidavit 
of deft.’? The substance of the rule is, that by 
the affidavit of deft., or in some other way, the 
facts must be brought before the judge so as to 
satisfy him. This appears to be the plain meaning 
of the rule taken by itself. Is this altered by 
r. 6? & does that rule compel us to read “ or 
otherwise ’’ in some non-natural sense? It would 
be unreasonable to give the subsequent rule such 
an effect on the main enactment. ‘The only object 
of the words ‘in such affidavit he shall state 
whether the defence he alleges goes to the whole 
or to part only, & to what part, of pltf.’s claim ”’ 
was to provide that deft. must make it appear 
whether he was disputing the whole or part only 
of pltf.’s claim, & it would not, in my opinion, be 
a legitimate construction to hold that they restrict 
the meaning of r. 1, so as to make “ by affidavit 
or otherwise ’’ mean ‘“ by affidavit made by him- 
self or by payment of money into court” 
(JAMES, L.J.).—SHELFOoRD v. LouTH & EAST 
Coast Ry. Co. (1879), 4 Ex. D. 317, 318, 319; 28 
W. R. 407, C. A. 

150. —— -}—The provisions of Ord. XIV. 
apply to cases where defts. are a corporation. 

y r. 1 cause may be shown against an applica- 
tion under that rule by affidavit ‘ or otherwise ”’ ; 
. shows that this affidavit must be made by the 

eft. 

Consequently, deft. corporation, not being able 
to make an affidavit, can only show cause under 
the words “‘ or otherwise.’’—-MUTRHEAD v. DIRECT 
ao STaTEs CABLE Co., Lp. (1879), 27 W. R. 

151. ——— Evidence beyond mere statement of 
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counsel.}—It has been said that defts. have been 
attacked by a very summary proceeding; that 
there may be (in fact it was suggested that there 
were) other facts which might entitle them to raise 
an entirely new defence. Under the rule, how- 
ever, we are not entitled to take that into con- 
sideration in deciding upon this application, 
because it must appear to the court ‘“‘ by affidavit 
or otherwise,’ that is, by some kind of evidence 
beyond the mere statement of counsel which is 
not suflicient (JESSEL, M.R.).—ANGLO-ITALIAN 
BANK t. WELLS, ANGLO-ITALIAN BANK v. DAVIES 
(1878), 38 L. T. 197, C. A. 

152. Documents not brought before court 
in affidavit.}—In an action for £2,500 on a bill of 
exchange, deft. had not suggested any defence, 
but an order had heen made carly in June allow- 
ing him to defend on payment into court or 
security. Deft. had furnished no security, & the 
time was up, but several extensions of time had 
been allowed, against the last of which pltfs. 
appealed. It appeared on one of the affidavits 
that the master had looked at some documents 
which had given him an impression that there 
might be a defence :—Held: it was irregular to 
look at ducuments not brought before the court on 
affidavits, & the proper course was to bring forward 
any defence on affidavit.—UNITED FOUNDERS’ 
TRUST, Lrp. v. FITZGEORGE (1891), 7 T. L. R. 
620. 

153. Contents of affidavit—Mere denial insuffi- 
cient—Particulars—Fraud.}—There may very well 
be facts brought before the judge which satisfy 
him that it is reasonable, sometimes without any 
terms & sometimes with terms, that the deft. 
should be able to raise this question, & fight it 
if he pleases, although the judge is by no means 
satisfied that it does amount to a defence upon 
the merits. I think that when the affidavits are 
brought forward to raise that defence they must, 
if I may use the expression, condescend upon 
particulars. It is not enough to swear, ‘‘I say 
1 owe the man nothing.” Doubtless, if it was 
true, that you owed the man nothing, as you 
swear, that would be a good defence. But that 
is not enough. You must satisfy the judge that 
there is reasonable ground for saying so. So again, 
if you swear that there was fraud, that will not 
do. It is difficult to define it, but you must give 
such an extent of definite facts pointing to the 
fraud as to satisfy the judge that those are facts 
which make it reasonable that you should be 
allowed to raise that defence; & in like manner 
as to illegality, & every other defence that might 
be mentioned (LORD BLACKBURN).—-WALLINGFORD 
v. MUTUAL Society (1880), 5 App. Cas. 685, 704 ; 
50 L. J.Q.B.49; 43 L. T. 258; 29 W.R. 81, H. L. 

154. Rescission of contract to 
take shares.|—Here is a person on the register of 
members, & primd facie a shareholder, &, before 
any petition to wind up was presented, an action 
was brought against him for calls, & a summons 
was taken out under Ord. XIV. 

The summons for leave to sign judgment having 
been issued, he filed an affidavit which shows no 
defence at all, apart from the right torescind. It 
starts with a formal statement that the deponent 
is not indebted. That goes for nothing unless 
you can find some circumstances which can throw 
light upon it & give rise to some reason for suppos- 
ing that that is a true statement. I disregard that 
altogether. Then the whole of the rest of the 
affidavit shows nothing more nor leas than a right 














PRACTICE. 


to repudiate the shares & to have the contract 
rescinded, & it is upon that affidavit that he gets 
leave to defend. 

Now, it is true that the petition to wind up was 
resented before he could put in his counterclaim. 
f he had put in his counterclaim the case would 

not have been arguable. The difficulty arises 
from the fact that he had not put in his counter- 
claim. But he got leave to defend upon the 
affidavit to which I have referred, & I think that 
he did all that could be reasonably expected to 
assert in a legal proceeding his right to repudiate 
these shares. That is the principle on which the 
courts have acted in several cases (LANDLEY, M.R.). 
—Re GENERAL RAILWAY SYNDICATE, WHITELEY’S 
Caspr, [1900] 1 Ch. 365, 368, 369; 69 T.. J. Ch. 250 ; 
82 L. T. 134; 48 W. R. 440; 16 T. Tu R. 176; 
44 Sol. Jo. 228; 8 Mans, 74, C. A. 

155. Mere statement that defendant has 
good defence—lInsufficient.|—-A mere affidavit that 
deft. has a good defence is not sufficient ground for 
refusing to allow judgment to be signed under this 
rule. That would be encouraging defts. to make 
illusory affidavits. I shall go into the merits 
(QUAIN, J.).—ANON., [1875] W. N. 250. 

156. Reasonable defence—Sufficient to show 
that defendant entitled to interrogate plaintiff— 
Hearsay.]—In showing cause under Ord. XIV., 
r. 1, why pltf. should not be at liberty to sign 
final judgment notwithstanding appearance, it is 
sufficient if deft. shows enough on his affidavit to 
entitle him to interrogate pltf. 

Hearsay evidence is not to be shut out on such 
an application. Nor is it necessary that deft. 
should show a good defence on the merits if he 
can suggest some reasonable defence.—HARRISON 
?, BOTTENHE™ (1878), 26 W. Rt. 362, C. A. 

157. Effect of affidavit—Affidavit not conclusive 
—Defence may subsequently go beyond affidavit. | 
The position of the action is that there is uncon- 
ditional leave to defend & no defence put in, & 
although no doubt it would be a matter of com- 
ment if the defence travelled beyond the affidavit 
under Ord. XIV., that affidavit is not conclusive, 
& it is impossible to tell what facts may be dis- 
covered & relied on by the time the trial comes on 
(HAMILTON, L.J.).—Ray v. NEwrTon, [1913] 
1 K. B. 249, 258; 82 L. J. K. B. 125; 108 L. T. 
313, C. A. 








Appropriation of payments.}—Where 
a debtor makes a payment to his creditor, & the 
inference to be drawn from the circumstances is 
that the payment is in fact appropriated by the 
debtor at the time of payment, the fact that he 
makes no express statement on the subject at the 
time is immaterial. An appropriation by the 
debtor may be inferred from a variety of circum- 
stances, & each case must be considered on its 
own peculiar facts. 

In three actions, which were consolidated, 
brought as to two of them against A., & as to the 
third against A. & B., his surety, in which pltf. 
claimed £12,000 odd, being principal & interest 
on certain fe idea notes granted by A. & B. 
A. in an affidavit, sworn in support of an applica- 
tion for leave to defend, atatod in effect that he 
owed £4,474 on all the notes, & claimed to have the 
whole of the sums charged for interest inquired 
into. The master made an order that on the sum 
of £4,474 being paid, A. should have leave to defend 
as to the residue of the claim. A. paid the 
£4,474 :—-Held: the true inference was that the 
£4,474 was appropriated by A. to the principal 
sum owing on all the notes, including those on 
which A. & B. were being sued.—PARKER v. 
GUINNESS (1910), 27 T. li. R. 129. 


Part IV.—INDORSEMENTS OF CLAIM. 


159. Offer of payment into court where no 
affidavit made— Effect of.}—Crump v. CAVENDISH, 
No. 148, ante. 


D. Affidavit by Plaintiff in Reply. 


160. Discretion to allow.]—Upon an application 
by Bae for leave to sign judgment under Ord. 
XIV., r. 3, the court or judge may in their or his 
discretion allow pltf. to file an affidavit in reply 
to deft.’s affidavit.—DaAvis v. SPENCE (1876), 1 
O. P. D. 719; 25 W. R. 229; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 





-}—Upon an application by pltf. by 
summons, under Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. XIV., 
r. 1 (a), for leave to sign final judgment,'the court 
will allow pltf. to read an affidavit made by him 
in reply to deft.’s affidavit. 

North Central Waggon Co. v. North Wales Waggon 
Co., No. 163, post, not followed.—GIRVIN v. 
CREPE (1879), 13 Ch. D. 174; 49 L. J. Ch. 633 41 
lL. T. 622 5 28 W. R. 123. 

162. -}+—On an application to sign final 
judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1, it is discretionary 
with the master or judge to allow an affidavit in 
reply to that of deft., but pltf. should not, as a 
rule, be permitted to use such an affidavit. 

In an action for rent the court refused to allow 
deft. to set up a counterclaim for damages for a 
libel not connected with the subject-matter of the 
action._—-ROTHERHAM v. PRIEST (1879), 49 L. J. 
Q. B. 104; 41 L. T. 558; 28 W. R. 277. 

163. Plaintiff not entitled to file affidavit.]— 
Where deft. has filed an affidavit for leave to defend 
under Ord. X1V., r. 3, plitf. has no right to file a 
counter “ affidavit ’’ by way of reply upon the 
merits. 

Davis v. Spence, No. 160, ante, discussed.— 
NORTH CENTRAL WAGGON Co. v. NORTH WALES 
Waaaon Co. (1879), 39 L. T. 628. 








Ey. Leave to Sign Judgment or Defend. 
(a) Leave to Sign Judgment. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XIV., r. 1, p. 277, ante. 

Nature & objects of R. S. C., Ord. XIV.]—See 
Sect. 6, sub-sect. 8, A., ante. 

Judgment for part of claim.}]—-See Sect. 6, sub- 
sect. 8, H., post. 

Amendment of indorsement.]—See Sect. 6, sub- 
sect. 7, ante. 

164. Discretion of Judge.|—Action to recover a 
liquidated sum of £352, & upon an application 
under Ord. XIV., r. 1, for liberty to sign final 
judgment for the amount indorsed on the writ. 
Deft. filed an affidavit in answer, setting up an 
agreement to pay the debt by instalments. The 
judge at chambers gave deft. leave to defend as 
to £300, part of the claim, upon bringing that sum 
into court, & gave unconditional leave to defend 
as to the residue. 

The Master of the Rolls said, as to the sug- 
gested practice, Ord. XIV. was equivalent to an 
enactment by statute, & no practice, however 
long, could alter the plain language of the rule. 
He did not think that there was any such practice. 
According to the rule, the judge must in each case 
exercise his discretion. The judge, even though 
deft. made no answer, was not bound to give pltf. 
leave to enter final judgment. If deft. satisfied 
the judge that he had a good defence on the merits, 
the judge could not make an order empowering 
pltf. to enter judgment; but the judge must be 
satisfied. If deft. disclosed such facts as might 
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be deemed sufficient to entitle him to defend, that 
fell short of satisfying the judge that he had a good 
defence. R. 6 applied to leave to defend. By 
that rule leave to defend might be given uncon- 
ditionally, or subject to such terms as the judge 
might think fit. There was no fetter imposed on 
that discretion. The effect of the rule was that 
if deft. satisfied the judge that he had a good 
defence, the judge could not order judgment to be 
signed. If the deft. showed such facts as might 
be deemed sufficient to entitle him to defend, the 
judge could not order judgment. If the judge 
was satisfied there was a good defence, he ought 
not to impose terms.—SHURMUR v. YOUNG (1888), 
5 T. L. R. 155, ©. A. 

165. Defence for purposes of delay.]—LLoyYpD’s 
BANKING Co. v. OGLE, No. 178, post. 

166. -}—The proceeding established by 
that Order [Ord. XIV.] is a peculiar proceeding, 
intended only to apply to cases where there can be 
no reasonable doubt that a pltf. is entitled to judg- 
ment, & where, therefore, it is inexpedient to allow 
deft. to defend for mere purposes of delay (LORD 
HALSBURY).—-JONES v. STONE, [1894] A. C. 122; 
63 L. J. P.C. 68; 70 L. T. 174; 6 R. 437, P. C. 

167. —-— Defence or counterclaim not of sub- 











stantial character.|}—ANGLO-ITALIAN BANK vw. 
WELLS, ANGLO-ITATIAN BANK v. DAVIES, No. 
228, post. 


168. Only in clear cases—Where no defence or 
appearance of defence.|—Leave to sign judgment 
under Ord. XIV. should be given only where there 
is clearly no defence to the action, & where there 
is toa doubt the deft. should have liberty to 


. XIV. was intended to apply to clearly 
undefended causes, & to prevent defts. from 
putting in statements of defence for the purpose 
of delay where there could be no defence on the 
merits. Here the judge had a doubt as to whether 
there might be a defence or not, & therefore this 
is not @ case for judgment in a summary manner 
(BRAMWELL, J..J.).—THOMPSON v. MARSHALI, 
(1879), 41 L. T. 720; 28 W. R. 220, C. A. 

169. —--.J—In an action on a bill of 
exchange, it appearing upon deft.’s own affidavit 
that there was no defence to the action, nor any 
appearance of a defence :—Held: pltf. was en- 
titled to sign judgment under Ord. XIV. 

Judgment ought not to be allowed to be sum- 
marily signed except in the clearest cases (LOPES, 
L.J.).— EDWARDS v. DAVIS (1888), 4 T. L. R. 385, 
C. A. 

170. Unsatisfactory affidavits.}— 
MANGER, ETC. (SYNDICS UNDER BANKRUPTCY OF 
RODRIGUES ET CIE.) v. CASH, No. 181, post. 

171. All facts having been assumed in 
defendant’s favour.}—JAcoBs v. BootTnH’s DISTIL- 
LERY Co., No. 197, post. 

172. No reasonable doubt.|—JONEs v1. 
STONE, No. 166, ante. 

178. When no real substantial question to 
be tried.}—Leave should not be given to sign 
judgment under Ord. XIV. unless it is clear that 
there is no real substantial question to be tried. 
Therefore when in an action on a foreign judgment 
the deft. made an affidavit that the judgment had 
been obtained by fraud :—Held: pltf. should not 
be allowed to sign judgment under Ord. X1V.— 
Copp v. DELAP (1905), 92 L. T. 510, H. L. 

174. Not where close investigation neces- 
sary.}—A company was incorporated in England 
with a capital of £25,000 in £1 shares for the 
purpes of selling in England tyres made in 

rmany-by a German company, who held the 
bulk of the shares in the English company. The 
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holders of the remaining shares (save one) & 
all the directors were Germans resident in Germany. 
The one share was registered in the name of the 
secretary. who was born in Germany, but resided 
in England & had become a naturalised British 
subject. 

After the outbreak of the war between England 
& Germany an action was commenced in the 
name of the English company by specially in- 
dorsed writ, issued by the company's solicitors 
on the instructions of the secretary, for payment 
of a trade debt. In answer to a summons for 
judgment under Ord. XIV. defts. alleged (1) that 
the company was an alien enemy company & 
that payment of the debt would be a trading 
with the enemy; (2) that the action was com- 
menced without the authority of the company. The 
master gave leave to pltf. company to sign final 
judgment, & his order was affirmed by the judge 
in chambers & by the Court of Appeal :—Held: 
the action was commenced without authority & 
ought to be struck out as irregular. 

The circumstances of the present case were 
such as to require close investigation & preclude 
the property of giving leave to sign judgment 
under Ord. XIV., r. 1 (LORD PARKER OF WaD- 
DINGTON).—DAIMLER Co., LTD. 2. CONTINENTAL 
TYRE & RUBBER Co. (GREAT Britain), Lrop., 
[1916] 2 A. C. 307, 346; 85 L. J. KK. B. 1333; 
114 L. T. 1049; 382 T. L. R. 624; 60 Sol. Jo. 602 ; 
22 Com. Cas. 32, H. L.; revag. S. C. sub nom. 
CONTINENTAL TYRE & RUBBER Co. (GREAT 
BriTatn), Lrp. v. DarmuER Co., Lrp., [1915] 
1 K. B. 893, C. A. 

175. Service of order upon defendant—Leave to 
sign judgment unless sum paid before day named— 
Service before Judgment signed not necessary. }— 
An order giving leave to sign judgment under 
Ord. XIV., unless a sum is paid before a day 
named, need not be served upon deft. before 
judgment is signed upon it.—Hopron v. ROBERT- 
oan (1884), 23 Q. B. D. 126, n.; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 


(6) Unconditional Leave to Defend. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIV., r. 6. Leave to defend may be given 
unconditionally, or subject to such terms as to giving agate 
Hi time or mode of trial or otherwise as the Judge may thin 


See R.S.C., Ord. XTV., rr. 1, 3, pp. 277, 281, ante. 

Leave to sign judgment—Only given in clear 
cases.}— See Sub-sect. 8, E. (a), ante. 

176. Discretion of judge.}—SHURMUR v. YOUNG, 
No. 164, ante. 

177. Substantial defence.}—Where in answer to 
an application by pltf. under Ord. XIV., r. 1, 
of the Judicature Act. 1875, for liberty to sign 
final judgment for the amount indorsed on a 
specially indorsed writ deft. makes an affidavit 
that he has a good defence to the action on the 
merits, & shows also by such affidavit that there 
is some substantial defence, as where the amount 
claimed to be due for work done by pltf. is one 
which is fairly in dispute, the judge to whom the 
application is made ought, in the exercise of his 
discretion, to give deft. leave to defend without 
requiring him to bring the amount into court.— 
RUNNACLES v. MESQUITA (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 
416; 45 L. J. Q. B. 407; 24 W. R. 553; 2 Char. 
ae ye a lia 

« No evidence that defence for oses of 
delay—No acknowledgment of debt.}—The er 
given by Ord. XIV., r. 1, to a court or fadee. 
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where the deft. has appeared to a specially 

indorsed writ of summons, to allow pltf. to sign 

final judgment, is intended to be exercised where 

it is shown, cither from the acknowledgment of 

the debt by deft. or from other circumstances, 

rink the defence would be for mere purposes of 
elay, 

In an action against a surety on a specially 
indorsed writ it was not shown that the debt 
had been acknowledged by the principal debtor, 
or that particulars had been furnished to the 
deft. or that he had admitted his liability :-— 
Held: deft. might reasonably call on pltf. to 
prove his claim, & should be allowed to defend 
without paying money into court or giving 
security. 

If pltfs. had sworn that the debt had been 
admitted by the company, & that deft. had been 
informed of the amount, & had not dissented or 
in any other way denied his liability, it would 
seem to me that he could only defend the action 
for the purpose of delay, & such an order as that 
appealed against might be made; but where a 
guarantor bond fide says that he does not know 
that the debt is due, & that he requires it to be 
proved, I think the statute was not intended to 
operate to take that right from him. It is said 
that this right is not taken away here, because 
the deft. may bring the money into court or give 
security for it; but those gonditions pete er A 
may take away the power to defend, & they should 
only be applied when there is something suspicious 
in the deft.’s mode of presenting his case. 

In my opinion, it ought to be a general rule 
that, where there is no acknowledgment of the 
debt by the deft., or anything else to show that 
the defence is for mere purposes of delay, in the 
case of a guarantor or surety like deft., he should 
not be prevented from going to trial (BRAMWELL, 
B.).—LbLoyvn’s BankKInG Co. v. OGLE (1876), 
1 Ex. D. 262, 264; 45 L. J. Q. B. 606; 34 L. T. 
584; 24 W. R. 678; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 252. 

179. Bon& fide defence.}|—-YORKSHIRE BANKING 
Co. v. BEATSON, No. 204, post. 

180. -}+-If there appears to be a bond fide 
defence, summary judgment ought not to be 
allowed under Ord. XILV.—LINDSAY v. MARTIN 
(1889), 6 T. L. R. 322, 

181. ——..]—Pltf.’s right to have summary 
judgment under Ord. XIV. was not absolute 
merely because deft.’s affidavits as to his defence 
are not completely satisfactory. The jurisdiction 
is one to be exercised with great care, so as not 
to preclude a party from any defence he may 
really have. The judge is not to make the order 
if either he is satisfied that there is a defence or 
that ae deft. should be allowed to defend (DEN- 
MAN, J.). 

If there is a real & bond fide defence, pitt. ought 
not to be allowed to take a summary judgment, 
nor deft. required to find money or security 
(MANISTY, J.).—MANGER, ETC. (SYNDIC8S UNDER 
BANKRUPTCY OF RODRIGUES ET CIE.) v. CASH 
(1889), 5 T. L. R. 271, 272, D. C. 

182, ——-.}—An Be dite from judges’ chambers 
against an order owing deftsa. to defend the 
action only on condition of paying the amount 
of the claim into court. The action was on a deed, 
by which pltf., an attorney, assigned his practice 
to defts., a firm of solicitors, for £5,000, to be 
pee by instalments, covenanting with them that 

6 would use his best endeavours to promote 
the welfare of the firm, & that so long as the 
firm should duly make their payments he would 
not at any time practise, directly or indirectly, 
as a solicitor. Since 1889 the payments had fallen 
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into arrear. In the meantime, in 1883, he was 
called to the Bar. In Dec. 1891, mae complained 
that he had broken his covenants by practising 
as a solicitor, & had withdrawn business from the 
firm. There arose a discussion between the firm 
& F., which became adverse. This action was 
brought by his executor (he having died) to 
recover the amount of the instalments then due; 
pltf. proposed to take judgment summarily 
under Ord. XIV., whereas defts. proposed to set 
up the alleged violations of the covenants by way 
of defence & counterclaim. The judge at chambers 
had only allowed this on condition of their paying 
the amount into court, against which they 
appealed. 

There is a bond fide complaint on the part 
of defts. of the conduct of the late F. Where, or 
how far, those are well founded, it is not necessary 
to inquire. It is clear that there is a bond fide 
counterclaim & defence; & that very serious 
questions might arise which ought to go before 
a jury. The condition, therefore, imposed by the 
judge ought to be set aside, & the appeal allowed 
(LORD COLERIDUE, C.J.).—FORD v. HARVEY (1893), 
9 T. L. R. 328, 329. 

183. Whether good defence on the merits 
essential.}—Where plitf. to an action proceeds 
under Ord. XIV., vr. 1, if deft. by his affidavit 
satisfies the court that he has a good defence on 
the merits, no terms ought to be imposed upon 
him. If he fails to show a good defence on the 
merits, but yet discloses facts which in the opinion 
of the court entitle him to defend the action, 
r. 6 applies, & leave to defend may be given to 
him either unconditionally or upon terms. 

Pitf. sent goods to deft. on ‘‘ sale or return.” 
Deft. entrusted part of the goods to a third party, 
who pledged them & absconded. Pltf. thereupon 
invoiced the goods to deft., alleging that he was 
entitled to do so by a custom of trade, the exist- 
ence of which was denied by deft. Plitf. brought 
his action for the price of the goods, & obtained 
the order of a master allowing him to sign final 
judgment under Ord. XIV., unless deft. paid 
the amount claimed into court within four days. 
This order was reversed by a judge in chambers, 
but was upheld by the Exchequer Division. On 
appeal, the court refused to interfere with the 
discretion exercised by the master & the Exchequer 
Division.—Ray v. BARKER (1879), 4 Ex. D. 
279; 48 L.J.Q. B. 569; 41 L. T. 265; 27 W. PR. 
745, C. A. 

184. ——— Reasonable defence.}—HaRrRISON v. 
BOTTENHEIM, No. 156, ante. 

185. Serious question for trial—Agreement to 
underwrite shares.]—An action by a gold mining 
company against a shareholder to recover sum 
due from him in respect of shares & calls. The 
claim was for £700 for allotment of 4s. per share 
on 1,000 shares in the company allotted to deft. 
as member at his request, & for two calls of 5s. 
each on 1,000 shares of which deft. was alleged to 
be holder. 

The defence was that by an agreement between 
deft. & De W., a promoter of the company, deft. 
was to underwrite 1,000 shares at 4s. a share— 
that is, to be liable for such amount in the event 
of the public not taking shares to the amount of 
£50,000, but with a proviso that this agreement 
should not be binding unless shares to the amount 
of £50,000 should be so underwritten. Only 5,000 
shares were applied for by the public, & it was 
sought to make the deft. liable on his agreement. 
The case for the company was that the company 
could not be affected by the agreement with ‘a 
promoter,” the company having been afterwards 
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registered & pea! Puen ires On that ground the 
company sought obtain summary judgment 
against the deft., but the judge at chambers had 
given him leave to defend unconditionally, against 
which the company appealed :—Held: there was 
@ serious question to be tried in the cause as to 
the agreement & the liability of the company 
upon it. Order of the judge upheld & appeal 
dismissed.—IRONCLAD (AUSTRALIA) GOLD MINING 
Co. v. GARDNER (1887), 4 T. L. R. 18. 

186. Fair case made out by defendant—Not 
displaced by documentary evidence.}—The general 
principle has been laid down that if a fair case 
for a defence is made out by deft., unless it is 
displaced by some undoubted documentary evi- 
dence, a8 an account showing a balance due 
on a letter promising to pay, deft. ought to be 
allowed to defend. The present case is an action 
in which there is prima facie a case for pltf., & 
prima facie a case for the defence (POLLOCK, B.). 
—Saw v. HAKIN (1888), 5 T. L. R. 72. 

187. Fair probability of defence.|—I.eave to 
defend without imposing the condition of payment 
of money into court should be given where there 
is a fair probability of a defence.—WakRD v. 
PLUMBLEY (1890), 6 T. L. R. 198. 

188. Fair dispute as to meaning of document. |— 
The writ in the action was on a claim for the sum 
of £250 on an agreement of April, 1892, under 
which the syndicate were before Dec. 31, 1892, 
to effect a sale of a patent—which had not been 
done—or the allotment of shares to pltfs., or 

y them that sum of £250. None of these things 

d been done, & pltfs. had issued a writ to 
recover that sum, & proposed to take judgment 
for it summarily, under Ord. XIV., but the 
syndicate proposed to set up as a defence that 
the syndicate had found that the patent could 
not practically or commercially be worked—that 
is, at a profit, & the master gave them leave to 
defend; but the judge at chambers had super- 
imposed as a condition payment into court of 
the sum claimed; against which the syndicate 
appealed. 

The order made in this case was one I do not 
favour, as it imposes a condition which, I think, 
ought not to be imposed where, as in the present 
case, defts. have a fair right to defend the action. 
It must first be seen whether the case is one in 
which Ord. XIV., which allows summary judgment 
to be signed, was fairly applicable at all, & 1 
think that it never was intended to apply to such 
a case as the present, in which there is a fair 
dispute as to the meaning of the document, & 
questions might arise which defts. had a fair right 
to submit to a jury. That was a strong case for 
unconditional leave to defend the action, & that 
being so, the condition of paying the whole of 
the money into court ought not to be imposed, & 
so the appeal must be allowed (LORD COLERIDGE). 
—BowsEs v. Caustic SopA & CHLORINE SYNDICATE 
(1893), 9 T. L. R. 328. 

189. Questions of foreign law.}—An action by a 
bank of New York against a firm at Bogota, in 
Colombia, K. (residing at South Kensington) 
being served with process here as a member of 
the tirm. He was sued upon bills on which the 
firm at Bogot& were alleged to be liable; & 
pltfs., the New York Bank, claimed summary 
judgment, asserting that there was & could be 
no defence, insisting that it was beyond a doubt 
the firm at Bogoté were liable, & that K. was a 
member of the firm. He, however, made affidavits 
to show that he Soigh Peepenesriiaant an agent to enter 
into a contract on his part with the Bogota firm 
to become a “special” partner in the firm, the 
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effect of which, he stated, by the law of New 
York was to limit his liability, provided it be 
registered, but that his agent had neglected to 
register it; so that if he had given authority to 
enter into a general partnership he would have 
been liable as a gencral partner, but that he had 
never given such authority, & this he set up as a 
defence. The master thought it sufficient to 
entitle him to defend the action, & ordered accord- 
ingly. Pltfs. appealed against the order. 

It is impossible for the court to try a question 
as to the law of New York on affidavits. Deft. 
was entitled to defend the action, & so the master’s 
order was right & must be upheld, & the appeal 
dismissed (LORD COLERIDGE, C.J.).—-WESTERN 
NATIONAL BANK OF NEW YORK tv. PEREZ, TRIANA 
& Co. (1890), 6 T. L. R. 366. 

190. Difficult questions of law. ]—-Leave to defend 
granted, Ord. XIV. not applying to cases raising 
what may turn out to be difficult questions of 
law.—ELicrric & GENERAL CONTRACT CORPORA- 
TION v. THOMSON-HOUsTON ELECTRIC Co. (1893), 
10 T. L. R. 103. 

191. Questions to be submitted to jury. }+-BowEs v. 
CAUSTIC SODA & CHLORINE SYNDICATE, No.188, ante. 
192. «>; ForpD v. HaRVEY, No. 182, anife. 

193. .J—The action was brought by piltf. 
company to recover from deft. calls in respect of 
shares Which had been allotted to him. Deft. 
hace applied for these shares on receiving from the 
company a prospectus, in which they were called 
the Dunlop Truffault Cycle & Tube Manufacturing 
Co. (Ltd.). An injunction having been obtained 
in the Chancery Division by the Dunlop Pneumatic 
Tyre Co. restraining the pltf. company from 
using the word ‘‘ Dunlop ” as part of their name, 
deft. complained that he had been deceived by 
the use of that word in the prospectus, & he 
refused to keep the shares & demanded repay- 
ment of the application money. The pltfs. there- 
upon commenced this action, & took out a 
summons at chambers for summary judgment, 
& Day, J., made an order giving them leave to 
sign tinal judgment for the amount claimed. 
Deft. appealed, & asked the Court of Appeal to 
give him unconditional leave to defend. 

The appeal ought to be allowed. Deft. resisted 
a claim for calls on shares in pltf. company on 
the ground that he had been deceived by the use 
of the catchword ‘‘ Dunlop” appearing on a 
prospectus as part of the company’s name. I 
think that there was a question proper to be 
submitted to a jury, & the judge has been wrong 
in allowing pltfs. to sign judgment. There will, 
therefore, be unconditional leave to defend 
(SMITH, L.J.).—TRUFFAULT CYCLE & TUBE MANU- 
FACTURING Co., Lrp. v. SAUNDERS (1897), 14 
T. L. R. 40, C. A. 

Action for work done & commission 
by stockbrokers—-Gambling transactions.]—A case 
which had arisen out of a stock-dealing trans- 
action, & raised a question upon the Gaming 
Act, 1892 (c. 9), which provides ‘‘ that any promise, 
express or implied, to pay any person any sum of 
money paid by him in respect of any contract 
or agreement rendered null & void by the Gaming 
Act, 1845 (c. 109), or to pay any sum of money 
by way of commission or otherwise in respect of 
any such contract or of any services in relation 
thereto shall be null & void. & no action shall 
be brought to recover any such sum of money.” 
The action was for the balance of moneys paid 
& work done by pltfs. (stockbrokers) for the 
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deft. as his stockbrokers on the Stock Exchange, 
& for commission earned by them upon effecting 
the purchases & sales of stocks & 8 for the 
deft. Plitfis. applied for summary judgment 
under Ord. XIV., & the judge at chambers gave 
unconditional leave to defend. The affidavit 
on the part of deft. went to show that the 
transactions were purely speculative & for 
‘* differences,’’ & so within the Act, while pltfs. 
sought to show that some at least were real 
transactions, & they appealed. 

The effect of the Act has not yet received judicial 
construction, & what would be its offect if a jury 
should find these were sar re transactions 
remained to be decided. That being so, it is 
clear that deft. should have leave to defend with- 
out any condition (CAVE, J.).—WOODALL v. 
CRESSWELL (1893), 9 T. I. R. 619. 

195. Plausible defence.]—Deft. ought not to be 
shut out from defending unless it was very clear 
indeed he has no case in the action under dis- 
cussion. There might be cither a defence to the 
claim which was plausible, or there might be a 
counterclaim pure & simple. To shut out such 
a counterclaim if there was any substance in it 
would be an autocratic & violent use of Ord. XIV. 
The court has no power to try such a counterclaim 
on such an application, but if they thought it so 
far plausible that it was not unreasonably possible 
for it to succeed if brought to trial it ought not 
to be excluded (Lorp ESHER, M.R.).—-SHEPPARDS 
& Co. v. WILKINSON & JARVIS (1889), 6 T. L. KR. 
13, C. A. 

196. Plausible dispute as to amount which plain- 
tiff entitled to recover.j}—Where a mortgagee 
appointed a receiver, who received rents, & after- 
wards the mortgagee brought an action indorsing 
the writ with a claim for the mortgage debt & 
interest, & applied for Judgment under Ord. 
XIV. :—Held: the mere fact of a receiver having 
been appointed did not prevent the application 
of Ord. XIV., but, as there appeared to be a 
question as to what on the true state of the account 
as between the mortgagor & mortgagee was duc 
to the latter, leave to defend must be granted. 

If there is a plausible dispute as to the amount 
which the plitf. is entitled to recover, I think the 
judge, though bound to entertain the application 
for judgment under Ord. XIV., was bound not 
to allow judgment to be signed in the face of such 
a dispute.—(LORD EsHerR. M.R.).—LYNDE 1. 
WAITHMAN, [1895] 2 Q. B. 180,184; 64 L.J.Q.L. 
762; 72 L. T. 857, C. A. 

197. Triable issue—Though defence not likely 
to succeed.}—Judgment should only be ordered 
under Ord. XIV., where, assuming all the facts in 
favour of deft., they do not amount to a defence 
in law. Where there is a triable issue, though 
it may appear that the defence is not likely to 
succeed, deft. should not be shut out from laying 
his defence before the court either by havin 
judgment entered against him, or by being pu 
under terms to pay money into court as a cun- 
dition of obtaini leave to defend.— JACOBS 
v. Boorn’s DisTILutery Co. (1901), 85 L. T. 262 ; 
50 W. R. 49, H. L. 

198. Effect of appointment of receiver.j|—A 
mortgagee can obtain in one action foreclosure & 
a& personal order for payment of interest down to 
the date of the certificate. It is therefore improper, 

ending such an action, to bring a second action 
or arrears of interest. 

Where a receiver has been appointed on behalf 
of a mortgagee, of the rents of mortgaged property, 
& writ in an action for arrears of interest cannot, 
under Ord. III., r. 6, be properly indorsed for a 


Part I1V.—INDORSEMENTS OF CLAIM. 


liquidated sum, & Ord. XIV. therefore docs not 
apply to such an action.—PouLEeTr (EARL) v. 

ILL (Viscount), [1893] 1 Ch. 277; 62 L. J. Ch. 
reine 68 L. T. 476; 41 W. R. 603; 2 R. 288, 


"499. ———. }—LYNDE v. WAITHMAN, No. 196, ante. 


(c) Conditional Leave to Defend. 
i. Payment into Court or Security. 


See I. 8S. C., Ord. XIV., r. 6, p. 284, ante. 

When unconditional leave to detend ordered. | — 
See Sub-sect. 8, KE. (b), ante. 

Condition as to mode of trial. | 
sect. 8, K., post. 

Judgment for part of claim.]—See Sect. 6, sub- 
sect. 8, H., post. 

200. When payment into court or security 
ordered——Defence presented in suspicious manner. ] 
—LLOYD’s BANKING Co. v. OGLE, No. 178, ante. 

201. Not when substantial defence dis- 
closed.]— RUNNACLES v. Mesquira, No. 177, are. 

202. Not in case of good defence. }— Ray v. 
BARKER, No. 183, are. 


See Sect. 6, sub- 

















2038. -]—SHURMUR v. YOUNG (1888), 
No. 164, ante. 
204. Bona fide defence—Not necessarily 





good defence.]—The cases show that the true view 
of Ord. XIV. is that if there is a bond fide defence— 
not necessarily a good one & not necessarily a 
right one—deft. is not liable to be put on terms 
(LORD COLERIDGE, C.J.).—YORKSHIRE BANKING 
Co. v. BEATSON (1879), 4 C. P. D. 218, 215; 27 
W. R. 914; sub nom. Mycock v. YORKSHIRE 
BANKING Co., 41 L. T. 92. 

205. Not where fair probability of defence. ] 
—WARD v. PLUMBLEY, No. 187, ane. 

206. Defence not likely to succeed.]—An 

action was brought to recover a balance of £11,682, 
four advances made by the bank to one Brand, 
defts.’ agent at Batavia. It appeared that deft. 
company was incorporated in 1888 for carrying 
on an extensive business in Java. They gave 
Brand a power of attorney to open their business 
in Batavia, & assuming to act under that power, 
he obtained from the bank for the purposes of the 
company the amount claimed. Defts. alleged 
that he had no power to borrow such sums. Pltfs. 
applied for summary judgment under Ord. XIV., 
& the judge at chambers & the Divisional Court 
gave them liberty to sign judgment against defts. 
unless the amount of £11,682 were paid into court, 
or security for it were given. Defts. appealed. 
_ The judge at chambers was quite right in order- 
ing defts. to pay the money into court as the 
condition of defending the action. It cannot 
be said that defts. had no defence, nor can it be 
said that they had a clear defence. It is not denied 
that pltfs. had advanced the money to recognised 
agents of the company, nor did the defts. say that 
their agents were not honest. The only question 
to be tried is whether the agents in borrowing the 
money had exceeded their authority under the 
power of attorney. That is a defence which does 
not seem to have much probability of success. 
The condition imposed, therefore, is not at all too 
severe (LORD EsHER, M.h.).—Hona Kone & 
SHANGHAI BANKING Co. v. JAVA AGENCY Co., 
Lap. (1891), 8 T. L. R. 58, C. A. 

207. Judgment for plaintiff probable.] 
Unless one is prepared very nearly to give judg- 
ment for pltf., we ought not to impose conditions 
which may prevent the trial of the action. It 
is very serious that a condition of this kind [leave 
to defend on payment into court] should be im- 
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posed upon impecunious ple (WILLS, J.).—WLNG 
v. THURLOW (1893), 10 T. L. R. 53, 151, C. A. 

208. ——— Not where fair dispute as to meaning 
of document.}—BowEs v. Caustic Sopa & 
CHLORINE SYNDICATE, No. 188, ante. 

209. ——— Not where triable issue disclosed— 
Though defence not likely to succeed. ]—JACOBS v. 
Boorn’s DISTILLERY Co., No. 197, ante. 

210. Security to satisfaction of master—No 
appeal from master’s decision as to sufficiency. }— 
Where under Ord. XIV., r. 6, leave to defend an 
action is given to deft. on giving security for the 
amount claimed to the satisfaction of a master, there 
is no appeal from the decision of the master with 
regard to the sufficiency of the security tendered.— 
HioARE & Co. v. MORSHEAD, [1903] 2 K. B. 359; 
72 L. J. K. B. 724; 89 L. T. 125; 52 W. R. 
87; 19 'T. L. R. 632; 47 Sol. Jo. 689, C. A. 

211. Liability of surety—-Defendant consenting 
to judgment without surety’s consent.]—Defts., 
K., D., & S., executed a joint & several bond 
for £150, in order to comply witb an order of a 
judge at chambers, under Ord. XIV., directing 
deft. E., in an action of 7. v. H’., to find security 
as a condition for leave to defend, the condition 
of the bond being that it should be void if E. 
should pay to pltf. the sum of £75, or such sum 
(not exceeding that amount) as the court should 
think fit to award. E. consented to judgment 
being directed for £750, to include costs, pay- 
able, as to the first £400, by instalments of 
£25 per month; the remainder to be paid by 
instalments of £50 per month, the first instalments 
to be payable on March 1, 1885, pltf. to be at 
liberty to issue execution for any balance of the 
£750 upon default in payment of any instalments, 
the deft. to reconvey all his interest in the premises 
to the plif. forthwith. It was also provided that 
the first payment by deft. was to be taken in 
discharge of sureties pro tanto, but sureties not 
to be fully discharged until payment of £75. It 
was found as a fact that deft. D. consented to the 
terms of the judgment, but deft. S. did not consent: 
—Held: deft. was discharged from lability under 
the bond.—TatTum v. EVANS (1885), 54 L. T. 336. 

212. Terms not complied with—Judgment signed 
by plaintiff.}—A company against whom a winding- 
up petition had been presented applied that peti- 
tioner, who was resident abroad, might be ordered 
to give security for costs. Petitioner had obtained 
judgment in an undefended action against the 
company :—Held: no security need be given. 

The matter stands thus: Judgment was recovered 
in the Queen’s Bench Division for £575, under Ord. 
XIV. It appears that an opportunity was given 
to deft. company to pay the money into court; 
but they did not do so, & the judgment has now 
gone. The effect of that is, that the company 
having had an opportunity of defending the action, 
& not having availed themselves of it, the judg- 
ment is now irretrievable (STIRLING, J.).—RHe 
CONTRACT & AGENCY CORPORATION, LTD. (1887), 
57 L. J. Ch.5; 4T. L. R. 141. 


li. Payment Out of Sum Paid In. 


213. Final judgment entered for defendant— 
Right to return of money paid into court—Not- 
withstanding notice of appeal.}—If deft. has 
brought money into court under Ord. XIV., 
r. 6, & the final judgment of a Divisional Court 
be afterwards entered for him, he is there- 
upon entitled to the return of the money 

though notice of appeal against the judg- 
ment may have been given by pltf.—York- 
SHIRE BANKING Co., Lip. v. BEAaTSON (1879), 4 
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C. P. D. 2138; 48 L. J. Q. B. 425; 27 W. BR. 
914; sub nom. Mycock v. YORKSHIRE BANKING 
Co., 41 L. T. 92. 

214. Money to abide event—Successful plaintiff’s 
right to payment out.|—-In an action against deft., 
@ widow, on a covenant for payment of money 
entered into by her when she was a married 
woman, pltf. applied for leave to sign judgment 
under Ord. Xie An order was made giving the 
deft. leave to defend on bringing into co 
£500, which she accordingly did. On the trial 
of the action the judge gave judgment for piltf., 
but directed that the money should remain in 
court pending an inquiry whether deft. had 
separate property available in execution :—-Held : 
the meaning of the order under Ord. XIV. was 
that the money was to be brought into court to 
abide the event, & pltf. beimg successful was 
entitled to have the money forthwith paid out 
to him.—Birp v. Barstow, [1892] 1 Q. B. 94; 
b1 L. J. Q. B. 1; 65 L. T. 656; 56 J. P. 196; 
40 W. R. 71; 8 Pf. L. R. 403; 36 Sol. Jo. 41, C. A. 

215. -——— Security to plaintifi—Bankruptcy of 
defendant before trial.}—Money paid into court 
under R. S. C., 1883, Ord. XIV., for leave to 
defend. must be treated as money paid in to 
abide the event, & is a security to pltf. for the 
sum for which he may obtain judgment at the 
trial; & if deft. becomes bankrupt before the 
trial, the money must remain in court until 
‘“ the event ” is decided by the trial of the action, 
if that is to be tried. or by adjudication upon a 
proof by pltf. in the bankruptcy.—Re Forp, 
KHz parte TRUSTEE, [1900] 2 Q. B. 211; 82 L. T. 
625; 48 W. R. 688; 16 T. L. R. 399; 44 Sol. 
Jo. 488 ; sub nom. Re Forp, Ex parte MACLISTER, 
69 L. J. Q. B. 690; 7 Mans. 281. 

216. Collusive compromise of action—Money in 
court as ‘‘ property preserved ’’——Solicitors Act, 
1860, s. 28.}—Pift.’s solicitors obtained an order 
under Ord. XIV. that the defts. should, as a 
condition of leave to defend, pay the amount 
claumed into court. Subsequently pltf., without 
the knowledge of his solicitors & without making 
any provision for their costs, compromised the 
action, & discharged them from their employment. 
Deft. then applied fur an order for the payment 
out to him of the money in court, & produced 
pitf.’s consent to such order being made; but 
the master being of opinion that the compromise 
was collusive refused to make the order. The 
solicitors then applied under the Solicitors Act, 
1860 (c. 127) s. 28, for a charging order upon the 
money in court :—Held: the money in court 
was under the circumstances ‘ property pre- 
served’ within the meaning of the section, & 
there was jurisdiction to make a charging order. 
PP é pga (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 627; 
2 i 3 z 3; 6 res Ae ef 
704, DO. 2L. T. 726; 38 W. R. 

Judgment for part of claim.]—See Sect. 6, sub- 
sect. 8, H., poat. 


iii. Mode of Trial. 
See Sect. 6, sub-sect. 8, K., post. 


(d) Form and Effect of Order. 


Form of order.}-- See Appendi s 
erred Su or Court Prectice rn Ge aus 
‘ ect of order—Whether final — 
Order giving leave to defend—<‘« Step in prokesare se 


PRACTICE. 


—Judgment when obtained final.j—An appeal 
against an order made by the registrar, refusing 
an application by a debtor to set aside a bank- 
ruptcy notice which had been served upon him 
by a creditor. In an action brought by the 
creditor against the debtor pltf. obtained, under 
Ord. XIV., an order giving him leave to sign final 
judgment for his debt. In pursuance of this order 
final judgment was signed for pltf., & on that judg- 
ment the bankruptcy notice wasfounded. Thedebtor 
objected that there was not a ‘ final judgment ”’ 
within the meaning of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 
(c. 52), 8. 4 (1) (g), because the order of the court 
giving leave to sign judgment was an interlocutory 
order, & it was said that for this purpose regard 
must be paid only to the order of the court, & 
not to what was afterwards done by the creditor, 
to obtain the final judgment. The registrar 
overruled this objection. The debtor appealed. 

The court dismissed the Mien 

I agree that the order of the court is not a final 
order ; it is only a step in the procedure ;_ but the 
judgment when obtained is final. The decision 
of the registrar is perfectly right (Tur MASTER 
OF THE Rowis).—Re A Desror, Be parte THE 
DeBToR (No. 2621 of 1902) (1903), 19 T. L. R. 152, 
C.A 


218. ——— Whether equivalent to signing or 
entry of judgment—Order giving liberty to sign 
judgment—Priority on failure to follow up order. }]— 
An order under Ord. XIV., r. 1, giving liberty 
to sign final judgment for the amount claimed by 
the writ of summons, is not equivalent to signing 
or entry of judgment, so as to give a judgment 
creditor’s right of priomty to a pltf. who has 
failed to follow up the order by signing Judgment 
under Ord. XLI.—Re GURNEY, CLIFRKORD ¥. 
GURNEY, [1896] 2 Ch. 863; 66 L. J. Ch. 325; 75 
L. T. 332; 45 W. R. 92; 41 Sol. Jo. 67. 


(ec) Appeals from Order. 


Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925, s. 31. 

(1) No appea) shall le— 

(c) from an order of a judge giving unconditfonal Jcave to 
defend an action; 

(2) An order refusing unconditional leave to defend an action 
shall not be deemed to be an interlocutory order within the 
meaning of this section. 

(3) In matters of practice and procedure every appeal from a 
judge shall be to the Court of Appeal. 


Appeal where action referred to master.]— See 
Sect. 6, sub-sect. 8, J., post. 

219. Appeal from order giving leave to sign 
jJudgment—To Court of Appeal—‘‘ Matter of prac- 
tice & procedure.’’]-——An appeal against an order 
of a judge at chambers giving leave to pltfs. to 
enter final judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1, is an 
appeal in a “ matter of pte and procedure ”’ 
within the meaning of the Judicature Act, 1894 
(c. 16), s. 1 (4), which must be brought to the Court 
of Appeal.-—CANNON BREWERY Co. v. GILBY 
(1896), 75 L. T. 407. 

»}—See Supreme Court of Judicature (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1925, Sect. 31, sub-sect. 3, eupra. 

‘ Interloctury order—-Appeal within 
twenty-one days.}—An order von cea! pltf. to 
sign judgment upon a specially indorsed writ 
is an interlocutory, & not a final proceeding, for it 
does not become effectual ee the deft. until it 
has been perfected by the further step of signing 
the judgment; & therefore an appeal upon an 
order of this kind made by one of the divisions 
of the High Court of Justice must be brought 
before the expiration of twenty-one days.— 
STANDARD Discount (Co. v. LA GRANGE (1877), 





Part LV.—INDORSEMENTS OF CLAIM. 


30.7. 2D. 67; 47 LJ. Q. B. 3; 37 L. T. 372; 
26 W. It. 25, C. A. 

221. Reading of new affidavit on appeal.|—The 
Divisional Court, on an appeal from chambers, 
will, as a matter of convenience, allow a new 
affidavit, made since the date of the order at 
chambers, to be read.— ROBINSON v. BRADSHAW 
(1883), 82 W. BR. 95, D.C. 

222. Appeal from order giving unconditional 
leave to defend.|—The court is asked to say that 
the Divisional Court was wrong in giving uncon- 
ditional leave to defend. Application must in 
such a case make out a very strong case to induce 
this court to overrule the decision of the Divisional 
Court. The claim was for £800 upon a milliner’s 
bill, & the defence is that all the articles had not 
been supplied & that the charges were exorbitant. 
Deft. said that she ought to be allowed to have 
the matter inquired into. The master said that 
deft. might do so upon bringing the whole sum into 
court or giving security for it. The Divisional 
Court held that deft. ought to have unconditional 
leave to defend, & ought to be at liberty to inquire 
into the bill without any terms being imposed. 
No grounds have been shown for saying that the 
Divisional Court was wrong (LORD EsnEer, M.R.). 
—-OCHSE 1. DUNCAN (1886), 3 T. L. R. 220, C. A. 

228. -- -.] -When the Divisional Court has 
yiven unconditional leave to defend, the Court of 
Appeal will not interfere unless special circum- 
stances are shown. WaunG vt. THURLOW (1893), 
10 T. L. R. 151, CLA, 

-~ ~ .| See, now, Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925, Sect. 31. sub-sect. 1 (¢), 
p. 288, anfe. 


(f) Particular Cases. 


Nec RLS. C., Ord. XIV., rr. 1, 3, 6, pp. 277, 251, 
281, ante. 

Leave to sign judgment’ generally--When 
granted.|—See Sub-sect. 8, E. (), ante. 

Leave to defend generally—-When granted. | — 
Sce Sub-sect. 8, E., (6). (c), qute. 

Mode of trial-—Condition as to.]— Sce Sub-sect. &, 
K, post. 

Administrators.|— See Versonal representatives, 
p. 293, post. 

224. Assignment of debt - Action by assignee-—— 
Payment already made to assignor—Dispute as to 
amount due.}—In Feb. 1891, B. gave D., an artist, 
&® commission for a stained glass window in a 
church. The amount to be paid was not actually 
fixed. In May, 1891, D. asked for payments on 
account, and £450 was paid. In Oct. 1891, D. 
assigned to pltfs. his solicitors, the amount due 
under the contract, & they gave deft. (husband of 
3B.) notice of the assignment. In Jan. 1892, the 
window was completed, & B. wrote to D. com- 
plaining. D. wrote that they were mere defects 
which could be corrected, & he made certain 
alterations. The work being finally completed, 
D. sent in a claim for £300 as still due, besides 
£67 for extras. These extras were in respect of 
certain alleged defects in the work, which he had 
set right. B. had written a letter in which she 
said: ‘If you write to deft. withdrawing any 
further demand, you will receive a cheque for 
£300. The charge you have made is considerably 
higher than we were led to expect.’’ D. replied 
that if deft. would not pay extras it would be 
a sad loss to him, but they had better send the 
cheque for £800. Deft. sent D. the cheque for 
4300. Pltfs. brought the present action against 
deft, to recover the amount which he had paid 
to D. after notice of the assignment, & demanded 

P.P.— 10 
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summary judgment under Ord. XIV. Deft., 
on the other hand, set up as a defence that though 
to avoid litigation, he had paid £300 beyond the 
£450 to D., he did not admit it to be due, & that 
it was in excess of what the window was worth. 
The master & the judge at chambers had refused 
deft. leave to defend except on condition of 

aying £239 into court, which had been done. 

e, however, appealed against the order :—Held : 
deft. was clearly entitled to defend the action. 
The order, therefore, must be reversed & the 
money paid into court repaid, & pitfs. must pay 
the costs, for they ought nut to have resisted 
deft.’s claim to defend, he having already paid 
the money once & being asked to pay it again.— 
WARNER v. BOWLBY (1892), 9 T. I. R. 15. 

Bankruptcy—-Payment into court by debtors. ]— 
See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V.. p. 639, No. 5743. 

Bills of Exchange—-Actions on.]——See BiLis oF 
EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 471, Nos. 3001 ef seq. 

Bill of costs.] -Sce Solicitor’s bill, p. 293, post. 

Bonds—<Actions on.|—See Bonps, Vol. VII., 
p. 243, Nos. 858-860. 

Companies. ]— See Directors ; Misrepresentation ; 
Winding-up, pp. 290, 291, 294, post. 

225. Corporation—Action against—R. S. C., 
Ord. XIV., applicable.|—MurrRHEAD v. DIRECT 
UNITED STATES CABLE Co., Lrp., No. 150, ante. 

226. .J—- SHELFORD v. LoutTH & 
EKAst Coast Ry. Co., No. 149, ante. 

227. Counterclaim— Leave to file.]--Where the 
special indorsement on a writ was: ‘‘ April, 1875. 
To amount of account rendered for work done by 
pitf. for deft. at his request in & about the keeping 
& training a horse of deft., £51 5s.,’’ leave was 
given to deft. to put In a counterclaim, costs to be 
deft.’s in any event.—FOwWLER v. LEE, [1876] W. N. 
$6; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 137; 2 Char. Cham. Cas. 31. 

228. — — Discretion of jJudge—No fairly 
arguable point.}|—-Pitf. bank specially indorsed 
their writ for certain sums of money claimed, by 
virtue of promissory notes & covenants, by way 
of a liquidated amount. Upon defts. appearing 
pitfs. took out a summons to sign final judgment 
in compliance with the terms of Ord. XIV. 
(38 & 39 Vict. c. 77). Defts. resisted this applica- 
tion on the ground that they had both a good 
defence to the action on the merits, & also a good 
counterclaim against pltfs. It was held, in the 
court below, that unless the defence or counter- 
claim were of a really substantial character, the 
beneficial provisions of the clauses under which 
pltfs. were proceeding were not to be frittered 
away. ‘he amount of the debt had been ascer- 
tained, notified to defts. & practically admitted by 





them; & under the circumstances a defence to 
the action could only be offered for the purposes 
of delay. On appeal :—Held: the right to bring 


a counterclaim is not a right of course, but depends 
on the discretion of the judge, & as reg the 
defence, when there is ‘‘ no fairly arguable point 
to be argued on behalf of deft.,’’ effect must be 
given to Ord. AIV., r. 1. 

If the counterclaim, as disclosed by the affi- 
davits, were sufficiently connected with the cause 
of action, it might be set up as a defence even to a 
liquidated claim on a bill of ekchange (THESIGER, 
L.J.).—-ANGLO-ITALIAN BANK v. WELLS, ANGLO- 
ie ea Bank v. Davis (1878), 38 L. T. 197, 

229. ——— Bona fide defence.])—This was an 
action by a broker for £214, the loss on a resale 
of 1,357 bags of sugar bought by deft. & sub- 
Pavey not accepted by him. An application 
} been made to the master to allow judgment 
to be signed, which had been refused; & this 
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decision was now appealed against. On behalf 
of deft., a counterclaim was set up four mone 
deposited with F. & Co., as security for a bi 
drawn upon a Liverpool firm, which bill had been 
duly honoured. Pltf. A. was now the repre- 
sentative of F. & Co. 

On the hearing of these Lae es I do not 
pretend to try the action; all that I require is to 
see that there is a bond fide defence. I think the 
question as to the counterclaim is too doubtful 
a one to allow pltf. to sign judgment (QUaIN, J.).— 
ANDREWS tv. STEWART, [1876] W. N. 7. 

230. — - .J—ForpD v. HARVEY, No. 182, ante. 

231. ——— Question too doubtful to permit of 
plaintiff signing judgment.]— ANDREWS v. STEWART 
No. 229, ante. 

282. Unconnected with plaintiff’s claim.]— 
ROTHERHAM tv. PRIEST, No. 162, ante. 

" So far plausible as not unreasonably 
possible to succeed.]—SHEPPARDS & Co. 1. WILKIN- 
son & JARVIS, No. 195, are. 

234. Claim admitted subject to counter- 
claim.|}—A claim was admitted subject to a 
counterclaim :—Held: pltf. could not have judg- 
ment for the amount claimed.—CourRT v. SHEEN 
(1891). 7 T. L. R. 556. 

235. Action on bill of exchange. ]}—Leave to 
defend an action on an undisputed bill of ex- 
change will not be given where a counterclaim 
is set up unless there are very strong reasons for so 
doing. — NEWMAN v. LEVER (1887), 4 T. L. R. 91, 
Dd. Cc. 

236. ——— Action for price of goods sold— 
Defence of improper packing & claim for sum 
spent in consequence.}—Action for price of goods 
sold. Deft. alleged that gouds had not been 
properly pached according to contract & claimed 
to deduct sum he had spent in having them 
properly packed. The judge held this was 
matter of counterclaim & not of defence, & gave pltf. 
leave to sign judgment :—Hcld: deft. must have 
leave tu defend.—UnNIrTED Gutrra PERCHA Co. tv. 
WELCH & Cu. (1897), 14 T. L. BR. 154, C. A. 

237. ——— Action for calls—Counterclaim for 
rescission of contract to take shares—Counter- 
claim delivered after petition for winding-up.}— 
Where a company applied under the Rules of 
the Supreme Court, Ord. XIV., for leave to sign 
final yadgment in an action for calls, & leave to 
defend was obtained by the shareholder upon an 
affidavit stating his intention to counterclaim for 
rescission of the contract to take shares on the 
ground of misrepresentation, & disclosing no other 
ground of defence, & this occurred before the 
presentation of a winding-up petition, but the 
counterclaim was delivered after the petition & 
before the winding-up order made upon it :— 
Held: the shareholder was not too late to apply for 
relief.—Ite GENERAL RAILWAY SYNDICATE, WHITE- 
LEY’S CASE, [1900] 1 Ch. 365; 69 L. J. Ch. 250; 
82 L. T. 134; 48 W. R. 440; 16 T. L. R. 176; 
44 Sol. Ju. 228; 8 Mans. 74, C. A. 

238. Defendant resident out of the Juris- 
diction—Security for costs.}— Where a pltf. brought 
an action against a deft. who was resident out of 
the jurisdiction of the High Court claiming two 
separate debts, & recovered judgment under 
Ord. XIV. in respect of one of his claims on deft. 
failing fo comply with an order to pay the amount 
claimed into court, & deft. set up a counterclaim 
for damages, & pltf. discontinued as to his other 
claims :—Held: deft., being in the same position 
as a pitf. residing out of the jurisdiction, nrust 
give security for costa.—SykEs v. SACERDOTI 
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1885), 15 Q B. D. 428; 68 L. T. 418; 64 
J. Q, B. 560, C. A, 
—-——.}-——See PLEADING, pp. 182-184, ante; BET- 
OFF & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 369, et seq. 
Directors of company—Acce ce of bill of 
exchange by.}—See Aqency, Vol. I., p. 648, 
No. 2675. 
Executors. }—Sce Personal representatives, p. 293, 


Foreign judgment.}—See Judgment, p. 201, post. 
Fraud—Action on bill of exchange.]— See BILLs 
OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 478, 474, Nos. 3015, 


3019. 
Foreign judgment obtained by.|}—<Sec 
Judgment, p. 291, post. 

239. Goods on sale or return—Stolen from 
defendant.}—Ray v. BARKER, No. 183, ante. 

240. Goods sold & delivered—Defence that all 
articles not supplied—Charges exorbitant. }—-OCHSE 
v. DUNCAN, No. 222, ante. 

241. Guarantee—Action against surety—Debt not 
acknowledged by principal debtor—-No admission 
of liability by defendant.}—LLoyp’s BANKING Co. 
v. OGLE, No. 178, ante. 

242. Counterclaim by defendant—‘‘ No 
fairly arguable point.’’?}—ANGLO-ITALIAN BANK vw. 
WELLS, ANGLO-ITALIAN BANK v. DAVIS, No. 228, 
ante. 

243. ———- Several guarantors.]—These were 
actions by Messrs. C. & C. H., solicitors, against 
defts. upon guarantees given by them separately 
each for a portion of a sum of £45,000 lent by H. 
in 1880 to A. A. was already liable for the amount 
on bills at 60 per cent., & Messrs. H. were applied 
to for a loan at ordinary interest to redeem him 
from these liabilities, & they agrecd so to do taking 
a mortgage of his estate, but as A. was only 
tenant for life, & moreover, the estate was heavily 
mortgaged, defts. as friends of A. had given these 
guarantees to H. as securities, that of L. being 
for £10,000. It was an absolute covenant to 
pay the arnount, with intcrest in the meantime at 
5 per cent., & there was a covenant that he should 
be deemed principal debtor, though the deed 
showed that he was surety. There were at the 
same time certain arrangements entered into by 
way of counter security to L. & the other 
guarantors, who were to share a sum of £20,000 
due to B. from A. on mortgage; but he was a 
postponed mortgagee, & was to pay when he 
received the money only upon certain policies 
on the life of A. being given up to him. The 
policies, however, had been owed to dro 
after a correspondence between H. & L., in whic 
the former pointed out that if kept up the 
guarantors must pay the premium, & L. had 
assented—after consulting the others—to their 
being dropped, not, however, as he afterwards 
said, understanding that he thereby lost his right 
of recourse to B. The interest not being paid, H. 
contemplated proceedings, & L. wrote them a 
letter deprecating such proceeding & not dis- 

uting his liability. These actions were brought, 
b Hi. proceeded (under Ord. XIV.) for summar 
judgment on the ground that the liability of each 
guarantor was simple & absolute. Deftsa., how- 
ever, made affidavits as to matters which they 
ed might afford grounds for defence. The 
judge had given the defts. leave to defend, & H. 
appealed :—Held: (1) the case was not one for 
ee ee & deft. L. should have un- 
conditio leave to defend the action; (2) F., 
&® guarantor of A., showed no defence & was not 
entitled to unconditional leave to defend ; (3) there 
were sufficient grounds of defence shown for E, 
being let in to defend. 
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The case of D., a guarantor of A., was admitted 
to be similar, & so in both these two last cases the 
appeal was dismissed & defts. were allowed un- 
conditionally to defend the action.—HARRISON 
v. LASCELLES (LORD), HARRISON v. JOHNSTONE, 
HARRISON v. GORDON (1887), 3 T. L. R. 490. 

244. —— Action on contract—-Claim by defen- 
dant to indemnity from third party.]—The Common 
Pleas Division had ordered that pltf. should be at 
liberty to sign judgment upon a contract pursuant 
to Ord. XIV. It appeared upon the aflidavits 
that the only defence suggested was, that deft. 
ought to have been indemnifled by G. against 
pltf.’sclaim. Deft.appealed. Thecourt dismissed 
the appeal. 

Although the powers conferred by Ord. XIV. 
ought to be used cautiously, in the present case 
the affidavits disclose no defence (BRAMWELL, L.J.). 

Deft. has not deposed to statements upon 
hearsay, which, if proved by proper evidence at 
the trial, might entitle him to judgment; there 
is no probable or plausible ground for defence. 
The only ground suggested was the existence of 
a cross claim by deft. against G.; but as pltf. 
had a valid claim, deft. ought not to be assisted 
by the court (CoTron, L.J.).—THORNE v. SEEL, 
[1878] W. N. 215, C. A. 

.J—See, generally, GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., 
pp. 9 ef seq. 

245. Husband & wife—Claim against both— 
Male defendant denying relationship with woman— 
Woman denying indebtedness.]—An action by a 
dressmaker’s assignee against the two defts. as 
husband & wife for a bill of about £100. Plitf. 
went for summary judgment under Ord. XIV., 
alleging that there was no defence to the claim. 
The male deft. in his affidavit denied that the 
female deft. was his wife; & she denied the 
alleged indebtedness. The dressmaker in her 
affidavit alleged that she had given credit to the 
male deft., & not to the lady alone. 

The judge in chambers gave both leave to 
defend; plitf. appealed. ‘The dressmaker in her 
affidavit asserted that she had given credit to 
the supposed husband—that is the effect of it— 
& that shows that she did not give credit to the 
lady. That will not do. The order must stand 
as to both, & the appeal must be dismissed 
(HUDDLESTONE, B.).—PEARSON v. FANE (1889), 
oT. L. R. 323. 

——— Judgments against married women. ]—See 
ee & WIFE, Vol. X XVII., pp. 253, Nos. 2227 
et seq. 





Payment into court by married woman— 
Payment out to successful plaintiff. |—See HUSBAND 
& Wire, Vol. XXVIL., p. 251, No. 2208. 

——— Contracts of wite during coverture. |— See 
HUsBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVIL., p. 178, No. 1460. 
Liability for wife’s ante-nuptial obligations. ] 
—<See HusBanp & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 175, 
Nos. 1433 e¢ seq. 

Restraint on antici 
property.)—See HusBAND 
pp. 101, Nos. 793 et seq. 
Forms.}—See Appendix F., Nos. 1B-1E; 
Appendix K., Nos. 9B-9E, Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

Interest—-Claims for.]——See BILLS of EXCHANGE, 
Vol. VI., P. 472-473, Nos. 3005-3012 ; MoNnry, 
Vol. XXXV., p. 191, Nos. 190-193. 

Judgment—Action on—Special indorsement of 





tion or alienation of 
WIFE, Vol. XXVII., 











writ.}—See Part IV., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 1, ante. 
° Foreign judgment. }]—GRANT v. EASTON, 
No. 79, ante. 
247, —— Fraud.}—Pitf., who was a 





married woman, brought an action in her own 
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name to enforce a judgment obtained in a aa 
court. One ground of defence was that the 
judgment was obtained by the fraud of pltf. in 
collusion with her husband. Deft. took out a 
summons to stay all proceedings in the action until 
the husband was added as pltf., & the judge at 
chambers refused to make an order :—Held: 
(per Manisty, J.) the application ought not to be 
granted, the court not having power to deprive a 
married woman of her right to bring an action 
by her next friend, who need not be her husband ; 
& even if the court had power deft. had come too 
late :—Held: (per STEPHEN, J.) deft. was entitled 
to the order under Ord. XVI., r. 8, the former 
practice in the Court of Chancery being to make 
the husband a co-pltf. in such a case, even though 
pltf. brought the action by her next friend.— 
ABOULOFF v. OPPENHEIMER (1883), 52 L. J. Q. B. 
309; 47 L. T. 702. 


ae one 
e 








.}+—This was an action by 
the syndics or assignees of a French dressmaker, 
R., of Paris, on a judgment against deft. for 
454,577 frs., equivalent to £18,183, recovered 
by her & her partner against him in 1887 in the 
Tribunal de Commerce du Department de la Seine 
in Trance, & for interest & costs, the total sum 
claimed being £18,384. It appeared that deft. 
had appealed to the Cour d’Appel in France, & 
that his appeals had been dismissed. Deft. 
being in this country, an action had been brought 
here against him in order to obtain power to levy 
execution against him, & the pltfs. had obtained 
leave from a judge at chambers to take judgment 
under Ord. XIV. for £9,000, about half the amount, 
unless that sum was paid into court. 

The action is rather of a peculiar nature, not 
like an ordinary action, but one which might 
involve some considerations of difficulty. It is 
an action on a foreign judgment for a very large 
amount, & the defence in substance is that it has 
been obtained by fraud. The defence set up is 
that false balance-sheets have been brought for- 
ward at the trial, & that thus the judgment has 
been obtained, & so cannot be sued upon. Such a 
defence, no doubt, if made out, would be good. 
I think that a pltf.’s right to have summary judg- 
ment under Ord. XIV. is not absolute merely 
because deft.’s affidavits as to his defence are not 
completely satisfactory. The jurisdiction is one 
to be exercised with great care, so as not to pre- 
clude a party from raising any defence he may 
really have. The judge is not to make the order if 
either he is satisfied that there is a defence, or that 
deft. should be allowed to defend (DENMAN, J.). 

If there is a real & bond fide defence, pltf. ought 
not to be allowed to take a summary judgment, 
nor deft. required to find money or security 
(MANISTY, J.).—MANGER, ETC. (SYNDICS UNDER 
BANKRUPTCY OF RODRIGUES ET CIE.) v. CASH 
(1889), 5 T. L. R. 271. 

249. ~+—Leave should not be 
given to sign judgment under Ord. XIV. unless it 
is clear that there is no real substantial question 
to be tried. Therefore when, in an action on a 
foreign judgment, deft. made an affidavit that the 
judgment had been obtained by fraud :—Held: 
pltf. should not be allowed to sign judgment under 
Ord. XIV.—Copp v. DELaP (1905), 92 L. T. 510, 


H. L. 
——.}~-See, generally, CONFLICT OF Laws, 
Vol. XI., pp. 444, Nos. 1027 e¢ seq. 
Landlord é& tenant]—Sce Recovery of land, p. 293, 


post. 
Married women. ]—See Husband & wife, supra. 
Mesne profits—Action for.}—See LaNDLoRD 4 
TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 552, Nos. 6991 ef seg. 
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250. Misrepresentation in  prospectus.}—An 
appeal from the order of the judge reversing the 
order of the master giving deft. unconditional leave 
to defend upon paying the amount due for calls 
upon shares in pltf. company into court. Pltf. 
company was promoted by a number of owners 
of the London Dry Docks for the ostensible pur- 
pose of amalgamating the principal dry docks on 
the Thames under one management, & thus work 
the same at an immense profit, having regard to 
the removal of the competition which it was stated 
in the prospectus of the said company existed 
before among the dry docks owners. Deft. took 
his shares entirely upon the faith of the statements 
contained in the prospectus, in particular the 
following “ Past ann profits, £62,000.” That 
the dry ducks to be purchased by the plitf. company 
were not working under competitive conditions 
at all, but that the owners were parties to an e+ 
ment in writing, entered into between themselves, 
whereby they agreed upon certain terms upon 
which their business was tu be carried on in order 
to avoid competition. 

I am of opinion that unconditional leave to 
defend must be granted. The representation 
about the competition seems very material, & it 
seems that there are grounds for stating that it was 
not true. The statement about the profits was, 
no doubt, to catch the eye. The particular allega- 
tion that goes to the very root of the matter Is the 
one about competition. What profits are likely 
to be made. if such can be made under competitive 
conditions ? Much larger would be made under 
other circumstances. I think it would be im- 
proper to prevent deft. defending the action 
(WILLS, J.).—DrRy Docks CoRPN. OF LONDON 
v. DELVIN (1887), 4 T. L. R. 132-133. 

Money lent—Actions in respect of.}—See MONEY 
& MONEYLENDING, Vol. AXXXV., pp. 217-218, 
Nos. 443-449. 

251. Mortgagor & mortgagee—Accounts between 
—Mortgagee in possession.}—In a question arising 
on Orders & Rules made under the Judicature 
Acts in matters where courts or judges are to 
exercise a discretion, the House is unwilling to 
disturb the orders made, unless for strong sub- 
stantial reasons ; but the principle on which such 
orders ought to be made, may furnish those reasons. 

By one of the General Orders of the Judicature 
Act, 1875, eight days only are given for an appeal 
to the Divisional Court against an order made by 
& judge at chambers :—Held: that limitation of 
time does not affect the right to appeal against 
an order made in vacation at chambers, when no 
Divisional Court would be sitting within the 
eight days. The time for appealing against such 
= order, poe almost as a matter of course, to 

ee ed. 

Where an order had been made at chambers & 
the eight: days had, under such circumstances, 
expired without an appeal to the Divisional Court, 
the fact that an execution had in the meantime 
issued, makes no difference in the matter. 

Where, in a claim for payment of sums of 
money, the defence set up is that of a denial & 

contiadiction of the accounts on which the claim 
is founded, it is erroncous to make an order 
refusing tv deft. the liberty to defend, except 
upon the condition that he must pay into court 
a definite sum of money within a certain time, & 
that, unless he does so, judgment shall be signed 
against him. This is especially the case where 
there are mortgages, & the creditor has been a 
mortgagee in posseasion. 
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An order at chambers was made refusing leave 
to defend, except on! terms, the time for per- 
forming which was allowed by deft. to expire, & 
another order at chambers was afterwards made 
refusing leave to enlarge the time within which the 
first order might be contested. An appeal was 
then taken to the Divisional Court against the 
second order, when that court desired that the 
notice of motion should be considered as amended 
so as to include the first order :—Held: the two 
orders were thus brought fully before the court, 
& the judgment then given must be taken as 
applicable to both of them. 

‘or the same reasun, in an appeal against that 
judgment, the Court of Appeal must be con- 
sidered to have bad both the orders brought under 
its revision, & on an appeal to this House both 
the orders & both the judgments were brought 
into discussion.— WALLINGFORD v. MUTUAL SOCIETY 
(1880), 5 App. Cas. 685, 686; 50 L. J. Q. B. 49; 
43 L. T. 258; 289 W. R. 81, TH. L. 

252. — - —- --.J—LYNDE v. WAITHMAN, No. 

~.}-—See, generally, 


196, ante. 
Vol. 
XXAXV., pp. 633 et seg. 

258. -——- Action for principal & interest— 
Ample securities held by mortgagee.]—This was a 
claim by a solicitor for a sum of £4,000 for money 
lent to him by a third party, & interest at 10 per 
cent., upon an assignment, under these circum- 
stances. Deft., L.. is an engineer, & P. was his 
solicitor, & L. having occasion from time to time 
for advances of money, P. obtained such advances 
for him from a client of his nained H., the advances 
being to the amount of £3,400 at 10 per cent. 
interest, he himself (P.) obtaining them by per- 
sonally guaranteeing them. In March, 1884, P. 
paid off H. & took a transfer of the debt to himself, 
& in the present year brought an action against 
L. to recover the amount of principal & interest 
on the whole, amounting to £4,000. Deft., in 
answer to the action, stated that P. acted as his 
solicitor & did not explain to him the effect of the 
deed of transfer, of which deft. said he was 
ignorant; & he stated further that the total claim 
of pitf. was over £6,000, made up as to above 
£2,000 of claims for custs, etc., & he alleged that 
to some extent the claim was made up of compound 
interest on the advances & for costs, & that he 
believed he was not indebted to pltf. in the amount 
claimed, but that he never had received proper 
accounts, & that until an account was taken he 
could not say what sum was due. Pitf. having 
claimed to take judgment summarily in the action 
as not capable of defence, the judge at chambers, 
made an order that on pitf. consenting to have the 
accounts referred, deft. should have leave to defend 
on paying £1,000 into court. The Divisional 
Court set aside the condition & gave deft. uncon- 
ditional leave to defend, against which pltf. 
appealed. 

Their Lordships conferred, & then suggested 
that there should be judgment for the £1,000 to 
which pltf.’s counsel at once assented. Deft.’s 
counsel, however, still pressed that he was entitled 
to defend without condition, urging that the 
securities held by pltf. were more than sufficient, 
but this their Lordships said they did not believe. 
Deft.’s counsel said his client could not find £1,000, 
& if there were a judgment, pltf. could issue 
execution. Ordered that deft. must find security 
for £1,000, & then have leave to defend.—PurkK1ss 
v. Low (1886), 3 T. L. BR. 63, 64, C. A, 

254. ——_— ——- In Chancery Division—Stay of 
second action in King’s Bench Division.|)—As a 
mortgagee who brings an action in the Chancery 


MORTGAGE, 


Part IV.—INpDORSEMENTS OF CLAIM. 


Division for an account of principal & interest 
due under the mortgage has a complete remedy by 
claiming in that action a peoiel. order for pay- 
ment, a second action brought in the King’s 
Bench Division, while the Chaicces action is 
pending, to recover principal & interest, is im- 
proper, & should be stayed. 

Pouletiv. Hill, No. 198, ante, followed.—WILLIAMS 
v. Hunt, [1905] 1 K. B. 612; 741.5. K.B. 364; 
92 L. T. 192, C. A. 

255. ——— Arrears of interest.]—PouLerr (EArt) 
v. HILL (Viscount), No. 198, ante. 

.}+—See, generally, MORTGAGE, Vol. 
XXXAV., pp. 656 et seq. 

256. Partnership—Action against firm—Infant 
partner.}—A specially-indorsed writ was issued 
against a firm in which there were two partners, 
one of whom was an infant. Both partners 
appeared to the writ, the infant partner appearing 
by his guardians ad litem :-—Held: notwithstand- 
ing that one partner was an infant, judgment 
could be signed against the firm under Ord. XIV., 
r, ].—HARRIS v. BEAUCHAMP BROTHERS, [1893] 2 
Q. B. 5384; 63 L. J. Q. B. 99; 69 L. T. 3735; 42 
W.R. 37; 9 T. L. R. 651; 37 Sol. Jo. 715; 4 R. 
550, C. A. 

257. ——- ——-.}—An infant partner is not 
a debtor for goods supplied to his firm ; judgment 
should therefore be entered either against the 
firm excepting the infant, or against the adult 
members alone. A judgment entered, & a receiv- 
ing order made, against the firm simply, may be 
amended by the addition of words excluding the 
infant partner.—-LOVELL & CHRISTMAS v. BEAU- 
CHAMP, [1894] A. C. 607; 63 L. J. Q. B. 802; 
71 L. T. 587; 43 WLR. 129; 1 Mans. 467; 11K. 
45, 1H. L.3 varying 8S. C. sub nom. Re BEAUCHAMP 
Bros., Ea P- BEAUCHAMP, [1894] 1 Q. B. 1, C. A 

_ See, generally, PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 416, Nos. 858 et seq. 

Personal representatives—-Actions by & against. ] 
— See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 710, Nos. 7434 et seq. 

Recovery of land.|—See REAL PROPERTY, Vol. 
XAXXVITI., pp. 7738-774, 785, Nos. 1062-1067, 
1183-1184 ; NDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., 
pp. 584, Nos. 7332 et seq. 

258. Solicitor’s bill—-Defendants admitting re- 
tainer & work done—-Leave to sign judgment after 
appearance & before taxation—Form of order. |— 
In an action upon a solicitor’s untaxed bill of costs, 
where deft. admits the retainer & the work done, 
& only disputes the propriety of the charges, an 
order giving leave to sign final judgment under 
Ord. XIV., r. 1, may be made after appearance & 
before taxation of the bill, provided that the 
order preserves the right of deft. under the 
Solicitors Act, 1843 (c. 738), 8s. 37, to the costs of 
taxation of the bill, if more than one-sixth is taxed 
off it. Such an order should direct that the bill 
of costs be taxed pursuant to that statute, & that 
judgment be signed for the amount of the master’s 
allocatur.—SMI1TH v. EDWARDES (1888), 22 Q. B. D. 
10; 68 L. J. Q. B. 227; 601. T. 10; 37 W. R. 
112; 6T.L. R. 74, C. A. 

259. ——— Denial of retainer & counterclaim for 
negligence—Defendant not appearing at trial.}— 
A solicitor brought an action against a client for 
payment of his bill of costs. Deft. denied the 
retainer of pltf., & made a counterclaim for 
negligence. eft. did not appear at the trial, 
& pltf. produced evidence in support of the allega- 
tions in his statement of claim :—Held: pltf. 
was entitled to judgment as follows: ‘‘ Dismiss 
counterclaim, with costs to be paid by deft. 
Refer the bill of costs on which this action is 


eee 
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brought to the taxing master for taxation, pur- 
suant to the Act of 1843. Pltf. to give credit at 
the time of taxation for all sums recovered by him 
from or on account of the deft. Deft. to pay the 
amount of the taxing master’s certificate on taxa- 
tion (adding thereto or deducting therefrom, as 
the case might acquire, the costs of taxation), 
together with the costs of the action up to & 
including the hearing, & the costs of the appeal.’’—- 
LUMLEY v. Brooxs (1889), 41 Ch. D. 323; 58 
L. J. Ch. 494; 61 L. T. 172; 37 W. R. 454, C. A. 

260. ——— Action for untaxed amount—Work 
done after act of bankruptcy——Before adjudication. ] 
—An appeal from an order directing a solicitor, T., 
personally to pay the costs of an appeal from the 
decision of the master giving leave to defend an 
action. 

It appeared that pltf. in the action was W., a 
bankrupt, & clerk to the solicitor T. 

The action was for £20 9s. 4d., the amount of 
an untaxed bill of costs alleged to be due to W., 
who, at the time the work was done, was a solicitor, 
but had since been struck off the rolls. An 
application for judgment, under Ord. XIV., was 
made. The master, on being informed that the 
work done by W. was done after an act of bank- 
ruptcy by him & before the adjudication, was of 
opinion that he had no right to recover, & gave 
unconditional leave to defend. Costs to be deft.’s 
in any event. On an appeal against this the 
judge, on Nov. 20, 1890, dismissed the appeal, 
‘“ with costs to be taxed & paid by pltf.’s solicitor, 
T., to the deft.” This was the order appealed 
against. The court dismissed the appeal, but 
varied the order.—WaARD v. PROCTER (1891), 7 
T. L. R. 244, D.C. 

261. Delivery more than twelve months 
before action brought — Taxation.]}—Where a 
solicitor sues by a specially indorsed writ to 
recover the amount of a bill of costs, which has 
been delivered more than twelve months before 
action brought, & applies for leave to sign final 
judgment for the amount thereof under Ord. XIV., 
deft. in the absence of special circumstances entitling 
him to have the bill taxed under the Solicitors 
Act, 1843 (ec. 73), s. 37, is not entitled, upon 
showing a reasonable ground of objection to a 
few only of the items in the bill as being unreason- 
able in amount, to have the whole bill taxed, but 
the court, in the exercise of its general jurisdiction, 
will give leave to defend as to the items objected 
to so as to have those items inquired into by taxa- 
tion or otherwise.—JONES & SON v. WHITEHOUSE, 
f[1916]2 K. B. 61; 87 L. J. K. B. 840; 119 L. T. 
92; 62 Sol. Jo. 604, C. A. 

262. Order referring bill to master for 
taxation—Leave to sign judgment for amount 
found due—‘‘ Proceedings for taxation.’’}—By 
Ord. LXV., r. 27 (294), of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court in taxations under the Solicitors Act, 1843 
(c. 73), of a solicitor’s fees, charges & disburse- 
ments, no such disbursements shall be allowed 
which have not been actually made before delivery 
of the bill of costs, unless the bill shall se oY 
state that they have not then been made, & s 
set out the unpaid items of disbursements under 
a separate eae in the bill, in which case they 
may be allowed if they are actually made before 
the commencement of the proceedings in which 
the taxation takes pee & are made in discharge 
of an antecedent liability of the solicitor (including 
counsel’s fees) properly incurred on behalf of the 
client; provided that if the proceedings for 
pepper gamer been. reg pte ng the tea ra 
or & third party, payments made by the solicitor 
pending such prcceenings in discharge of any such 
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antecedent liability so set out in the bill (including 
counsel’s fees) may be allowed if actually made 
before the commencement of the taxation. | 

A solicitor issued a specially indorsed writ & 
a@ summons for judgment against his client upon a 
bill of costs. On March 23, 1921, an order was 
made under Ord. XIV. that the bill should be 
referred to the master to be taxed pursuant to the 
Solicitors Act, 1843 (c. 73), & that the solicitor 
should be at liberty to sign judgment against the 
client for the amount found due to the solicitor 
by the master’s allocatur. The bill expressly 
stated that certain fees to counsel had not been 
paid, & these fees were set out under a separate 
heading in the bill as indicated by Ord. CV sg 
r. 27 (294). On April 1, 1921, the fees were paid. 
On April 9, 1921, the taxation commenced. The 
client objected to the fees being allowed as dis- 
bursements, & the taxing master upheld the 
objection :—Held: the order of March 23 repre- 
sented the result of two proceedings (1) & summons 
for judgment by the solicitor; (2) a summons by 
the client for taxation of the bill under the Solicitors 
Act, 18438 (c. 73), 5. 37; therefore ‘‘ proceedings 
for taxation: had been commenced by the 
client ’’ within the meaning of Ord. LAV., r. 27 
(294), & consequently the taxing master had 
power to allow the fees. 

Smith v. Edwards, No. 858, ante, followed & 
applied.— STH v. HOWEFS, [1922] 1 K. B. 590; 91 
L. J. K. B. 388; 126 L. T. 625; 66 Sol. Jo. 367, C. A. 

263. ——- —— ——— ———.]—In an action by 
solicitors on foot of an untaxed bill of costs, the 
court, on motion by pltfs. under Ord. XIII... r. 2 
(Ireland). referred the costs for taxation subject 
to credits, & ordered judgment to be entered for 
the amount to be certified.— LARKIN v. M‘INERNEY 
(1885), 16 L. R. Ir. 246. 

264. Bill of exchange taken by solicitor for 
agreed amount.|—A solicitor cannot evade his 
obligation to deliver a bill of costs by taking a bill 
of exchange from his client for an agreed amount. 

On March 22, 1910, deft. entered into an.agree- 
ment with his solicitor, whereby deft. agreed the 
costs due from him to the solicitor for work done 
at the sum of £2,000 & gave him a bill of exchange 
for that amount payable on demand ; the payment 
not to be enforced for two years. In 1912 the 
receiver of the property of the solicitor’s firm, 
appointed in a partnership action, presented the 
bill, which was dishonoured, & then brought an 
action on the bill in the name of the firm against 
deft., claiming £2,000 & interest from March 22, 
1912. Deft. obtained leave to defend the action 
&, without delivering a defence, he issued a sum- 
mons (which was not intituled in the matter of 
the Solicitors Acts) asking for an order that pltfs. 
should deliver to him a complete bill of costs for 
work done up to Dec. 11, 1908; that the agree- 
ment should be inquired into under the Attorneys’ 
& Solicitors’ Act, 1870 (c. 28), s. 4, & the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881 (c. 44), s. 8, & the bill 
taxed; & that proceedings in the action should 
be stayed :—Held: the client was entitled under 
the Acts of Parliament to have a complete bill of 
costs delivered & an inquiry into the agreement ; 
the solicitor could not escape from his liability by 
taking a bill of exchange for the agreed amount ; 
the summons must be headed under the Acts of 
Parliament ; & the action ought not to be stayed. 
—Ray v. NEWTON, [1918] 1 K. B. 249; 82 L. J. 
K. B. 125; 108 L. T. 313; 57 Sol. Jo. 130, C. A. 

265. Stock Exchange transactions — Whether 
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payment into court ordered.}—Deft. appealed 
from a judge at chambers, who, upon a summons 
under Ord. XIV., r. 1, had ordered him to bring 
the whole amount claimed into court as a con- 
dition to defend. The claim indorsed on the 
writ was for differences on Stock Exchange trans- 
actions & amounted to £6,400. <A question was 
raised as to whether the Gaming Act, 1892 (c. 9), 
applied to Stock Exchange transactions :—Held : 
Ord. XIV. must be applied with great caution to 
Stock Exchange transactions; the power of a 
judge to order the whole amount into court ought 
to be exercised with reluctance in such cases. 
The practical result of an order to bring in so large 
a& sum was to deprive deft. of his defence, if any, 
& by a side wind do away with it. In many other 
cases where deft. had had pltf.’s money, such orders 
were most properly made ; but in the present case, 
where deft. had had none, the imposition of such 
a condition was to take away his defence. Again, 
the Gaming Act, 1892 (c. 9), had not yet received 
the construction of the court with regard to 
transactions of this nature. Deft. would have 
unconditional leave to defend.—REAVELEY v. 
NICOLOPULO (1893), 28 L. J. N. C. 508. 

266. Question for Jjury.]—WooDpALL v. 
CRESSWELL, No. 194, ante. 

Winding-up—Voluntary—Set-off by contribu- 
tories against calls.}—See ComMPaANIES, Vol. X., 
pp. 998, Nos. 6925 et seq. 

267. Work done—Good defence to action on 
merits.]—-RUNNACLES v. MEsquira, No. 177, ante. 





F. Signing Judgment. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XITV., rr. 1, 3, 6, pp. 277, 281, 
284, ante. 

Claims for interest.|—-See BILLS OF EXCHANGE, 
Vol. VI., pp. 472, 473, Nos. 3005 3012; Monry, 
Vol. XXXV. p. 191, Nos. 190-193. 

Costs.}—See Part LX XXVI., post. 

Judgment for part of claim.|]—-See Sub-sect. 8, 
H., post. 

Judgment against one or more of several defen- 
dants.}—See Sub-sect. 8, I., post. 

Reference to master.}—See Sub-sect. 8, J., post. 

268. Judgment signed for amount actually due.] 
—It is competent to pltf. in an action upon a 
common money bond within the meaning of 4 & 5 
Anne, c. 16, 8. 12, to proceed under Ord. XIV. 
for the purpose of obtaining final judgment. 

The indorsement is really as good a special 
indorsement as it has ever been my lot to see. 
He [counsel] says it is bad because it claims £500, 
whereas there can only be judgment for £250; 
& under r. 1, the er aceon is ‘‘ for liberty to 
enter final judgment for the amount indorsed.” 
If this is so, Ord. XIV. will be brought to a stand- 
still; but I have dealt with scores of summonses 
in which pltf. has claimed, for example, £100 & 
taken £50, & r. 4 expressly says that “ pltf. shall 
have judgment forthwith for such part of his 
claim as the defence does not apply to, or as is 
admitted ’’ (Smiru, J.).—-GERRARD v. CLOWES, 
[1892] 2 Q. B. 11, 12,13; 67 L. T. 204; sub nom. 
GERARD v. CLOWES, 61 L. J. Q. B. 487, D. C. 

269. -}+—A queue signed for more than 
the amount actually due is an irregular judgment, 
which deft. is entitled to have set aside ex debito 
justitic.—HUGHES v. JUSTIN, [1894] 1 Q. B. 667; 
63 L. J. Q. B. 417; 70 L. T. 865; 42 W. R. 880; 
10 T. L. R. 291; 9 R. 212, ©. A.; aub nom. 
HopGEs v. Justin (No. 1), 38 Sol. Jo. 270. 

270. Right to set aside judgment signed for 
exorbitant amount—Defendant not appearing. }— 
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The indorsement upon a writ of summons in an 
action on a bill of exchange contained a claim 
for sg of noting & for interest at 5 per cent. 
from the date of the writ until payment :—Held: 
the writ was a specially indorsed writ within Ord. 
III., r. 6, by reason of the provision of the Bills of 
Exchange Act, 1882, 8s. 57, which declares that such 
expenses & interest shall be deemed to be liquidated 
damages; & therefore that leave could be given 
to enter judgment upon such a writ under Ord. 
XIV., r. 1. 

It follows that this writ is specially indorsed 
within the meaning of Ord. ITI., r. 6, & Ord. XIV. 
is applicable. It was said that the result is to give 

ower to the master or judge at chambers to assess 

amages. But there is really nothing in that 
argument. What the master or judge at cham- 
bers has to do is to consider whether he will allow 
judgment to be signed or not for the amount of 
the claim. If he thinks the amount indorsed 
for interest fair & reasonable, he will allow judg- 
ment to be signed; if he thinks it unfair & 
unreasonable, & that it would not be recovered 
at the trial, he will refuse leave to sign judgment. 
If he decides wrongly, there is an appeal from his 
decision. Therefore I do not see any hardship 
in that respect. Then it was further suggested 
as a matter of hardship that, if such a writ as this 
is a specially indorsed writ, such a writ might be 
indorsed with an exorbitant claim for interest, 
& then, if deft. did not appear, judgment might 
be signed against him for such claim. If that is 
so, where is the hardship? Deft. might have 
appeared, &, by not doing so, is in default; &, 
even then, if he could show any reasonable excuse 
for such default, the court would set aside the 
judgment & let him in to defend on terms (LORD 
ISsHER, M.R.).—LAWRENCE & Sons v. WILLCOCKS, 
[1892] 1 Q. B. 696, 699, 700; 61 L. J. Q. B. 519; 
66 L. T. 511; 40 W. R. 419; 8 T. L. R. 484; 
36 Sol. Jo. 395, C. A. 

271. Mesne profits.}—Pltfs. issued a writ 
indorsed with a claim for possession of here- 
ditaments at S., of which particulars were given 
with a statement that deft. had been tenant to 
plitfs., & that his tenancy had expired by notice 
on a@ given day, & the pltfs. claimed ‘ possession 
& £80 for mesne profits.”” They then applied 
under Ord. XIV., r. 1, for liberty to sign final 
judgment for possession & the £80 claimed for 
mesne profits. By affidavit in support of the 
application the £80 was claimed as double rent 
for six months on account of the deft., having 
refused to deliver up possession. On the hearing 
of the application the judge gave liberty to 
pitfs. to sign final judgment for possession ‘‘ & 
for mesne profits to be calculated up to the date 
of pltfs. obtaining possession ’’:—Held: this 
order was right, for whether double rent could be 
recovered or not, the writ was not vitiated by pltfs. 
ee it by affidavit & the judge was not 
confined to giving mesne profits up to the time 
of the order, & was not bound to put pltfs. to a 
second action to recover mesne profits between the 
time of judgment & the time of recovering pos- 
session.—SOUTHPORT TRAMWAYS Co. v7 GANDY, 
[1897] 2 Q. B. 66; 66 1. J. Q. B. 582; 76 L. T. 
815; 45 W. R, 684, C. A. 

272. Where judgment not signed more than 
twelve months after order obtained—Whether 
notice of intention to proceed necessary. |— Where, 
an order having been obtained for judgment under 
Ord. XIV., judgment is not signed until more 
than twelve months afterwards, the case does not 
come within Ord. LXIV., r. 18, & therefore it is 
not necessary that the notice of intention to 
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proceed required by that rule should have been 
given before signing judgment.—D5IGHTON v. 
CockLE, [1912] 1 K. B. 206; 81 L. J. K. B. 497; 
105 I. T. 802, C. A. 


CG. Examination of Defendant or Officer of 
Corporation. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIV., r. 3. (c) Tho Judge may, if he thinks fit, 
order the defendant, or in the case of a corporation, any officer 
thereof, to attend and be examined upon oath, or to produce 
ae aes; deeds, books, or documents, or copics of or extracts 

verefrom, 


273. Power only exercised in exceptional cases. ] 
—The action was brought on a bill of exchange. 
Deft.’s affidavit stated that the bill was originally 
obtained from him by fraud, & pltf. alleged that 
he was a bond fide holder for value. The district 
registrar ordered the parties to attend & be 
examined before him, under Ord. XIV., rv. 3. 
After an investigation lasting four days, the dis- 
trict registrar made an order for judgment. 

It has been settled law for twenty years that 
where there is fraud in the inception of a bill, 
there is no longer a presumption that value has 
been given & the onus of proof is shifted. Where 
deft. says that a bill was obtained from him by 
fraud, & that he therefore desires to have the fact 
that value was given by pltf. strictly proved, there 
is nO power upon a summons under Ord. XIV. 
tw test the story of either party. It ought only 
to be in an exceptional case that the powers given 
by this rule of examining the parties is exercised. 
It is the first time I ever heard of its being done. 
If it became a practice it would lead to great 
expense & to actions being tried upon the summons 
under Ord. XIV. which was never intended to be 
done (FIELD, J.).—MILLARD v. BADDELFY, [1884] 
W.N. 96; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 125. 


H. Judqment for Part of Claim. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIV., r. 4. If it appears that the defence set 
up by the defendant applies only to a part of the plaintifi’s 
claim, or that any part of his claim is admitted, the plaintiff 
shall have judgment forthwith for such part of his claim as the 
defence does not apply to or as is admitted, subject to such 
terms, if any, as to suspending cxecution, or the payment of 
the amount levied or any part thereof into Court by the sheriff, 
the taxation of costs, or otherwise, as the Judge may think fit 5 
and the defendant may be allowed to defend as to the residue of 
the plaintiff's claim. 


274. Admission of part of claim—Defence upon 
merits as to residue—Leave to defend not made 
conditional on payment of amount admitted. }— 
When upon showing cause against an application 
for leave to sign final judgment under Ord. XIV., 
deft.’s affidavit admits part of the claim to be due 
& discloses a defence upon the merits as to the 
residue, there is no power under r. 4 to require 
deft. to pay to pltf. the amount admitted to be 
due as a condition of being allowed to defend as to 
the residue. The proper order is that plitf. have 
judgment fcr the amount admitted; deft. to be 
at liberty to defend as to the residue.—DENNIs v. 
SEYMOUR (1879), 4 Ex. D. 80; 42 L. T. 31; 27 
W. R. 475. 

275. Where claim disputed—Judgment given for 
part of claim—Leave to defend as to residue— 
Upon payment of part for which judgment ob- 
tained.}—The claim indorsed on the writ of 
summons was £173 17s. 6d., for money lent & 
interest. 

Pltf. obtained judgment for £101 14s. 6d. under 
Ord. XTIV., leave to defend as to the residue being 
given to deft. on condition of his paying the above 
sum of £101 148. 6d. to piltf. eft. accordingly 
paid that sum to pltf., who thereupon obtained 


296 


Sect. 6.—Special indorsements: Sub-sect. 8, H., I., 
J. & BK.) 

from a master an order under the County Courts 
Act, 1888 (c. 43), s. 65, for the trial of the action 
in a county court. The judge, at chambers, 
having referred the matter to the court, DENMAN 
& Wiis, JJ., in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
differed in opinion, DENMAN, J., holding that the 
master had, & WILLS, J., that he had not, juris- 
diction to make the order. WILLS, J., having 
withdrawn his judgment, the master’s order stood. 
The deft. appealed :—Held (reversing the deci- 
sion of the Queen’s Bench Division): that ‘ pay- 
ment ”’ in County Courts Act, 1888 (c. 43), s. 65, 
meant payment before action, & there was there- 
fore no jurisdiction, under that section, to order 
the trial of the action in the county court.— 
Flopa@son v. BELL (1890), 24 Q. B. 1D. 525; 59 
L. J. Q B. 231; 62 L. T. 481; 30 W. R. 325; 
GT. L. R. 211, C. A. 

276. —— -_- -—_—_.]—_This was an appeal 
from an order of judge at chambers giving pltf. 
liberty to sign judgment in the action in default 
of deft. paying £5V into court within seven days. 
The action was brought by G. H. & Co., Ltd., 
by C. K. V., their voluntary liquidator, against 
K. B., & the writ, which was specially indorsed 
under Ord. III., r. 6, claimed: (1) £40 from deft. 
as the maker of a promissory note for that sum 
dated March 12, 1888, payable on demand; (2) 
£50 monev due from deft. as a member of G. H. 
& Co., Ltd. (being a company incorporated under 
the Companies Act, 1862) in respect of fifty shares 
of £1 each, which shares deft. applied for by sign- 
ing the memorandum of association of the com- 
pany on Feb. 29, 1888; & also (8) £40 lls. 5d., 
money had & received by deft. for the use of the 
company & not accounted for: making a total of 
£130 lls. 5d., from which was deducted a sum of 
£17 3s. 5d. for cash wages paid by deft. on behalf 
of the company, leaving £113 8s. due. PIitf. 
having applied under Ord. AIV., r. 1, for liberty 
to sign judgment, an order was made by a master 
at chambers, that, upon payment into court 
of £63 within seven days, deft. should be at liberty 
to defend the action, & that in case default was 
made in such payment pltf. should be at liberty 
to sign judgment for the amount indorsed on the 
writ, with interest if any, costs to be taxed. On 
appeal the judge at chambers varied the order 
of the master, & ordered that the sum directed 
therein to be paid into court should be reduced 
to £50. Deft. appealed. 

1 am of opinion that the order of the judge at 
chambers must be varied. In substance I think 
he was right upon the point which has heen argued 
before us, but in detail I think the order is incor- 
rect. ‘The order of the master was, that deft. 
should have leave to defend on bringing into court 
the sum of £63 within seven days, but that in 
case default should be made in the payment into 
court of this sum, pltf. should be at liberty to 
sign Judgment for the whole amount, & the judge 
allowed this order to stand, only reducing the 
amount to be paid into court to £50. This form 
of order is admittedly wrong, since, if deft. has 
shown that he has a good defence to the claims 
upon the promissory note & for money received, 
he is entitled to unconditional leave to defend as 
to them. As to the claim for money due in 
respect of calls upon shares in the company,] am 
quite clear that deft. has failed to show that he has 
a good defence (DENMAN, J.).—Hosy & Co. ». 
SER Ai 62 1. T. 4041, 405, 406; 59 1. 7. Q. B. 

»D.C, 
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277. Judgment for part of claim—Leave to 
defend as to residue.J—PURKISS v. Low, No. 253, 
ante. 

!, Judgment against One or More of Several 
Defendants, 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIV., r. 5. If it appears to the Judge that 
any defendant has a good defence to or ought to be permitted 
to defend the action, and that any other defendant has not 
such defence and ought not to be permitted to defend, the 
former may be permitted to defend, and the plaintiff shall be 
entitled to enter final judgment against the latter, and may 
issue execution upon such judgment without prejudice to his 
right to proceed with his action against the former. 


See, generally, ESTOPPEL, Vol. X XI., & Supp. 
Effect of res judicata—Joint parties. |—See 
Estorprr, Vol. XX1., pp. 218-222, Nos. 538 568 ; 


Supp. 
Joint & several parties.J—See EsTopPpEt, 
Vol. XXI., p. 223, Nos. 569-572 ; Supp. 
Alternative parties.}—See EsTopPEL, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 223 225, Nos. 573-585 ; Supp. 
Strangers.]—See ESTOPPEL, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 225, 226, Nos. 586-593 ; Supp. 

Estoppel against estoppel—Judgment against one 
co-defendant—-By arrangement between plaintiff & 
other co-defendant.|—Sce Estroprer, Vol. XXI., 
p. 233, No. 637. 

278. Plaintiff not precluded from proceeding 
against other defendant.|]——Pltf. by entering judg- 
ment in default of appearance against one or two 
joint defts. does not abandon his right. to proceed 
to judgment against the other deft.--Pim +, 
COYLE, [1903] 1 I. R. 457. 











J. Reference to Master by Consent or Summary 
Disposal. 

R. S. C., Ord. XIV., r. 7. Upon the hearing of the applica- 

tion, with the consent of the parties, an order may be made 


referring the action to a Master, or the action may be finally 
disposed of without appeal in a summary manner. 


279. Form of order for reference -- Statement 
that order made with consent.]—Upon an applica- 
tion for judgment under Ord. XAIV., the action 
was referred to a master under r. 7, & in the result. 
he made an order after the expiration of twenty- 
one days from service of the writ, that pltf. be at. 
liberty to sign final judgment for a sutn exceeding 
£20 but less than £50, with costs of the action, 
which he fixed at a specific sum, & with costs of 
the reference and award to be taxed on the High 
Court seale, & he certified that the action was 
fit to be brought in the High Court. On an 
appeal from this order to the Judge at chambers :— 

eld: as there had been no order extending the 
time-- twenty-one days from the service of the 
writ—-within which by the proviso to the County 
Courts Act, 1888 (c. 43), 8. 116, a pltf. who obtains 
judgment under Ord. XIV. for upwards of £20 
is entitled to costs on the High Court scale, pltf. 
was only entitled to costs of the action on the 
county court scale; but, with respect to costs 
of the reference & award, the master must be 
deemed to be an arbitrator with the same power 
as an ordinary arbitrator has of awarding and 
certifying for costs, & therefore that his order in 
this respect was right. 

The reference to the master can only be made by 
consent of the parties (Ord. XIV., r. 7). In the 
case before me there was some uncertainty as to 
whether such consent was given. I think that 
consent was sufficiently expressed; but there 
ought to be no doubt in the matter. The master 
should explain to the parties that he can only 
make such an order by consent, & this equally 
80 whether it be for a town or country case. 


Part [V.—INDORSEMENTS OF CLAIM. 


Moreover, the word ‘ adjournment” is not 
correct. There should be an order drawn up, 
& it should recite that it was made by consent 
(PHILLIMORE, J.).—Haycocks, Juvmp. v. MUL- 
HOLLAND, [1904] 1 K. B. 145, 146, 147; 73 
TI. J. K. B. 125; 90 I. T. 88; 52 W. R. 400, 
1D. C. 

- ~-.]~—See Appendix K., No. 
Supreme Court Practice. 

280. Appeal from decision of master-——Whether 
to Divisional Court.]——Where an action is referred 
to a master under Order XIV., r. 7, an appeal 
does not lie from his decision direct to the C. A. 

Quere: whether in such a case an appeal will 
lic to the Divisional Court.-- FRASER v. FRASER 
(No. 1), [1904] 1 K. BR. 56; 73 L. J. K. B. 6; 
89 L. T. 491; 52 W. R. 147; 20 T. I. R. 54; 
48 Sol. Jo. 67, (. A. 

281. ——— ——-~.]—When, under Ord. XIV., r. 7, 
an action is, with the consent of the parties, 
ordered to be referred to a master, an appeal lies 
from his decision to a Divisional Court.—FRASER 
v. FRASER (No. ,2), [1905] 1 K. B. 368; 74 
L. J. K. B. 1838; 92 L. I. 341; 583 W. R. 310; 
21T. L. R. 186; 49 Sol. Jo. 208, C. A. 
———.]—See, now, Ord. LIV., r. 
Part LXV., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 10, B., posi. 

282. Costs of action & reference—Discretion of 
master. |—Haycocks, Lirp. ve. MULHOLLAND, No. 
270, ante. 

—--—-.J—See, now, County Court Act, 
1V19, s. ll, as amended by Administration of 
Justice Act, 1925, s. 20. 


9G, Yearly 
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Kk. Directions as to Trial -Short Cause List. 


R.S8. C., Ord. XIV., r.8. (a) Where leave, whether conditional 
or unconditional, is given to defend, the Judge shall have 
power to give all such directions as to the further conduct of 
the action as might be given on a summons for directions under 
Order XXX., and may order the action to be forthwith sct 
down for trial. 


(b) A pp hess list shall be kept for the trial of causes in which 
leave to defend has been given under this Order, and in which 
the Judge is of opinion that a prolonged trial will not be requisite ; 
and the Judge may, if he thinks it advisable, order any such 
action to be put into such Iist. 


(c) The Judge may, if he thinks fit, order any such action to 
be transferred to the new procedure list constituted under 
Order AXAVITIA; and may direct that the aflidavit filed by 
the defendant under this Order shall serve in lieu of a defence, 
subject to any direction of the Judge taking the new procedure 
list and thereafter the action shall proceed in accordance with 
and subject to the provisions of Order XXXVIIIA. [Added by 
RS.C. (New Procedure), 1932.) 


nad R.S.C., Ord. XX XVIIIa., vr. 12, Part XCIV., 
post. 

See, also, ROS. CL, Ord. XIV., r. 6, p. 284, ante. 

283. Jurisdiction to give directions—Affidavit 
not in conformity with rule.}—As I have said, in 
iny judgment the = affidavit in this case falls 
short of the requirements of Ord. XIV.,r1.... 
It follows from that, in the present case, not only 
that the order for judgment cannot stand. but 
that there was no jurisdiction upon that applica- 
tion to give any directions as to trial of the action, 
& the order giving those directions must be set 
aside (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—-SYMON & Co. 
v. PALMER’s Storis (1903), Lrp., [1912] 1 K. B. 
250, 265; 81 L. J. K. B. 489; 106 L. T. 176, 
C. A. 
284. When unconditional leave to defend granted 
—Defendants’ right to trial with jury.]—Where on 
&@ summons under Ord. XIV. an order has been 
made giving deft. leave to defend without any 
condition or direction as to mode of trial, the judge 
at chambers cannot on a subsequent summons 
deprive the deft. of his right under Ord. XX XVI., 
r. 6, to have the action tried with a jury.-~WouLFrE 

10* 
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vv De Braam (1899), 8L LL. T. 533; 16 T. L. 1. 


61, (. A.s sub nom. WooLre v. DE BRAAM, 
48 W. R. 16 
285. ——— -}—Upon an application under 





Ord. XIV. for leave to enter final judgment the 
master made the following order: ‘ It is ordered 
that deft. be at liberty to defend this action, & 
that the action be set down in the short cause list 
for trial.” Deft. then applied for an order that 
the action be tried with a jury :—-Held: as the 
order giving leave to defend imposed no conditions 
as to the mode of trial, deft. was entitled under 
Ord. XX XVI., rv. 6, to have the action tried with 
a jury.— MACARTNEY v. MACARTNEY (1909), 
25 T. L. R. 818. 

286. - -~— ---—.] -Upon an application under 

Ord. XIV. for leave to sign final judgment a 
master gave unconditional leave to defend & 
ordered the trial to be before a judge in Middlesex. 
This order was affirmed on appeal by a judge 
in chambers, but was not further appealed against. 
Deft. subsequently applied under Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 6, for a trial with a jury :—Held: the fact 
that the order directing a trial by a judge had not 
been appealed against was fatal to the application 
for trial by a jury.—KELSEY v. DOUNE, [19424 
2K. B. 482; 81L. J. K. B. 503; 105 L. T. 856, 
C. A. 
287. No jurisdiction to restrict defence. | 
The action was brought against deft. as acceptor 
of a bill of exchange for £50, dated June 1, 1893, 
drawn by S., payable four months after date to 
the order of S. & indorsed to pltf. The action 
was referred to the short cause list under Ord. 
XIV. ‘The order of the master was as follows: 
‘‘ This action is to be referred to the short cause 
list, the sole question being whether pltf. is the 
bond fide holder for value.”’ It was admitted that 
the bill was overdue when pltf. took it, & the 
question before the judge was whether it was 
open to deft. upon this order to object that 
pitf, was not the holder in due course, & that 
he took the bill subject to all the equities attaching 
to it. Deft. alleged that the acceptance was 
given by him to S. for his accommodation & 
subject to the terms of an agreement in writing 
between S. & himself. The judge held that he 
could only go into the question whether pltf. 
was a bond fide holder for value, & he gave judg- 
ment for pltf. with costs. Deft. appealed. 

I do not understand the order of the master 
as restricting the right of deft. to make such 
defences to the action as he can, but rather as 
explaining the reason why he thinks it a proper 
case to go into the short cause list. If that is 
not the meaning of the order, I doubt whether 
the master, having given leave to defend, can 
dictate to deft. how he should restrict his defence 
(DavzEY, L.J.).— LANGTON v. ROBERTS (1894), 10 
T. L. R. 492, C. A. 

288. Sham defences struck out—Good 
defences tried as short cause.]—Appeal from the 
judge in chambers. An action was brought by 

Itf. for the amount of a solicitor’s bill of costs. 

Te proceeded under Ord. XIV., & deft., on 
appearing to the writ of summons, set up in her 
affidavit three separate defences—negligence, 
fraud & that being a married woman she had no 
separate property. The master gave unconditional 
leave to defend, but the judge ordered that the 
first two defences should be struck out, & that 
the third should be tried as a short cause under 
Ord. XIV., r. 8 (0b). Deft. ad erat: from this 
order. Counsel for deft. argued that there was 
no power to limit the defence, & that the judge 
could only impose terms as tu costs. If it were 
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otherwise deft.’s affidavit under Ord. XIV. would 
amount to a pleading. 

The court, in dismissing the appeal, considered 
that the point taken by appellant was one of 
general importance. The judge in chambers 
thought that one of the defences mentioned in 
deft.’s affidavit under Ord. XIV. was good, & 
that the other two were sham defences which 
ought not to stand between pltf. & judgment. 
Ord. XIV.. r. 6. laid down that “ leave to defend 
may be given unconditionally or subject to such 
terms as to giving security, or time & mode of 
trial . . . or otherwise, as the judge may think 
fit.’ The contention of appellant amounted to 
this: that if deft. had twelve defences, all of 
which were bad, pltf. might sign judgment, but 
that if one of them were good deft. might harass 
pitf. with all of them. That was a construction 
which they could not put upon Ord. XIV., r. 6.— 
aoe v. THORNE-GEORGE (1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 

289. When order for directions made—Refusal 
of application to add defendant—Order not con- 
taining reference to refusal of application—Fresh 
summons for leave to add defendant. ]—This was an 
action based upon a written contract purporting 
to be made by an agent on behalf of deft. An 
application for judgment under Ord. XIV. was 
made on Oct. 11 to the vacation master. Deft. 
denied the agent’s authority, & the master there- 
upon gave leave to defend, & then, pursuant to 
Ord. XIV., r. 8 (a), he proceeded to make an 
order for directions. Counsel for pltf. asked for 
leave to add the agent as a deft. in order to claim. 
in the alternative, against him for damages for 
breach of warranty of authority. 

This was refused, but the order as drawn up 
contained no reference to the application or its 
refusal. Subsequently, on Oct. 24, after time for 
appealing from the refusal had expired, pltf. took 
out a h summons asking for leave to add the 
agent, & this summons was dismissed by the 
master, to whom the action had been assigned, on 
the ground that the matter was res judicata. 
Pitf.’s appeal was allowed. 

It cannot be taken that everything which is 
asked for upon the hearing of a summons for 
directions, & which is not allowed was matter 
of a res judicata. No doubt all the applications— 
e.g. a8 to whether there should be pleadings or 
discovery or the like—which were specified as 
inatters to be dealt with & considered in the forms 
of summons & order must be taken to be finally 
refused, so far as the master is concerned, if they 
are not granted. But as regards cases like the 
present, where something is asked for on the spur 
of the moment & during a discussion, & where 
there is no record of its refusal, a fresh application 
can be made (PHILLIMORE, J.).—PicGcorr  v. 
BARTLET? (1899), 34 L. Jo. 602. 

290. Entry of action in short cause list— 
R. 8. C., Ord. XIV., rr. 1, 6, 8.}—Appeals from 
two orders in chambers giving defts. respec- 
tively leave to defend in each case on condition 
that the action should be entered in the 
special list, known as the short cause list, under 
Ord. XIV., r. 8 (6), & tried by a judge alone. 
In the first case pltfs. claimed £802 10s. 2d. for 
_. Sold & delivered. The writ was specially 
indorsed, & pitfs. took out a summons for leave 
to sign final judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1. 
In the second case pltfs. claimed £9,676, alleged 
to be duc upon a guarantec in writing, & in like 
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manner ep pu’ for leave tu sign judgment. In 
each case the affidavits in answer raised a triable 
issue. 

In each case the master made the order as 
above stated. In the first case MAcKINNON, J., 
affirmed the order of the master. In the second 
case, MACNAGHTEN, J., ordered that the parties 
should each file an affidavit of documents, & in 
other respects affirmed the order of the master. 
In this case pltfs. did not object to trial by a 
judge alone, but did object to the case being 
entered in the short cause list. Pltfs. in each 
case appealed, on the ground that the judge in 
chambers, giving leave to defend, had no power 
to impose the condition of giving this leave, that 
the case should be tried in the short cause list. 
Appellants in the first, case also insisted that there 
wes no power to impose the condition that their 
case should be tried without a jury :—Held: a 
judge refusing pltf. leave to sign judgment under 
Ord. XIV., r. 1, is not bound to give deft. uncon- 
ditional leave to defend ; but, in allowing him to 
defend, may under Ord. XIV., r. 6, impose the 
condition that the case shall be entered in the 
short cause list, &, notwithstanding Ord. XXXVI, 
r. 6, may add the condition that the case shall be 
tried by a judge without a jury. 

Scrurron, L.J. (dissenting), was of opinion 
that, although on giving leave to defend an order 
may be made under r. 8 (b) of Ord. XIV. for 
entering an action in the short cause list, no 
condition either that this shall be done or that the 
action shall be tried without a jury can be imposed 
except under r. 6 of that Order, & then only when, 
but for the condition, the judge is prepared to 
give the pltf. leave to sign judgment under r. 1. 

The appeals were dismissed._—-KODAk, LTD. v. 
ALPHA Fitm Corpn., Lrp., HuTH (FREDERICK) & 
Co. v. JACKSON, [1930] 2 K. B. 340; 99 L. J. K. B. 
692; 74 Sol. Jo. 370, C. A. 

291. Where defendant ordered to bring 
disputed amount into court.}—This was an appeal 
from an order of the judge in chambers, directing 
that the action should be put into the list of short 
causes, & also that deft. should bring the full 
amount claimed into court. The action was 
brought upon a bill of exchange given by the deft. 
to pltf. in payment for c oods. Deft. 
admitted a part of the claim & disputed the right 
of the pltf. to the remainder. 

The court (CAVE & WrIGHT, JJ.) varied the 
order. 

The first part of the order, which relates to 
putting this case in the list of short causes, is good. 
As to the second part, I had hoped that the 
institution of ‘‘ short causes ’’ under the new rule 
would have put an end to the practice of ordering 
a deft., unless in exceptional circumstances, to 
bring the sum claimed into court. I do not 
approve of that practice, & I think that it works 
hardship. If the judge is satisfied that pltf. has 
established his case, he ought to have judgment 
at once, & it is a hardship that he should have to 
go to the expense of atrial. If pltf. has not made 
out his case, an order that deft. should bring 
the money into court is unnecessary in the case 
of a wealthy deft., & does not affect him; but 
it often bears very hardly upon a poor man who 
may have a perfectly good defence. In this case 
pitf. is seeking to recover about twice the actual 
price of the goods sold; it is clearly a case to be 
tried. I think the order ought to be varied so 
that the case will be tried as a short cause, & the 
order for payment into court will be struck out 
a J.).——-HELD v. Smmons (1894), 88 Sol. Jo. 
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202. Taxation of costs—Costs of two 
counsel. |—The fact that an action is ordered to be 
ut in the short cause list has no effect upon the 
ation of costs, & is not a ground for saying 
that the costs of two counsel ought not to be 
allowed. Although the court has jurisdiction to 
interfere with the discretion of the taxing master, 
it is the rarest thing for the court to interfere 
except where the taxing master has gone wrong 
on a matter of principle. The question whether 
the fees of two counsel should be allowed is not 
purely a question of quantum, but it is a question 
which the taxing master is much better qualified 
than a judge to decide, & priméd fucie the court 
will not interfere in such a case (per CuR.).— 
GINN v. ROBEY, [1911] W. N. 28, C. A. 
Moneylenders’ actions.}—See Monry & 
OG, Vol. XXXV., p. 218, Nos. 448, 
2938. Amendment at trial of action in short cause 
list Power of judge —— Unliquidated demand.]}]— 
Although it may be a condition precedent to the 
master’s power to order a cause to be tried in 
the short cause list, that the claim specially 
indorsed on the writ should be for a liquidated 
demand, yet when once he has made the order 
giving leave to defend, & has ordered the cause 
to be put in the short cause list, there is no restric- 
tion whatever on the powers of the judge to order 
such an amendment as he is authorised to make 
under the Rules of Court. 

The judge trying causes in the short cause list 
has the full powers of amendment that are given 
to him by the Rules of Court as though he were 
hearing the cause in the ordinary list.—THOMAS 
v. ALDERTON, Lrp., [1928] 1 . B. 638; 97 
L. J. K. B. 259; 138 L. T. 315, C. A. 





L. Costs. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIV., r. 9. (a) The costs of and incident to all 
applications under this Order shall be dealt with by the Judge 
on the hearing of the application, who shall order by and to 
whom and when the same shall be paid, or may refcr them to 
the Judge at the trial. Provided that in case no trial after- 
wards takes place, or no order as to costs is made, the costs 
are to be costs in the cause. 


(b) If the plaintiff makes an arp vation under this Order 
where the case is not within the Order, or where the plaintiff, in 
the opinion of the Judge, knew that the defendant relied on a 
contention which would entitle him to unconditional leave to 
defend, the appoceuen may be dismissed with costs to be paid 
forthwith by the plaintiff. 


See, generally, Part LXXXVI., post. 

294. Discretion as to costs—Payment into court 
of part of claim—Leave to defend as to remainder— 
Action discontinued after issue joined.]}—On a 
summons, under Ord. XIV., for the payment of 
a sum of money, the master ordered deft. to pay 
money into court as to part of the claim, & gave 
leave to defend as to the remainder. After issue 
joined, pltf. discontinued the action. The taxing 
master gave deft. the whole costs of the action 
from the beginning. On appeal for review of 
taxation :—Held: the costs were not governed 
by Ord. XXVI., r. 1, but were in the discretion 
of the court under Ord. LXV., r. 1, & pltf. was 
entitled to his costs up to the time of payment 
ae court.—-SUCKLING v. GABB (1887), 36 W. R. 
175. 

Remitted actions.J—See County Courts Act, 
1919 (c. 73), as. 11, 12; County Courts, Vol. 
XITII., pp. 490, 491, Nos. 408-417, & Supp. 

295. Resisting defendant’s claim to defend— 
Plaintiff’s liability for costs. }— WARNER v. BOWLBY, 
No. 224, ante. 
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296. Order as to costs by judge at chambers— 
Discretion of Judge at trial.j—Where a judge at 
chambers has ordered that the costs of an applica- 
tion under Ord. XIV. shall be costs in the cause, 
the judge at the trial, without a jury, has no 
power to order that the successful party shall 
not have those costs.—KOosEN v. ROosE (1897), 
76 LL. 7T. 145; 45 W. R. 3387; 13 T. L. R. 257, 
C. A. 

297. Specific order as to costs—Plaintiff only 
partially successful.j}—Where a summons is taken 
out under Ord. XIV., & pltf. succeeds only as to 
a portion of his claim, there ought to be a specific 
order dealing with the costs (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, 
L.J.).—-MEnTors, Lrp. v. Evans, [1912] 3 K. B. 
174; $1 L. J. K. B. 1111; 107 L. T. 82; sud 
Kae MENTORS, Lrp. v. WHITE, 56 Sol. Jo. 502, 

Fixed costs on judgment under Ord. XIV.j]—See 

Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


M. Tenant’s right to Relief against Forfeiture. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIV., r.10. A tenant shall have the same right 
to relief after a judgment under this Order for recovery of 
land on the ground of forfeiture for non-payment of rent as 
if the yudgment had been given after trial. 


Determination of term by _ forfeiture.}—See 
LANDLOonD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 460, Nos. 
6077 et seg., & Supp. 


SUB-SECT 9.—SUMMARY JUDGMENT FOR SPECIFIC 
PERFORMANCE. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XIVA.; Part XVII., post. 


Secr. 7.—INDORSEMENT AS TO STAY ON PAY- 
MENT OF AMOUNT CLAIMED AND COSTS. 


R.S. C., Ord. III., r.7. Wherever the plaintiff's claim is for a 
debt or liquidated demand only, the indorsement, besides 
stating the nature of the claim, shall state the amount claimed 
for debt, or in respect for such demand, and for costa respec- 
tively, and shall further state, that upon payment thereof 
within four days after service, or in case of a writ not for service 
within the jurisdiction within the time allowed for appearance, 
further proceedings will be stayed. Such statement shall 
be in the form in append A., in Part ITI., sec. II. The 
defendant may, notwithstanding such payment, have the costs 
taxed, and if more than one-sixth sh be disallowed, the 
plaintiff's solicitor shall pay the costs of taxation. 


Form of indorsement.|—See Appendix A., Part 
III., Sect. III. 

298. Irregularity in indorsement—Not waived by 
subsequent admission of service & offer to settle. }— 
A writ of summons havi been served on a 
foreigner resident out of the jurisdiction, with 
a notice indorsed allowing seven days for pay- 
ment of the sum claimed, the time limited for 
appearance being fourteen days, the court refused 
leave to pltf. to proceed under the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), 5s. 19; & held 
that the irregularity was not waived by a subse- 
quent admission of service & offer to settle. 

I am of opinion that compliance with the 
requirement of notice of the number of days 
allowed to deft. for payment of the debt, without 
further costs than the sum therein mentioned, 
is extremely essential; & that any copy of 
process served without such indorsement, or 
with an inaccurate indorsement, does not con- 
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Sect. 7.—Indorsement as to stay on payment of 
amount claimed and costs. Sects. 8, 9 & 10. 
V. Sect. 1: Sub-sects. 1,2.3 & 4.] 


stitute a valid service upon which to found an 
application for leave to proceed under the statute 
a. _C.J.).—GALLI v. MONGRUEL (1865), L. R. 
1C. P. 46,47; 3531. 3. C0. P. 88; 1381. T 880; 
14 W. R. 106. 

299. Taxation of costs—-Payment by defendant 
after expiry of four days—Waiver.}—PItf., having 
issued his writ indorsed with the amount of 
deft.’s debt & a sum for costs after four days 
from service, accepted from deft. payment of the 
full amount indorsed, without any agreement as 
to taxation of costs :—Held: pltf. having waived 
payment within the four days required by Ord. 
IIl., r. 7, deft. was entitled to tax the bill under 








that rule.—Hoo.ké vt. LARNSHAW (1878), 39 L. T. 
409, 410, C. A. 
300. Substituted service—Allowance of 


fixed sum.}—In an action commenced by a 
specially indorsed writ for which pltf. obtained 
an order for substituted service, deft. within four 
days of the service paid the amount claimed for 
debt & costs, & subsequently obtained an order for 
taxation of pltf.’s costs under Ord. III., r. 7. In 
accordance with what was the invariable practice of 
the masters, the master who taxed the bill allowed 
the fixed sum of £1 for the costs of the substituted 
pervice without going into the items in the bill :—- 
Held: the master had no power to do this, & 
the bill must be sent back for taxation.— FLATAU vt. 


(1899), 81 L. T. 402; 48 W. R. 36; 16! 


T. L. R. 1; 44 Sol. Jo. 10, C. A. 


SEcT. &.—CLAIM FOR ACCOUNT. 
See R.S.C., Ord. LI., r. 8; Part XVIII., post. 


PRACTICE. 


Sect. 9.—ACTIONS FOR LIBEL. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. HII., r. 9. In actions for libel the indorsement 
on the writ shall atate sufficient particulara to identify the 

ublications in respect. of which the action ia brought, and the 
Form ven in Appendix A., Part III., sec. IV., under tho 
title ‘* Defamation,”’ namely, the words ‘' The plaintiff's claim 
is for damages for libel,’’ shail be amended by adding the words 
is rae in (state sufficient particulars to identify the publica- 
ttons).”’ 


Sect. 10.—ACTIONS FOR MONEY LENT. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. II, r. 10. 
assignee for the recovery of money lent by the moneylender or 
the enforcement of any agreement or security relating to any 
such money, the indorsement on the writ shall state, in addition 
to any other particulars, the fact that the plaintiff, or (in an 
action by an assignee) the original assignor, {s a licensed money- 
lender, and if the writ be specially indorsed under Rule 6 of this 
Order, shall state, in addition to any other particulars-— 

(a) the fact that the plaintiff, or (in an action by an assignee) 

the original assignor, is a licensed moneylender ; 

(b) the date on which the loan was made ; 

(c) the amount actually lent to the borrower ; 

(d) the rate per cent. per annum of interest charged ; 

(e) the date when the contract for repayment was made ; 

(f) the fact that a note or memorandum of the contract was 

made, and was signed by the borrower ; 

(g) the date when a copy of the note or memorandum was 

delivered or sent to the borrower ; 

(k) the amount repaid ; 

(i) the amount due but unpaid ; 

Q) the date upon which such unpaid sum or sums became 


In actions by a moneylender or an 


ue ; 
(k) the amount of interest accrued due and unpaid on every 
such sum. 


Default of appearance. ]—Scc K.S.C., Ord. XIII., 
rr. 3, 16, pp. 380, 390, posi. 

Statement of claim.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XX., 
r. 10, PLEADING, p. 135, ante. 

Default of defence.|—See R.S. C., Ord. XXVII., 
r. 16, PLEADING, p. 155, ante. 





Part V.—Indorsement of Address. 


SEcT. 1.—ADDRESS OF PLAINTIFF, PLAINTIFF’S 
SOLICITOR AND ADDRESS FOR SERVICE. 


Sub-sEcT. 1.-—IN GENERAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. IV., r.1. In all cases where a writ of summons 
is issued out of the Central Office, the solicitor of a plaintiff 
suing by a solicitor shall indorse upon the writ and notice in 
licu of service of a writ the address of the plaintiff, and also 
his own name or firm and place of business, and also, if his 
place of business shall be more than three miles from the 
eaeipa Cotrance of the Central Hall at the Royal Courts of 

ustice, another proper place, to be called his address for service, 
which shall not be more than three miles from the principal 
entrance of the Central Hall at the Royal Courts of Justice, 
where writs, notices, pleadings, petitions, orders, summonses, 
warrants, and other documents, proceedings, and written 
communications may be left for him. And where any such 
solicitor is only agent of another solicitor, he shall add to his 
Own name or firm and place of business the name or firm and 
Place cf business of the principal solicitor, 


801. Object of indorsement—Opportunity of 
settling—-Whether writ sued out by plaintiff in 
person or solicitor.}—A writ of capias was issued 
against deft. at the suit of C., an attorney, with 
an indorsement stating that the writ was issued 
by A. & C., of, etc., attornies for pltf. :—Held : 
this indorsement was a sufficient compliance with 
2 Will. 4, c. 39. 

The indorsement was required for the purpose 


of giving deft. an opportunity of settling & that 
he might know distinctly whether the writ was 
sued out by an attorney or by pltf. in person. In 
a case like this I think the Act is sufficiently 
complied with by the form of indorsement here 
adopted (VAUGHAN, J.).— DAWES v. SOLOMONSON 
(1838), 6 Scott, 596. 

302. Writ indorsed as issued by agent of plain- 
tiff.|}—A copy of a writ of summons was indorsed 
‘This writ was issued by W. L., 32 Great James 
Street, Bedford-row,”’ agent for pltf. in person, 
who resides at Barmouth :—Held: insufficient.— 
Lioyp v. JONES (1836), 5 Dowl. 161; 1H. & W. 
549; Tyr. & Gr. 915; 2 Gale, 121; 5 1L. J. Ex. 
215; 150 KE. R. 633. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ADDKESS OF PLAINTIFF, 


See KR. S. C., Ord. IV., vr. 1, supra. 

Plaintiff suing in person.|—See Sect. 2, post. 

808. Residence of plaintifi—Necessity to state— 
Place where business carried on insufficient. ]}— 
—In a writ of summons it is necessary to state 
tiuly the residence of pltf.; the business address 


Part V.—INDORSEMENT OF ADDRESS. 


of pltf. is not enough.—Re A SoLicrror, KARPELES 
v. FRIEDLANDER (1889), 53 J. P. 264; 5T. L. R. 
8389, D. C. 

304. -}—It is not sufficient to 
state in the indorsement upon a writ of summons 
the place where pltf. carries on business. The 
indorsement must state where he _ resides.— 
Stroy v. REEs (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 748; 59 J.. J. 
Q. B. 310; 63 L. T. 49; 38 W. R. 683; 6T. L. R. 
345, C. A. 

305. ———- Sufficiency of statement—Action by 
trustees of Middle Temple. ]—Pltfs., trustees of the 
Middle Temple, brought an action to recover 
possession of a set of chambers. Their residence 
was stated in the writ of summons as being 
‘‘The Treasury, Middle Temple-lane, in the City 
of I.ondon’”’: —Held: sufficient.—HAWKINSs (SIR 
HENRY) v. BLACK (1898), 14 T. L. R. 398. 

306. No permanent residence—Security 
for costs—Innocent misdescription.]|—The mere 
fact that pltf. is a sailor who is from time to time 
going on voyages & has no fixed residence within 
the jurisdiction is no ground for ordering him 
to give security for costs; nor is the fact that he 
has misdescribed his residence in the writ if the 
misdescription is innocent & without any design 
to mislead the court. CHELLEW v. Brown, 
[19243] 2 K. B. 844; 938 L. J. K. BL 1; 129 L. T. 
805 ; 67 Sol. Jo. 808, C. A. 

307. Removal after sufficient 
indorsement.]—-There is no_ general rule of 
practice that security for costs will be required 
from pltf. who appears to have no permanent 
residence. If the address indorsed on the writ 
is not of a permanent character it may well afford 
grounds for ordering security, even in the absence 
of any suggestion that the address is an illusory 
or misleading one; but security cannot be re- 
quired from pltf. who has indorsed a sufficient 
address on his writ & afterwards has been com- 
aaah to remove from that address & is prevented 

y poverty & adversity from acquiring a fresh 
permanent onc. 

Chellero v. Brown, No. 306, ante, distinguished.— 
KNIGHT v. PONSONBY, [1925] 1 K. BB. 545; Of 
lJ. K. B. 3363 182 1. T. 655; 41 T. L. RR. 231 ; 
69 Sol. Jo. 345, C. A. 

308. No intention to mislead:}— 
Sccurity for costs will not be required from pltf. 
who has no permanent residence where there 1s 
no intention to mislead the court. BROOKS v. 
WILKINS (1927), 71 Sol. Jo. 520. 

809. Indorsement of wrong address—Motion 
to set aside writ--Forelgn company out of the 
jurisdiction.}—On a motion by deft. to set aside 
the writ & the service thereof, on the ground 
that the true address of pltfs. was not indorsed 
thereon, pltfs. being an American company out 
of the jurisdiction, & deft. not being able to find 
them at the address given in England :—Held: 
the proper order to make was, that pltfs. should 
give security for costs & pay the costs of the 
motion.—PitrsBuRGH CRUSHED STEEL Co., LTD. 
v MARX (JACOB) & Co., [1897] W. N. 36. 
































SuUB-8SECT, 38.—SOLICITOR’s NAME AND PLACE OF 
BUSINESS. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. IV., r. 1, p. 300, ante. 

810. Object of indorsement—Opportunity of 
settling. |—DAWES v. SOLOMONSON, No. 301, ante. 

811. Sufficiency of Indorsement—Must not be 
misleading—-Whether necessary to state county.]) 
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—-In the indorsement of the residence of an 
attorney on a writ of summons, it is not necessary 
to state the county, unless otherwise it would be 
calculated to mislead.— YOULTON v. HALL (1839), 
4M. & W. 582; 7 Dowl. 175; 1 Horn. & H. 
4638, 470; 8 L. J. Ex. 147; 3 Jur. 126; 150 
E. R. 1562. 

312. ——— As to name of solicitor—Name of 
firm.}—On a writ of summons the name of the 
attorney suing it out is sufficiently stated by 
giving the name of the firm to which he belongs.— 
ENGLEHEART v. EYRE (1833), 2 Dowl. 145 

318. Place of business of solicitor.}—A 
writ, issued out of a district registry, was indorsed 
as issued by a solicitor ‘‘ of Hereford,’’ & a London 
address for service was added. Deft. entered an 
appearance in London, but failed to give notice of 
appearance to pltf.’s solicitor at Hereford. Judg- 
ment for want of appearance having been accord- 
ingly entered for pltf.:—Held: the indorsement 
sufficiently indicated the place of business of pltf.’s 
solicitor, & deft. having made no affidavit of 
merits, the court refused to set aside the judgment 
& allow deft. to defend the action.—SMITH v. 
DOBBIN (1877), 3 Ex. D. 338; 47 L. J. Q. B. 
65; 37 L. T. 777; 26 W. QR. 122, C. A. 





Sun-SEcT. 4.—AGENT’S NAME AND ADDRESS. 


Sce R. 8. C., Ord. IV., r. 1, p. 300, ante. 

London & other legal agents.|—-See SOLICITORS, 
Vol. XLIT., pp. 385, Nos. 4318 ef seq. 

314. Agent on record having address within 
three miles.]|—Ord. IV., r. 1, says, ‘‘ In all cases 
where a writ of summons is issued out of the 
Central Office’? -which, I understand, was the 
case here —‘‘ the solicitor of pltf. suing by a solicitor 
shall indorse upon the writ & notice in lieu of 
service of a writ the address of pltf., & also his 
own name or firm & place of business, & also, if 
his place of business shall be more than three 
miles from the principal entrance of the Central 
Hall at the Royal Courts of Justice, another 
proper place, to be called his address for service, 
which shall not be more than three miles from the 
principal entrance of the Central Hall at the Royal 
Courts of Justice, where writs, notices, pleadings, 
petitions, orders, summonses, warrants, & other 
documents, proceedings, & written communica- 
tions may be left for him; & where any such 
solicitor is only agent of another solicitor, he shall 
add to his own name or firm & place of business 
the name or firm & place of business of the prin- 
cipal solicitor.”” Therefore, if the agent on the 
record has his address within the three miles, that 
will be the only proper address for service (Kay, 
J.).--—-PETTY v. DANIETD (1886), 34 Ch. D. 172, 178 ; 
56 1. J. Ch. 192; 5561. T. 745; 35 W. R. 151. 

Remitted action—Service of notice of appeal— 
Name of London agents omitted in particulars. }— 
See COUNTY Courts, Vol. XITI., p. 535, No. 866. 

815. Authority of solicitor on record to com- 
promise—Whether London agent or country 
agent.]—The solicitor on the record, whether in 
London as agent for a country solicitor or in a 
district registry as agent for a London solicitor, 
has a general authority to compromise an action 
on behalf of his client, provided he acts bond fide 
and reasonably, & not in defiance of his direct and 
positive instructions; & in either case the lay 
client will be bound, although there is no privity 
between him & the agent on the record. 
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Sect. 1.—Addresa of plaintiff, plaintiff's solicitor & 
address for service: Sub-sect. 4. Sects. 2,3 & 
4. Part VI. Sect. 1: Sub-sects. 1, 2 & 8, A. 
& B. Sect. 2: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3,4, 5 & 6.] 


Trustees issued an originating summons in the 
Liverpool District Registry for directions in certain 
matters relating tothe trust estate. An appearance 
was entered in the district registry by Liverpool 
solicitors as agents for London solicitors, who 
were the principal solicitors of defts., the bene- 
ficiaries under the trust. Defts. objected to the 
application as unnecessary, & on their behalf a 
summons was taken out to transfer the proceed- 
ings to London. Prior to the hearing of the two 
summonses the London solicitors wrote their 
Liverpool agents, ‘“‘ Failing an order dismissing 
pitfs.’ application with costs, & giving costs on 
our application, you will please adjourn the 
matter to the judge.”” When the two summonses 
were heard by the registrar, the Liverpool agents, 
after some discussion, agreed that no order should 
be made except that the costs of all parties should 
be paid out of the estate. On motion by defts. 
to discharge this order :—Held: on the evidence, 
it was a consent order; the letter did not prohibit 
a compromise: «& defts. were bound by the act 
of the Liverpool agents.—He NEWEN, CARRUTHERS 
v. NEWEN, [1803] 1 Ch. 812; 72 L. J. Ch. 356; 88 
L. T. 264; 51 W. R. 297; 19 T. L. R. 2473; 47 
Sol. Jo. 300. 


SEcT. 2.--PLAINTIFF SUING IN PERSON. 


R.S. C., Ord. IV., r. 2. In all cases where a writ of summons 
is issued out of the Central Office, a plaintiff! suing in person 
shall indorse upon the writ and notice in lieu of service uf a writ 
his place of residence and occupation, and also, if his place of 
residence shall be more than three miles from the principal 
entrance of the Central Hall at the Royal Courts of Justice, 
another proper place, to be called his address for service, which 
shall not be more than three miles from the principal entrance 
of the Central Hall at the Royal Courts of Justice, where writs, 
notices, pleadings, petitions, orders, summonses, warrants, and 
other documents, proceedings, and written communications 
may be left for him. 


Persons having more than one residence— 
County court jurisdiction.}—See County Courts, 
Vol. XIII., pp. 457, Nos. 72 et seq. 

816. O on of words ‘‘ who resides at °’— 


Part Vi.—Issue of 


SEcr. 1.—-PLACE OF ISSUE. 
SUB-sEcT. 1.—--Districr REGISTRY. 


R. &. C., Ord. V., r.1. In any action other than a Probat 
action, the plaintiff wherever resident , nit of 
summons out of any District Registry. re ewe ee 


Indorsement of address.}—See R. S. C., Ord. IV. 
r. 8, infra. 


Filing copy of writ.}—See R. 8. C.. Ord. 
Be radi }— , Ord. V., r. 18, 


PRACTICE. 


Immaterial.}—The omission of the words ‘ who 
resides at'’’ in the indorsement, on tho copy of 
the writ of summons served, is immaterial, if 
the address of the party who is suing out the 
writ is correct.—CoOPPICE v. HunTER (1840), 
8 Dowl. 504. 


Sect. 3.—WRIT ISSUED IN DISTRICT REGISTRY. 


R. S. C., Ord. IV., r. 8. In al] cases where a writ of summons 
is issued out of a District Registry the solicitor of a plaintiff 
suing by a solicitor shall indorre upon the writ, and notice in 
lieu of service of a writ, the address of the plaintiff, and his 
own name or firm and place of business, which shall, if his place 
of business be within the district of the Registry, be an address 
for service, and if such place be not within the district, he shall 
add an address for service within the district, and, where the 
defendant does not reside within the district, he shall add a 
further address for service, which shall not be more than three 
miles from the princi entrance of the Central Hall at the 
Royal Courts of Justice; and where the solicitor issuing the 
writ is only agent of another solicitor, he shall add to his own 
name or firm and place of business the name or firm and place 
of business of the principal solicitor. Where the plaintiff sues 
in person, he shall] indorse upon the writ, and notice in leu of 
service of a writ, his place of residence and occupation, which 
shall, if his place of residence be within the district, be an 
address for service, and if auch place be not within the district, 
he shall add an addreas for service within the district, and 
where the defendant does not reside within the district, he shall 
add a further address for service, which shall not be more than 
three miles from the princlpal entrance of the Central Hall at 
the Royal Courts of Justice. 


317. Writ served outside district—Notice of 
appearance to address for service within district.] 
——Where a writ is issued out of a District Registry 
& is served without the district, it is imperative 
that notice of appearance be sent to the address 
for service within the district ; notice of appearance 
given at the address for service in London is 
insufficient.—-SMITH v. DOBBIN (1877), 3 Ex. D. 
338; 47L. J. Q. B. 65; 37 1. T. 777; 26 W. R. 
59, 122, C. A. 


Sect. 4.—PROCEEDINGS NOT BY WRIT. 


R. S. C., Ord. IV., r. 4. In all cases where proceedings are 
confmenced otherwise than by writ of summons, the prscedin 
Rules of this Order shall apply to the document by which suc 
proceedings shall be originated as if it were a writ of summons. 


Writs of Summons. 


Statements as to appearance.|}—See R. S. C., 
Ord. V., rr. 3, 4, p. 303, post. 


en ee 


SuR-SECT. 2.--CENTRAL OFFICE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. V., r. 2. Kvery writ of summons not isaved out 
of a District Registry shall be iusned out of the Central Office. 
As to Central Office, see R. 8. C., Ord. LXI., 
Part LX XXI1., poat. 
Preparation & issue of writ of summons.}—See 
R. 8. C., Ord. V., vr. 10, p. 804, post. 


Part VI.—Issurk of Writs or SUMMONS. 


SuB-sEcT. 3.—STATEMENT AS TO PLACE FOR 
APPHARANCE IN DISTRICT REGISTRY WRITS. 


A. Defendant neither Residing nor Carrying on 
Business within District. 

R. 8. C., Ord. V.,r. 3. In all cases where a defendant neither 
resides nor carries on business within tho district out of the 
Registry whereof a writ of summons fs issued, there shall be a 
statement on the face of the writ of summons that such defen- 
dant may cause an appearance to be entered at his option 


either at the District gistry or at the Central Office, or a 
atatement to the like effect. 


B. Defendant Residing or Carrying on Business 
within District. 


R. 8. 0., Ord. V., r. 4. In all cases where a defendant resides 
or carries on business within the district, and a writ of summons 
is issued out of the District Registry, there shall be a statement 
on the face of the writ of summons that the defendant do 
cause an appearance to be entered at the District Registry, or a 
atatement to the like effect. 


Srcr. 2.—ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES, ETC. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Transfer & consolidation of cause or matter.] 
See R. 8. C., Ord. XLIX, Part LV., post. 

318. Jurisdiction to retain or assign—Consent 
of President of Division—Jurisdiction of Court of 
Appeal to order transfer.]—By the Supreme 
Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 
(c. 49), s. 22 (1) (a) (xii), the Admiralty Division 
of the High Court has jurisdiction to hear & deter- 
mine any claim relating to the carriage of goods 
in a ship ‘‘ unless it is shown to the court that at 
the time of the institution of the proceedings any 
owner or part owner of the ship was domiciled in 
England.’ 

By sect. 58 (2), if pltf. assigns his action to a 
Division to which it ought not to have been 
assigned, the judge of that Division may direct 
the cause to be transferred to the Division to which 
it ought to have been assigned “ or may retain it 
in the Division in which it was commenced.” 

Pitfs., as owners of cargo on board defts.’ ship, 
brought an action in personam in the Adiniralty 
Division for damages for breach of the contract: 
of carriage. Defts. were domiciled in England. 
On an application by them to transfer the cause to 
the King’s Bench Division, the President held that. 
he had a discretion to retain it in the Admiralty 
Division. On appeal :—Held: sect. 58 (2) did not 
give the court discretion to retain a cause in respect 
of which the statute expressly provided that the 
Division had no jurisdiction, & the action must be 
transferred to the King’s Bench Division. 

The note to Ord. XLIX., r. 3, in the Annual 
Practice, 1925, that the Court. of Appeal cannot, 
order a transfer without the consent of the 
Presidents of both the Divisions from & to which 
the transfer is proposed to be made, does not 
apply to cases where the Court of Appeal has held 
that the one Division has no discretion to retain 
the cause in that Division. In such cases the 
transfer is made subject only to the consent of 
the president of the Division to which the cause is 
to be transferred (ATKIN, L.J.).—THE SH®AF 
Brook, [1926] P. 61; 134 L. T. 584; 95 J. P. 
118; 17 Asp. M. L. ©. 14, C. A. 

See Administration of Justice Act, 1928 (c. 26), 
sects. 6, 7. 

Commercial causes.]—See Sect. 4, post. 
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SuB-sECT. 2.—ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


R.8, 0., Ord. V.,r.5. Subject to the power of transfer, every 

erson by whom any cause or matter may be commenced in 
the High Court of Justice, which would have been within the 
non-exclusive cognizance of the High Court of Admiralt: 
immediately before the Ist November, 1875, shall assign suc 
cause or matter to any one of the Divisions of the said High 
Court, including the Probate Divorce and Admiralty Division, 
as he may think fit, by marking the document by which the 
same is commenced with the name of the Diviston, and giving 
notice thereof to the proper officer of the Court. 


wre ee 


SUB-SEUCT. 3.—-ASSIGNMENT TO MASTER—-ACTION 
IN Kinqa’s Bencu DIvISION. 


R. S. C., Ord. V., r. 6. Every action in the King’s Bench 
Division not proceeding in a District Registry shall be assigned 
to one of the Masters of the Supreme Court at the time of the 
issue of the first summons therein, and all documents and pro- 
ceedings therein shall thereafter be marked with the name of 
the Master to whom the action has become so assigned, and 
every application or pioceeding therein which by these Rules 
is to be heard and dealt with by a Master, except taxation of 
the costs, shall be heard and dealt with by such Master. 


wee ee —— 


SUB-SECT. 4.-- TRANSFER FROM ONE MASTER TO 
ANOTHER. 


R. S. C., Ord. V., r. 7. Where actions have become assigned 
to the Masters under the provisions of the last preceding Rule, 
it shall be lawful for the Lord Chief Justice of England to 
transfer all or any number of actions from any one Master to 
any other Master. 


Svup-sect. 5.—-ABSENCE OF MASTER-—HEARING 
AND DISPOSAT, BY ANY OTHER MASTER. 


R.S.C., Ord. V., r.8. During the ahsence from illness or any 
other urgent cause or during a vacancy in the office, of any 
Master to whom any action may have been assigned, or during 
any vacation, any other Master may hear and dispose of any 
application therein on behalf or in the place of such Master. 


SvuB-SECT. 6.—ASSIGNMENT OF CHANCERY CAUSE 
or MATTER TO JUDGE. 


R. S. C., Ord. V., r. 9. Subject to the power of transfer, and 
to the special provision contained in sub-section (e) of this 
Rule, and subject also to the power of the Lord Chancellor 
by order from time to time otherwise to direct, every cause or 
matter which shall hereafter be commenced in the Chancery 
Division shall be assigned to and marked with the name of one 
of the Judges thereof in manner hereinafter mentioned, and 
shall no longer be marked with the name of such Judge as the 
plaintiff or petitioner may in his option think fit .-— 

CAH by as aforesaid, every cause or matter in the said Division 
hereafter commenced {n the District Registry of Liverpool or the 
District Registry of Manchester shall be marked with the name 
of such Judge of the Chancery Division as the Lord Chancellor 
may by order from time to time direct. 


(a) Where the commencement is by writ, it shall be the dut 
of the officer issuing such writ to mark the same wi 
the name of one of the Judges of the Chancery Division 
(to be as ned in the mamer now used in the 
distribution of business amongst the Conveyancing 
Counsel of the Court) ; 


(b) Where the commencement is by originating summons, 
such summons shall be taken out in the writ depart- 
ment of the Central Office, and it shall be the duty of 
the officer issuing such summons to mark the same with 
the name of one of the said Judges, to be ascertained in 
manner aforesaid ; 


(c) Where the commencement is by notice of motion, such 
notice of motion shall be brought to the Writ De - 
ment of the Central Office, and it shall be the duty of 
the officer by whom originating summonses are issued 
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Sect. 2.—Assignment of causes, etc.: Sub-sects. 6 & 
9. Sect. 3: Sub-sects. 1 &2,A.& B. Sect. 4.) 


to mark the same with the name of one of the said 
Judges, to be ascertained in manner aforesaid ; 


(d) Where the commencement is by Poeun such petition 
shall be brought to the office of the Registrars of the 
Chancery Division, and shall be marked by an officer 
to be charged by the Registrars with that duty with 
the name of one of the said Judges, to be ascertained 
in manner aforesaid ; 

(dd) Where any cause or matter is commenced pursuant to 
an authority or direction of a Judge given in any 
proceedings in the Chancery Division which cause or 
matter in the opinion of the Judge giving the authority 
or direction ought not to be heard by that Judge, the 
plaintiff's or applicant’s solicitor shall produce at the 
central office a certificate to that effect (signed by the 
Master) mentioning the name of the Judge who has 
authorised or directed the commencement of the cause 
or matter, and thereupon it shall be the duty of the 
officer issuing the writ, originating summons motion 
or petition (as the case may be) to mark the same with 
the name of a Judge other than the Judge mentioned 
in such certificate, and other than the Judges to whom 
the same chambers have been attached, and accordingly 
the names of such last-mentioned Judges shall be 
excluded in ascertaining the name of the Judge to be 
marked on any such writ, originating summons, notice 
of motion or petition; 


(e) Where a cause or matter has been assigned to one of the 
said Judges as above-mentioned, every subsequent 
writ, summons, or petition, relating to the administra- 
tion of the same trust, or the winding up of the same 
company, or so connected therewith as to be con- 
veniently dealt with by the same Judge, shall when- 
ever practicable be marked by the proper officer with 
the name of such Judge; and the party or solicitor 
presenting such writ, summons, or petition shall, if 
there be to his knowledge such relation or connexion, 
so certify ; such certificate shall be in the Form No. 19, 
fn Appendix A, Part I, with such variations as cir- 
cumstances may require, and such certificate shall be 
countersigned by the Chief Clerk [now Master] to 
whom according to the distribution of business such 
cause or matter belongs, 


(f) For the purposes of sub-sections (a), (6), and (c) of this 
Rule separate rotations shall be hept 





$19. Ex parte applications.]—This was an 
application to have a submission to arbitration 
made a rule of court. 

In moving ex parte for the order the fact was 
mentioned that the matter not having been 
initiated by any document contemplated by 
the R. S. C., 1883, Ord. V., r. 9; or in fact by 
any document, had not been balloted for, or 
assigned to this branch of the court. The judge 
made the order, & asked the registrar to inquire 
what, if any, was the practice in such a case. 
Subsequently it was ascertained from the registrar 
that the practice was that the matter being a 
new one should have been balloted for, & that 
the officer would act upon the order & mark it 
with a short written statement of the nature of 
the application, & that was subsequently done.— 
Ke Dowson’s SUBMISSION TO ARBITRATION, [1889] 
W. ON, 222. 

320. ——--.]--This was a motion, ex parte, for 
leave to file the company’s debentures with the 
Registrar of Joint Stock Companies, notwith- 
standing the twenty-one days within which the 
same should have been done under the Companies 
Act, 1900 (c. 48), s. 14, had expired. It appeared 
that the matter had not been assigned to any 
judge. 

The motion or summons should be assigned by 
ballot to a particular judge by an application in 
the Central Office in the usual way. The present 
application must stand over until that has been 
done, & the affidavit will have to be re-sworn 
(FARWELL, J.).—Re LEGAL & GENERAL INVEST- 
MENT Co., [1901] W. N. 72. 

821. Commencement by notice of motion— 
Amendment after assignment to judge—Mere 
matter of detail.j}—-Where proceedings for ex- 


PRACTICE. 


punging a trade-mark have been commenced by 
notice of motion, the subsequent alteration or 
amendment of the notice in a mere matter of 
detail not affecting the nature of the relief claimed, 
such as by striking out the name of a respondent 
improperly added, or by changing the date for 
the hearing of the motion, does not make it a 
new notice of motion requiring to be taken to 
the Writ Department of the Central Office to be 
re-marked with the name of the judge in rotation, 
under R. 8S. C., 1883, Ord. V., r. 9 (ec), or requiring 
the leave of the court to use at the hearing affidavits 
filed prior to the alteration or amendment (KEKE- 
wicH, J.).—Re Kina & Co.’8s TRADE-MARK, 
[1892] 2 Ch. 462; 62 L. J. Ch. 153; 67 L. T. 33; 
rou ne R. 580; 8 T. L. R. 593; 9 R. P. C. 350, 

822. ———_ Commencement on date when notice 
marked with name of judge.}—Proceedings 
originated by notice of motion must be deemed to 
commence on the date when the notice is marked 
with the name of a particular judge.—Re ABBOTT'S 
TRADE MARK, No. 8656 (1904), 48 Sol. Jo. 351. 

828. Action assigned to judge referred to 
official referee—Appeal from decision of official 
referee.}—When in an action in the Chancery 
Division the whole action has been referred to an 
official referee for trial, & judgment has been 
entered in pursuance of his direction, an appeal 
from the judgment dves not lie to the Court of 
Appeal, but an application to set aside the judg- 
ment must be made to the judge of the Chancery 
Division to whom the action is assigned.—WYNNE- 
FIncH v. CHAYTOR, [1903] 2 Ch. 475; 72 L. J. Ch. 
723; 80 L. T. 123; 52 W. R. 245 19 T. L. &. 
631, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—CHAMBERS ATTACHED TO TWO OR 
MORE JUDGES OF CHANCERY DIVISION. 


R.S8.C., Ord. V., r. 94. Where by order of the Lord Chancellor 
chambers have been attached to two or more of the Judges of 
the Chancery Division, each ot those Judges shall have full 
jurisdiction over every Cause or maticr (including causes and 
matters proceeding in the District Registries of Liverpool and 
Manchester) assigned to any of them, according to arrangements 
made between themselves ; and these Rules shall be construed 
and have cffect accordingly notwithstanding any existing Rule 
or practice. 


SEcT, 3.—PREPARATION AND ISSUE OF WRIT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—GENERALLY. 


R. 8. C., Ord. V., r. 10. Writs of summons shall be ied 
by the plaintiff or his solicitor, and shall be written or printed, 
or partly written and partly printed, on paper of the same 
description as by these Rules directed in the case of proceedings 
directed to be printed. 

- - — -¥,41. Every writ of summons shall be 
aay vie of the proper officer, and shall thercupon be deemed to 

> Issued. 





Sia ven r.12. The plaintiff? or his solicitor shall, on 
presenting any writ of summons for sealing, leave with the 
officer a copy, written or printed, or partly written and partly 
printed, on paper of the description aforesaid, of such writ and 
all the indorsements thereon, and such copy shall be signed b 

or for the solicitor leaving the same, or by the plaintiff himself 


if he sues in person. 


————-—-—— fF, 18, The officer receiving such copy shall 
file the same, and an entry of the filing thereof shall be made in 
a book to be called the Cause Book, which is to be kept in the 
manner in which Cause Books are now kept, and the action shall 
be distinguished by the date of the year, a letter, and a number, 
in the manner in which causes are now distinguished In such 
Cause Books; and when auch action shall be commenced in a 


Le eeeested 


Part VI.—IssuE or Writs OF SUMMONS. 


District Registry it shall be further distingulshed by the name of 
auch Registry, 


R. 8. C., Ord. V., r. 14. Notice to the proper officer of the 
assignment of an action to any Division of the Court shall be 
sufficiently given by leaving with him the copy of the writ of 
summons, 


[New Procedure List, ser Part XCIV., Sects. 2 & 3, post.J 


Cause of action as necessary preliminary to 
issue of writ.J—See Acrion, Vol. I., pp. 19-23, 
Nos. 151-186, & Supp. 

324. Issue of writ not a judicial act—Inquiry 
as to period of day when issued.]—To issue a writ 
of summons is not a judicial act, & the court may 
inquire at what period of the day it was issued. 
It appeared from the statement of claim that 
the writ of summons in the action was issued on 
July 2, & that the cause of action arose on the 
same day, but before the issue of the writ. The 
statement of claim was demurred to on the 
ground that the issuing of the writ was a judicial 
act, & must, therefore, be presumed to have 
taken place at the earliest moment of the day, 
before the cause of action accrued :—Held: the 
court could inquire whether or not the writ was 
in fact issued after the cause of action accrued.— 
CLARKE v. BRADLAUGH (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 63; 
51 LL. J. Q. BK. 13 46 1. T. 49; 46 J. P. 278 ; 
30 W. RR. 53, C. A. 

825. Issue on same day but subsequent to 
registration of copyright.|—The Copyright Act, 
1842 (c. 45), 8. 24, which requires that an action 
in respect of the infringement of copyright shall 
not be commenced by the proprietor of any book 
unless he shall have caused an entry to be made 
in the register at Stationers’ Hall, is sufficiently 
a Sa with if the entry is made & the writ 
in the action issued on the same day, provided 
the entry is actually effected before the writ is 
issued.— WARNE v. LAWRENCE (1886), 54 1. TT. 
37130 34 W. R. 452; 2 T. L. R. 427. 

Commencement of action on {issue of writ.]— 
See ACTION, Vol. I., p. 9, Nos. 55-62. 

Actions & proceedings by & against companies. | 
~ See COMPANIES, Vol. 1X., pp. 665, Nos. 4426 
el seq. 

326. Administrator not such at date of writ.) — 
CREED v. CREED, No. 5, ante. 

327. Issue by next friend—-Necessity to employ 
solicitor.]—A writ issued by the next friend of a 
matried woman on her behalf without the employ- 
ment of a solicitor will be, together with all 
subsequent proceedings, set aside, with costs 
against the person issuing such writ. SWANN 
v. SWANN (1880), 43 1. ‘LE. 5803 sub nom. Woon 
v SWANN, 25 Sol. Jo. 134. 

Authority of agent to institute proceedings — As 
solicitor for client. |~-See Sovicirors, Vol. XLII, 
pp. 8&7, Nos, 4440 ef seq. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—-IN PARTICULAR ACTIONS. 


A. Probate Actions. 


R. 8. C., Ord. V., vr. 15. The issue of a writ of summons In 
Probate actions shall be preceded by the filing of an affidavit 
made by the plaintiff or one of the plaintiffs in verification of 
the indorsement on the writ. 


See Exgmcutrors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. 


XXIIT., p. 277, Nos. 3405, 3406. 


B. Admiralty Actions in rem—Warrant of Arrest. 


R. 8. C., Ord. V., 7.16. In Admiralty actions in rem a warrant 
for the arrest of property (which shall be in the Form No. 17 
in Appendix A., Part I., with auch variations as circumstances 
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may require) may be issued at the instance either of the plaintiff 
or of the defendant at any time after the writ of summons has 
jasued, but no warrant of arrest shall be issued until an affidavit 
by the party or his sent has been filed, and the following 
provisions complied witn : 


(a) The affidavit shall state the name and description of the 
party at whose instance the warrant {s to be fasued, the 
nature of the claim or counterclaim, the name and 
nature of the property to be arrested, and that the 
claim or counterclalm has not been satisfied ; 


(b) In an action of wages or of possession the affidavit shall 
state the national character of the vessel proceeded 
against; and if against a foreign vessel, that notice of 
the commencement of the action has been given to the 
Consul of the State to which the vessel belongs, if there 
be one resident in London, and a copy of the notice 
shall be annexed to the affidavit ; 


(c) In an action of bottomry, the bottomry bond, and ff in a 
foreign language also a notarial translation thereof, 
shall be produced for the paepectoy and perusal of the 
Registrar, and a copy of the bond, or of the translation 
epereur, certified to be correct, shall be annexed to the 
affidavit ; 


(d) In an action of distribution of salvage the affidavit shall 
state the amount of salvage money awarded or agreed 
to be accepted, and the name, address, and description 
of the party holding the same. 


R.S.C,, Ord. V,,r.17. The Court or a Judge may in an 
case, if they or he think fit, allow the warrant to issue, although 
the affidavit in Rule 16 mentioned may not contain all the 
required particulars, and in an action of wages the Court or 
Judge may also waive the service of the notice, and in an action 
of bottomry the production of the bond. 

See, generally, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 158 
et seq., & Supp. 


Sect. 4.—COMMERCIAL CAUSES. 
[New Procedure List, :ce Part XCIV., Sect. 11, post.] 


Notices & practice notes relating to commercial 
causes.]——_See Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

328. Object of Commercial List.]}—The judge 
charged with commercial business has no further 
power of dispensing with the technical rules of 
evidence than any other judge of the High Court. 
Rh. 6 of the Notice of Queen’s Bench Division in 
1895, as to commercial causes, does not purport to 
extend that power. 

The object of the establishment of the Coim- 
mercial Court was not that on the one hand all 
commercial causes or on the other hand only 
short causes should be tried there, but that 
causes should be so tried which are likely to be 
more speedily, economically, & satisfactorily tried 
if brought before a judge having special familiarity 
with mercantile transactions. 

A cause will not be transferred from the Chan- 
cery Division to the Queen's Bench Division to 
be tried as a commercial cause merely because 
it is a commercial cause; but the court will 
consider whether from its nature it is likely to 
be more speedily, economically, & satisfactorily 
tried by the Commercial Court.—BAERLEIN v. 
CHARTERE,) MERCANTILE BANK, [1895] 2 Ch. 
488; 65 L. J. Ch. 543; 72 L. T. 850; 43 W. R. 
602; 11 T. L. R. 475; 39 Sol. Jo. 622; 1 Com. 
Cas. 96; 12 R. 581, C. A. 

829. Cases in Commercial List—Nature of.}— 
A case may be transferred to the Commercial 
List before deft. has appeared, or before the 
time for his appearance has elapsed, & the costs 
of the summons may be made costs in the cause. 
Deft. can only have a case removed from the list 
by showing that it is not of a commercial nature. 
An application by deft. to have a case transferred 
to the Commercial List is a step in the proceedings 
& equivalent to appearance. 
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Sect. 4.—Commercial causes. Part VII. Sect. 1.] 


Cases entered in the Commercial List only 
differ from other cases in this respect—-that they 
are cases “ arising out of the ordinary transactions 
of merchants & traders.” 

The judge may say that a cause is a commercial 
cause & one which ought to be entered in the 
Commercial List as soon as the writ is issued | 
but if the deft. objects that the cause is not com- 
mercial he ought to be heard upon his objection. 
The application to have the case entered in the 
Commercial List is a step in the vee 
which may be properly taken by the pltf. as soon 
as the writ is issued, & the judge, if he grants 
it, may order the costs to be costs in the cause. 
If, after the deft. has appeared, he desires to 
object to the cause being entered in the Commercial 
List, & to say that it ought to proceed in the 
ordinary way, he may take out a summons to 
remove the cause from the Commercial List 
upon the ground—€& only upon the ground- 
that it is not of a commercial nature. If the 
judge refuses to remove the cause from the list 
deft. may appeal, but, again, upon that ground 
alone. If the cause is a commercial cause the 
deft. has nothing more to say to the matter. If 
deft.. having had a writ served upon him, desires 
to have the action entered in the Commercial List 
he must enter an appearance & then apply to the 
judge. or, if he applies before appearing, his 
application will be treated as equivalent to 
appearance. 

The costs of getting a cause into the proper list 
are as much costs in the cause as the costs of 
the writ itself or the costs of an application 
for substituted service.—BARRY v. PERUVIAN 
CORPORATION, LTp., [1896]1Q. B. 208; 65 L.J.Q. B. 
191; 73 L. T. 678; 44 W. R. 487; 12T.L. R. 
133; 1 Com. Cas. 269. 

880. What is ‘‘ commercial cause ’’—Seizure 
of goods abroad — Proclamation by foreign 
sovereign.}—An appeal lies from the order of a 
Judge transferring a case to the Commercial List. 

Barry v. Peruvian Corpn., No. 329, ante, 
followed. 

In Nov. 1897, F., T. & Co. shipped on board 
the steamship Baluchistan in London four cases 
of cartridges to be carried to Bahrein via Bushire, 
the shippers to have an option to land the cases 
at Muscat, which option pltfs. alleged had been 
exercised. The Baluchisian sailed from London 
on Nov. 26, 1897, & on Jan. 24, 1898, when off 
Muscat, she was stopped by H.M.S. Lapwing in 
command of deft. Deft. boarded the Baluchistan 
& took possession of the cartridges. Pltfs. claimed 
that deft. had wrongfully deprived F., T. & Co. 
of the use & possession of the goods, & had con- 
verted the same. 

_The S. Insurance Co. had been held liable to 
F., T. & Co., under policies of insurance effected 
with the company for the loss of the goods, & had 
since paid to them £125, the value of the goods. 
Pitfs. claimed £125 & interest ; alternatively 
damages. The defence to the action was that the 
seizure of the goods was justified by a proclamation 
by the Sultan of Muscat, & by a decree of the 
court at Muscat :—Held: the case was not a 
commercial cause to be tried in the Commercial 
Court.—SEA INSURANCE Co., Lip. »v. Carp, {1901} 
1Q.B.7; 69 L. J. Q. B. 954; 88L.7T. 517; 49 
W. R. 565; 17 T.L. R.6; 45 Sol. Jo. 29 ; 6 Com. 
Cas. 11; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 188, C. A. 

831. Transfer to commercial list—From Chancery 
Division — On what grounds.] — BAERLEIN ». 
CHARTERED MERCANTILE BANK, No. 328, ante. 


PRACTICE. 


—— .j}—An action was brought 
for the repayment of a sum of money & for a 
declaration that pltf. (as principal) was not liable 
to indemnify defts. (his agents) who were brokers, 
against losses arising out of transactions on the 
London Metal Exchange. The action was set 
down for trial in the Chancery Division, & defts. 
then applied by summons for its transfer to the 
Commercial Court in the King’s Bench Division : 
—Held: the mere fact that the action was a 
commercial cause was not sufficient ground for 
transfer, & the action could be satisfactorily 
tried in the Chancery Division. 

I am asked to transfer an action commenced 
in the Chancery Division to the King’s Bench 
Division for the purpose of it being assigned in 
that division to the Commercial List. Having 
regard to what the Court of Appeal said in 
Baerlein v. Chartered Bank, No. 328, ante, this court 
ought to accede to the application if it is con- 
vinced that the action can be more speedily, 
economically, & satisfactorily tried if it is so 
transferred. In my judgment this action is one 
which is readily understandable by any judge of 
the Chancery Division. It relates to transactions 
for sales & purchases of metals on the London 
Metal Exchange, & is therefore a matter between 
persons dealing in a commercial sense with one 
another. Pltf. claims repayment of a substantial 
sum of money, & a declaration that pltf. is not 
liahle to indemnify defts. against losses arising 
out of certain purchases & sales. The statement 
of claim tells a very simple story, & raises a very 
simple question of law, & does not, as did Baerlein 
v. Chartered Bank, No. 328, ante, involve the con- 
sideration of an enormous amount of mercantile 
correspondence, nor does it require great familiarity 
with commercial business. As regards a more 
speedy hearing, the Chancery Division is well 
abreast of its work, & the action could be tried 
in this Division as soon as in the Commercial 
Court. As regards expense, it is not suggested 
that there will be any difference in trying the 
action in the Commercial Court or in the Chancery 
Division. As regards a satisfactory trial, in my 
judgment the case will be just as satisfactorily 
tried in the Chancery Division. For these reasons 
the application will be dismissed with costs 
(P. O. LAWRENCE, J.).—THOMPSON v. BatTn 
(HENRY) & Son, Lrv., [1920] W. N. 355; 124 
L. T. 265; 55 L. Jo. 404; sub nom. THOMPSON 
v. BaTes (H.) & Son, Lrp., 65 Sol. Jo. 065. 

838. ——— Before appearance of defendant—-On 
lapse of time for appearance—Costs.]—-BakRY v. 
PERUVIAN CORPORATION, Lrp., No. 329, ante. 

334. Application for—‘‘Step in the pro- 
ceedings.’’] —BaRRY v. PERUVIAN CORPORATION, 
Ttp., No. 329, ante. 

835. Appeal from  order.J—Barry v. 
PERUVIAN CORPORATION, LTD., No. 320, ante. 

336. -—— -—--——.}—SEA INSURANCE Co., Ln. 
v. CARR, No. 330, ante. 

887. Removal from commercial Mst—On proof 
that case not of commercial nature—Appeal from 
refusal to remove.}—BARRY v. PERUVIAN CoR- 
PORATION, Lirp., No. 329, ante. 

888. Evidence in commercial cause — Judge 














cannot dispense with technical rules.}—BAERLEIN 


CHARTERED MERCANTILE BANK, No. 328, ante. 
889. ——— Power to dispense with oral evidence 
—Where both parties consent.J—Before the busi- 
ness of the court proceeds I desire to make some 
observations affecting the hearing of actions in 
‘he Commercial List. As you are aware, this list 
is dealt with as part of the King’s Bench business, 
~ T make these observations with the assent of the 


Part VIT.—Concurrent WRITS. 


Lord Chief Justice & the other judges of the 
King’s Bench Division....It is now the 

ractice to require proof of all facts & documents 

y witnesses. With regard to cases in this list, 
&, at any rate, in a large proportion of cases heard 
in the other lists of the King’s Bench Division, 
correspondence & documents are commonly agreed 
& rendered admissible in evidence without further 
proof. If they are not they ought to be so agrecd, 
& the court has powers, both in respect of costs & 
in respect of orders to admit proof by affidavit, 
which are available to encourage reason & 
economy. With regard to cases in this list, as I 
think practitioners well know, the power to give 
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leave to prove both documente & facts by affidavit, 
a@ power which is not dependent upon consent, is 
frequently exercised. In the second place, & this 
is the gist of my announcement, I am authorised 
to say on behalf of the judges who from time to 
time have charge of the Commercial List that if 
we are asked upon summons for directions by both 
parties to decide matters mainly, or, in proper 
cases even exclusively, on documentary or other 
evidence which would not apart from consent of 
the parties be available or admissible as evidence, 
we are in no way unwilling to yaa Co with such 
requests (RocHE, J.).—Pracricze Norte, [1931] 
W.N. 132; 36 Com. Cas. xviii. 


Part Vil.—Concurrent Writs. 


Sect. 1.—ISSUE OF CONCURRENT WRITS. 


R. S. C., Ord. VI., r. 1. The plaintiff in any action may, at 
the time of or at any time during twelve months after the 
issuing of the original writ of summons, issue one or more con- 
current writ or writs, each concurrent writ to bear teste of the 
same day as the original writ, and to be marked with a seal 
bearing the word ‘‘ concurrent,’’ and the date of issuing the 
concurrent writ; and such seal shall be {mpreseed upon the 
writ by the proper officer. Provided always, that such con- 
current writ or writs shall only be in force for the period during 
which the original writ in such action shall be in force. 


840. Copy intended for service marked ‘‘con- 
current ’’—Service out of the jurisdiction].— When 
leave is granted for the issue of a concurrent 
writ to be served out of the jurisdiction, the copy 
served should be marked “ concurrent.’’ On an 
application to serve out of the jurisdiction it 
must be shown that deft. within the jurisdiction 
has previously been duly served. 

To bring a case within Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), the 
relief sought against deft. outside the jurisdiction 
must be connected, but need not be identical 
with that sought against the deft. within the 
jurisdiction. 

©. was the trustee in bankruptcy of A., a bene- 
ficiary under the will of a Canadian testator; the 
property was vested in B., an executor domiciled 
in Canada. <A. had previous to his bankruptcy 
mortgaged his interest to persons in Ingland. 
C. brought an action against the mortgagees to 
redeem the spa tae 8 & for accounts, & against 
B. that as trustee for A. he should pay the sum 
due to the mortgagees & account for the property 
to C. Before the writ was served on the mortgagees 
C. obtained leave to issue a concurrent writ for 
service on B. In his affidavit C. did not state 
that B. was a necessary or proper party to the 
action, nor that C. believed that he had good cause 
of action against B. The concurrent writ was 
marked ‘‘ concurrent,’’ but not so the copy served 
on B.:—Held: the service was irregular, & 
further that B. was not a ‘‘ necessary or proper 
pay to an action properly brought,” for the 
relief sought against B. was not connected with 
that sought against the mortgagees.—COLLINS 
v. NortTH British & MERCANTILE INSURANCE 
Co., Prarr v. Samp, [1804] 3 Ch. 228; 68 L. J. 
en 108; 71 L. T. 58; 48 W. R. 106; 8 R. 

841. anal time limited for issue—Power of 
court to en time—R. 8. G., Ord. LXIV., r. T+ 
A concurrent writ may be issued after the original 


writ has been issued; it may be issued although 
there is only one deft. to the action; & it may be 
issued for service abroad, although the original 
writ was only issued for service within the 
jurisdiction. 

In March, 1881, pltf. issued a writ, for service 
within the jurisdiction, for goods sold & delivered 
in 1875 to deft.. who then resided at Fulham. 
Deft. was resident in England also when the writ 
was issued. Pltf. was unable to serve the writ, 
as he could not learn where deft. was living. 
The writ was accordingly renewed every six 
months, the last renewal being in March, 1886. 
Pltf. having discovered that deft. was residing in 
France applied under Ord. VI., rr. 1, 2, for leave 
to issue a writ for service, & to serve it, out of 
the jurisdiction. It was held by Wiis & GRAN- 
THAM, JJ., that the application must be refused, 
as twelve months had elapsed from the issuing 
of the writ & an enlargement of time would affect 
the operation of the Statute of Limitations. On 
appeal :—Held: the court had power to extend 
the time under Ord. LXIV., r. 7, & deft. having 
left the country to avoid service it was a proper 
case in which to give leave to issue a concurrent 
writ for service out of the jurisdiction.—SMAL- 
PAGE v. TONGE (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 644; 55 L. J. 
Q. B. 518; 55 L. T. 44; 34 W. R. 768; sub 
nom. Ke p.S., 2 T. L. R. 828, C. A. 

342. Appearance of defendants at different 
times.]—Leave to issue a writ of summons for 
service out of the jurisdiction & leave to serve 
it out of the jurisdiction will be given by one 
order. 

Whenever different times for appearing have to 
be allowed to different defts., the proper course is 
to issue concurrent writs. 

Every writ must have the full title of the action 
including the names of all the defts., but must 
only be directed to the particular deft. or defts. 
intended to be served therewith.—TRAILL v. 
PORTER (1878), 1 L. R. Ir. 60. 

$48. Issue when only one defendant.}—SmaL- 
PAGE v. TONGE, No. $41, ante. 

344. Issue for service abroad—Original writ for 
service within jurisdiction.}—SMALPAGE v. TONGE, 
No. 341, ante. 

845. Issue after issue of original writ—Renewal of 
original writ.}—SmanpaGE v. TONGE, No. 341, ante. 

346. Contents of writ.—TRAILL v. PoRTER, No. 
342, ante. 
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Sect. 2.—CONCURRENT WRITS FOR SERVICE 
WITHIN AND OUT OF JURISDICTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. VL, r. 2. A writ for service within the juris- 
diction may be issued and marked as a concurrent writ with 
one for service, or whereof notice in lieu of service is to be given, 
out of the jurisdiction ; and a writ for service, or whereof notice 
in Neu of service ia to be given, out of the jurisdiction, may be 
issued and marked as a concurrent writ with one for service 
within the jurisdiction. 


347. Service of notice of concurrent writ outside 
jurisdiction—Co-defendant foreigner & resident out 
of jurisdiction.}— Where one of defts. is a foreigner 
resident abroad, the proper course is to take out 
a concurrent writ of summons, & to serve a notice 
of it upon such deft.—BEDDINGTON t. BEDDING- 
Ton (1876), 1 P. D. 426; 45 L. J. P. 44; 34 
L. T. 366; 40 J. P. 328; 24 W. R. 348; 2 Char. 
Pr. Cas. 199. 

348. »~}—Manufacturers in Switzerland, 
in reply to a letter from retail dealers in England 
asking them to send 5 Ibs. of a dye which they 
manufactured, replied by a letter in which they 
enclosed an invoice of the goods ordered. The 
invoice described the goods as * bought ”’ by the 
dealers of the manufacturers, & stated that they 
were sent to a specified firm in Switzerland “ to 
be held by them at your disposal.” Pltfs. alleged 
that the dye thus sold was an infringement of 
their patent & commenced an action against the 
English purchasers & the Swiss manufacturers 
claiming an injunction. Pltfs. having served the 
purchasers, applied ex parte for leave to issue a 
concurrent writ & to serve notice thereof on the 
manufacturers out of the jurisdiction :—Held : 
pitfs. had shown a prima facie case, within Ord. 
X1., r. 1 (f), of a sale within the jurisdiction, & 
the leave asked should be given.—BADISCHE 
ANILIN UND SODA FABRIK v. JOHNSON & Co. & 
BASLE CHEMICAL WORKS, HINDSCHEDLER, [1896] 











1 Ch. 25; 65 L. J. Ch. 174; 73 L. T. 523; 44 
W. R. 308; 12T. L. R. 77; 40Sol. Jo. 113, C. A. 
349. Action against defendants in the 


alternative—Service of writ on defendant within 
jurisdiction.J—H. & Co., brokers in London, 
acting as agents for S. & Co., an Austrian firm, 
entered into a contract with plitfs. S. & Co. 
afterwards repudiated the contract, on the ground 
that the agents had inserted a certain term without 
their authority. DPltfs. brought an action against 
H. & Co. & S. & Co., claiming alternatively against 
H. & Co. for breach of implied warranty of 
authority, & against S. & Co. for breach of con- 
tract :—Held: an order giving leave to pltfs. to 
serve notice of a concurrent writ out of the 
jurisdiction on 8S. & Co., under Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), 
was rightly made.—MAssEY 17. HEYNES (18838), 
21 Q. B. VD. 380; 57 1. J. Q. B. 521; 59 L. T. 
470; 36 W. R. 834, C. A. 

350. —-—- Action against owners of English tug 
& foreign tow—Collision on high seas—Service of 
writ on owners of tug.]—A collision occurred on 
the high seas between an English steamship & 
a French barque, which was in tow of an English 
steam-tug. There was no collision between the 
steamship & the tug. The owners of the steam- 
ship commenced an action in England against 
the owners of the tug & the owners of the French 
vessel, & duly served the owners of the tug within 
the jurisdiction :— Held: leave could be given to 
pitfs. under Ord. XI1., r. 1 (g), to issue a concurrent 
writ against, & serve notice thereof out of the juris- 
diction upon, the owners of the French vessel as 
** proper parties ” to the action within the meaning 
of the rule—THE Dvc D’AUMALE, [1903] 





— 
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P.18; 72 L. 5. P.11; 87 L. T. 674; 51 W. R. 
832; 19 T. L. R. 87; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 359, C. A. 

851. Writ originally issued for service within 
jurisdiction—Concurrent writ for service outside 
jurisdiction— Only one defendant to action.]— 
SMALPAGE v. TONGE, No. 341, ante. 

352. Subsequent addition of foreigners as 
defendants—Concurrent writ against foreigners for 
service outside jurisdiction—Service of notice. |— 
Names of foreigners out of the jurisdiction can be 
added as defts. to a writ issued against deft. 
within the jurisdiction, under Ord. XI., r. 1 (9), 
& to serve notice of it abroad. 

The writ was issued against B. for service within 
the jurisdiction. It was then discovered that the 
two forcigners were necessary & proper parties 
to the action, & their names were added to the 
writ by an order of a master. It was objected 
that this was done without jurisdiction. That 
question I will not decide, but the judge under the 
rules (Ord. XI., r. 1) gave leave to issue a con- 
current writ against the two foreigners & to serve 
them out of the jurisdiction. The objection was 
taken that they could not be so made defts. & 
that foreigners or persons out of the jurisdiction 
could not be added to a writ issued only for 
service within the jurisdiction, though the Judge 
had authorised service out of the jurisdiction, for 
it was said the writ was to be ‘ concurrent’ & 
there was no writ to which it could be concurrent, 
as the writ originally was only against B., & the 
order was for service of a writ against the two 
other defts., & though the writ) was made one 
against all three, it was so made by the master 
without jurisdiction. The objection was founded 
upon this, that the names of foreigners or persons 
out of the jurisdiction could not be added to a 
writ issued only against a person within the 
jurisdiction, so that there would be no authority 
in any one to add them to the writ. The answer 
to the objection is in the very language of the 
rule (Ord. XI., r. 1), which is that a writ may be 
issued for service out of the jurisdiction ‘‘ when 
any person out of the jurisdiction is a necessary 
or a proper party to an action brought against 
some other person duly served within the juris- 
diction.”” That implies that the writ was origin- 
ally issued against a person within the jurisdiction 
& that the others could be added (LORD COLERIDGE, 
C.J.).— BURT v. BOWEN (1891), 8 T. L. KR. 28, 29. 

353. Action against companies registered in 
England & Scotland—Service of concurrent writ 
upon Scottish company. ]—PlItfs., who were export 
merchants carrying on business in Vienna, brought 
an action against two insurance companics upon 
certain licies of marine insurance on goods. 
One of the companies was registered as a limited 
company in England & the other in Scotland. 
The policies were in identical form, & were drawn 
up at Antwerp in the French language & were 
signed by a common agent for both companies. 
Each Pohey was for a certain amount upon goods 
carried in a named ship, & it stated that the 
undersigned insured respectively the amounts 
stated by each of them at the foot thereof. At the 
foot each company was stated to insure in halves 
for the total sum insured, & against the name of 
each company, who were described as of I.ondon, 
was placed a figure representing one half of the 
total amount insured. The companies had a 
common office & a common secre in London, 
& in all letters written by them to pltfs.’ solicitors 
relating to the matter the London office was 
described as the head office of the companies. 
Pitfs. served the writ upon the English company 
within the jurisdiction, & obtained an order alvitis 
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them leave to issue & serve a concurrent writ on 
the Scottish company in Scotland under Ord. X1., 
r. 1 (g). The Scottish company applied to set 
the order aside upon the ground that they were 
not. ‘“‘ proper parties ’’ to the action, the cause of 
action against each company being different :— 
Held: under Ord, XVI., r. 4, the Scottish company 
could be joined as defts. in the action, & that 
therefore they were proper parties to the action 
within the meaning of Ord. XI., r. 1 (7), & the order 
was rightly made.—OESTERREICHISCHE EXPORT 
A. GU. v. British INDEMNITY INSURANCE Co., 
Lrp., [1914] 2 K. B. 747; 83 L. J. K. B. 971; 
110 L. T. 955, C. A. 

854. Action against deceased’s attorney in 
British Honduras—Service of concurrent writ 
against deceased’s executor in Chicago.]|—In 1889 
P. was adjudicated a bankrupt in England ; 
appellant was trustce in the bankruptcy. P. 
afterwards became domiciled in British Honduras, 
& died there in 1921, possessed of property, but 
undischarged from the bankruptcy. His will was 
proved in the colony by an attorney for the re- 
spondent. Appellant claimed against the estate 
in respect of statutory interest remaining due to 
creditors in the bankruptcy. With knowledge of 
that claim, the attorney remitted to respondent 
in Chicago a larger sum realised by him from the 
estate. In 1924 appellant, having sued the 
attorney in British Honduras claiming the sum due 
for interest as money had & received to his use, 
applied to the court there for leave to issue a con- 
current writ for service on respondent in Chicago : 
—Held;: the cause of action alleged arose out of a 
contract impliedly made in British Honduras, & 
appellant accordingly was entitled under chap. X., 
sect. 29, of the British Honduras Code of Civil 
Procedure, tu the leave suught; neither the time 
which had elapsed, nor the fact that the claim was 


Part VIII—Disclosure by 


R. S. C., Ord. VIL, r. 1. Every solicitor whose name shall 
be indorsed on any writ of summons shall, on demand in writing 
made by or on behalf of any defendant who has been served 
therewith or has pppoarey thereto, declare forthwith in writing 
whether such writ has been lasued by him or with his authority 
or privity; and if such solicitor shall declare that the writ was 
not issued by him or with his authority or privity, all pro- 
ceedings upon the same shall be stayed, and no further pro- 
ooetee shall be taken thereupon without leave of the Court or 
a Judge, 


Indorsement of solicitor’s name & address. |— 
See Part. V., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 3, ante. 

857. Order for declaration in writing—Order not 
complied with—Attachment.}—Twelve months 
after issue joined in an action, the judge made an 
order that pltf.’s attorney should ‘declare in 
writing to deft.’s attorney or agent the pltf.’s 
occupation, etc., & that after five days all further 
proceedings should be stayed until such delivery.” 
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in respect of interest, was a ground upon which 
the court should have exercised its discretion to 
refuse leave.—BowLina v. Cox, [1926] A. C. 751; 
95 L. J. P.C. 160; 185 L. T. 644, P. C. 

355. Writ issued for service out of jurisdiction— 
Copy of writ served within jurisdiction—Attendant 
circumstances warranting substitution.|—Where a 
writ bas been issued for service out of the juris- 
diction, & deft. is abroad, a judge, if the attendant 
circumstances warrant substitution, may properly 
order a copy of such writ to be served within the 
jurisdiction, although it is not in the form used 
for service within the jurisdiction.—Forp v. 
SHEPPARD (SHEPHARD) (1885), 53 L. T. 564 ; 
34 W. R. 63. 

356. Concurrent writ issued for service out of 
jurisdiction—Order for substituted service by post 
within & without jurisdiction.]}—Where a con- 
current writ has been issued for service out of the 
jurisdiction an order for substituted service by 
post to several addresses, some within and some 
without the jurisdiction, is regular.—W#ESTERN 
SUBURBAN & NOTTING HILL PERMANENT BENEFIT 
BUILDING SOCIETY v. KUCKLIDGE, [1905] 2 Ch. 
472; 74 L. J. Ch. 751; 93 L. T. 664; 54 W. R. 
62; 49 Sol. Jo. 701. 


Sect. 3.—CONCURRENT ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


R.S.C., Ord. VI.,r.14. A concurrent originating summons 
may be issued in the same manner, mutats mutandw, as a 
concurrent writ of summons. 


- r.2A. An originating suinmons for service 
within the jurisdiction may be issucd and marked ag a con- 
current originating summons with one for service out of the 
jurisdiction; and an originating summons for service out of 
the jurisdiction may be issued and marked as a concurrent 
originating summons with one for service within the juris- 
diction. s 


Solicitors and Plaintiffs. 


The order having been duly served & disobeyed :— 
Held: the order was not within the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 7, & that an attach- 
ment would not lie against the attorney for such 
disobedience.—Ma.pass v. Mupp (1858), 3 H. & N. 
246; 27 L. J. Ex. 367; 31 L. T. O. S. 120; 157 
Ik. R. 463. 

Solicitor & client—Retainer.|—See SOLICITORS, 
Vol. XLIL., pp. 47, Nos. 378 et seq. 
Authority of solicitor to bind client.}—Sce 
SoLicirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 60, Nos. 529 et seq. 

Solicitor’s liability for costs—Where acting 
without authority, etc.}—SeeSoricitors, Vol. XLII., 
pp. 338, Nos. 3823 e¢ seq. 

Companies—Actions & proceedings by & against.] 
—See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 665, Nos. 4426 
el seq.; Supp. 
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Part IX.—Change of Solicitors. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. VI., r. 2. (1) A party suing or defending by a 
solicitor shall (subject to the provisions of Order XVI., Rule 30, 
relating to poor persons) be at liberty to change his solicitor in 
any cause or matter, without an order for that purpose, but 
anleee and until notice of any change of solicitor is filed and 
copies of the notice are lodged and served in accordance with 
paragraphs (2) to (6) inclusive of this Rule, the former solicitor 
shall (subject to the provisions of Rules 3 and 4 of this Order) 
be considered the solicitor of the party till the final conclusion 
of the cause or matter, whether in the High Court or the Court 
of Appeal. 

(2) Notice of any change of solicitor shall be filed in the 
appropriate office in London as indicated in the soroveing table 
oe, where the cause or matter is proceeding in a istrict 

{egistry :--— 


Appropriate Office. 


_ a ee 


es 





Nature of Cause or Matter. 





(a) An action or any other cause or | Central Office (Action 
matter entered in the Action Departinent). 
Depart ment of the Central 

flice. 

(b) A suit or other proceeding cum- | Central Office (King’s 
menced in the King’s Remem- Remembrauncer’s De- 
brancer’s Depart ment. partment). 

(c) An appeal from an inferior | Central Office (Crown 


Office and Associates’ 


Court or other proceeding 
Departinent). 


commenced (as regards the 
High Court) in the Crown 
Office and Apysociates’ De- 


partment. 

(dq) An originating petition pre- | Chancery Registrar’s 
sented in the Chancery Office. 
Division. 


Principal Probate (or 


(e) A matrimonial cause or other 
Divorce) Registry. 


proceeding (not being a pro- 

bate action) coinmenced in 

the Principal Probate (or 
Divorce) Registry. 

(/) A proceeding commenced in 


Admiralty Registry. 
the Admiralty Registry. ad 





(3) Where the cause or matter is proceeding in a District 
Registry, the notice shall be filed in that Registry. 

(4) Where the cause or matter is an action proceeding in the 
King’s Bench Division and has been entered for trial, the party 
giving the notice shall, when presenting it for filing, state the 
place of trial and lodge a copy of the notice for transmission to 
the Associate. 

(5) Where the cause or matter is entered in the Action Depart- 
ment and is proceeding in the Chancery Division or the Probate 

Divorce and Admiralty Division, the party giving the notice 
bhall, when presenting it for filing, lodge a copy for transmission 
to the proper Chambers or Registry. 

(6) The party giving the notice shall serve on every other 
party to the cause or matter (not being a party in default as to 
entry of appearance) a copy of the notice endorsed with a 
memorandum stating that the notice has been duly filed in the 
appropriate office (naming It). 

7) ‘here a party, after having sued or defended in person, 

appoints a solicitor to act in the cause or matter on his behalf, 
he may give notice of the appointment, and the provisions of 
this Rule relating to a notice of change of solicitor shall apply 
to a notice of appointment of a solicitor with the necessary 
modifications. 
_ (8) Where a party, after having sued or defended by a solicitor, 
intends to act in person in the cause or matter, he may give a 
notice stating his intention to act in person and giving an address 
for service, and the provisions of this Rule relating to a notice of 
change of solicitor shall apply to a notice of intention to act in 
person, with the necessary modifications. 

(9) The party giving any such notice as above may perform 
the duties prescribed by this Rule in person or (except where he 
intends to act in person) through his new solicitor. (Substituted 
for R. &.C., Ord. VITI., r. 3, by R. 8. C. (No. 1), 1932, 7. 1.) 


Change of solicitors.}—See Soxicirons, Vol. 
XLII., Pp. 55-57, Nos. 464-483. 

—— Form of notices.}—See Appendix B., 
Nos. 31-34, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Effect of change of solicitors on Ken—Solicitor 


discharged by client.}—See Soxicrrors, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 305-306, Nos. 3368-3409. 
Solicitor discharging himself.]—WSee 





Or ae Vol. XLII., pp. 306-308, Nos. 3410- 
3 9. 


——- Priorities of successive solicitors. }—See 
Sy Vol. XLII., pp. 808-309, Nos. 34380- 

Documents subject to lien—Of bankrupt— 
Refusal by solicitor to produce.]—-See BANK- 
RupTCY, Vol. V., p. 622, No. 5606. 

—— Production & inspection of.]—See DIs- 
COVERY, Vol. XVIII., pp. 113-116, Nos. 645-669. 

Lien on documents coming into possession before 
winding up of company. ]—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., 
p. 952, Nos. 6525-6527. 

Solicitor on record—Duty to enter name on 
record—Defendant previously appearing in person. ] 
——See SOLICITORS, Vol. XLII., p. 69, No. 612. 
Effect of authority.]J—See SOLICITORS, 
Vol. XLII., p. 69, Nos. 613-621. 

Retainer—Duration of.}—See SoLiciTors, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 51, Nos. 412 et seq. 

Authority of solicitor to bind client.}—WSee 
SOLICITORS, Vol. XLII., pp. 60, Nos. 525 e¢ seq. 








Sect. 2.—REMOVAL OF SOLICITOR AT INSTANCE 
OF ANOTHER PARTY. 


R. S. C., Ord. VIL, r. 8. (1) Where a solicitor who has acted 
for a party in a cause or matter has died or become bankrupt or 
cannot be tound or has failed to take out a practising certificate 
or has been struck off the roll of solicitors, and the party has not 
given notice of change of solicitor or notice of intention to act in 
person in accordance with the provisions of Rule 2 of this Order, 
any other party to the cause or matter ses on notice to be 
served on the first-named party personally or by letter addressed 
to his last-known place of address, unless the Court or Judge 
otherwise directs, apply to the Court or Judge for an order 
declaring that the solicitor has ceased to be the solicitor acting 
for the first-named party in the cause or matter, and the Court 
or Judge may make an order accordingly. 

(2) Where the order is made, the party applying for the order 
shall forthwith give a notice (in this Rule called a ‘‘ notice of 
removal ’’) to the same effect as the order, and the provisions of 
paragraphs (2) to (6) inclusive uf Rule 2 of this Order shall apply 
to the notice of removal with the necessary modifications and 
subject to any direction in the order as to service on the first- 


named 2 roa 

(3) Where the party who applied for the order has complied 
with the said provisions, the first-named party shall either 
appout another solicitor or clse give such an address for service 
as ls required of a party acting in person, and shall comply with 
the provisions of Rule 2 of this Order relating to notice of 
appointment of a solicitor or notice of intention to act in person, 
and in default of his so doing, any documents in respect of which 
errr service is not requisite may be served on the party so 

default by belng filed with the proper officer. 

(4) Any Order made under this Rule shall not affect the 
righte of the solicitor and the party for whom he acted as between 
themselves. [Substituted for R. S.C., Ord. VII., 7. 3, by R.S.C., 
(No. 1), 1982, #. 1.] 


Sect. 3.—WITHDRAWAL OF SOLICITOR. 


R. §. C., Ord. VIL, r. 4. (1) Where a solicitor who has acted 
for a party in a cause or matter has ceased so to act and the 
party has not given notice of change in accordance with the 

rovisions of Rule 2 of this Order, the solicitor may on notice 

be served on the party personally or by letter addressed to his 
Jast-known place of address, unless the Court or Judge otherwise 
directs, apply to the Court or Judge for an order to the effect 
that the solicitor hag ceased to be the solicitor acting for the 
party in the cause or matter, and the Court or Judge may make 
an order sche so provided that until and unless the 
solicitor has complied with the provisions of paragraph (2) of 
this Rule he s (subject to the provisions of Rules 2 and 3 of 
this Order) be considered the solicitor of the oat end the final 
conclusion of the cause or matter whether in gh Court or 
the Court of Appeal. 

(2) Where the order is made, the solicitor shall forthwith give 
a notice (in this Rulo called a ‘‘ notice of withdrawal '’) to the 


same effect as the order and the provisions of pereqrants {2 
to (0) inclusive of Rule 2 of this Order shall apply to the notice 


Part X.—RENEWAL OF Writ, Lost WRITS, ETC. 


of withdrawal with the necessary modifications and subject to 
any directions in the order as to service on the party. 

3) Where the solicitor has complied with the said provisions 
the party shall elther appoint another solicitor or else give such 
an address for service as is required of a party acting in person, 
and shall comply with the provision of Rule 2 of this Order 
relating to notice of appointment of a solicitor or notice of 
intention to act in person and in default of his so doing, any 
document in respect of which personal service is not requisite 
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may be served on the party so in default by being filed with the 
roper officer. 

@) Any order made under this Rule shall not affect the 

rights of the solicitor and the party as between themselves. 

(5) In this Order the expression ‘‘ address for service ’’ means 
the address for service required by Ordors IV. and XII, or in 
relation to a Matrimonial Cause, the address for service a a 
by the Matrimonial Causes Rules. [Substituted for R. S. C., 
Ord. VII., r. 8, by R. S.C. (No. 1), 1982, r, 1.] 


Part X.—Renewal of Writ, Lost Writs, etc. 


SEcT. 1.—RENEWAL OF WRIT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. VIL, r. 1. No original writ of summons shall 
be in force for more than twelve months from the day of the 
date thereof, including the day of such date; but if any defen- 
dant therein named shall not have been served therewith, the 
plaintiff may, before the expiration of the twelve months, apply 
to the Court or a Judge for leave to renew the writ; and the 
Court or a Judge, if satisfied that reasonable efforts have been 
made to serve such defendant, or for other good reason, may 
order that the original or concurrent writ of stmmons be 
renewed for six months from the date of such renewal inclusive, 
and so from time to time during the currency of the renewed 
writ. And the writ shall in such case be rencwed by being 
marked with a seal bearing the date of the day, month, and 
year of such renewal; such seal to be provided and hept for 
that purrer’ at the proper office, and to be impressed upon the 
writ by the proper officer, pen delivery to him by the plaintiff 
or his solicitor of a memorandum in Form No. 18 in Appendix A., 
Part I., with such variations as circumstances may require; and 
a writ of summons so renewed shall remain in force and be 
available to prevent the operation of any statute whereby the 
time for the commencement of the action may be limited, and 
for all other purposes, from the date of the issuing of tlic original 
writ of summons. 





Form of memorandum.]—See Appendix A., 
Part 1., No. XVIII., Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 


Form of order.J—-See Appendix K., No. 22. 

Maritime Conventions Act, 1911—Limitation of 
time under.J—See Surppinu, Vol. XLI., pp. 799- 
800, Nos. 6598—-6612. 

858. Rule applicable to writs issued before & 
after Judicature Act, 1875.J|—Ord. VIII., r. 1, as 
to the renewal of writs, applies to writs issued 
before as well as after the Judicature Act, 1875, 
& subsequently renewed. Where, therefore, a 
writ issued in 1861 was renewed in the manner 
prescribed by the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1852 (c. 76), s. 11, until 1890, when it was served, 
no leave of a court or judge to renew it having 
been obtained under Ord. VIII., r. 1:—Held: 
the writ was no longer in force, & the service 
must be set aside.—HUME v. SOMERTON (1890), 
25 Q. B. D. 239; 59 L. J. Q. B. 420; 62 L. T. 
rte 565 J. P. 38; 38 W. R. 748; 6 T. L. R. 

359. Time for application—Writ amended— 
Within twelve months from date of issue—Not 
from date of amendment.|—When a writ of 
summons has been amended, the twelve months 
during which it is in force, under Ord. VIII., r. 1, 
must be reckoned from the date of issue, & not 
from the date of amendment. 

Leave given to renew a writ after the expiration 
of twelve months.—Re JONES, EYRE v. Cox 
(1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 316; 25 W. R. 303. 

360. Extension of time.]—Re JONES, EYRE 
v. Cox, No. 359, anie. 

361. Claim otherwise barred by 
Statute of Limitations.}—The court has no power 
to extend the time for renewing a writ of summons 
where the claim would, in the absence of such 
renewal, be barred by the Statute of Limitations. 
— DOYLE v, KAUFMAN (1877), 3 Q. B. D. 340, C. A. 








SEE oS 


362. - -]~-The rule of practice is 
not to extend the time for renewing a writ of 
summons after the expiration of the twelve 
months from the date of writ, where pltfs.’ claim 
would in the absence of such renewal be barred 
by the Statute of Limitations. 

Semble: that there might be a discretion under 
exceptional circumstances.—HEWETT v. BARR, 
[1891] 1Q. B. 98; 60 L. J. Q. B. 268; 39 W. R. 
204, C. A. . 

363. — .] —In general, the court 
will not grant an extension of time for the renewal 
of an unserved writ, which has not been renewed 
within the period of one year as provided by 
R. S. C., Ord. VIII., vr. 1.—THE ESPANOLETO, 
[1920] P. 223; 90 L. J. P. 82; 125 L. T. 121; 
36 T. L. RK. 554; 15 Asp. M. CL. C. 287. 

Claims under Maritime Conventions 
Act, 1911.]—See Suirpina, Vol. XLI., pp. 799- 
800, Nos. 6598—6612. 

364. Effect of failure to renew after twelve 
months—Writ effectual for all purposes except 
service.|—An orginal writ of summons notwith- 
standing the expiration of the twelve months 
limited by Ord. VIII., r. 1, & even though not 
renewed under that rule, still continues effectual 
for all purposes except that of service, the limit 
of time applying to service only.—He KERLY, 
Son & VERDEN, [1901] 1 Ch. 467; 70 L. J. Ch. 
189; 83 L. T. 699; 49 W. R. 2113 17 T. L. R, 
189; 45 Sol. Jo. 206, C. A. 

365. Omission to reseal within proper time.|— 
On the day of the expiration of a writ of summons 
issued under The Common Law Procedure Act, 
1852 (c. 76), pitfs.’ attorney attended at the office 
for the purpose of having it renewed, & paid the 
fee; but being suddenly called away omitted to 
get the seal impressed in pursuance of sect. 11, 
& did not discover the mistake until it was too late 
to keep the writ alive by resealing, S80 as to save 
the Statute of Limitations :—Held: the court 
had no power to direct the officer to impress the 
seal on the writ as of the day when the attorney 
applied to have it renewed; but it would have 
been otherwise if the omission to reSeal the writ 
had been occasioned by a fault of the officer of the 
court.—NAZER v. WADE (1861), 1 B. & S. 728; 
31 L. J. Q. B.5; 5L. T. 604; 8 Jur. N.S. 134; 
121 E. BR. 885. 

366. -——.}—The last day for resealing a writ 
of summons, 80 as to save the Statute of Limita- 
tions, expired on Saturday, Dec. 28, within the 
Christmas holidays. A party who attended at 
the office on that day for the purpose found it 
shut, & the officer having refused to reseal the writ 
on the following Monday, the 30th, the court 
refused to order him to do it afterwards, nunc pro 
tunc.—-EVaNs v. JONES (1862), 1 B. & S. 45; 
5 L. T. 678; 8 Jur. N. S. 641; 121 E. R. 991; 
sub nom. ANON., 31 L. J. Q. B. 61. 
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Sect. 1.—Renewal of writ. Sects.2 & 3. Part XI. 
Sects. 1 & 2: Sub-sect. 1, A. & B.] 


367. Issue of concurrent writ for service out of 
jurisdiction—Original writ for service within 
jurisdiction renewed—-Enlargement of time for 
issuing concurrent writ affecting operation of 
Statute of Limitations.}—SMAILPAGE v. TONGE, 
No. 341, ante. 

368. Writ served after time—Application to set 
aside.}—Where a writ of summons is not served 
until after four calendar months from the date of 
it, the proper course is for deft. to apply to the 
court to set it aside, € not to treat it as a nullity.— 
HAMP tv. WARREN (1843), 11 M. & W. 103; 12 
L. J. Ex. 215; 152 E. R. 733. 


SEcT. 2.—EVIDENCE OF RENEWAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. VII. r. 2. The production of a writ of summons 
purporting to be marked with the seal of the Court, showing 


Part X1l.—Service of 


1._ UNDERTAKING TO ACCEPT SERVICE 
AND ENTRY OF APPEARANCE. 


R.S. C., Ord. IX.,r.1. No service of writ shall be required 
when the detendant, by his solicitor, undertakes in writing to 
accept service and enters an appearance. 


——- Ord. XJJ., r.18. <A solicitor not entering an appear- 
ance or putting in bail, or paying moncy into Court in heu of 
bail in an Admiralty action in rem, in pursuance of his written 
undertaking 80 to do shall be liable to an attachment. 


370. Solicitors undertaking to enter appearance 
—Without qualification. ]—Defts.’ solicitors signed, 
without qualification, a notice, under Ord. XXIX., 
yr. 12, of the R. S. C., 1883, by which they under- 
took to enter an appearance & give bail in a 
sum not exceeding the value of ship, cargo, & 
freight; but pltfs.—notwithstanding the caveat 
which on the filing of the above notice in the 
registry had been thereupon ecntered—took out, 
under r. 18 of the same order, a warrant for the 
arrest of defts.’ vessel in a salvage action :— 
Held: defts.’ solicitors, by signing the under- 
taking without qualification, rendered themselves 
personally responsible, & pltfs. might have taken 
a reasonable time to make inquiry whether the 
undertaking was satisfactory ; but as, instead of 
doing so, they had insisted upon the security of 
the ship, pltfs. had failed to show “good & 
sufficient reason ’’ within the meaning of r. 18 
of the same order, for arresting the vessel, & must, 
therefore, be condemned in damages & costs. 
THE Crimpon, [1900] P. 171; 69 L. J. P. 103; 
82 L. T. 660; 48 W. R. 623; 16 T. L. R. 403; 
9 Asp. M. L. C. 104. 

371. ———  Fallure to enter—Withdrawal of 
authority.}—Although, under Ord. VIII., r. 1, a 
writ of summons is not available for service, 
unless 1enewed, for more than a year from the 
date of its issue, it is not intended by that rule 
that the writ is not to be in force for any purpose 
after the lapse of that time. 

The writ in an action was in Feb. 1899, sent to 
defts.’ solicitors, & they, with the authority of 
their clients, indorsed it, ‘‘ We accept service for 


SECT. 
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the samo to have been renewed in manner aforesaid, shall bo 
sufficient evidence of its having been so renewed, and of the 
commencement of the action as of the first date of such renewed 
writ for all purposes. 


SEcT. 3.—LOST WRITS. 


R. S. C., Ord. VIII, r. 3. 
duction is necessary, has been lost, the Court or a Judge, upon 
being satisfied of the loss, and of the correctness of a copy 
thereof, may order that such copy shall be sealed and served 
in lieu of the original writ. 


369. Renewal of lost writ.}—Where an original 
writ) of surnmons, issued in Jan. 1875, & renewed 
in July, has been lost, the court has no power to 
allow a renewal of it, under the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 11, by ordering 
a verified copy to be sealed. -DAVIES v. GARLAND 
(1876), 1 Q. B. D. 250; 45 1. J. Q. B. 187; 33 
L. I’. 727; 24 W. RR. 252; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 200. 

See, now, R.S. C., Ord. VIII, r. 3, supra. 


Where a writ, of which the pro- 


Writ of Summons. 


defts. ... & will enter an appearance in due 
course.”’ Negotiations for a settlement followed. 
Defts.’ solicitors made an offer. Pltf.’s solicitors 
replied that they were prepared to stay further 
proceedings pending further instructions from 
their client. Defts.’ solicitors wrote that their 
clients’ offer remained open for two months. By 
consent the time for entering appearance was 
extended to April 30. Nothing further was done 
in the action until Oct. 24, 1900, when pltf.’s 
solicitors wrote definitely declining defts.’ offer, 
& calling on their solicitors to enter an appearance 
according to their undertaking. The defts. 
instructed their solicitors, having regard to the 
long delay, not to enter an appearance, & they 
accordingly declined to do so. Pitf. moved to 
attach the solicitors :—Held: looking at all the 
circumstances of the case the delay had not been 
so great as to deprive pltf. of the right of having 
the writ treated as still an effective writ as regards 
service; & an appearance to it ought to be 
entered forthwith. 

An undertaking by a solicitor to enter an appear- 
ance to a writ of summons remains in force for 
a period of six years. 

Deft. who has authorised his solicitor to enter 
an appearance for him is not at liberty to with- 
draw such authority after the solicitor has entered 
into an undertaking with pltf. to enter such 
appearance.—J?e KERLY, SON & VERDEN, [1901] 
1 Ch. 467; 70 L. J. Ch. 189; 88 L. T. 6990; 49 


W. R. 211; 17 T. L. R. 189; 45 Sol. Jo. 206, 
C. A. 
872. ~-}—Where in a collision 











action in rem solicitors for defts. accept service 
of the writ & indorse it with the words, ‘‘ We 
accept service on behalf of defts., the owners of 
the A., & undertake to put in bail in a sum not 
exceeding the value of the said barque A.,’”’ & in 
consequence of their authority being withdrawn 
by defts. they do not enter an appearance they 
do not thereby commit a breach of their under- 
taking so as to render themselves liable to attach- 
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ment, inasmuch as they have never expressly 
undertaken to appear.—THE ANNA & BERTHA 
(1891), 64 L. T. 332; 7 Asp. M. L. C. 31. 





378. ——_-- ——- Attachment.]—THRE ANNA & 
BERTHA, No. 372, ante. 
374. — — ——- Necessity for request. }]— 


Where pltf. moved for an attachment against an 
attorney for not entering an appearance, pur- 
suant to his undertaking; & it appeared that 
he had not, previous to moving the rule, requested 
the attorney to enter the appearance, the court 
discharged the rule. 

Queere: whether in cases of attachment the 
service of the rule must be personal.—Jacop 


ne ones (1842), 12 Iu. J. Q. B. 93; 7 Jur. 
326. 

375. —-— Neglect to enter in due time—Remedy 
against solicitor.|—Where pltf. is improperly 


delayed in his action in consequence of deft.’s 
attorney not fulfilling his undertaking to enter 
an appearance in due time, the court will not 
compel the latter to give security for the debt 
& costs conditional on pltf.’s obtaining a verdict. 
The remedy is against the attorney on his under- 
taking.—Mornis v. JAMES (1838), 6 Dowl. 514; 
1 Will. Woll. & If. 177. 

376. Duration of undertaking.|—Re 
KrRiLY, Son & VERDEN, No. 371, ante. 

377. Undertaking given in mistake as to 
authority—Setting aside.|}—A firm of solicitors 
accepted service of a writ & undertook to enter 
an appearance & put in bail in an Admiralty 
action wm rem claiming damages for collision. 
The solicitors acted in the mistaken belief that 
they had the authority of defts. to do so. Subse- 
quently it was ascertained that defts. had in fact 
given no authority. Upon motion by the solicitors 
praying for an order that the undertaking which 
they had given should be set aside :—Held: the 
acceptance of service & the undertaking ought 
not to be set aside. - THE Grertrup, [1927] W. N. 
265; 138 1. T. 230; 44 T. 1. R. 13 17 Asp. 
M. 1. (4. 848. 








SEct. 2. PERSONAL AND SUBSTITUTED SERVICE. 
SuB-sECT. J].—PERSONAL SERVICE. 
A. In General. 


R. S. C., Ord. [X., r. 2. When service is required the writ 
shall, wherever it is practicable, be served in the manner in 
which personal service is now made, but if it be made to appear 
to the Court or a Judge that the plaintiff is from any cause 
unable to effect prompt personal service, the Court or Judge 
may make such order for substituted or other service, or for the 
substitution for service of notice, by advertisement or otherwise, 
as may be just. 


878. Necessity for.]—Goaas v. HUNTINGTOWER 
(LORD), No. 383, post. 

879. Touching of person served—Liability of 
process server.|—Respondent was deft. in an 
action in the county court in which an order for 
discovery had been made against him. Appellant, 
who was acting on behalf of the solicitor for pltf., 
having overtaken respondent in the street, 
tendered to him the order for discovery, & 
respondent refused to accept & peruse it in the 
ublic street. Appellant thereupon thrust it 
nto the inner fold of respondent’s coat. On a 
summons by respondent against appellant for 
assault, the justices convicted appellant on the 
ground that he had touched the respondent 
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unnecessarily & that the order would have been 
effectually served by appellant’s drawing the 
attention of the respondent to it & dropping it 
into the street in his presence on his declining to 
accept it, but that respondent’s person was 
sacred & that appellant was not justified in laying 
hands upon him:—Held: the touching of 
respondent was not unnecessary, inasmuch as 
he refused to accept the document, & there 
being no evidence that appellant had touched 
respondent more than was necessary for the 
purpose of bringing the document home to him, 
the conviction must be quashed.—RoseE v. KEmp- 
THORNE (1910), 103 L. T. 730; 75 J. PB. 713 27 
T. L. R. 132; 55 Sol. Jo. 126; 22 Cox, C. C. 
356, D. 


B. What constitutes Personal Service. 


See R.S. C., Ord. TX., r. 2, supra. 

380. Copy must be left with & not merely shown 
to defendant.|—In serving a writ of summons 
the copy of the original writ must be left with & 
not merely shown to deft. WorLEY v. GLOVER 
(1731), Cas. Pract. K. B. 184; 1 Barn. K. B. 
374; 2 Stra. 877; 93 E. R. 911. 

881. Serving defendant with copy & showing 
him original if so desired.|—On serving copy of 
latitat, if deft. require to see the original, it must 
be shown to him, otherwise the service will be 
irregular. 

If no objection be made to the copy at the time 
of service, it will be sufficient without producing 
the original ; but if the party hesitates & requires 
to see the original, which he may do in order to 
satisfy himself that it is a true copy, then, .. . it 
ought to be shown to him (LORD HLLENBOROUGH, 
C.J.).--PETIT v. AMBROSE (1817), 6 M. & S. 


274; 105 BE. R. 1245. 
382. -]}—Where deft. on being served with 





a copy of a writ, demands to see the original, & 
it is not shown to him, the service is irregular, & 
will be set aside with costs.--THOMAS v. PEARCE 
(1824),2 B. & C. 761; 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 317; 
21. 35.0.8. K. B. 153; 107 EK. R. 566. 

383. ———.}—The courts will not, in future, 
allow an appearance to be entered for deft., unless 
there has been actual personal service of the 
writ; it will not be enough to show that the 
writ has come to the hands of deft. 

The affidavit in support of an application for 
leave to enter an appearance for deft. stated 
that deponent went three times to deft.’s residence 
for the purpose of serving him with a copy of 
the writ of summons, &, on inquiring for him, 
was informed by a female servant, who answered 
deponent over the garden wall of deft.’s house, 
that deft. was not at home; that on the last 
occasion he stated to her that he would leave a 
copy of the writ with her for her master, upon 
which she put a basket over the garden wall with 
a string attached to it, for the purpose of recciving 
the copy, & he put a true copy of the writ into 
the basket, & desired the servant to give it to 
deft., which she promised to do; that he imme- 
diately afterwards heard deft. say to the servant, 
“Take it back, I won’t have it.’”’ The affidavit 
further stated, that on a subsequent day deponent 
saw the female servant, who said she had given 
the copy of the writ to her master :—Held: such 
service was insufficient. 

Service means serving deft. with a copy of the 
process, & showing him the original if he desires 
it (ALDERSON, B.).—Go@as v. LUNTINGTOWER 
(LorD) (1844), 12 M. & W. 503, 504; 1 Dow. 
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Sect. 2.—Personal and substituted service: Sub-secte. 
1, B. & 2. Sects. 3, 4 & 5.) 


& L. 609; 181. J. Ex. 352; 2 L. T. O. S. 330; 
8 Jur. 66; 152 E. R. 1297. 

384, ~+—Where deft... on being served 
with a copy of a writ, demands to see the original, 
& it is not shown to him, the service is not merely 
irregular but void. In such a case if pltf. signs 
judgment in default of appearance, the writ & 
judgment will be set aside with costs.—-HAWTHORN 
v HARRIS (1875), 39 J. P. 74; 23 W. R. 214. 

385. ~}/-Where a person serving a writ did 
not, though requested so to do, show the original 
writ to deft., & pltfs. signed judgment thereon :— 
Held: all the proceedings taken under the writ 
should be sct aside, whether such proceedings were 
to be considered as irregular, or absolutely void.— 
PHILLIPSON & SON v. EMANUEL (1887), 56 L. T. 
858. 

386. ——— Request to see original shortly after 
copy served.}—Where deft. was served with a 
copy of a capias, & a quarter of an hour afterwards 
demanded to see the original, which was refused 
by the officer, the court set aside the service 
& subsequent proceedings.—WESTLEY v. JONES 
(1821), 5 Moore, C. P. 162. 

3887. Serving copy by post in letter—-Refusal by 
defendant to receive.}—Sending process by the 
post in a letter which deft. refuses to receive, is 
not good service, although the refusal may have 
been wilful, & accompanied with a long avoidance 
of service.—REDPATH v. WirtIAmMs (1826), 3 
Bing. 443; 1380 EF. R. 583; sub nom. RIDPATH 
v. WILLIAMS, 11 Moore, C. P. 333. 

388. Process brought to notice of defendant— 
Leaving process in corporal possession of defendant 
unnecessary.|—It. is not necessary to leave the 
process in the actual corporal possession of deft., 
for whether the party touches him or puts it into 
his hand is immaterial for the purposes of personal 
service. Personal service may be where you see 
a person & bring the process to his notice.— 
THOMSON Vv. PHENEY (1832), 1 Dowl. 441. 

389. Service on agent within jurisdiction—Defen- 
dant out of jurisdiction.]—-The court will not allow 
process to be served at the house of the agent of 
deft. out of the jurisdiction, in order to save the 
Statute of Limitations; but pltf. must proceed 
according to the provisions of 2 & 3 Will. 4, 
c. 39, s. 10.—FRITH v. DONEGAL (LORD) (1834), 
2 Dowl. 527. 

390. Service by agreement.]—An 
agreement by a person domiciled or ordinarily 
resident in Scotland, that a writ for breach of 
contract may be served by leaving it with an 
agent in England, appointed by him to accept 
service is valid, & service upon the agent is good 
service on deft.—MONTGOMERY, JONES & Co. 
v. LIEBENTHAL & Co., [1898] 1 Q. B. 487; 67 
L. J. Q. B. 313; 78 L. T. 211; 46 W. R. 202; 
14 T. lL. R. 201; 42 Sol. Jo. 282, C. A. 

391. Defendant seen at closed window of house 
——Writ thrown in garden after informing defendant 
in audible voice of nature of errand—Presence of 
wife.]—-When the party attempting to serve a 
writ ol summons went to deft.’s house, & seein 
him standing at a closed window on the ound 
floor, told him in an audible voice the purpose for 
which he came & threw a copy of the writ down 
in his sight & in the presence of his wife, who had 
come out of the house, & denied that he was at 
home, & left it lying there in the deft.’s garden :— 
Held: that the above was not a sufficient service. 
—HEATH v. WHITE (1844), 2 Dow. & L. 40; 18 
L. J. Q. B. 218; 8 Jur. 575. 
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392. Writ handed to servant over garden wall— 
Servant promising to hand writ to master—Subse- 
quent statement that writ so handed.}—Goaaes v. 
HUNTINGTGWER (LORD), No. 383, ante. 

393. Service on servant in occupation of house— 
Where tenant defendant absconded.]——It appearing 
by affidavit that one G., the tenant in possession, 
& his wife, both absconded, & could not either of 
them be served with a declaration in ejectment ; 
& that they had left a woman servant in the house 
on the premises, in whose presence a declaration 
was fixed up, the court made a rule for the tenant 
to show cause why service of a declaration on his 
servant at his house should not be deemed good ; 
& directed the rule to be served in that manner.— 

(1748), Barnes, 188; 94 KE. R. 869. 

394. Defendant locking himself in room—wWrit 
put through crevice of door.j—Several calls had 
been made by the party endeavouring to serve 
the writ of summons at the residence of deft., 
without success. On the last occasion, having 
inquired if deft. was at home, & having received 
an evasive answer, he waited in the hall. Having 
afterwards gone into the parlour for a few minutes, 
he saw deft. running up the stairs. He imme- 
diately followed after him, but before he could 
give him a copy of the writ deft. went into a room 
& fastened the door. He then called out to him 
that he had a writ against him at the suit of 
pltf., & putting a copy of it through a crevice 
of the door, told him that that was the copy of 
the writ :—Held: deft. had not been personally 
served.— CHRISTMAS v. EICKE (1848), 6 Dow. & L. 
156; 11 L. T. O. S. 206; sub nom. CHRISTMAS v. 
GICKk, 2 Saund. & C. 292. 

395. Writ in envelope handed to defendant— 
Defendant not informed of contents—No know- 
ledge of action.]—-Ifanding to deft. a writ, or, if 
deft. is out of the jurisdiction, notice of a writ, 
enclosed in an envelope, whether sealed up or 
not, deft. not being informed of its contents, & 
having no knowledge that an action has been or 
is about to be commenced against him, is not 
good personal service.—BANQUE RUSSE ET FRAN- 
CAISE v. CLARK, [1894] W. N. 208, C. A. 

396. Defendant in prison.|—It was sworn by the 
first of two deponents that he went to the Fleet 
prison, where deft. was then in custody, for the 
purpose of serving him with a capias ad responden- 
dum, & that having found deft. therein, he tendered 
to him a copy of the writ, at the same time showing 
the oricinal writ, & explaining to deft. the intent 
of the service; but that deft. refused to take 
the copy, & walked away, whereupon deponent 
followed him, endeavouring revail on him 
to take the copy, but deft. refused, & told deponent, 
if he did not leave him, deponent would get himself 
insulted, whereupon deponent, fearing violence, 
desisted. It was sworn by the second deponent 
that, on the evening of the same day, he went 
to the Flect: prison for the purpose of delivering 
the copy of the writ to deft.; that he went into 
the deputy warden’s office, & informed him what 
had passed in the morning, & requested him to 
have deft. into the turnkey’s lodge, that deponent 
might personally deliver the copy of the writ to 
deft., & show him the original; that deft. was 
called by the crier, but refused to see anybody 
except in his room; whereupon deponent offered 
to go there, but was prevented by the deputy 
warden, who said he might not escape with his 
life, & that the prison would be in an uproar; 
that it was impossible for the turnkeys to protect 
deponent, but that if deponent would leave the 
copy of the writ with the deputy warden, it should 
be given to deft. on the following morning ; 
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that deponent was informed, & believed that 
deft. was discharged from the Fleet two days 
afterwards; that he had made frequent attempts 
to serve him at his dwelling-house; that deft. 
could not be found, & that deponent believed he 
secreted himself to avoid the service; & that 
deponent had been informed by J. F., one of the 
turnkeys of the Fleet prison, that he, J. F., did 
deliver to deft. personally, in the prison, a copy 
of the said writ :—Held: this could not be deemed 
good service.—PIGEON v. BRUCE (1818), 8 Taunt. 
410; 2 Moore, C. P. 462; 120 FE. R. 441. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—SUBSTITUTED SERVICE. 


See R.S.C., Ord. IX., r. 2, p. 318, ante; Part 
XII., post. 


Sect. 3.—TIME FOR SERVICE. 


See R. S. C., Ord. TX., r. 2, p. 318, ante. 

897. At any hour.|—Process may be served at 
any hour.—PRIDDEE v. COOPER (1822), 1 Bing. 66; 
7 Moore, C. P. 358; 1L. J. 0. S. C. P. 8; 130 
E. R. 27. 

398. Of day-—Specially indorsed writ.]— 
A specially indorsed writ is not a pleading within 
the meaning of Ord. LXIV., r. 11, & service 
thereof may therefore be effected at any hour of 
the day.—MuRRAY v. STEPHENSON (1887), 19 
Q. B.D. 60; 561. J. Q. B. 647; 56 L. T. 720; 
35 W. R. 666. 

399. Eleven o’clock at night.]—Service of 
the copy of a writ of latitat at eleven o’clock at 
night is regular, & not within the rule of court, 
Mic. 41 Geo. 3.—UPTON v. MACKENZIE (1822), 
1 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 172. 

400. Whether on Sunday.!|—The service of 
process on a Sunday is absolutely void by 29 Car. 2, 
c. 7, s. 6, & cannot be made good by any subse- 
quent waiver of deft. by his not objecting till 
after a rule to plead given.—TAYLOR v. PHILLIPS 
(1802), 3 Kast, 155; 102 EB. R. 556. 

401. Irregularity cannot be waived. |—The 
service of process on a Sunday is by 29 Car. 2, 
c. 7, 8. 8, void to all intents & purposes & incapable 
of being made good by any waiver of the party 
(Brutr, J.).—OULTON v. RADCLIFFE (1874), 
L. R. 9 C. P. 189, 198; 48 L. J. C. P. 87. 











SEcT. 4.—PLACE OF SERVICE. 


See R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 2, p. 313, ante. 
Service out of the jurisdiction.]—See Part XITI., 
ost. 

af 402. Service of writ abroad—lIrregularity only— 
Not nullity. |—Service of a writ of summons abroad 
is an irregularity only, & not a nullity. Where, 
therefore, deft. resident at Boulogne was served there 
with a writ of summons on Sept. 13, an appearance 
was entered for him on Oct. 24, & the declaration 
was served by leave of a judge by sending it on 
the 25th through the post :—Held: an application 
made on Nov. 14 to set aside the writ & other 
proceedings was too late,“even though the sub- 
sequent proceedings were'taken under] affidavits 
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which suppressed the fact that service had been 
effected abroad.—MINET v. Rounp (1850), 1 
L. M. & P. 6564; 16 L. T. O. S. 214. 

408. Service within jurisdiction—Writ issued 
for service out of jurisdiction.}—In Nov. 1852, 
pltf.’s attorney issued against deft. a writ of 
summons in the form prescribed by the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 78), 8. 18, for service 
on a British subject residing out of the juris- 
diction. In the following March the deft.’s 
attorney entered an appearance. PIitf.’s attorney 
not being aware that an appearance was entered, 
from time to time renewed the writ, & on March 31 
served deft., who had always resided in England, 
with a copy of the renewed writ :—Held: 
there was no ground for setting aside the pro- 
ceedings.—-GREEN vv. BRADDYLL (1856), 1 H. & N. 
Er 37 1. T. O. S. 813; 4 W. R. 487; 156 BE. R. 
1121. 


Sect. 5.—WHO MAY BE SERVED. 


See R.S. C., Ord. [X., r. 2, p. 813, ante. 

Foreign sovereigns & governments—As defen- 
dants.|—See AcTIoN, Vol. I., pp. 48-50, Nos. 384— 
409. 

Diplomatic persons. ]—See CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, 
Vol. XIL., pp. 536, Nos. 390 ef seq. 

Foreign ships.|—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 
110, Nos. 135 et seq.; Supp. 

404. Defendant coming within Jjurisdiction— 
Effect of fraudulent inducement to return.}—A 
creditor by a concerted fraud induced his debtor, 
who resided abroad, to come to England, & 
immediately had him arrested by order of a judge. 
The facts being made to appear by affidavit, 
this court, by rule, set aside the whole, as an 
abuse of the process of the court.—STRIN v. 
VALKENHUYSEN (1858), E. B. & E. 653 27 
L. J. Q. B. 236; 31 L. T. O. S. 803; 4 Jur. N.S. 
411; 120 BE. R. 431; sub nom. STEYNE v. VAL- 
KENHUYZEN, 6 W. R. 444. 

405. .+—If a person has been induced 
by fraud of any kind to come within the juris- 
diction for the concealed purpose of serving him 
with a writ in an action, the court will set aside 
the service as an abuse of the process of the 
court. 

Where an invitation was issued to deft., who was 
a foreigner resident abroad & the general manager 
abroad of an English company, by the directors 
of the company to come within the jurisdiction 
with a real intention to discuss certain matters 
in difference between them & deft., although the 
directors also intended to serve him with a writ, 
& deft. came & was served with a writ, the court 
refused to set aside the service.—WATKINS v. 
NORTH AMERICAN LAND & TIMBER Co., Ltn. 
(1904), 20 'T. L. R. 534, H. L. 

406. Party in court.}—Service of a writ of 
summons in a court of justice on a party attending 
his cause is not irregular or void.—POOLE v. 
GouLD (1856), 1 H. & N. 99; 25 I. J. Ex. 250; 
27 L. T. O. S. 110; 156 E. R. 11383. 

407. Officer on British warship.}—An officer in 
Her Majesty’s navy is within the jurisdiction so 
long as he is on board his ship, & Ord. XI. does not 
apply. Evidence that officer was in a Queen’s 
ship on the Mediterranean Station, & would ulti- 
mately put into Malta:—Held: not sufficient 
to show in what ‘“ place or country deft. is or 
probably may be found” within the meaning 
of Ord. XI., r. 4, & that leave to serve a writ on 
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Sect. 5.—Who may be served. Sects. 6. 7, 8, 9, 10, 
11,12, 13 & 14: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 


him out of the jurisdiction must. be refused.— 
SEAGROVE 7. Parks, [1891] 1 Q. B. 551; 60 
L. J. Q. B. 355, D. C. 

408. -}—Application in chambers to extend 
the eight days tixed by the ordinary form of 
writ of summons as the time after service for entry 
of appcarance. On proof that deft. was a naval 
officer serving on a British ship off the west coast 
of Africa, an order was made giving the deft. 
ninety days to appear.—FRASER 1. AKERS (1891), 
cited in 35 Sol. Jo. at p. 477. 

Service out of jurisdiction.}—See Part XITII., 
post, 








SiEcT. 6.- -AGREEMENT AS TO PLACE FOR OR 
MODE OF SERVICE. 


See R. S.C, Ord. XI., r. 243 p. 367, post. 


SecT. 7... SERVICE OF AMENDED WRIT. 


See R.S. C., Ord. TX.. r. 2, p. 313, ante. 

Amendment of writ.]—See Part IIT., Sect. 2, 
sub-sect. 3. ante. 

Amendment of pleading.]|—See PLEADING, pp. 
92, Nos. 778 et seq. 

Alteration of claim without amendment of writ.] 
— See PLEADING, Part VII., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 1, B., 
p. 125, ante. 

409. Whether re-service of amended writ 
essential—Writ issued for service out of the juris- 
diction—Amendment of statement of claim.]— 
Ord. XXVIII. applies to writs issued for service 
out of the jurisdiction, & a statement of claim 
indorsed on such a writ may be amended without 
re-service. 

Where leave for amendment is necessary, 
pitf. must show that the amended claim would 
have entitled him in the first instance to leave to 
issue a writ for service out of the jurisdiction. 

The orders do not provide that a writ so amended 
shall, after the amendment, be served again, 
but only that it shall be delivered to deft. (Kay, 
L.J.).—IIoLnanp v. LESLIE, [1894] 2 Q. B. 450; 
63 1. J. Q. B. 679; 71 L. T. 33; 42 W. R. 577; 
a a I, R. 556; 9 R. 743; 38 Sol. Jo. 578, 

410. Defendant not appearing to original writ.) 
There is no hard & fast rule that an amended 
writ, whatever be the nature of the amendment, 
must be re-served personally on deft. who has 
not appeared to the original writ. 

The Rules of the Supreme Court make no 
provision for the personal service of an amended 
writ, & therefore Ord. LXVII., r. 4, applies, 
= an eee eat be served on deft. who 

as not appeare y filing it with the proper 
officer. When this has been done the court fae 
jurisdiction to proceed to try the action as against 
such a deft. 

But the court has a discretion in the matter, 
&, if it can see that there is any probability of 
injustice being otherwise done to the absent deft., 
it will require that he be served personally with 
the amended writ—e.g. if the indorsement on 
the writ has been amended in such a way as sub- 
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stantially to enlarge the relief claimed against 
him, & to make the writ in effect a new writ. 

On granting leave toamend awrit the judge can, 
if he thinks it right to do so, impose the condition 
that the amended writ shall be served personally 
on deft. who has not appeared to the original writ, 

An action was brought by a colonial railway 
company & the then Governor of the Colony, 
who in the statement of claim was stated to be 
suing on behalf of the Government. One of defts. 
did not appear to the writ. A change of Governor 
took place, &, in pursuance of leave given by 
the court, the writ was then amended by adding 
the name of the new Governor as a pitf., & the 
statement of claim was amended by stating that 
he was suing on behalf of the Government :— 
Held: the non-appearing deft. was sufficiently 
served by filing the amended writ in pursuance 
of Ord. LXVII., r. 4.—JamaticaA Ry. Co. v. 
COLONIAL BANK, [1905] 1 Ch. 677; 74 L. J. Ch. 
410; 92 L. T. 548; 53 W. KR. 564, C. A. 

411. Admiralty action in rem.}—An 
amended writ must be served in the same way as 
if it had been an original writ. 

After the writ in an action in rem in the Admiralty 
Division against a ship had been filed & served on 
the ship, the ship was sold in an action brought 
by another party, & the proceeds of the sale 
brought into court. The writ was then amended, 
& filed in the Admiralty Registry, but was not 
formally served on the registrar, nor was it indorsed 
with the date of service under Ord. IX., r. 13. 
Defts. did not appear :—Held: the service of the 
amended writ was not sufficient, & pltf. was not 
entitled to obtain judgment by default. - 
TnkE CASSIOPEIA (1879), 4 P. 1D. 188; 48 
L. J.P. 39; 40 L. T. 869; 27 W. R. 703; 4 Asp. 
M. L. C. 148, C. A. 

412. Whether personal service necessary.]—An 
amended writ may be delivered to deft. who has 
made default in appearance, by filing it at the 
Central Office, personal service being unnecessary. 
—-Re HARTLEY, NUTTALL v. WHITTAKER, [1891] 
2Ch. 121; 64 L. T. 786; 39 W. R. 604. 

413. .]—JAMAICA Ry. Co. v. 
BANk, No. 410, ante. 

414. Marking of amended copy delivered to 
opposite party.|—In an action by the successor in 
title of a lessor for the recovery of premises from 
lessees whose term had expired, the writ, which 
was specially indorsed, was by order amended, 
& as amended, stated the date of making, length 
of term of the lease, & devolution to deft. The 
copy served upon deft., however, omitted to state 
the length of the term. The copy served upon 
deft. also was not marked with the date of the order 
for amendment & the date of amendment, which, 
however, were marked upon the writ itself. No 
fresh appearance was entered by deft. to the 
amended writ :—Held: (1) the copy served upon 
deft. was sufficiently indorsed to satisfy the 
requirements of Ord. III., r. 6, & the writ was a 
good specially indorsed writ within the meaning 
of that rule: (2) the amended writ being duly 
marked with the date of the order for amendment 
& the date of amendment, the requirements of 
Ord. XXVIII., r. 9, were complied with, & did 
not extend to require the like marking on the copy 
of the amended document delivered to the opposite 
party under Ord. XXVIII., r. 10; (3) the appear- 
ance by deft. to the original writ stood as a good 
appearance to the amended writ.—HANMER v, 
CLIFTON, [1894] 1 Q. B. 288; 42 W. R. 287; 
10 T. L. R. 12; 38 Sol. Jo. 10; 10 R. 55, D. C. 
sae of amendments.]—See PLEADING, p. 
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SEct. 8..-SERVICE ON WRONG PERSON 


See R. 8. C., Ord. IX., vr. 2, p. 313, ante. 

Process issued in wrong name. }—See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 420-421, Nos. 26-35. 

Service on presumed partner — Presumption 
bi PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., p. 411, 

O. . 

Liability for wrongful or irregular seizure. ]}—Sec 
EXEcTUION, Vol. X XI1., pp. 456, 542. 

Liability for false imprisonment—Proceedings 
against wrong person.j—Sce TRESPASS, Vol. 
XLIIT., p. 448, No. 769. 





Secr. 9.—SERVICE ON BOARD OF TRADE. 


415. Service on individual constituent members.] 
~ -Although the Board of Trade may be sued as a 
government department, service of the writ must, 
unless the solicitor to the Board accepts service 
on their behalf, be effected upon the individual 
constituent members of the Board personally. 
—MARSHAL SHIPPING Co. v. BOARD OF TRADE, 
1923] 2 K. B. 343; 92 L. J. K. B. 9OL; 129 
lL. T. 644; 39 TT. I. RR. 415; 67 Sol. Jo. 639 ; 
16 Asp. M. L. C. 210, C. A. 


Secr. 10.--SERVICE ON HUSBAND AND WIFE. 


R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 3. When husband and wife are both 
defendants to the action, they shall both be served unless the 
Court or a Judge shall otherwise order. 


Actions by & against married women. ]—-Sec 
HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 248, Nos. 
2181 et seq. 


Sect. 11.—SERVICE ON INFANTS. 


R.S. C., Ord. 1X., r.4. When an infant is a defendant to the 
action, service on his father or guardian, or if none, then upon 
the person with whom the infant resides or under whose care 
he is, shall, unless the Court or a Judge otherwise orders, be 
deemed good service on the infant ; provided that the Court or 
Judge may order that service made or to be made on the infant 
shall be deemed good service. 


See INFANTS & CHILDREN, Vol. XXVIII, 
pp. 320-321, Nos. 1863-1876 ; HusBpanp & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVIT., p. 391, No. 3859, & Supp. 


Secr. 12.--SERVICE ON LUNATICS OR PERSONS 
OF UNSOUND MIND. 


R.S. C., Ord. IX., r.5. When a lunatic or person of unsound 
mind not so sounG Oy inquisition is a defendant to the action, 
service on the committee of the lunatic, or on the person with 
whom the person of unsound mind resides or under whose care 
he is, shall, unless the Court or a Judge otherwise orders, be 
deemed good service on such defendant. 


Sce LUNATICS & PERSONS OF UNSOUND MIND, 
Vol. XXXITI., pp. 235-236, Nos. 1494-1521. 


ae -_—= —= 


Sect. 13.—SERVICE ON PARTNERS. 
See Part LIV., Sect. 2, post. 
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Sect. 14.—-SERVICE ON CORPORATIONS, INHABI- 
TANTS, COMPANIES, SOCIETIES, ETC. 


SuB-SECT. 1.—CORPORATIONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 8. In the absence of any statutory 
rovision regulating service of process, every writ of summons 
ssued against a corporation aggregate may be served on the 
mayor or other head officer, or on the town clerk, clerk, treasurer, 
or secretary of such corporation; and every writ of summons 
issued against the inhabitants of a hundred or other like district 
may be served on the high constable thereof, or any one of 
them, or, where there is no high constable, on any other acting 
chief officer of police of the county In which such hundred or 
district is situate; and every writ of summons issued against 
the inhabitants of any county of any city or town, or the 
inhabitants of any franchise, liberty, city, town, or place, not 
being a part of a hundred or other like district, on some peace 
officer thereof: and where by any statute, provision is made 
for service of any writ of summons, bill, petition, summons, or 
other process upon any corporation, or upon any society or 
fellowship, or any body or number of persons, whether corporate 
or unincorporate, every writ of summons may be served in the 
manner so provided. 


Legal proceedings by & against corporations, 
members & officers.|—See, generally, CORPORA- 
TIONS, Vol. XIII., pp. 413 cf seq. 

416. Colonial government not a corporation. ]— 
A. colonial government is not a corporation & 
cannot be effectually served with a writ.— 
SLOMAN v. NEW ZEALAND GOVERNMENT (1876), 
16. P. D. 5638; 46 1. J. Q. B. 185; 35 1. T. 
4543; 25 W. R. 86; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 202, C. A. 

Companies.]—See Sub-sect. 2, aifra. 

Foreign corporations, companies, etc.]—See Sub- 
sect. 4, post. 

417. ‘* Clerk ’’ of corporation—Clerk to secretary 
of corporation not included.]|—Service of a writ of 
summons on a clerk in the office of the secretary 
of a corporation aggregate, is not sufficient 
service on the ‘‘ clerk or secretary,’’ under 2 Will. 4, 
c. 39, s. 18, so as to authorise a motion for a 
distringas, or to enter an appearance for defts.— 
WALTON v. UNIVERSAL SALVAGE Co. (1847), 16 
M. & W. 438; 4 Dow. & L. 558; 153 E. R. 
1260. 

418. - —- Booking clerk of railway company— 
Not ‘‘ head officer or clerk.’’]—Defts. were a 
Scottish corporation with running powers over 
an English railway to Carlisle, & their only officer 
in England was a booking clerk at a station at 
Carlisle, whose sole duty was to issue tickets 
to travellers. The station at Carlisle was wholly 
under the control of the English company, but 
defts. had use of it at a rental payable to that 
company. Defts.’ head office was in Scotland :— 
ITeld: the booking clerk was not a head officer 
or clerk of defts. who could be properly served 
with a writ issued against defts.—MACKERETH 
». GLASGOW & SouTH WESTERN Ry. Co. (1873) 
L. R. 8 Exch. 149; 28 L. T. 167; 21 W. R. 
339. 

Service on head officer, clerk, secretary, etc., of 
foreign corporation, company, etc.]|—-See Nos. 449- 
454, post. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—-COMPANIES. 


Companies Act, 1929 (c. 23), 5. 870. (1) A document may be 
served on @ company by leaving it at or sending it by post to 
the registered office of the company. 


(2) Where a company registered in Scotland carries on 
business in England, the process of any court in England may 
be served on the company by leaving it at or sending it. by post 
to the principal place of business of the company in England, 
addressed to the manager or other head officer in England of 
the company. 


(3) Where process is served on a company under sub-section (2) 
of this section, the person issuing out the process shall send a 
copy thereof by post to the registered office of the company. 
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Sect. 14.— Service on corporations, inhabitants, com- 
panies, societies, etc.: Sub-sects. 2,83 &4.] 


See R.S. C., Ord. IX., vr. 8, p. 317, ante. 

Actions & proceedings by & against companies. | 
—See, generally, COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 665, 
Nos. 4426 et seq. 

419. Service in accordance with statutory pro- 
visions—At registered office of company.}—A 
summons to appear to an information under the 
Food & Drugs Acts can only be served on a 
limited company in the manner prescribed by 
the Companies Act, 1862 (c. 89), s. 62, by being 
left at or sent to the registered office of the com- 
pany.—PEARKS, GUNSTON & TEE, LTD. v. 
Ricuarpson, [1902] 1 K. B. 91; 71 L. J. K. B. 
18; 85 L. T. 616; 66 J.P. 119; 50 W. R. 286; 
18 T. L. R. 78; 46 Sol. Jo. 87; 20 Cox, C. C. 
96, D.C. 

420. —-—— Service on solicitors insufficient. } 
—A motion was made under the Companies 
Act, 1862 (c. 89), s. 35, to rectify the register of 
members of a company by the insertion therein 
of the name of applicant as the holder of certain 
shares. Correspondence had passed between 
the solicitors of the company & the solicitors of 
applicant with reference to applicant’s claim to 
be a shareholder of the company, & the notice 
of motion had been served on the company’s 
solicitors, they accepting service on behalf of 
the company in the usual manner. At the hearing 
the company did not appear :—Held: service 
on the solicitors of the company was not sufficient ; 
& no order could be made until the company had 
itself been served at its registered office, or until 
it appeared.—te DENVER UNITED BREWERIES, 
Lrp. (1890), 63 L. T. 06. 

421. —— Waiver of service at office by 
secretary.]—Something has been said about the 
writ in this action not having been duly served 
upon the company, & of the ignorance of the 
directors as to the existence of the proceedings, 
but I consider there is nothing whatever in those 
suggestions. The writ was served upon the 
secretary of the company, who was the proper 
person to serve, though it was served upon him 
not at the office of the company, if that were 
necessary, ordinarily, though I do not know 
that it is, because he waived service on him at 
the office of the company by requesting that it 
might be served when he was seeing the creditor 
at his office in London, or sumewbhere else than 
at the office of the company (HALL, V.-C.).— 
Re TAY Lor, Le WILLIAMS, L'a p. RAILWAY STEEL 
& PLANT Co. (1878), 8 Ch. D. 183; 47 L. J. Ch. 
321; sub nom. Re RAILWAY STEEL & PLANT 
Co., Lrp., TAYLOR v. RAILWAY STEEL & PLANT 
Co., Urp., WILLIAMS v. RAILWAY STEEL & PLANT 
Co., Urp., 38 L. T. 475; 26 W. R. 418. 

422. Service at other office in- 
sufficient.}—The only way in which a writ can be 
served on a company is by leaving it at or sending 
it by post to the registered office of the company. 
It is not sufficient to serve it at an office which, 
though an office of the company, is not the 
registered office of the company.—VIGNES v. 
SMITH (STEPHEN) & Co., Lrp. (1909), 53 Sol. Jo. 


716. 
Writ handed to director at head office. ] 














423. 
—A clerk tu pitf.’s solicitor handed a writ to a 
director of deft. company whom he happened to 
find at their head office :—Held: the writ had 





been properly served.—WaTsSON v. SHEATHER, 
Sons & Co., Lrp. (1886), 2 T. L. R. 473. 
424. Service by post.|—Service by post of 





a writ of summons upon a corpuration before 
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Oct. 24, 1883, was good service.—WHITE  v. 
LAND & WarTeR Co., [1888] W. N. 174; Bitt. 
Rep. in Ch. 193. 

425. Company ceasing to exist—Service on 
former officers.}—A company, though not formally 
dissolved, had practically ceased to exist & had 
no office or officers. The company, being made 
defts. in a suit, the court ordered that service of 
the bill on the late chairman & the secretary 
should be good service on the company.—GASKELL 
v. CHAMBERS (No. 1) (1858), 26 Beav. 252; 28 
L. J. Ch. 385; 32 L. T. O. S. 188; 5 Jur. N.S. 
52; 53 E. R. 895. 

Railway companies. ]—Sce Sub-sect. 5, post. 

Foreign corporations & companies.}—See Sub- 
sect. 4, post. 

Scottish companies.j—See Sect. 14, sub-sect. 3, 


post. 


SuUB-SEcT. 3.—ScoTrisH CORPORATIONS, 
COMPANIES, ETC. 


See R.S. C., Ord. IX., r. 8, p. 317, ante; Com- 
panies Act, 1929 (c. 23), 8. 370 (2), (3), p. 317, 
ane. 

426. Scottish corporation as foreign corpora- 
tion.}—The writ of summons in an action against 
the Bank of Scotland, upon a cause of action 
which apparently arose in Scotland, was served 
upon the manager of a branch of deft. bank 
at the office of that branch in the City of London 
in accordance with Ord. IX., r. 8 Deft. bank 
was constituted under statutes which contained 
no provision for the service of process upon the 
bank. The Citation Amendment (Scotland) 
Act, 1882, relates exclusively to process issued 
from courts in Scotland, & contains nv provision 
applicable to the service of process issuing from 
an Englsh court :—Held: the service effected 
upon deft. bank as above mentioned was valid 
under Ord. IX., r. 8. 

For the purposes of this rule (Ord. IX., r. 8] 
a Scottish corporation is a foreign corporation 
(STIRLING, L.J.).—-LOGAN v. BANK OF SCOTLAND, 
[1904] 2 K. B. 495; 73 L. J. K. B. 794; 91 
L. T. 252; 53 W. R. 39; 20 T. L. R. 640; 48 
Sol. Jo. 603, C. A. 

427. Company with registered office in Scot- 
land—Branch in England.J—A company having 
its registered office in Scotland, but also carrying 
on its business within the jurisdiction of the 
High Court, cannot be served with a writ of 
sumomons within the jurisdiction.—WATKINS v. 
ScoTrisH IMPERIAL INSURANCE Co. (1889), 23 
Q. B. D. 285; 58 L. J. Q. B. 495; 60 L. T. 689; 
37 W. R. 670; 5 T. L. R. 511, D. C. 

428. ——_— ———- Service on manager of branch— 
Copy by post to registered offiee.]}—A company had 
their registered office in Scotland, but carried on 
branch works in England. The writ in the present 
action had been served on the manager of the 
branch works, & a copy had also been sent by 
post to the registered office :—Held: the service 
was bad & must be set aside.—Woop v. ANDER- 
STON FounpRY Co. (1888), 36 W. R. 918; 4 
T. L. R. 708. 

429. Scottish firm with agent within juris- 
diction—Agent merely for sale of goods.]—If the 
circumstances of a case are such as would make 
it the duty of one court in this country to restrain 
&® party from instituting proceedings in another 
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court here, they will also warrant it in imposing 
on him a similar restraint with regard to pro- 
in a foreign court. 

The fact of a foreigner having property in this 
country, enables the court here to make effectual 
an injunction issued to him; but, especially in 
the case of a foreigner who seeks no assistance 
from the courts here, the issuing of such injunction 
ought clearly to be shown to be required as con- 
ducive to justice. 

A company may have two domiciles, & placcs 

of business may for the purpose of founding 
jurisdiction be treated as places of domicile, & 
service there is sufficient. 
_ Where there is a plain equity in favour of an 
injunction, & the representatives of the real & 
personal property, who seek it, are in this country, 
the court will grant it, & restrain proceedings in 
the courts of a foreign country. In such a case 
the court will decide upon a consideration of all 
the circumstances, & require parties here to take 
or omit such steps in a foreign court as the ends 
of justice may require. The particular provisions 
of the foreign law applicable to a transaction, 
proceedings as to which in a foreign court are thus 
restrained, must not be disregarded. 

A company was chartered in Scotland for the 
manufacture of iron. Its manufactory & chief 
office of management were there; it had agents 
for the sale of the goods in different parts of 
Scotland & England, & it possessed real estate 
in both countries. <A., a large shareholder in the 
company, & possessed of real & personal property 
in England & Scotland, was the company’s 
agent for the sale of goods in London & was 
domiciled here. When he died, he made a will 
in the ree ge form, & appvinted as his executors 

ersons who were resident in both countries ;_ his 

eir was one of these persons, & was alsuv the 
person who succceded him in the London agency 
for the company. Probate of the will was taken 
out in England, & such of the executors as thought 
fit to apply to the Scottish court were according 
to the Scottish law confirmed in the execution 
of the will. An administration suit was instituted 
in the Court of Chancery, & the usual order for 
a@& general account of the debts & assets made. 
After the date of this order the Iron Company 
took proceedings in the Scottish courts against 
the real & personal estate of testator in Scotland. 
Notice of an injunction at the suit of the executors 
was served on the company’s agent in London, 
& on the company’s manager in Scotland; the 
company did not appear, & the injunction was 
issued. The company then moved to dissolve 
the injunction. No order was made :—Held: 
the injunction could not be maintained. 

Quere: whether service of notice of injunction 
on an agent, when the principal is out of the 
jurisdiction, can be good service, especially when 
that agent is merely an agent for the sale of the 
goods of the principals. 

Service of notice on one member of a corporation 
is sufficient—CARRON IRON Co. PROPRIETORS 
v. MACLAREN, Dawson & STAINTON (1855), 
5 H. L. Cas. 416, 417; 24 L. J. Ch. 620; 26 
L. T. O. S. 42; 3 W. R. 597; 10 E. R. 961, 
H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. MACLAREN v. 
STAINTON (1852), 16 Beav. 279. 

430. ——— Name of firm affixed to agent’s offices 
——Offices of agent not ‘‘ place of business ’’ for 

urposes of service.|—Defts. were a Scottish firm, 
aving an agent within the jurisdiction whose 
authority did not extend to taking orders; the 
name of the firm was affixed to the agent’s offices : 
~—Held: the offices of the agent were not a place 
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of business vf the firm for the purpose of serving 
the writ.—BAILMIZ v. GOODWIN & Co. (1886), 
33 Ch. D. 604; 55 L. J. Ch. 849; 55 L. T. 56; 
34 W. R, 787. 

431. —— Agent only transmitting orders 
to principal.|—Defts. were a firm of manufacturers 
& merchants carrying on business at Glasgow, & 
were domiciled & resident in Scotland. They 
had an agent in London whose sole duty was to 
obtain orders & transmit them for acceptance to 
defts., by whom he was paid a commission on 
business done. The agent had two rooms in 
London for which he himself paid the rent, rates, 
& taxes; one room he used as an office, the other 
he used as a sample room. A brass plate on the 
door bore the names both of defts. & the agent, 
& the defts.’ names appeared in the London 
Directory as having an address at the rooms. 
A writ was issued against defts. in the name of 
their firm under the provisions of Ord. XLVIIIA., 
by which any two or more persons liable as co- 
partners & carrying on business within the 
jurisdiction may be sued in the name of their 
firm & it was served on their agent at his office 
in London, under r. 3 of the same order by which 
a writ issued under r. 1 may be served at the 
principal place, within the jurisdiction, of the 
business of the partnership, upon any person 
having at the time of service the control or 
management of the partnership business there. 
The Queen’s Bench Division set both the writ 
& service aside on the grounds that defts. did not 
in fact carry on business within the jurisdiction, 
& that Ord. XLVIIIA. did not enlarge the juris- 
diction of the court over foreign firms domiciled 
& resident out of the jurisdiction. Upon appeal 
to the Court of Appeal :—Held: (1) defts. did 
not carry on business within the jurisdiction & 
therefore the writ & service must be set aside ; 
(2) the question as to the second point considered 
by the Queen’s Bench Division did not arise.— 
GRANT v. ANDERSON & Co., [1892] 1 Q. B. 108; 
61 L. J. Q. B. 107; 66 L. T. 79; 8 T. L. R. 
111, C. A. 

432. Scottish corporation constituted by statute 
with head office in Scotland—Branch office in Eng- 
land—Service of process issuing from English court 
upon manager of branch—Citation Amendment 
(Scotland) Act, 1882, not applicable.|—-LOGAN v. 
BANK OF SCOTLAND, No. 426, ante. 

Foreign corporations, companies, 
Sect. 14, sub-sect. 1, post. 

Scottish railway companies.]—See Sect. 
sub-sect. 5, post. 





etc. ]—See 


14, 


SuB-secr. 4.—FOREIGN CORPORATIONS, 
COMPANIES, BTC. 


Companies Act, 1929 (c. 23), Part X1.—Companies Incorporated 
oe Great Britain carrying on business within Great 
in, 


S. 3438. This Part of this Act shall apply to all companies 
incorporated outside Great Britain which, after the commence- 
ment of this Act, establish a place of business within Great 
Britain, and to all companies incorporated outside Great Britain 
which have, before the commencoment of this Act, established 
a place of business within Great Britain and continue to have an 
established place of business within Great Britain at the com- 
mencement of this Act. 


§. 344. (1) Companies incorporated outside Great Britain 
which, after the commencement of this Act, establish a place 
of business within Great Britain, shall within one month from 
the establishment of the place of business, deliver to the registrar 
of companies for registration— 


320 


Sect. 14.— Service on corporations, inhabitants, com- 
panies, sociel ies, elc.: Sub-sect. 4.] 


(a) a certified copy of the charter, statutes or memorandum 
and articles of the company, or other inatrument 
constituting or defining the constitution of the com- 

any, and, if the instrument is not written in the 
inglish language, a certified translation thereof ; 


(b) a list of the directors of the company, containing such 
particulars with respect to the directors as are by 
this Act required to be contained with respect to 
directors in the register of the directors of a company ; 


(c) the names and addresses of some one Or more persons 
resident in Great Britain authorised to accept on 
behalf of the compauy service of process and any 
notices required to be served on the company. 


(2) The folowing companies, pamely :— 


(a) companies incorporated outside Great Britain which, 
before the first day of April, ninetcen hundred and 
nine, established a place of business and at the 
commencement of this Act continue to have a place 
of business within Great Britain ; 


(£) companies incorporated in Northern Ireland before the 
first day of January, nineteen hundred and twenty- 
two, which at the commencement of this Act have 
a place of business within Great Britain ; 

(c) companies incorporated in the Irish Free State which, 
hefore the twenty-seventh day of March, nineteen 
hundred and twenty-three, established a place of 
business and at the commencement of this Act 
continue to have a place of business within Great 
Britain ; 


shall, within one month from the commencement of this Act, 
deliver to the registrar for registration the documents and 
particulars specified in the last foregoing subsection. 


(3) Companies to which this Part of this Act apples: other 
than the companics mentioned in subsections (1) and (2) of this 
section, shall, if at the commencement of this Act they have not 
delivered to the registrar the documents and particulars specified 
in paragraphs (a), (6) and (cr) of subsection (1) of section two 
hundred and seventy-four of the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908, as amended by the Companies (Particulars as to 
Directors) Act, 1917, continue subject to the obligation to 
oe ei documents and particulars in accordance with the 
Ba cts. 


S. 349. Any process or notice required to be served on a 
company to which this Part of this Act applies shall be suffi- 
ciently served if addressed to any person whose name has been 
delivered to the registrar under this Part of this Act and left 
at or sent by post to the address which has been so delivered : 


Provided that— 


(1) where any such company makes default in delivering 
to the registrar the name and address of a person 
resident in Great Britain who {is authorised to accept 
on behalf of the company service of process or 
notices; or 


(2) if at any time all the persons whose names and addresses 
have been so delivered are dead or have ceased so 
to reside, or refuse to accept service on behalf of the 
company, or for any reason cannot be served ; 


a document may be served on the company by leaving it at or 
sending it by post to any place of business established by the 
company in Great Britain. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. IX., r. 8, p. 317, ante. 

Companies incorpurated in England, see Sect. 
14, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

Scottish corporations, companies, etc., sec Sect. 
14, sub-sect. 3, ante. 

433. General rule.|——A foreign corporation may 
be served within the jurisdiction if it is carrying 
on business in this country, & it does so if con- 
tracts have been habitually made for a reasonable 
substantial period of time at a fixed place of 
business within the jurisdiction by a firm or a 
person there, without referring each time to the 
foreign corporation for instructions, & with the 
result that the foreign corporation has become 
bound to another party. 

The test in each case is to ascertain whether 
the agent, in carrying on the foreign corporation’s 
business, makes a contract for the foreign cor- 
peer or, In carrying on the agent’s own 

usiness, sells a contract with the foreign corpora- 
tion. In the former case the foreign corporation 
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is, & in the latter it is not, carrying on business 
at the agent’s place. 

If a firm are carrying on the foreign corporation’s 
business in this country they are the Deope 
persons to be served, & service upon one member 
of the firm is service upon the firm, for each 
member is agent for every other. In such a case 
there is no question of ‘‘ head officer,” as referred 
to in Ord. IX., r. 8, as distinguished from sub- 
ordinate officer. The foreign corporation is served 
by service on the firm or some member of the 
firm.—THAMES & MERSEY MARINE INSURANCE 
Co. v. SOCIETA DI NAVIGAZIONE A VAPORE DEL 
Litoyp AvustTRIaco (1914), 111 Jl. T. 97; 30 
T. L. R. 475; 12 Asp. M. L. C. 491, C. A. 

434. Foreign corporation served in same manner 
as English corporation aggregate.|—A foreign 
corporation carrying on business in this country 
is liable to be sued in an English court, & may 
be served in the same manner as an English 
corporation aggregate. Therefore service of a 
writ of summons on the head officer at the place 
of business in England of such a foreign corpora- 
tion is good service on the corporation under 
Ord. IX., r. 8. Newby v. Von Oppen, No. 440, 
post, followed.—HAaGGIN 7. CompTorr D’EscoMptTE 
DE Paris, MAson & BARRY v. SAME (1889), 
23. Q. B. D. 519; 58 I. J. Q. B. 508; 6) 1. T. 
748; 37 W. R. 703; 5 T. Ll. BR. 606, C. A. 

435. Corporation with dual residence. |— CARRON 
Iron Co. PROPRIETORS v. MACLAREN, DAWSON & 
STAINTON, No. 429, ante. 

436. J—A_ foreign corporation may be 
resident in this country for the purposes of 
income tax. 

A company was incorporated & registered in 
South Africa. The office denominated its head 
office was in Kimberley in the Cape Colony, & 
iv had an office in London. It owned extensive 
diamond mines in South Africa. The essential 
part of its business was the sale of the diamonds 
from its mines to a syndicate of dianiond merchants 
of London under such conditions as to control 
the diamond trade of the world. ‘The contracts 
of sale, which were annual contracts dealing 
with a year’s output, were executed in London ; 
they provided for the sale of diamonds to the 
syndicate, with delivery at Kimberley, in specified 
amounts at specified prices, & contained terms 
regulating the output of diamonds, the effect of 
which was to control the diamond trade. The 
general meetings of the company were held in 
Kimberley. Members of the company might 
name an address in South Africa to be registered 
as their address for the service of notices, & any 
member not naming such an address was to be 
deemed to have waived service of the notice upon 
him. The control of the company was vested in 
three life governors & sixteen ordinary directors, 
of whom four had to reside in England. Two of 
the three life governors & nine of the sixteen 
ordinary directors resided in the United Kingdom. 
The chairman & six ordinary directors resided 
in the Cape Colony. Meetings of the directors 
were held weekly in Kimberley & London, with 
an interchange of minutes between the two places. 
The proceedings of the boards of directors sitting 
in Kimberley & London were regulated by bye- 
laws which provided as follows: (1) That the 
course of business respecting technical manage- 
ment of the company’s work & operations at its 
mines, expenditure for wages, & such like, should 
be determined upon by the directors in Kimberley, 
who should, however, consult the directors in 
London on matters of exceptional importance. 
(2) All other expenditure exceeding £25,000 was 
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to be determined upon by the majority of all the 
directors; but the directors in Kimberley with 
the sanction of the chairman might under special 
circumstances incur expenditure not exceeding 
at one time £50,000 in addition. No further 
expenditure could be incurred unless the authority 
of the Kimberley directors was confirmed by the 
majority of all the directors. (3) The policy of 
the board respecting the disposal of diamonds 
& other assets, the working or development of 
the mines & the output of diamonds, application 
of profits & appointment of directors, was to be 
determined by the majority of all the directors. 
(5) Matters to be determined by the majority 
of all the directors were to be determined by 
resolution to be submitted to meetings of directors 
in Kimberley & London, & the decision was to 
be in accordance with the vote of the majority 
thus ascertained. (6) Except as before provided, 
the directors in Kimberley & the directors in 
London were to have equal & concurrent authority. 
The majority of the directors was always in 
London. Matters referred to in bye-law (3) were 
always dealt with in London, & in all important 
matters under bye-law (5) the majority voting 
had always been in London. No case had ever 
occurred where the directors in Kimberley 
had overruled the decision of the directors in 
London. Under powers conferred upon the 
directors generally, the directors in London had 
appointed four committees to control various 
departments of the company’s business & report 
to them. The general accounts of the company 
were kept at Kimberley, but the majority of the 
directors had a controlling influence upon the 
accounts :—Held 
from the facts was that the company was residing 
in the United Kingdom within the meaning of 
s. 2, Sched. D., of the Income Tax Act, 18538, & 
also that the company exercised their trade in 
this country within the meaning of the same 
schedule. 

It is necessary to consider what lies at the 
bottom of these cases as to service, in order to 
see how far they are consistent with the high 
& dry position taken up by appellants’ counsel 
with regard to the impossibility of a foreign 
corporation acquiring a residence in this country. 
In those cases the question was whether, under 
the particular circumstances of the case, a foreign 
corporation could be made amenable to the 
jurisdiction by service of a writ upon it, not out 
of, but within the jurisdiction. It was necessary, 
in order to establish the right to treat the foreign 
corporation as within the jurisdiction to bring 
it within the law applicable to residents in this 
country. Those cases arose under Ord. IX., 
r. 8, which provides that ‘‘ in the absence of any 
statutory provision regulating service of process, 
every writ of summons issued against a corpora- 
tion aggregate may be served onthe mayor or 


other head officer, or on the town clerk, clerk, 
treasurer, or secret of such corporation.” 
The first step which had to be taken was to 


decide that the rule covered a foreign as well as 
an English corporation. Then, in dealing with 
the question whether such a corporation was 
properly served, it became necessary to consider 
whether it was resident in this country. Hence 
those cases were certainly decided on the view 
that the particular corporation in question was 
resident in this country when the writ was served. 
It may be, no doubt, that a residence which would 
be sufficient for the purposes of service would 
not be such as to bring a foreign corporation 
within the operation of a taxing Act; but the 
P.P.—11 


the conclusion to be drawn. 
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cases do appear to strike at the root of the pro- 
position that it is legally impossible for a foreign 
corporation to be resident in this country. They 
are certainly, I think, authorities against the 
existence of a hard & fast line confining the 
residence of a foreign corporation to the country 
in which it is incorporated (CoLiins, M.R.). 

In answering the question whether a company 
resides in this country, which is a mixed question 
of law & fact, the place where it is incorporated 
forms no doubt one element for consideration ; 
but all the circumstances must be considered. 
The question cannot depend on what the company 
chooses to call its head office. One must look at 
facts & not mere terms. I find in the present 
case that a clear majority of the directors reside 
in the United Kingdom, & all questions of policy 
appear to be dealt with by them in London. All 
pe ver ent contracts by the company would appear 
to be sealed in iondon. So far as our information 
goes, the seal of the company would appear to 
be kept in London & to be there affixed to docu- 
ments requiring to be sealed by the order of the 
directors. In considering where the brain, heart, 
& motive power of the coe, are situated, all 
the important elements in the case appear to me 
to show that they are to be found in London, & 


not in Kimberley (CozENS-HAaRpy, lL.J.).—DE 
BEERS CONSOLIDATED MINES, Lrp. v. HOWE, 
[1905] 2 K. B. 612, 613, 636-7, 643; 74 L. J. 


K. B. 934; 93 L. T. 638; 54 W. R.9; 21 7T. L. R. 
578, C. A.3 affd., [1906] A. C. 455; 75 L. J. 


K. B. 858; 95 L. T. 221; 22 T. 1... R. 756; 50 
Sol. Jo. 666; 13 Mans. 394; 5 Tax Cas. 198, 
H. lL. 

437. ——-.]}—Pltf. company was incorporated by 


special Act of the Legislature of New York, & 
had its central office & the bulk of its assets 
in New York. The company had a branch in 
London & in most of the capitals of Europe, 
the branch in Paris being its head office for 
Europe. The general manager of the London 
branch had no general authority to issue policies 
in thiscountry. Certain life policies signed by the 
president & secretary of the company & counter- 
signed by the general manager for Europe, were 
issued in London to German nationals before the 
outbreak of the war. The policies were not under 
seal. The policy moneys were expressed to be 
payable in London, but all premiums were pay- 
able either at the central office in New York or 
at the office where the insurance was payable, & 
proofs of death were to be furnished at the New 
York office. An indorsement on the policy 
provided that it should be construed according 
to English law. 

In an action to determine whether the policy 
moneys payable under the policies in question, 
which had matured on or before Jan. 10, 1920, 
the date when the Treaty of Peace with Germany 
came into force, were ‘‘ property, rights & interests 
within His Majesty’s Dominions” belonging to 
German nationals & as such were subject to the 
charge created by s. 1 (XVI.) of the Treaty of 
Peace Order, 1919, Romer, J., held (1) that 
there was nothing in art. 299 of s. V. of the Peace 
Treaty, or in para. 11 of the annex thereto, to 
indicate that the property, rights & interests of 
the assured under such contracts were to be 
excluded from the general charge under para. 4 
of the annex to s. IV.; but (2) that the policy 
moneys in question, being simple contract debts, 
were situate in the country in which the pltf. 
company was residing, notwithstanding that 
they were expressed to be payable in London ; 
that the residence & domicil of the company were 
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determined by the locality of its principal place of 
business, which, in all the circumstances, was New 
York; & therefore that the debts due under the 
policies were not within His Majesty’s Dominions, 
& therefore were not subject to the charge. On 
appeal :—Held: the decision of RomErR, J., on 
the first point was right, but as to the second point, 
that inasmuch as a corporation might have a 
dual residence, & there was evidence that pltfs. 
were resident both in New York & in London 
carrying on business in both places & in both 
places being subject to the jurisdiction of the 
courts, it was permissible & necessary to look at 
the terms of the contracts & to determine from 
them at what place the debts would be recover- 
able. Applying that test in the present case, the 
debts were recoverable in London where they were 
expressed to be payable, &, that being so, they 
were situate within His Majesty’s Dominions & 
became subject to the charge. 

A corporation therefore may have two residences, 
& each residence may be as much its residence as 
another residence for the purpose of legal juris- 
diction at all events. In this case, this corporation 
has two residences ; its principal place of business 
is in New York, but it has in England, London, 
an office with a manager in charge at which it 
carries on an English business, & it is resident 
in London for purposes of jurisdiction, it could 
be sued & execution could be issued against its 
property in & by these courts in just as effectual 
a manner as such steps could be taken against a 
physical person, physically resident in this 
country (WARRINGTON, J.).-—NEW YORK LIFE 
INSURANCE Co. v. PUBLIC TRUSTEE, [1924] 2 Ch. 
101, 115; 93 L. J. Ch. 449; 131 L. T. 438; 
40 T. L. R. 430; 68 Sol. Jo. 477, C. A. 

438. ——.]—A company was incorporated in 
1870 under the Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867, 
with the object of constructing & working a 
railway in Sweden. The registered office of the 
company was in London. In 1900 the company 
leased its railway to a traffic company for fifty 
years at an annual rent of £35,000, which was to 
be paid to the company in England. The com- 
pany’s articles were afterwards altered with the 
object of removing the control & management of 
the business of the company from England to 
Sweden, & it was admitted that the business of 
the company had since been & now was controlled 
& managed from the head office in Sweden. In 
1920 a committee was appointed by the directors 
of the company to transact merely formal adminis- 
trative business in the United Kingdom, such as 
dealing with transfers of shares in the United 
Kingdom, affixing the seal of the company to 
share & stock certificates, & signing cheques on 
the London banking account of the company. 
Since 1920 no meetings of the company had been 
held in the United Kingdom. All dividends had 
been declared in Sweden, & no profits had been 
transmitted to the United Kingdom except in 
payed of dividends to the shareholders in the 

nited Kingdom. Since 1920 the annual rent 
under the lease to the traffic company had been 
paid to the company in Sweden :—Held: the 
rit ao was resident in the United Kingdom 
& therefore liable to be assessed to income tax 
under Case V. of Sched. D. of the Income Tax 
Act, 1918, upon all its profits, whether remitted 
to this country or not. It might be that the 
company was also resident in Sweden, for acom- 
pany might have a dual residence, but the fact 
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that it was resident in this country rendered it 
liable to the tax.—SWEDISH CENTRAL Ry. Co. 
v. THOMPSON, {1924] 2 K. B. 258; 98 L. J. K. B. 


739; 131 L. T. 516; 68 Sol. Jo. 575, OC. A.; 
affd., [1925] A. C. 495; 94 L. J. K. B. 527; 
133 L. T. 97; 41 T. L. R. 885; 9 Tax Cas. 
342, H. L. 


439. Whether carrying on business in England 
so as to be resident within jurisdiction—Agent’s 
office in England—Goods supplied after samples 
inspected—Service on general European manager.| 
—The question whether the service should be 
set aside is a substantial question. The breach 
of contract in this case did not occur within 
the jurisdiction, &, therefore, pltf. could not have 
obtained leave to serve defts. out of the juris- 
diction. The question is whether the pltfs. can 
serve defts. here. 

If deft. is here, he can be served whvuever he 
is, & wherever the cause of action arose. The 
question is whether Gould’s Manufacturing Com- 

are here. They have a real domicile in New 

; but it does not follow that they have now 
a good domicile here for purposes of busines. 
& service. They have an office in London, where 
allthe paper & envelopes are stamped ‘‘ Goulc’s 
Manufacturing Company ”’ as residing & carryin_ 
on business there. At this place anybody can 7o 
& look at samples of the voods; & if an order ‘3 
given the machines will be supplied. Oan in, 
one doubt that this is a carrying on of business ». 
defts. in this country ? Then Mr. Dyer, who is 
called the general Kuropean manager, was serv: d, 
& I cannot imagine any one more distinc. .y 
representing defts. than he does (FIELD, J \.- 
PALMER v. GOULD’S MANUFACTURING Co., [18? 4; 
W. N. 63; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 194. 

440. ——— Agent & offices in England to deal 
with English shareholders—Majority of share- 
holders resident in England—Principal or material 
part of business not carried on in England.]—An 
action was brought against an American company, 
incorporated under the laws of the State of 
Tennessee, whose main business was to carry on 
an hotel in Tennessee. All the directors were 
resident in America, & the offices of the company 
were situated in New York & in Tennessee. It 
had an agent in London, who had on office in 
the City; he had put the name © the company 
amongst others on that office, & il was described 
in various circulars as the London office of the 
company. The office belonged to the agent, 
although some of the furniture in it was the 
company’s. Three-fourths of the shareholders 
resided in England: transfer books were kept 
at the office, transfers were accepted by the 
agent, who forwarded them to New York for 
signature. Certificates of shares were counter- 
signed by him, & he received money paid for 
calls. At one time the company had a consider- 
able sum of money on loan on the London Stock 
Exchange. It was not proved that any part 
of the actual hotel business was traneacted: in 
London. The writ in the action was served 
upon the agent, & the company now moved to 
set aside the service :—Held: the company was 
not carrying on a principal part of its business in 
London so as to be resident here, & the service 
must be set aside.—BapDcocK v. CUMBERLAND 
Gap Park Co., [1893] 1 Ch. 862; 62 L. J. Ch. 
247; 68 L. T. 1556; 41 W. R. 204; 9 T. L. R. 
113; 87 Sol. Jo. 116; 3 R. 188. 

441. Agent also carrying on business of 
other companies—Rent and other expenses of 
agent’s office paid by company.]—A foreign 
shipping company, with an agent in this country 
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occupying offices of which the rent & other 
expenses, including salaries of clerks, income 
tax, legal charges, advertising, printed forms, 
postage, & telegrams, are paid by the company, 
although such agent carries on other business 
in addition to that of the company, is resident 
within the jurisdiction in such circumstances as 
to make service of a writ on such agent good 
service within the meaning of Ord. Ix. r. 8.— 
COMPAGNIE GENERALE TRANSATLANTIQUE Vv. 
Law (THomas) & Co., LA BourGgoGne, [1899] 
A. C. 4381; 68 L. J. P. 104; 80 L. T. 845; 15 
T. L. R. 424; 8 Asp. M. L. C. 550, H. L. 
Agent renting office & paid 
commission on orders obtained—Authority to 
enter into contracts.|—Defts. were a foreign cor- 
oration carrying on business as manufacturers 
in Germany. They employed a sole agent for 
the United Kingdom, who rented an office in 
Condon & was paid a commission on orders 
obtained by him for defts.’ goods. The agent 
also had authority to enter into contracts for the 
salu of defts.” goods without submitting the 
orders to defts. Deliveries in fulfilment of orders 
obtained or cbntracts made by him were made 
in some cases out of goods of defts., lying at 
wharves in London & in other cases out of a 
stock of defts.’ gooas kept at the agent’s office. 
Goods so delivered were paid for by cheques 
sent by the purchasers to the agent. ‘he agent 
cleo acted for another foreign firm :---Held: 
diffs. were carrying on theit business at the 
agint’s office so as to be resident at a place 
within the jurisdiction, & that the agent could, 
therefore, be properly served with a writ there 
as. the ‘‘ head officer ’’’ of defts. within Ord. IX., 
r. 8, in an action brought by pltfs. against defts. 
for breach of an agreement.—SACCHARIN COR- 
PORATION, LTD. v. CHEMISCHE FABRIK VON 
HEYDEN AKTIENGESELLSCHAFT, [1911] 2 K. B. 
516; 80L. J. K. B. 117; 104 L. T. 886, C. A. 

443. No general authority to enter 
into contracts. |—Defts. were a foreign corporation 
carrying on business in Sweden as manufacturers. 
They employed as their sole agents in the United 
Kingdom a firm in London, who also acted as 
agents for other firms & carried on business as 
merchants on their own account. The agents 
had no general authority to enter into contracts 
on behalf of defts., but they obtained orders & 
submitted them to the defts. for their approval. 
On being notified by defts. that they accepted 
the orders the agents signed contracts with the 
purchasers as agents for defts. The goods were 
shipped direct. from the defts. in Sweden to the 
purchasers. The agents in some cases received 
payment in London from the purchasers & 
remitted the amount to the defts. less their agreed 
commission :—Held: defts. were not carrying 
on their business at the agents’ office in London 
so as to be resident at a place within the jurisdic- 
tion, & service of a writ on the agents at their 
office was, therefore, not a good service on defts. 

Saccharin Corporation v. Chemishe Fabrik von 
Heyden Aktiengeselischaft, No. 442, ante, distin- 
guished.—_OkuRA & Co., . uv. FORSBACKA 
JERNVERKS AKTIEBOLAG, [1914] 1 K. B. 715; 
83 L. J. K. B. 561; 110 L. T. 464; 50 T. L. RB. 
242; 568 Sol. Jo. 232, C. A. 

444. . Stand at exhibition in charge of 
representative.]—Defts., a foreign corporation, 
who were manufacturers of motor cars abroad, 
hired a “stand” at the Crystal Palace for the 
exhibition of articles of their manufacture at a 
cycle show, & exhibited at the show, which lasted 
for nine days, among other articles, a motor car 
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fitted with tyres which were alleged by pltfs. to 
be an infringement of their patent. Defts.’ 
‘‘ stand ’? was in charge of a person employed by 
them as their representative, whose duty it was 
to explain the working of the articles exhibited, 
& to take orders for & press the sale of defts.’ 
goods :—Held: during the continuance of the 
show defts. were carrying on business so as to 
be resident at a place within the jurisdiction, & 
therefore could be served there with a writ in 
an action by pltfs. for infringement of their 
patent under Ord. IX., r. 8.—DUNLOP PNEU- 
MATIC TyRE Co., Lrp. v. ACTIEN-GESELLSCHAFT 
FUR MoTOR UND MOTORFAHRZEUGBAU VORM. 
CuDELL & Co., [1902] 1 K. B. 342; 71 L. J. K. B. 
284; 86 L. T. 472; 50 W. R. 226; 18 T. L. RB. 
229, C. A. 

445. ——— Majority of directors resident in 
United Kingdom—Contracts sealed in London. ]— 
DE BEERS CONSOLIDATED MINES, LTD. v. HOWE, 
No. 436, ante. 

446. Business carried on by agents must 
be business of corporation—Not merely work 
ancillary to business of corporation.}—In order 
that a foreign corporation may be liable to be 
sued in this country by reason of the fact that it 
has w business residence here, it is necessary that 
the business carried on by its agents within the 
jurisdiction should be the business of the cor- 
poration. It is not sufficient that the corpora- 
tion’s agents are merely doing work ancillary 
to the business of the corporation. — ALLISON 
v. INDEPENDENT PRESS CABLE ASSOCIATION OF 
AUSTRALASIA LTD. (1911), 28 T. L. R. 128, C. A. 

447. London committee for raising loan 
within jurisdiction.]—Defts. were a company 
incorporated by a statute of the Dominion of 
Canada for the purpose of constructing & working 
a railway in that country; their office was in 
Montreal. Four of the directors, resident in this 
country, formed the London committee, which, 
under powers conferred by the company’s bye- 
laws, dealt with the issue of loan capital to be 
used for the construction of the railway. The 
whole of the loan capital amounting to many 
millions, was raised by the London committee 
& remitted by them to Canada. The London 
committee, which had a secretary & staff, met at 
an office in the City of London for which they paid 
no rent; the minute-books, ledgers, pass-books, 
etc., of the committee were kept at that office. 
The money raised by the committee was paid into 
an account at a London bank, out of which 
account remittances were made to Canada. No 
business of the company, other than the financial 
business of raising the loan capital, was transacted 
by the London committee. <A writ in an action 
of demurrage having been issued by pltfs. against 
defts.:—Held: defts. were carrying on their 
business at the office used by the London com- 
mittee so as to be resident at a place within the 
jurisdiction, & the secretary could, therefore, be 
properly served there with the writ.—Acrizs- 
SELSKABET DAMPSKIB HERCULES v. GRAND TRUNK 
Paciric Ry. Co., [1912] 1 K. B. 222; 81 L. J. 
K, B. 189; 105 L. T. 695; 28 T. L. R. 28; 56 
Sol. JO. 61, C, A. fi 

4438. ——— Service upon one member of firm 
carrying on foreign company’s business—Equiva- 
lent to service on firm.}—THames & MERsEY 
MARINE INSURANCE Co. v. Socirra DI NAVIGA- 
ae A VAPORE DEL LLOYD AUSTRIACO, No. 433, 
ante. 

449. Service on ‘‘ head officer, clerk, treasurer, 
secretary,’’ etc.—Officer of English branch— 
Service on officer at head office abroad unnecessary. ] 








324 


Sect. 14.—Service on corporations, inhabitants, com- 
panies, societies, etc.: Sub-sect. 4.] 


—Service of a writ of summons on the head 
officer of an English branch of a foreign corporation 
carrying on business in England is good service, 
& it is not necessary to serve the process on the 
officer at the head office abroad.— NEWBY v. VON 
OPPEN & COLT’S PATENT FIREARMS MANUFACTUR- 
ING Co. (1872), L. R. 7 Q. BK. 293; 41 L. J. Q. B. 
148; 26 L. T. 164; 20 W. R. 383. 

450. Service upon agent in England.]— 
Deft. company, having head offices in Paris, 
Bordeaux & Marseilles, had agents & corre- 
spondents, among other places, in London. Service 
of a writ of summons on an agent in London was 
set aside on the ground that it was not service 
on the “ head officer, clerk, treasurer or secretary 
of such corporation,” within Ord. IX., r. 8.— 
NUTTER (WALTER) & Co. v. MESSAGERIES MAaRI- 
TIMES DE FRANCE (1885), 54 L. J. Q. B. 527; 1 
T. L. R. 644. 

451. Head manager of London agency of 
bank—-Agency in fact a bank with usual offices, 
managers, etc._-Waiver of objection by applying 
for security for costs.]}—In an action against a 
foreign bank, service of the writ of summons on 
the head manager of the London ‘“‘ Agency ”’ of 
the bank—the agency being ostensibly & in fact 
a bank with the usual offices, managers, & staff 
of clerks :—Held: to be good service on defts., 
also, an application made by defts. for security 
for costs constituted a waiver of any objection 
as to service.— LHONEUX, Limon & Co. v. Hone 
Kone & SHANGHAI BANKING CoRPN. (1886), 
33 Ch. D. 446 ; sub nom. DE LHONEUX, LIMON (A.) 
& Co. v. Hone Kona & SHANGHAI BANKING 
pOnEN 55 L. J. Ch. 758: 54 L. T. 863; 34 W. BR. 

452. Head officer.|—HaGGIn v. Comp- 
TOIRE D’ESCOMPTE DE Panis, MASon & BARRY 
v. SAME, No. 434, ante. 

458. —— Mother Superior of Convent in 
England.}—An action brought by pltf., who had 
been a nun in deft. order of La Sainte Union des 
Sacrées Coeures, to recover a sum of money that 
had been paid out of her income during the years 
she wasinthe order. Pltf. was admitted a member 
of the order in England, & her income was always 
paid to the order in England. ‘The writ was taken 
out & served upon the Mother Superior at the 
convent in England; she had no authority or 
duty in connection with the management or 
government of deft. order. The head house of 
the association being in France, the affairs are 
managed there by the Mother-General & a council, 
residing in France. Ord. IX., r. 8, says that ‘‘ in 
the absence of any statutory provision regulating 
service of process, every writ of summons issued 
against a corporation aggregate may be served 
on the mayor, or other head officer, or on the 
town clerk, treasurer, or secretary of such cor- 
poration ” :—Held: the Mother Superior of the 
convent in England was not a person within the 
meaning of Ord. IX., r. 8, & service upon her 
was bad.—GoLDING v. LA SAINTE UNION DES 
SACREES C&uURS (ORDER OF) (1892), 67 L. TT. 
309; 8T. L. R. 567; affd. 67 L. T. 605, C. A. 

454. er & clerks employed as 
servants of agents—Service on managing clerk— 
Not within Ord. IX., r. 8.}—Defts., a foreign 
corporation, had their name on the door of an 
office of their agents in London & issued business 
cards & advertisements directing the public to 
apply to them there respecting the Catriage of 
goods by their steamers. The rent of the office 
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was paid by the agents of defts. & the clerks, 
including the manager, employed in the office 
were the servants of the agents. Pltfs., owners 
of cargo in a ‘fore ship, commenced an action 
for damages by collision against defts., & served 
the writ of summons on the managing clerk at the 
office in London. On motion by defts. to set 
aside the service :—Held: the service of the writ 
was not on ‘‘ the... clerk... of such corpora- 
tion’? within the meaning of Ord. IX., r. 8, & 
must therefore be set aside, but without costs as 
defts. had held themselves out as having an office 
in London.—THE PRINCESSE CLEMENTINE, [1897] 
P. 18; 66 L. J. P. 23; 75 L. T. 695; 8 Asp. 
M. L. C. 222. 

455. Effect of filing name of person authorised 
to accept service—Subsequent notice to registrar 
that company ceasing to exist—-Decrees of Soviet 
Government.|—A Russian insurance company 
having its principal office in Petrograd & a branch 
office in London, in accordance with sect. 274 
of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, filed 
with the registrar the name of C. as its authorised 
representative to accept service of process on its 
behalf. By a series of decrees passed in 1918 
the Soviet Government purported to put all 
insurance companies in Russia into liquidation & 
to appropriate their property. In the spring 
of 1923, ©. sent a notice to the registrar that the 
company which he represented had ceased to 
exist, & at his request this notice was placed 
upon the file. In the summer of the same year 
respondents brought an action against the com- 
pany by specially indorsed writ for payment of 
a sum of money claimed to be due to them in 
respect of certain insurance transactions. The 
writ was served upon C., who protested that he 
had no power to act for the company, & judgment 
was signed in default of appearance. In 1924 the 
respondents obtained in this action a garnishee 
order nisi attaching all debts due from the 
appellants to the judgment debtors. Appellants 
took out a summons against respondents to have 
the judgment set aside, & respondents applied 
to have the garnishee order nisi made absolute 
or an issue directed. The judge, affirming the 
decision of the master, dismissed both applications. 
Shortly after this decision an order was made for 
the winding up of the company in this country. 
The Court of Appéal, after ascertaining from the 
liquidator that he did not propose to question the 
judgment, refused to set aside the judgment, but 
as regards the garnishee proceedings directed an 
issue. Upon the respondents’ application :— 
Held: (1) at the date of the writ the company had 
not ceased to exist by virtue of the decrees of the 
Soviet Government; (2) the service of the writ 
on C. was valid; (3) the company by putting 
on the file the name of a person authorised to 
accept service of process on its behalf agreed to 
submit to the jurisdiction of the court & therefore 
it must be assumed that the Russian Government 
would, according to the comity of nations, 
recognise the judgment as effective; (4) the 
pe arreeg in the English winding up had in effect 

itted the validity of the judgment & of the 
garnishee proceedings, & no foreign court had the 
right to go behind that admission, therefore an 
issue should be directed. Upon appellants’ 
application, that appellants had no sufficient 
interest in the judgment & there was no ground 
for setting it aside.—EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 
ASSURANCE CORPN. v. SEDGWICK, CoLtiIns & Co., 
[1927] A.C. 95; 96 L. J. K. B. 1015; 42 T.L. R. 
749; sub nom. Sppawick, Coxiiins & Co., Lip. v. 
Rossia INSURANCE Co. OF PETROGRAD, 136 L. T. 
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72, H. 1.3; affy. 8. 0. sub nom. SEDGWICK, COLLINS 
& Co. v. Rossra INSURANCE Co. OF PETROGRAD, 
[1926] 1 K. B. 1, C. A. 

456. Russian company long ceasing to 
carry on trade—Administrative activities.}—Pltf., 
on March 30, 1926, issued a writ against deft. 
company & A., its managing director, claiming to 
be interested, as assignee, in certain shares in the 
sea oan & which was incorporated under the laws 
of the Russian Empire & was formed to carry 
on a business which it purchased from a private 
firm in Russia. The writ was served upon A., 
whose name was filed with the Registrar of Com- 
panies, under sect. 274 of the Companies (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1908, as a person authorised to 
accept service of process on behalf of the company. 
The company entered a conditional appearance, 
without prejudice to an application to set aside 
the service, upon the ground that A. was not a 
person authorised under that section to accept 
service on behalf of the company. On May 26, 
1926, the company took out a summons for an 
order that service of the writ upon A. might be 
set aside on the ground above stated & on the 
ground that the company had not at the material 
time a place of business within the United King- 
dom. Some years ago the company established 
a branch of their business in London under the 
management of A., who in Dec. 1920, in obedience 
to the requirements of sect. 274 aforesaid, on behalf 
of the company registered himself as a person 
resident in the United Kingdom authorised to 
accept service of process. The evidence showed 
that, although at the date of the service of the 
writ upon A. the company had long ceased to 
carry on trade in London, yet certain administra- 
tive activities—e.g. the remittance of dividends 
to shareholders—were then being carried out 
there, & at no other place, on behalf of the com- 
pany :—Held: (1) upon the evidence, the deft. 
company, at the date of the service of the writ 
upon A., had a place of business within the United 
Kingdom within the meaning of sect. 274 of the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, & service 
upon A. was effective service upon the company ; 
& (2) even if the company had not at the date 
aforesaid a place of business within the United 
Kingdom, yet upon the true construction of the 
section & applying the principles of the decision in 
Employers’ Liability Insurance Corpn. v. Sedgwick, 
Collins & Co., No. 455, ante, such service was 
effective service upon the company.—SABATIER 
v. TRADING Co., [1927] 1 Ch. 495; 96 L. J. Ch. 
211; 136 L. T. 574; 71 Sol. Jo. 104. 

457. Service not invalidated by mere irregu- 
larities—-Writ addressed to forelgn company instead 
of person whose name filed—lInaccurate descrip- 
tion of method of services in affidavit.]—Pitfs. 
were a firm of insurance brokers. Defts. were 
incorporated in the year 1844 in Petrograd accord- 
ing to the laws of Russia. On Oct. 16, 1926, 
pltfs. brought the action claiming £28,296 17s. 2d. 
& interest for commission on premiums received 
by the defts. under contracts of reinsurance made 
between Jan. 1, 1914, & Dec. 31, 1925, by defts. 
with various British companies. 

In accordance with the Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1908, s. 274 (1), defts. had registered the 
name ‘‘ Hensel Barash ’’ & the address ‘‘ 31, Bed- 
ford Place, W.C.,”’ as the name & address of the 
person authorised to accept process on their behalf, 
&, after various notices of alteration, had finally 
in Sept. 1920, registered an alteration of address 
from 11, Fenchurch Street, to 30, Mincing Lane, 
B.0.8. The writ in the action was indorsed as 
follows: ‘ This writ was served by me by posting 
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a true copy in @ prepaid envelope addressed to the 
Russian Transport & Insurance Co, (of 1844), 
the deft. company, at 30, Mincing Lane, E.C., 
being the registered office, at Fore Street Post 
Office on Saturday, Oct. 16, 1926. Indorsed 
Oct. 18, 1926. (Signed) Alfred William Weat. 
(Address) 15, Lorne Road, Stroud Green, N.4, 
solicitor’s clerk.”’ The affidavits of service sworn 
by A. W. West, clerk to the respondents’ solicitors, 
stated as follows: ‘‘ I did on Oct. 18, 1926, serve 
the above named deft. company, the Russian 
Transport & Insurance Co. (of 1844) (a com- 
pany incorporated according to the laws ofRussia) 
with a true copy of the writ of summons in this 
action... by sending the same by post in a 
prepaid letter addressed to the company at 30, 
Mincing Lane, E.C.3, which is the registered 
office of the deft. company.” By a second 
affidavit the deponent stated that he addressed 
the envelope ‘‘ Russian Transport & Insurance 
Co. (of 1844), c/o Hensel Barash, Esq., 30 Mincing 
Lane, E.C.3”’; that being, in the words of the 
affidavit, ‘‘ the proper address for service of deft. 
company according to the file at Somerset House.”’ 
In Dec. 1918, by decrees of the Legislature of the 
Russian Soviet Republic, the business of transport 
& insurance was declared to be a monopoly of the 
State, & private transport & insurance companies 
were made subject to liquidation & their assets 
became the property of the Republic. On 
Oct. 16, 1926, Hensel Barash was no longer 
residing or carrying on business at 30, Mincing 
Lane, having left that address in June, 1924. 
The letter containing the copy of the writ & 
addressed as above was returned by the Post 
Office to the senders. On Oct. 26, 1926, deft. 
company not having appeared to the writ, pltfs. 
recovered judgment against them for £28,315 
lls. 8d. & £7 7s. 6d. costs. Pltfs. then took out 
a garnishee summons, & on Oct. 27 obtained a 
garnishee order nisi against the London & Lan- 
cashire Insurance Co., Ltd. On Oct. 28 Messrs. 
Livesay, Hawthorn & Manby, a firm of insurance 
brokers, recovered judgment against defts. in 
default of appearance for £6,993 3s. 5d., & on the 
same day they obtained a garnishee order nisi 
against the London & Lancashire Insurance 
Co., & then took out a summons for leave to 
intervene in the action & for an order setting 
aside pltfs.’ judgment of Oct. 26. They con- 
tended that this judgment was irregularly obtained 
on the ground that the writ was addressed to deft. 
company, & not to Barash, the person whose 
name had been filed as that of the person authorised 
to accept service, as required by the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, s. 274 (2) :—Held: the 
writ had been served upon Hensel Barash within 
the meaning of & in accordance with sect. 274 of 
the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908; as 
the matter complained of in the indorsement was 
mere surplusage, the objection was without sub- 
stance; &, as to the affidavit of service, that 
inasmuch as the writ had been served according 
to law, the mere fact that the method of service 
was inaccurately described was not in the cir- 
cumstances enough to invalidate the judgment.— 
FEsTER FOTHERGILL & HARTUNG v. RUSSIAN 
iar a & INSURANCE Co., [1927] W. N. 27, 


458. Alien enemy—Service on branch trading 
under licence.}—Pltfs. were English solicitors & 
defts. were bankersin Berlin. Pitfs. had an account 
with the Berlin office of the defts., who had also 
a branch in London. On Aug. 1, 1914, the pltfs. 
had a credit balance. On Aug. 4 war broke out 
between England & Germany. On Aug. 10 a 
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licence under the Aliens Restriction Act, 1914, 
was issued to the branch to carry on business. 
On Aug. 27 pltfs. issued a writ for the amount of 
the balance & it was served on the branch, & an 
appearance was entered by the defts. :—Held: 
the service was good, & as it was therefore no 
answer to the claim to say that it could not be 
discharged by the branch pltfs. were entitled to 
judgment, & as the Courts (Emergency Powers) 
Act, 1914, did not apply in the case of alien 
enemies it was not necessary to ask for leave to 
issue execution.— LEADER, PLUNKETT & LEADER 
v. DIRECTION DER DISCONTO-GESELLSCHAFT (1914), 
31 T. L. R. 83; 59 Sol. Jo. 147; subsequent 
proceedings, [1915] 3 K. B. 154, C. A. 

459. Service on dissolved or non-existent com- 
pany—Pre-Revolution Russian bank.]—Judgment 
in default of appearance was obtained by the pltfs. 
against the Moscow Industrial Bank, substituted 
service of the notice of the writ having been granted 
under Ord. ]X., r. 2, & not under Ord. XI., r. 8, 
of the Rules of the Supreme Court. The pltfs. 
then obtained a garnishee order nisi against the 
Midland Bank in respect of a debt of that bank 
to the Moscow Industrial Bank, which was made 
absolute :—Held: (1) if it comes to the know- 
ledge of the court that it has entered judgment in 
default of appearance against a company, which 
was at the time dissolved, or non-existent, accord- 
ing to the law of its country of origin, the court is 
bound, after hearing the parties interested, of its 
own motion, to set the judgment aside. Having 
regard to the evidence of the decrees of the Russian 
Soviet Republic, of the present Russian Civil 
Code, & of the oral testimony of Russian lawyers 
who had practised in the Czarist & Soviet Courts, 
the court found that at the date of the writ against 
the Moscow Industrial Bank—Oct. 29, 1930—that 
bank had ceased to exist as a juristic person. 
Accordingly, the judgment by default against the 
Moscow Industrial Bank, & the garnishee order 
nist made absolute against the Midland Bank, 
must be set aside; (2) Ord. XI. constitutes a 
complete code relating to service out of the juris- 
diction in a foreign country to which r. 8 of that 
Order has been applied by the Lord Chancellor, 
& Ord. IX., r. 2, has no relation to service out of 
the jurisdiction in such a case. Accordingly the 
judge should not have exercised his discretion 
by making the garnishee order nisi absolute, 
& on this ground also that order must be set aside ; 
(3) even if there was jurisdiction for the pro- 
ceedings under Ord. IX., r. 2, having regard to the 
terms of the affidavits used & the known facts 
about the pre-Revolution Russian banks, these 
proceedings were invalid & irregular, & on this 
ground also the garnishee order nisi made absolute 
must be set aside. 

Now that it is fairly clear that the Russian 
Government & the Russian Courts will not recog- 
nise the old banks as existing in Russia, English 
judges should be slow in granting leave to serve 
notices of writs, or substituted service of writs, 
on the old banks without very clear evidence that 
they exist & will be reached by service. The case 
of old industrial companies may be different, as 
there is some evidence that a nationalised company 
may be carrying on business under the old name 
(ScRUTTON, L.J.).—LAZARD Bros. & Co. v. BANQUE 
INDUSTRIELLE DE Moscou, LAzarp Bros. & Co. 
v. MIDLAND BANK, Lin. (1931), 101 L. J. K. B. 
65; 146 L. T. 240, C. A. 2 
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SuB-sEcT. 5.—RAILWAYS AND OTHER COMPANIES 
UNDER COMPANIES CLAUSES CONSOLIDATION 
AcT, 1845. 


Companies Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (0. 16), s. 135. 


Any summons or notice, or any writ, or other proceeding, at 
law or in equity, requiring to be served upon the company, may 
be served by the same being left at, or transmitted through the 

st directed to the principal] office of the company, or one of 
heir principal offices where there shall be more than one, or 
being given personally to the secretary, or in case there be no 
secretary then by being given to any one director of the company. 


See R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 8, p. 317, ante. 

460. Service in accordance with statutory pro- 
visions—Irish railway company.—CLOKEY _ v. 
LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co., No. 40, 
ante 


461. Service on director in England. }— 
An Act incorporating a company for making a rail- 
way from Dublinto Drogheda enacted, that in case of 
any summons or writ upon the company, ‘‘ personal 
service thereon upon a secretary or clerk of the com- 
pany, or leaving the same at the office of the company 
or of a secretary or clerk, or delivering the same to 
some inmate at such office of the company, or at 
the usual place of abode of such secretary or clerk, 
or, in case the same respectively should not be 
found or known, then personal service thereof 
upon any other agent, etc., or on any director of 
the company,’ should be deemed good service. 
A writ of summons having been issued out of this 
court into Middlesex against the company, who 
had not any office in England, or any secretary 
or clerk to represent them here, was served upon 
one of the directors of the company in London :-—— 
Held: such service was null & void: the proper 
service was upon the secretary or clerk at the office ; 
but the parties, residing in Ireland, were not 
amenable to the jurisdiction of this court.— 
EVANS v. DUBLIN & DROGHEDA Ratu. Co. (1845), 
14M. & W. 142; 2 Dow. & L. 865; 3 Ry. & Can. 








Cas. 760; 14 L. J. Ex. 245; 9 Jur. 474; 185 
E. R. 424. 
462. Service at ‘‘ principal office ’’—Where 





central government & management carried on. ]— 
By the Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 
(c. 20), s. 1388, any summons or notice or any writ 
or other proceeding at law or in equity, may be 
served by the same being left at or transmitted 
through the post directed to the principal office 
of the company, or one of their principal offices, 
or by being given personally to the secretary, etc. 
Pitf. served a notice of action upon the super- 
intendent of the office of the G. W. Ry. Co. 
at Bristol. At that station there was no office 
different from that which is to be found at every 
station upon the line. The central government of 
the pone wpe | was carried on at Paddington, where 
the st of the company was stationed, where 
the secretary was to be found, & where the ordinary 
meetings of the directors for the general purposes 
of the company took place :—Held: the service 
was not good, as Bristol was not the principal 
office of the railway.—GARTON v. GREAT WESTERN 
Rain. Co. (1858), BE. B. & E. 887; 27 L. J. Q. B. 
875; 31 L. T. O. 8. 283; 4 Jur. N. 8S. 1036; 6 
W.R. 677; 120 E. R. 721; revad. on other grounds 
(1859), E. B. & E. 846. 

463. ——- —— Principal office in Scotland— 
Service on secretary whilst attending meeting in 
London.]—By a private Act incorporating the 
Caledonian Railway Company, six miles of which 
are in England & the rest in Scotland, the Com- 
panies Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 16), 
is incorporated with the private company’s Act, 
so far as is necessary for ca 


g into effect the 
English portion of the line. 


e principal office 
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of the company was in Scotland, & they had no 
office out of Scotland, except a station at Carlisle, 
used only for receiving passengers & goods. 
Pltf. having a claim in debt against the company, 
in respect of their amalgamation with another 
Scottish railway :—Held: service of the writ 
of summons on the secretary of the company while 
attending a meeting in London was good service.— 
WILSON v. CALEDONIAN Ratu. Co. (1850), 5 Exch. 
822; 1L. M. & P. 731; 6 Ry. & Can. Cas. 772; 
20 L. J. Ex. 6; 16 L. T. O. S. 215; 15 Jur. 17; 
155 BE. R. 360. 


4. —— —— 





Service at principal office 
on English part of line }—A railway company 
having its governing body resident & domiciled 
in Glasgow, had a short line in England, which 
was under the Companies Clauses Act, 1845 :- 
Held: the company was a Scottish company, & 
service of a writ at the principal office of the com- 
pany on the English part of its line was not good 
service, Ord. IX., r. 8, being excluded by the 
Companies Clauses Consolidation (Scotland) Act, 
1845, which was incorporated in the company’s 
special Act, & required service at the principal 
office of the company, i.e. in Glasgow.—PALMER v. 
CALEDONIAN Ratu. Co., [1892] 1 Q. B. 823; 61 
L. J. Q. B. 552; 66 J. T. 771; 40 W. R. 562; 
8 T. L. R. 502 ; 36 Sol. Jo. 425, C. A. 

465. ——— Action by secretary against company 
—Service on director.]|—By the Companies Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 16), s. 185, any writ 
may be served on a company by being left at or 
sent by post to the office of the company, or by 
being given to the secretary, or, if there is no 
secretary, to a director. The secretary of a com- 
pany sued the company, served the writ on a 
director, & signed judgment against the company 
in default of appearance. The company had no 
office :—Held: the service was invalid, & the 
judgment ought to be set aside.—_-LAWRENSON v. 
DUBLIN METROPOLITAN JUNCTION Ry. Co. (1877), 
37 L. T. 32, C. A. 


SUB-SECT, 6.—BUILDING SOCIETIES. 


See R.S.C., Ord. IX., r. 8, p. 317, ante; generally, 
BUILDING SOCIETIES, Vol. VII., pp. 454 et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—CLUBS. 


See R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 8, p. 317, ante; CLuss, 
Vol. VIII., pp. 519-520, Nos. 92-108. 


SuB-srEcT. 8.—FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 


See R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 8, p. 317, ante. 

Legal proceedings by & against friendly societies. ] 
——See FRIENDLY SOCIETIES, Vol. XXV., pp. 334, 
Nos. 354 ef seq. 


SuB-sEcT. 9.—INDUSTRIAL AND PROVIDENT 
SOCIETIES. 


See R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 8, p. 317, ante. 
Legal proceedings by & against industrial & 
provident societies.}—See INDUSTRIAL, PROVIDENT 
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yi Spies Socieries, Vol. X XVIII., pp. 126, Nos. 
et seq. 
See R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 8, p. 317, ante. 


SuB-SEcT. 10.—TRADE UNIONS. 


; 8,p.e0 | 
& TRADE UNIONS, Vol. X LIT P: pp. 125, Nos. 1277 


| et seq. 


SEcT. 15.—SERVICE ON AGENT CONTRACTING 
FOR PRINCIPAL OUT OF JURISDICTION. 


R. §. C., Ord. [X., r. 8A. Where a contract has been entered 
into within the jurisdiction by or through an agent residing or 
carrying on business within the jurisdiction on behalf of a 
principal residing or carrying on business out of the jurisdiction, 
a Writ of Summons in an action relating to or arising out of such 
contract may by leave of the Court or a Judge given before the 
determination of such agent’s authority or of his business 
relations with the principal be served on such agent. Notice 
of the order giving such leave and a copy thereof and of the 
Writ of Summons shall forthwith be sent by prepaid registered 
post letter to the defendant or defendants at his or their address 
out of the jurisdiction. Provided that nothing tn this Rule 
shall invalidate or affect any other mode of service in force at 
the time this Rule comes into operation. 


Sect. 16.—SERVICE IN ACTIONS FOR RECOVERY 
OF LAND—VACANT POSSESSION. 


R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 9. Service of a writ of summons in an 
action to recover land may, in case of vacant possession, when it 
cannot otherwise be effected, be made by posting a copy of the 
writ upon the door of the dwelling-house or other conspicuous 
part of the property. 


Service in actions for recovery of land.]|—See 
REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 774-776, 
Nos. 1068-1113. 

When premises vacant.]|—See REAL PRo- 
PERTY, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 774-775, Nos. 1075— 
1085. 





On what persons—Bodies corporate & 
incorporate.] —- See REAL PROPERTY, Vol. 
XXXVIII., pp. 775-776, Nos. 1086~1106. 
Substituted service.]|—See REAL PROPERTY, 
Vol. XXXVIILI., p. 776, Nos. 1107-1113. 

Delivery & recovery of possession.|—See LAND- 
LORD & TENANT, Vol. X XXI., pp. 545. Nos. 6095 
et seq. 








Sect. 17.—SERVICE IN ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


R.S. o., Ord. IX., 7.10. In Admiralty actions tn rem no 
service of writ or warrant shall be required where the solicitor of 
the defendant agrees to accept service and to put in bail, or to 
pay money into Court {In lieu of bail. 


r.11. In Admiralty actions in rem the 

warrant of arrest shall be served by the Marshal or his sub- 

stitutes, whether the property to be arrested be situate within 

the port of London or elsewhere within the jurisdiction of the 

Court, and the solicitor issuing the warrant shall, within six 

days oom the service thereof, file the same in the Admiralty 
egistry. 








es 


———____———— r.12. In Admiralty actions tn rem, service 
of a writ of summons or warrant against ship, freight, or cargo 
on board, is to be effected by nailing or affixing the original writ 
or warrant for a short time on the mainmast, or on the single 
mast of the vessel, and on taking off the process leaving a true 
copy of it nailed or fixed in its place. 
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Sect. 17.—Service in Admiralty actions. Sect. 18. 
Part XII. Sect. 1.] 


R. S. C., Ord. IX.,r. 18. If the cargo has been landed or 
transhipped, service of the writ of summons or warrant to 
arrest the cargo and freight shall be effected by placing the 
writ or warrant for a short time on the cargo, and on taking off 
the process by leaving a true cop) upon it. 


—_—— r.14. If the cargo be in the custody of a 
person who will not permit access to it, service of the writ or 
warrant may be made upon the custodian. 





Service of writ.]—See ADMIRALTY, 
pp. 159-160, Nos. 674-683. 

Warrants of arrest & caveat warrants.]—See 
ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 161-162, Nos. 698-718 ; 
1761-1762. 


Vol. LI., 


SEcT. 18.—INDORSEMENT OF SERVICE. 


R.S,C., Ord. [X.,r.15. The person serving a writ of summons 
shall, within three days at most after such service, indorse on 
the writ the day of the month and week of the service thereof, 
otherwise the plaintiff shall not be at liberty, In case of non- 
appearance, to proceed by default; and every affidavit of 
service of such writ shall mention the day on which such indorse- 
ment was made. This Rule shall apply to substituted as well 
as other service. 


466. Indorsement condition precedent to right 
to proceed by default.)—Pltf. having obtained 
an order for substituted service of a writ upon 
deft. duly effected such service. The indorse- 
ment on the writ of the date of service was not, 
however, made within three days as required 
by Ord. IX., r. 15, but was made subsequently. 
No appearance was entered on behalf of deft., 
& pltf. obtained judgment in default of appearance 
for damages to be assessed. Thereafter the 
damages were assessed in the Sheriff’s Court. On 
an application by deft. to set aside the judgment 
& all subsequent proceedings :—Held: the non- 
compliance by pltf. with the requirements of Ord. 
IX., r. 15, was not a mere irregularity within 
Ord. LXX., r. 2, but was a defect which prevented 
pltf. proceeding further with the writ, & there- 
fore the Judgment & subsequent proceedings must 
be set aside.—Hamp-ADAMsS v. HALt, [1911] 2 
K. B. 942; 80 L. J. K. B. 1341; 105 L. T. 326; 
55 Sol. Jo. 647; 27 T. L. R. 531, C. A. 

467. Application of rule—To substituted as well 
as other service.}—Ord. IX., r. 13, as to indorsing 
date of service on writ, does not apply to cases of 
substituted service.—DyYMOND v. OFT (1876), 
3 Ch. D. 512, C. A. 

——.]—Hamp-ADAMS v. HALL, No. 





468. 
466, ante. 

See, now, R.S. C., Ord. IX., r. 15, supra. 

469. Service by advertisement. ]—On 
Feb. 5 it was ordered that service of the writ 
of summons, & of the order then made, upon A., 
a brother of the deft.; & publication once in the 
Limes newspaper of an advertisement in the form 
set forth in the schedule, should be deemed good 
service of the writ upun deft. On Feb. 16 the 
writ of summons was served on A., & the 
persons who served it made an indorsement on 
the writ of the service thereof on A., pursuant 
to R. 8. C., 1883, Ord. IX., r. 15. On Feb. 17 
an advertisement was published in the Times 
in the form directed by the order of Feb. 5. No 
indorsement was made on the writ of summons 
with regard to this advertisement. Deft. did not 
appear. On an application being made for a 
certificate of non-appearance the officer took the 
objection that, having regard to the last clause 
of Ord. IX., r. 15, an indorsement should have 
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been on the writ of the service by advertisement 
as well as of the personal service on A. :—Held: 
the rule did not apply to advertisement, & the 
indorsement having been duly made with regard 
to the personal service, no further indorsement was 
necessary.—DavVigs v. LOUND, [1885] W. N. 54. 

470. Re-service of amended writ.|—An 
amended writ must be served in the same way as 
if it had been an original writ. 

After the writ in an action in rem in the Admiralty 
Division against a ship had been filed & served 
on the ship, the ship was sold in an action brought 
by another party, & the proceeds of the sale brought 
into court. The writ was then amended & filed 
in the Admiralty Registry, but was not formally 
served on the registrar, nor was it indorsed with 
the date of service under Ord. IX., r. 18. Defts. 
did not appear :—Held : the service of the amended 
writ was not sufficient, & pltf. was not entitled to 
obtain judgment by default.—THE CaAssIOPEIA 
(1879), 4 P. D. 188; 48 L. J. P. 39; 40 L. T. 
869; 27 W. R. 703; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 148, OC. A. 

471. Service of notice in lieu of writ— 
Personal service on defendant out of jurisdiction— 
Affidavit proving service.}|—Deft. being out of the 
jurisdiction, an order had been obtained to serve 
notice in lieu of writ, & personal service had been 
effected. An affidavit had been made proving 
the fact of such service, but it did not mention 
indorsement, as required by Ord. IX., r. 13, 
of the Rules of Court, 1875 :—Held: the state- 
ment of claim might nevertheless be filed under 
Ord. XIX., r. 6, the court being of opinion that 
the provisions of Ord. IX., r. 13, did not apply to 
notice in lieu of writ under Ord. XI.—Re LIVESEY, 








FisH v. CHATTERTON (1882), 47 L. T. 328; 31 
W. R. 87. 
472. Effect of non-compliance with rule— 


Whether irregularity can be waived—Judgment in 


default set aside.|—HaAmp-ADAmMs v. HALL, No. 
466, ante. 
473. —-_—- ——— Indorsement on sheet attached 


to writ by seal—Objection not made in good faith 
or within reasonable time. ]—Application on behalf 
of deft. to set aside judgment on the ground of 
irregularity. Applicant was served with writ 
of summons in Pretoria. He did not enter an 
appearance, & judgment was entered against him 
in default of appearance. The irregularity alleged 
was: The writ was duly served on the applicant 
in Pretoria by the bailiff of the district, & within 
three days of that service was returned with a 
sheet attached to it by a seal, on which sheet was 
indorsed a statement that the writ was duly 
served on the applicant. A question arose whether 
that could be said to be indorsement on the writ, 
& the master made an order, under Ord. IX., r. 15, 
further extending the time for making the indorse- 
ment, which was then made within the further 
time allowed. Applicant took no proceedings 
before the trial. But now, after judgment had 
been obtained, whether at suggestion of co-deft. 
or not, most certainly not bond fide—made this 
application to set aside the proceedings :—Held : 
there was not a proper indorsement within 
Ord. IX., r. 15, but it was unnecessary to consider 
whether the master was justified in making the 
order. Applicant was trying to escape by the 
merest technicality. There was ample power, 
under Ord. LXX., r. J], to dispense with strict 
compliance with the rules, & the court directed 
that such an order should be drawn up accordingly. 
The application was not made in good faith or 
within a reasonable time, & was most improper 
& must be dismissed. v. RoGERs (1891), 
77. L. R. 188. 


Part XII.—SusBstTITUTED OR OTHER SERVICE. 


474. Extension of time for making indorsement.] 
—Under Ord. LVII., r. 6, of Rules of Court, 1875, 
the court has pore to extend the time fixed by 
Ord. IX., r. 13, for the making an indorsement 
on a writ of the date of service.—HASTINGS v. 
HURLEY (1881), 16 Ch. D. 784; 50 L. J. Ch. 577; 
44 L. T. 176; 29 W. R. 440. 

475. «}--Where, through inadvertence, the 

date of the service cf a writ has not been indorsed 
upon the writ within the time prescribed by 
Ord. IX., r. 18, the court can extend the time, 
so as to make an indorsement made after the 
proper time, & all subsequent proceedings, valid.— 
SPROAT v. PECKETT (1883), 48 L. 'T. 755. 
#76. -}—On March 2, 1886, a writ was 
issued & an interim injunction was obtained 
restraining deft., a mortgagor, from damaging 
the mortgaged property, & on March 3, service 
of the writ & order with the notice of motion was 
effected on deft. Deft. did not appear. In 
drawing up the order before the registrar on March 
25, it was discovered that the writ did not bear 
any indorsement of service. The judge being 
satisfied upon the affidavits that the case was one 
of inadvertence, made an order as in Sproat v. 
Peckett, No. 475, ante, that upon reading the affi- 
davits, & it appearing that the writ was duly 
served on March 3, plitf. be at liberty to proceed 
by default in the same manner as if the indorse- 
ment had been duly made within the time limited 
by the order.—SHEPHERD v. SILCOCK, [1886] 
W.N. 84. 

477. ——.]—STEERS v. Rogers, No. 473, ante. 
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478. -+—The decision in Hamp-Adams v. 
Hall, No. 466, ante, does not affect the power to 
extend the time for making the indorsement of 
service.—CRESPI v. WILIIAMS (1911), Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

479. Necessity to state day of week as well as 
day of month.]—This was a foreclosure action, to 
which there were three defts., A., B., & C., not 
one of whom had appeared. The action proceeded 
in default of pd gemini in the usual way, & was 
heard as a short cause. The usual judgment was 
pronounced. When the order was about to be 
drawn up the registrar objected that the indorsc- 
ment of service on the writ was defective, as it 
did not comply, as regarded two of defts. with 
R. S. C., 1883, Ord. IX., r. 15, which required 
the day of the week on which the service was 
effected should be stated as well as the day of 
the month. The indorsement was as follows: 
‘“ This writ was served by me at Margate, in 
the county of Kent, on defts. A. & B. on 
July 25, & on C. on Thursday, July 26, 1888. 
Indorsed July 26, 1888. W. King” :—Held: 
the order might be drawn up, notwithstanding the 
objection.—FoatT v. BASSET, [1888] W. N. 255. 

480. Liability for neglect—Whether process 
server liable—Liability of solicitor.|—The attorney 
retained to prosecute an action, & not the person 
employed as process server, is liabie to be sued 
by the client for damage caused through neglect 
in omitting to make the indorsement of service.— 
CURLEWIS v. BROAD (1862), 1 H. & C. 322; 31 
L. J. Ex. 473; 10 W. R. 797; 158 E. R. 908. 





Part Xll.—Substituted or other Service. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 2. When service is required the writ 
shall, wherever it is practicable, be served {n the manner in 
which personal service is now made, but if it be made to appear 
to the Court or a Judge that the plaintiff is from any cause 
unable to effect prompt personal service, the Court or Judge 
may make such order for substituted or other service, or for the 
substitution for service of notice, by advertisement or otherwise, 
as may be just. 


Ord. X. Every application to the Court or a Judge 
for an order for substituted or other service, or for the substitu- 
tion of notice for service, shall be supported by an affidavit 
setting forth the grounds upon which the application is made. 


481. General rule. |—Where an action is brought 
against an alien enemy resident in the enemy’s 
country, who carries on a branch business in this 
country by means of an agent, leave may be given 
to pltf. to issue a concurrent writ & to make sub- 
stituted service of a notice of the writ by service 
of the notice upon deft.’s agent in this country. 

The general rule is that an order for substituted 
service of writ of summons within the jurisdiction 
cannot be made in any case in which, at the time 
of the issue of the writ, there could not be at law 
a good personal service of the writ because the 
deft. is not within the jurisdiction. This general 
rule is not applied where the court is satisfied 
that deft. went outside the jurisdiction before the 
issue of the writ in order to evade the service of 
the writ within it. If deft. went out of the juris- 
diction after the issue of the writ, although not 
for the purpose of evading service, substituted 
service may be allowed if the court is satisfied 
that the issue of the writ came to his knowledge 
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before he went outside the jurisdiction & special 
circumstances show that such substituted service 
would be just within Ord. IX., r. 2. In order that 
substituted service may be permitted, it must 
be clearly shown that pltf. is in fact unable to 
effect personal service that the writ is likely 
to reach deft. or to come to his knowledge if the 
method of substituted service which is asked 
for by the pltf. is adopted. The court may then 
make such order aS may seem just: Ord. IX., 
r. 2. The terms of this rule are of very wide 
application, & give a very wide discretion which 
we are not inclined to limit. In the case of a writ 
properly issued under one of the heads of Ord. XI., 
r. 1, for service out of the jurisdiction, substituted 
service either within or without the jurisdiction 
may be permitted in special circumstances, as, 
e.g. that deft. is evading personal service of such 
writ, & that the proposed form of substituted 
service will be effectual in bringing the writ to the 
deft.’s knowledge. In the case of a notice in 
lieu of writ to be served on a foreigner out of the 
jurisdiction on order properly obtained under 
O XI., r. 1, there is no reason why substituted 
service of that notice should not be permitted in 
similar circumstances to those in which it is per- 
mitted in the case of a writ for service out of the 
jurisdiction. As to substituted service of such a 
notice, Ord. XI., r. 7, & Ord. IX., r. 2, give power 
to order it. Certainly under Ord. XI., rr. 8 (4), 
& 8 (5), it is contemplated that this may be done, 
for it prescribes the method of doing it. The 
judge in chambers before whom the application is 
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made for substituted service of a writ for service 
out of the jurisdiction or of a notice of such a writ 
ought to be careful before acceding to the applica- 
tion: (a) To satisfy himself that there exists 
a practical impossibility of actual service, as other- 
wise, inasmuch as there is always a certain amount 
of difficulty & delay in effecting service out of 
the jurisdiction under Ord. XI., a pltf. will always 
seek to obtain an order for substituted service, 
with the serious risk that the deft. may never have 
notice of the proceedings & judgment in default 
of appearance {may be given against him unjustly. 
(o) To satisfy himself for the same reason that the 
method of substituted service asked for by the 
pltf. is one which will in all reasonable pro- 
bability, if not certainty, be effective to bring 
knowledge of the writ or the notice of the writ 
(as the case may be) to deft. (LORD READING, 
C.J.).—-PORTER v. FREUDENBERG, KREGLINGER 
v. SAMUEL (S.) & ROSENFELD, Re MERTEN’S 
PATENTS, [1915] 1 K. B. 858, 887, 888, 889; 
84 L. J. K. B. 1001; 112 L. T. 3138; 317. L. R. 
162; 59 Sol. Jo. 216; 20 Com. Cas. 189; 32 
R. P. C. 109, C. A. 

482. Substituted service ordered only where 
personal service permissible.}—There can be no 
substituted service of a writ in an action where 
there cannot in law be personal service of such 
writ.— FIELD v. BENNETT (1886), 56 L. J. Q. B. 
89; 3T. L. R. 239. 

483. -}+—Where there can be no personal 
service, the court will not allow substituted service. 
—HILLYARD v. SmMyTH (1887), 4 T. L. R. 7; 36 
W.R. 7. 

484. -}—P itis. issued a writ against defts. 
in the name of their firm, without leave. Defts. 
were a Natal firm carrying on business within the 
jurisdiction, the partners being out of the juris- 
diction. Pltfs. obtained an order for substantial 
service upon one of the partners by serving it upon 
his brother in London, & the writ was so served :— 
Held: the writ was properly issued against defts., 
in the name of their firm; but the order for sub- 
stituted services, & the service thereunder, must 
be set aside because the writ could not be served 
personally upon a partner out of the jurisdiction, 
& therefore, could not be served upon him by 
substitution.— WORCESTER CiTy & CoUNTY BANK- 
ING Co. v. FIRBANK, PAULING, & Co., [1894] 
1 Q. B. 784; 63 L. J. Q. B. 542; TOL. T. 443; 
42 W. R. 402; 10 T. L. R. 345; 38 Sol. Jo. 324; 
9 R. 367, C. A. 

485. -]—PORTER v. FREUDENBERG, KREG- 
LINGER v. SAMUEL (S.) & ROSENFELD, Ite MERTEN’S 
PATENTS, No. 481, ante. 

486. Colonial government. ]|—Where 
effectual personal service of a writ could not be 
made on the persons named as defts., the court 
would not order substituted service to be made. 

A colonial government is not a corporation, & 
cannot be effectually served with a writ.—SLOMAN 
v. NEW ZEALAND GOVERNMENT (1876), 1. P. D. 
063; 46 L. J.C. P.185; 35 L. T. 454; 25 W. R. 
86; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 202, C. A. 

-—— Actions against foreign sovereigns, govern- 
ripe etc.}]—See AcTION, Vol. I., pp. 48, Nos. 384 
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487. Probability of service being brought to 
notice of person to be served.}—The principle on 
which substituted service is ordered is, that there 
is reasonable ground to suppose that the service 
will come to the knowledge of deft. 

Personal service, or service at the dwelling-house, 
may be possible, because deft. may be abroad ; 
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& yet it might be very unfit that he should not be 
litigated with in the same manner as if he were 
here, as he might have agents competent to 
represent & actually representing him in this 
country. Therefore, in cases where deft. is abroad, 
the question is, whether there is any person here 
who may be fitly served, & service upon whom 
may be treated as equivalent to service upon the 
absent person himself. Now, this has been allowed 
in a variety of cases; for instance, where there 
has been an agent in this country managing all 
the affairs of deft. who is abroad, & regularly 
communicating with him upon his affairs, or where 
he has an agent here specially managing the 
particular matter involved in the suit. In such 
cases, the court has felt that it might safely allow 
service upon the agent to be deemed good service 
upon the person abroad, because the inference 
is irresistible that service so made upon the agent 
is servicc on @ person either implicdly authorised 
to accept that particular service, or who certainly 
will communicate the process to the party who is 
not in this country to receive it himself. The 
object of all service is of course only to give notice 
to the party on whom it is made, so that he may be 
made aware of & may be able to resist that which 
is sought against him; & when that has been 
substantially done, so that the court may feel 
perfectly confident that service has reached him, 
everything has been done that is required (CRAN- 
WORTH, L.C.).—HoPE v. Hope (1854), 4 De 
G. M. & G. 328, 341, 342; 2 Eq. Rep. 1047; 23 
L. J. Ch. 682; 23 L. T. O. S. 198; 2 W. R. 545; 
43 E.R. 328, L. C. 

488. .]—Substituted service of the writ 
will not be ordered unless reasonable ground is 
shown for supposing that it will come to the 
notice of the person to be served.—FURBER v. 
KInG (No. 1) (1881), 29 W. R. 535. 

489. Probability of defendant being reached. ]— 
Leave for substituted service of writ on deft. 
should not be given unless there is a probability 
of deft. being thereby reached. 

Directions as to service where deft. sought to be 
served could not be found, had no place of business 
nor residence, & his relations stated by affidavit 
that they had no knowledge where he was.— 
WOLVERHAMPTON & STAFFORDSHIRE BANKING 
Co. v. Bonn (1881), 43 L. T. 721; 29 W. R. 599. 

490. Effect of substituted service—Failure to 
bring notice of proceedings to defendant—Setting 
aside judgment.]—Pltf. being unable to serve 
one of defts. with the writ, obtained an order for 
substituted service against him under Ord. IX., 
r. 2, & the action proceeded to judgment against 
all defts. Deft., in respect of whom the order 
for substituted service had been made, applied 
to set aside the judgment as against him on 
affidavits alleging merits & that he had never had 
any knowledge of the action while it was pending :— 
Held: the judgment signed was regular, even if 
deft. had no knowledge of the proceedings, but 
that the court might in their discretion set the 
judgment aside, if it were shown that deft. had 
no knowledge of the proces & that he had 
merits. Thinking defts.’ affidavits not entirely 
free from doubt as to these points, they set aside 
the judgment on terms as to giving security for 
the amount of the judgment that ‘remained 
unsatisfied, & for costs. 

It is the essential foundation of the adminis- 
tration of justice that a person, against whom an 
action or other proceeding is brought should have 
notice of the proceedi before he is concluded, 
& therefore I think that, when it is shown to the 
court that the substituted service has failed & 
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deft. has had no such notice, it is competent to 
the court to enable deft. to come in & defend the 
action, as he would have been enabled to do if the 
substituted service had been effectual. At the 
same time I a that the matter is one on which 
the court ought to exercise its discretion. It is 
not because the substituted service bas failed & 
never came to the knowledge of deft. that the 
court is absolutely bound to set the proceedings 
aside, for it may be, that though the action was not 
brought to deft.’s knowledge through thesubstituted 
service, yet it has come to his knowledge in some 
other way. If he knew of the action & had an 
he delete of coming in, but instead of doing so he 
allowed the proceedings to go on & took his chance 
of the other defts. defeating pltf., then I think 
we ought to refuse to set aside the judgment, 
which is regular by virtuc of the order for sub- 
stituted service, & not to allow deft. to re-open 
the litigation. All I hold is that the order for 
substituted service is not finally binding & con- 
clusive, if the court are satisfied that through 
that order injustice will be done if deft. is not let 
in to defend, he never having had any knowledge 
of the action (COCKBURN, C.J.).—-Wart v. BARNETT 
(1878), 3 Q. B. D. 183, 185; 47 L. J. Q. B. 329; 
38 L. T. 63; 26 W. R. 400; affd. on appeal, 3 
Q. B. D. 363, C. A. 

Form of order.J—See Appendix K., No. 21, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Matrimonial causes.]|—See HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVITI., pp. 391, Nos. 3853 et seq. 

7 pea of service. |—See Part XI., Sect. 18, 
ante. 


SECT. 2._-DEFENDANT OUT OF THE JURISDICTION. 


a R. 8S. C., Ord. IX., rv. 2; Ord. N., p. 329, 
ante. 

oo out of the jurisdiction. |—Sce Part XIII, 
post. 

Upon whom service ordered.]— See Scct. 3, 
post. 

Modes of service. |—See Sect. 4, post. 

491. Writ issued for service out of jurisdiction— 
Service within jurisdiction—Circumstances warrant- 
ing substitution.]—Where a writ has been issued 
for service out of the jurisdiction, & deft. is 
abroad, a judge may, if the attendant circumstances 
warrant substitution, properly order a copy of 
such writ to be served within the jurisdiction, 
although it is not in the form used within the 
jurisdiction.—Forp 17. SHEPPARD (SHEPHARD) 
(1885), 638 L. T. 564; 34 W. Rh. 63. 

492. -J/—In ordering substituted 
service of a writ on a person out of the jurisdiction 
the kind of service ordered need not be restricted 
to service out of the jurisdiction, but may be 
extended to include substituted service within 
the jurisdiction.—WESTERN SUBURBAN & NOTTING 
HILL PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY v. 
RUCKLIDGE, [1905] 2 Ch. 472; 74 L. J. Ch. 751; 
93 L. T. 664; 54 W. R. 62; 49 Sol. Jo. 701. 

493. On agent in Ireland.}]—Service 
of a writ of summons on a deft. resident out of the 
jurisdiction can only be substituted by service on 
his agent within the jurisdiction in the cases in 
which R. S. C. (Ir.), 1891, Ord. XI., r. 1, service 
of the writ out of the jurisdiction may be allowed ; 
& therefore, in cases not falling within the Order, 
e.g. actions for libel, leave to substitute service 
on the agent in Ireland of a deft. resident out of 
the jurisdiction cannot be granted for the purpose 
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of substitution of service :—Held: the Irish news- 
agents of a newspaper spuelished in England & 
whose proprietors reside in England, though 
employed to receive advertisements & to sell the 
paper in Ireland, are not agents of the proprietors 
of the papers.—O’ConNOoR v. STAR NEWSPAPER 
Co. (1891), 30 L. R. Ir. 1. 

494. Foreigner resident out of jurisdiction. } 
—Substituted service can only be allowed where 
the writ can, as a matter of law, be personally 
served. Qucre: whether substituted service can 
be allowed in the case of a writ for service out of 
the jurisdiction.—FIELD v. BENNETT (1886), 
56 L. J. Q. B. 89; 3 T. L. R. 239. 

495. .J—A writ of summons for an 
alleged libel was issued against the New York 
Herald, the sole proprietor of which newspaper 
was G., an American citizen, permanently resid- 
ing in France. The New York Herald is published 
in New York, but there is a branch office in 
London, occupied by a telegraphic correspondent 
of G., who cables news to the office of the paper 
in New York, & advertisements for the paper are 
received & some copies of the paper are on sale 
to the public at this London office. Upon an 
application to allow substituted service of the 
writ on deft. at the London office: The Divi- 
sional Court held that, as G. was a foreigner 
residing out of the jurisdiction, substituted service 
of the writ could not be allowed, inasmuch as 
personal service in such a case was—before the 
recent rules, Ord. XLVIIIA.—impossible, & the 
recent rules have not extended the powers of the 
courts in this respect. The writ was amended 
by adding a claim for an injunction to restrain 
a repetition of the libel. There was no ground 
whatever for supposing that there would be any 
repetition of the libel; the Divisional Court 
held that, as the claim for an injunction was not 
bond fide, but was merely to bring the case within 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (f), leave ought not, in the dis- 
cretion of the court, to be given to issue a@ con- 
current writ for service on the deft. out of the 
jurisdiction. Upon the pltf.’s appeal :—Held: 
as a matter of fact G. did not carry on business 
‘‘in a name or style other than his own name ’”’ 
within Ord. XLVIIIA., r. 11, & therefore no 
question arose as to substituted service of the 
writ.—DE BERNALES v. NEw YORK HERALD, 
[1893] 2 Q. B. 97 n.; 62 L. J. Q. B. 385; 68 
J.. T. 658; 41 W. RR. 481; 9 T. L. R. 381, 453 ; 
37 Sol. Jo. 404. 475; 5 R. 339, C. A. 

496. ——.]—In an action founded on a 
tort committed within the jurisdiction, pltf. 
obtained leave to issue a writ for service out of 
the jurisdiction under the Rules, Nov. 1893. 
Shortly afterwards the rule under which this 
was done was annulled by a new rule, & pltf. 
subsequently obtained an order for substituted 
service of the writ :—Held: the order to issue 
the writ, having been properly made, must stand, 
but that after the rule had been annulled leave 
to effect substituted service ought not to have 
been granted. 

Quere : whether an order for substituted service 
can be made in the case of a writ for service out of 
the jurisdiction—DE BERNALES v. BENNETT 
(1894), 10 T. L. R. 419, C. A. 

497. ———_ -——— Service of notice of writ by 
registered letter.j}—The writ was issued against 
‘* Frederick Bornemann, of Langenberg, by Elber- 
feld, in the Empire of Germany.” It was dated 
Oct. 19, 1885, & gave him 20 days to appear, 
& it was indorsed for £380. Pltf. had obtained 
leave to issue the writ for service out of the juris- 
diction, & on Oct. 12, 1885, he sent it, with a notice, 
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to the British Consul at Dusseldorf for service on 
deft., & the Consul, on Dec. 16, 1885, returned it to 
pltf., with a declaration indorsed on the duplicate 
notice by the acting bailiff of the Royal Court at 
Elberfeld, that he had served the notice on deft.’s 
wife; & the Consul stated that this service is 
quite in order according to the law of that country, 
though not sufficient according to the law of this 
country, to authorise pltf. to sign judgment. 
On May 7 last, pltf. had written to deft. a letter 
enclosing notice of action, & the letter was regis- 
tered, & the secretary of the Post Office had re- 
ceived a letter from the Cologne Post Office that 
it had been duly delivered; & upon this, pltf. 
swore that ‘‘ he firmly believed that the notice 
of the writ had come to the knowledge of deft.”’ 
Upon this, deft. not having taken any notice, 
the court made an order for service of notice 
of the writ by registered letter sent to Kessels, 
the trustee, & also to deft.’s wife, deft. to have 
a month’s time to appear after the letters in due 
course of post would arrive.—DITron v. BORNE- 
MANN (1886), 3 T. L. R. 3. 

498. Writ issued for service within jurisdiction 
—Defendant domiciled or ordinarily resident out of 
jurisdiction.]—Where effectual personal service 
cannot be made upon a person ‘ domiciled or 
ordinarily resident in Ireland ’’ owing to Ord. 
XI., r. 1 (ec), the court will not allow substituted 
service to be made.—HILLYARD v. SMYTH (1887), 
36 W.R.7; 4T. L. R. 7. 


499. ——_ —__.]—_CLOKEY v. LONDON & NORTH 
WESTERN Ry. Co., No. 40, ante. 
500. ——— Foreign company resident abroad— 


No place of business within jurisdiction. }—Defts. 
were described in the writ as Companhia Portugueza 
dos Minas de Huelva of Richardson & Co., Swansea, 
& the said Richardson & Co. Deft. company 
were in fact a Portuguese company having no 
place of business within the jurisdiction. Pltfs. 
claimed delivery of a charge of copper precipitate 
lately discharged at Swansea, & an injunction 
to restrain defts. from selling or disposing of the 
copper otherwise than to pltfs. Plitf. company 
had obtained an order in chambers for sub- 
stituted service of the writ on deft. company 
by serving the same on a member of the firm of 
Michael Abrahams, Son & Co. (who had acted on an 
application in the matter as solicitors for deft. 
company), & also on a member of the firm of 
Richardson & Co. This was a motion onthe part 
of deft. company to discharge the order for sub- 
stituted service & to set aside the writ, on the 
ground that it was not in the form required by 
the Rules of the Supreme Court for service or 
notice in lieu of service out of the jurisdiction. 
There was evidence on the part of pltfs. in order 
to show that deft. company had contracted to be 
sued as domiciled at the premises of Messrs. 
Richardson for the purpose of the alleged contract 
on which the action was founded :—IHeld: a 
foreign person can contract to have a domicile 
for the purpose of being sued within the jurisdic- 
tion, but no such contract on the part of deft. 
company had been proved. There could not be 
substituted service of an ordinary writ on deft. 
who could not be served by reason of his being 
out of the jurisdiction. The writ set aside & the 
order for substituted service discharged. — 
INDUSTRIELLE ET COMMERCIALE DES 
METAUXxX v. COMPANHIA PoRTUGUEZA DO8 MINAS 
DE HUELVA, [1889] W. N. 32; 33 Sol. Jo. 253. 
501. ——— Defendant out of jurisdiction at date 
of issue—Order for substituted service within 
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elie pags beled of irregularity.]—A writ was 
ed in the general form, without the leave of 
the court, against a person who at the date of the 
writ was out of the jurisdiction. Pltf. obtained 
an order for substituted service of the writ within 
the jurisdiction, &, having served the writ in 
accordance with the order, signed judgment against 
deft. for default of appearance. Deft. took out 
& summons asking that the judgment might be 
set aside, & that plitf. might be ordered to deliver 
a statement of claim :—Held: the order for 
substituted service was not void, but it was only 
an irregularity which could be waived, & by 
taking out the summons for pltf. to deliver a 
statement of claim deft. had waived the irregu- 
larity, & was not entitled to have the judgment 
set aside.—FRyY v. Moore (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 395 ; 
58 L. J. Q. B. 882; 61 L. T. 545 ; 37 W. R. 565, C. A. 

502. No intention to evade service. |— 
Substituted service of an ordinary writ cannot 
be allowed on deft. who left England before the 
issue of the writ & is still out of the jurisdiction, 
where it does not appear there was any intention 








to avoid service.—-WILDING v. BEAN, [1891] 
1 Q. B. 100; 60 L. J. Q. B. 10; 64 L. T. 41; 
39 W. R. 40, C. A. 


503. —— Intention to evade service. ]— 
PORTER v. FREUDENBERG, KREGLINGER v. SAMUEL 
(S.) & ROSENFELD, He MERTEN’S PATENTS, No. 481, 
ante. 

504. Foreign firm carrying on business 
within jurisdiction—Partners out of jurisdiction.] 
—WORCESTER City & CoUNTY BANKING Co. v. 
FIRBANK, PAULING & Co., No. 484, ante. 

505. Defendant within jurisdiction when 
writ issued—Subsequently going abroad——No inten- 
tion to evade service.]—The court has jurisdiction 
under Ord. IX., r. 2, to make an order for sub- 
stituted service of a writ of summons issued for 
service within the jurisdiction where deft. having 
been within the jurisdiction when the writ was 
issued, has since gone abroad, although it does 
not appear that deft. went abroad to evade 
service of the writ.—JAay v. Bupp, [1898] 1 Q. B. 
12; 66L. J. Q. B. 863; 77 L. T. $35; 46 W. R. 
34; 14T.L. R. 1; 41 Sol. Jo. 859, C. A. 

506. ——— Intention to evade service. ] 
—PORTER v. FREUDENBERG, KREGLINGER vv. 
SAMUEL (S.) & ROSENFELD, Jie MERTEN’S PATENTS, 
No. 481, ante. 

507. Defendant coming within juris- 
diction after writ issued—Subsequently going 
abroad—Intention to evade service.j—This was 
an appeal from an order of the judge, sitting at 
chambers, allowing pltfs. to eftect substituted 
service of the writ of summons. Deft. was an 
Irishman, who was domiciled & ordinarily resident 
in Ireland, & the action was brought against him 
by pltfs. to recover damages for breach of a con- 
tract made & to be performed in England. The 
action was commenced by the issue of an ordinary 
writ for service within the jurisdiction. On 
Nov. 24, 1898, deft. being then in Liondon & staying 
at the Hotel Metropole, a clerk of pltfs.’ solicitor 
called at that hotel fur the purpose of serving the 
writ on deft. The clerk saw deft.’s wife, &, 
on learning from her that deft. was out, arranged 
to call again the next day, explaining to her the 
purpose of his visit. On the next day he called 
again, & again saw deft.’s wife, who said that her 
husband was not in, & that she did not know when 
he would return. The clerk left the writ with 
the deft.’s wife & said he would come back again 
at 5 o’clock in the afternoon. On his return 
to the hotel at that hour he found that deft. & 
his wife had left for Dublin early in the afternoon. 
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On an pe aad by pltfis. to effect substituted 
service of the writ under Ord. IX., r. 2, affidavits 
were read stating that deft. was constantly paying 
visits to England, that he was a member of the 
pas Club, & that he often stayed for a week 
at that club. An order was made by the master 
& affirmed by the judge giving pltfs. liberty to 
effect substituted service by leaving a copy of 
the writ & of the order for substituted service 
for the deft. at the Hotel Metropole or the Sports 
Club. Substituted service was effected under 
this order, & deft., in fact, received in Dublin the 
copy of the writ & of the order which had been 
left for him at the Sports Club. Deft. appealed 
from the order, & asked that the order & the service 
of the writ might be set aside. 

Deft. is domiciled & ordinarily resident in 
Ireland, but it is shown that he was constantly 
in England. Pltfs. allege that they have a cause 
of action against him, &, as the cause of action 
is the breach of a contract made in this country, 
it is clear that the writ itself is a good writ. Pitfs. 
do not apply for a writ for service out of the 
jurisdiction ; if they had they would undoubtedly 
have been met with the contention that by Ord. 
XI. r. 1 (e). deft., being a domiciled Irishman, 
could not be so served. They issued an ordinary 
writ for service within the jurisdiction, & they 
awaited deft.’s arrival in this country. If when 
the process-server went to the Hotel Metropole 
he had seen deft. & served him with the writ, 
that would have been good service. But he did 
not see him, & the real question is whether deft. 
knew of the visits of the process-server & left the 
country for the purpose of evading service. I 
think that the facts stated in the affidavit of the 
process-server, which are not denied by deft., 
show plainly that deft. did know of the attempts 
which were being made to serve him & did go away 
for the purpose of evading service. The appeal 
must therefore be dismissed (SmItuH, I..J.).— 
TRENT CycLE Co., Lrp. v. BEATTIE (1899), 15 
T. L. R. 176, C. A. 

508. Divorce proceedings—Service by regis- 
tered letter—-Respondent é& co-respondent residing 
together abroad.j—In a petition for divorce it 
appeared that respondent & co-respondent were 
residing together abroad, & that by the law of the 
place where they resided the co-respondent, 
a foreigner, had a right of action against any 
person serving him with English process :—Held : 
the citation might be served on the co-respondent 
in enclosing it in a registered letter addressed to 
him, another copy being sent to respondent, so 
as to make it more probable that it would come to 
his knowledge.—TRUBNER v. TRUBNER & CRIs- 
TIANI (1889), 15 P. D. 24; 59 L. J. P. 56; 62 
L. T. 186; 64 J. P. 167; 38 W. R. 464. 

509. .}—Respondent & co- 
respondent residing at Lisbon, the citation & 
petition were sent to a Portuguese advocate, 
who reported that the matter must be carried 
through diplomatic channels, when the Crown 
attorney would decide whether the proceedings 
were legal according to Portuguese law or not. 
The Foreign Office, on being applied to, requested 
that application should be made to them by the 
senior registrar, who stated that the proper course 
was for the President to issue letters of request 
to the Foreign Office. The court, being thereupon 
moved for an order for substituted service, or 
in the alternative, for letters of request, adjourned 
the motion in order that the application for letters 
of request might be made direct to the President 
in the first instance. Subsequently, the President 
having refused to issue letters of request, the court 
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made an order for substituted service by registered 
letters on ondent, co-respondent, & certain 
relatives resi at Lisbon, intimating, however, 
at the same time that the addresses of the 
respondent & co-respondent must be verified by 
affidavit, & that at the hearing the court would 
have to be satisfied that the service had been duly 
effected.—WRAY v. WRAY & D’AtmerDA, [1901] 
P. 1382; 70L. J.P. 32; 84L. T. 64; 17 T. L. BR. 422. 

510. Respondent on active service. }— 
Where respondent to a divorce petition is on active 
service with His Majesty’s Forces out of the 
country, personal service of the petition & citation 
may be dispensed with, & substituted service by 
registered letter allowed.—TURNER v. TURNER, 
[1916] P. 324; 86L. J. P. 13; 115 L. T. 790; 
61 Sol. Jo. 58; 33 T. L. R. 33. 

511. Bankruptcy notice or petition—-Debtor 
going abroad to evade service. |—The power of the 
court to make an order for substituted service of 
a bankruptcy notice or of a bankruptcy petition 
under r. 154 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, is 
not confined to a case where the debtor is conceal- 
ing himself within the jurisdiction of the court ; 
but the court has power under the rule to order 
substituted service of a debtor where it is satisfied 
by evidence that such debtor has gone out of the 
jurisdiction in order to avoid  service.—Re 
URQUHART, Ex p. URQUHART (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 
723; 59L. J. Q. B. 364; 38 W. R. 612; 7 Morr. 
94, C. A. 

512. Issue of concurrent writ — Substituted 
service of copy of writ—Service on solicitors. }— 
Deft. was an Italian subject, who for some years 
& up to Sept. 16, 1912, resided in England. Since 
Aug. 1911, deft. had carried on business in London 
in premises which he leased from pltf. On 
Sept. 16. 1912, he returned to Italy & remained 
there until Jan. 16. On Oct. 15, 1912, the pltf. 
issued a writ in the King’s Bench Division against 
deft., claiming possession of the premises & 
damages for breach of covenant. On Dec. 18, 
on the application of pltf., the following order was 
made at chambers by the judge: ‘‘ It is ordered 
that pltf. be at liberty to issue a concurrent writ 
of summons against deft., Pietro Necchi, for 
service in the kingdom of Italy; & it is further 
ordered that service of a copy of this order & of a 
copy of the said concurrent writ by sending the 
same by a prepaid post letter addressed to the said 
deft. at the offices of his solicitors, Messrs. Free- 
man & Son, No. 23, Bedford Row, London, W., 
& also to Messrs. Freeman & Son, at the same 
address, shall be good & sufficient service of the 
said writ, & that the time for a ache to the 
said writ by the said deft., Pietro Necchi, be within 
twenty days after the service of the said writ in 
manner aforesaid.” On Jan. 14, no appearance 
having been entered on behalf of deft., pltf. 
signed judgment. On Jan. 24 deft. took out 
a& summons for an order that the order of 
Dec. 18 & all subsequent proceedings be set 
aside for irregularity on the ground that deft. 
was not a British subject, & was not within the 
British dominions at the date of the order or 
service thereof. It appeared from an affidavit 
of deft. that a letter containing a copy of the writ 
& of the order for substituted service was delivered 
at his home in Italy on Jan. 3, but that owing to 
his absence from home on business he did not 
receive the letter till Jan. 10, when he at once made 
arrangements to return to England to instruct 
his solicitors to defend the action, & that he arrived 
in ie pe on Jan. 16. The judge refused to set 
aside the order of Dec. 18. Deft. appealed. 

The court allowed the appeal. 
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The first part of the order of Dec. 18 is not in 
the ordinary or proper form & could not be sup- 
rted. Deft. is a foreigner not resident within 

e jurisdiction, & under Ord. XI., r. 6, the proper 
form of order is to give leave to serve, not the 
writ itself, but notice of the writ, upon the intended 
deft. The first part of the order being bad, it 
follows that the second part, which gave leave for 
substituted service, is b The order of 
Dec. 18 & all the subsequent proceedings founded 
thereon must be set aside (FARWELL, L.J.).— 
Kemp v. Neccui, [1913] W. N. 62; 48 L. J. N.C. 
187; 184 L. T. Jo. 455, C. A. 

518. ——— Substituted service of notice of writ— 
Service on defendants’ agent within jurisdiction. } 
—PORTER v.+ FREUDENBERG, KREGLINGER v. 
SAMUEL (S.) & ROSENFELD, Re MERTEN’S PATENTS, 
No. 481, ante. 

514. Alien enemy — Resident in enemy’s 
country. }—PORTER v. FREUDENBERG, KREGLINGER 
v. SAMUEL (S.) & ROSENFELD, Re MERTEN’S 
PATENTS, No. 481, ante. 


SEctT. 3.—UPON WHOM ORDERED. 


See R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 2; Ord. X., p. 329, 
ante. 

Substituted service where defendant out of 
jurisdiction.}—See Sect. 2, ante. 

515. Person authorised to receive service.}— 
In a divorce action a writ of sequestration was 
issued against S. in the usual form. In an action 
for the administration of an estate in which S. 
was interested an order was made that, notwith- 
standing the sequestration, the trustees of the will 
should be at liberty to continue paying to S. the 
annual sum of £130. Upon an application by the 
sequestrators in the latter action, to which, how- 
ever, they were not parties, asking that the said 
annual sum of £130 might be ordered to be paid 
to them :—Held: this must be directed, & no 
other moneys must be paid in the administration 
action to 8. without previous notice to the 
sequestrators. 

The principle on which substituted service is 
directed is that the person substituted must either 
be authorised to receive service, or else be such a 
person as will certainly communicate the fact of 
service to the party himself. 

S. being abroad, substituted service was pro- 
perly directed upon his attorneys in England.— 

SLADE, SLADE v. HULME (1881), 45 L. T. 276; 
30 W. R. 28. 

516. Person expected to communicate fact of 
service to party.}—Re SLADE, SLADE v. HULME, 
No. 515, ante. 

517. Solicitors.}—Substituted service of bill for 
common injunction allowed on affidavit that pltf. 
at law was out of the jurisdiction, & that the 
person whom it was intended to serve was his 
attorney, without any affidavit of merits, because 
the motion for the injunction must now be upon 
notice.—SERGISON v. BEAVAN (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 
287; 16 Jur. 1111; 20 L. T.0.8.1283; 1W.R 


80. 

——.}—Where an application was made 
under r. 7 of the 10th Consolidated Order for 
service on defte. abroad, & the case was not within 
the provisions of either 2 Will. 4, c. 33, or 4 Will. 4, 
c. 82, the court refused to order service, but under 
the cial circumstances of the case permitted 
substituted service upon an attorney who acted 
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for defts. in an action at law which they had 
instituted against pltf. in the suit.—BAILLF v. 
BLANCHET (1864), 4 New Rep. 48; 10 L. T. 868. 





519. ~-+—Re SLADE, SLADE v. HULME, 
No. 515, ante. 
520. In previous transaction.}—Where 





deft. was resident out of the jurisdiction, sub- 
stituted service of a subpena was ordered on a 
solicitor who had acted for him in previous pro- 
ceedings.—CooPER v. WOOD (1842), B Beav. 391 ; 
49 EK. R. 629. 

521. -}—Substituted service ordered 
on a solicitor who had acted for certain defts. in 
transactions connected with the subject-matter 
of the suit; the bill also to be served at the 
residence of defts. abroad where personal service 
had been found impracticable.—HopE v. CARNEGIE 
(1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 126. 

522. -}—Where the _ solicitors for 
deft., who was in India, had refused to accept 
service, an order was made, on an ex parte applica- 
tion, for substituted service on deft.’s managing 
clerk at his office & upon his solicitors.—ARMITAGE 
vw. FITZWILLIAM, [1875] W. N. 238; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 
53; 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 39. 

523. ——— Solicitors ceasing to act for 
defendant.}—A written notice by pltf.’s solicitors 
‘‘ we are instructed to proceed no further with the 
action ’’’ is a sufficient notice of discontinuance 
within Ord. XXIJII., r. 1. Foreign shipowners 
commenced an action in this country in respect 
of a collision at sea, & then discontinued the 
action. An order was made afterwards for leave 
to serve a writ, in an action respecting the same 
collision, issued against them at the suit of defts. 
in the former action, by way of substituted service 
upon the solicitors for the foreign shipowners. 
Upon its appearing that the solicitors had ceased 
to act for the foreign shipowners, the order was 
set aside. — THE POMMERANIA (1879), 4 P. D. 
195; 48 L. J. P. 55; sub nom. THE POMERANIA, 
39 L. T. 642. 

524. ——- ——— Restitution of conjugal rights 
—Service of written demand requiring respon- 
dent’s return.}—In a suit for restitution of con- 
juga rights, where respondent was shown to be 
iving out of the jurisdiction, & her address could 
not be obtained from any of her friends, the court 
dispensed with the r. 175, requiring personal 
service of the written demand requiring respondent 
to return to cohabitation, & allowed it to be 
served on her solicitor.— WATERS v. WATERS (1875), 
34 L. T. 33; 24 W. R. 190. 

525. ——— Solicitors communicating with defen- 
dant only through agent—Unaware of defendant’s 
whereabouts.}—An application for an order for 
substituted service of the writ upon Prince Alexis 
Soltykoff, one of defts. The writ was originally 
issued for service within the jurisdiction, & 
two of defts. were duly served, but it was ascer- 
tained that the remaining deft., Prince Alexis 
Soltykoff, had gone abroad, presumably to Russia, 
& leave was uae haart obtained to issue a 
concurrent writ out of the jurisdiction. Pltf. 
having failed to discover the wherabouts of deft., 
further leave was now asked for substituted service 
upon a firm of solicitors in London, who, it was 
stated, were acting for Prince Alexis Soltykoff in 
certain other matters. The question whether the 
court will allow substituted service depends on 
the circumstances, & in the present case they are 
not such as to justify the court in doing so. It 
does not appear that the solicitors in question 
really know where deft. is, & when they wrote to 
him they did so through an agent. It does not 
appear to be suggested also that deft. left the 

















Part XII.—SuBSstTITUTED OR OTHER SERVICE. 


country in order to avoid the service (Day, J.).— 
RETT v. EMANUEL (1890), 6 T. L. R. 4538. 

Alimony pendente lite.}—See HusBAND 

& Wire, Vol. XXVII., pp. 415, Nos. 4190-4191. 

Validity of service upon solicitor on record.}— 
See Soricirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 69, Nos. 616 et seq. 

526. Wife.}—Deft. to a foreclosure action had 
absconded ; his wife & family did not know his 
whereabouts, & pltf. had been unable to serve him. 
Counsel for pltf. moved for a receiver, & for direc- 
tions as to the mode of effecting substituted service. 

You may take an order for a receiver. You 
had better serve your writ by leaving a copy of 
it with the wife of deft., & you must also advertise 
in the Times & London Gazette. The advertise- 
ments may be so framed as to give notice that in 
default of appearance pltf. will move for judgment 
at such time & place as may be proper (HALL, 
V.-C.).—BANK OF WHITEITAVEN v. THOMPSON, 
[1877] W. N. 465. 

527. -}—This was a motion to substitute 
service of a writ of summons, & of a notice of 
motion for a receiver in the action. 

It was proved that deft., who lived near Peter- 
borough, had left his home & could not be found, 
& that his wife had also left her husband’s home 
& gone to reside with her relatives, & that the 
house was empty. 

The judge directed that service on deft.’s wife, 
& the leaving a copy at his house, & advertise- 
ments in a Peterborough & a Stamford newspaper, 
should be accounted good service.—MULLOWS v. 
BANNISTER, [1882] W. N. 183. 

528. Agent—Appointed to accept service.}]—If 
a deft. who is out of the jurisdiction has given 
special authority to a person within the juris- 
diction to act as his agent with respect to the 
property which is the subject of the suit, the court 
will order service of the subpwna tv appear & 
answer, on that person, to be good service on deft. 
~~HOBHOUSE v. COURTNEY (1841), 12 Sim. 140; 
10 L. J. Ch. 377; 6 Jur. 28; 59 KK. R. 1085. 

529. ———- ———-.|-_-HoprE v. Hope, No. 487, ante. 

530. -}—A_ person domiciled or 
ordinarily resident in Scotland or Ireland may 
appoint an agent to accept service of a writ of 
summons within the jurisdiction on his behalf. 
Service within the jurisdiction upon such an agent 
is good personal service within the jurisdiction 
upon the principal.— MONTGOMERY v. LIEBENTHAL, 
{1898] 1 Q. B. 487; 67 L. J. Q. B. 313; 78 1. T. 
ee : ari R. 292; 14 T. L. R. 201; 42 Sol. Jo. 

581. Solicitor receiving rents from land 
agent.]|—Before the coming into operation of the 
Judicature Act an action was commenced, & a 
conditional order for substitution of service of the 
summons & plaint obtained, which, after the 
coming into operation of the Act, was made 
absolute, directing service to be had, under the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1853, s. 34, on an 
alleged agent of deft. who resided out of the juris- 
diction. The alleged agent appealed, & by a 
supplemental affidavit, sworn for the purpose of 
the appeal motion, established, for the first time, 
that, though he received the rents of an estate, on 
which deft.’s jointure was charged, from the land 
agent who collected them, & transmitted to deft. 
the amount of her jointure by quarterly payments 
out of the rents, he merely aid so as solicitor for 
the owners of the estate, & in order to enable him, 
after payment of that paramount charge, to 
divide & distribute the residue among various 
persons beneficially interested therein, in pro- 
Pee to be duly adjusted, for which purpose he 
ad been appointed by the owners of the estate 
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only :—Held: though substitution of service on 
an agent under the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1858, 8. 84, is a discretionary matter, & though the 
conditional order was made before the coming 
into operation of the Judicature Act, an ppeal 
lay from the subsequent order making it absolute ; 
the order of the court below should be reversed 
on the ground that the appellant was not an agent 
of deft. within the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1853, s. 34; & no costs of the appeal should be 
given, as the reversal was caused by material 
information supplied by the appellant subsequent 
to the order appealed from, & making a sub- 
stantially new case on his behalf.—Swanzy v. 
SouUTHWELL (1878), 64 L. T. Jo. 388 (Ir. C. A.). 

—— By agreement. ]—See Part XIII., Sect. 6, poat. 

582. Brother — Fact duly advertised —- Mone 
recovered to be paid into court.]—-The court 
permit service of writ against deft. who has 
absconded abroad, but whose address is unknown, 
to be served on the brother of deft., if the fact 
be duly advertised & it be agreed that all moneys 
recovered be paid into court.—-COULBURN v. CAR- 
SHAW (1883), 32 W. R. 33. 

533. Master of ship—Restraining removal of 
ship—Notice of motion to restrain.}—An English- 
man entered into a contract abroad with a foreigner 
for the purchase of a ship, then on her home- 
ward voyage to Cork, the purchaser to take pos- 
session of the ship immediately after the delivery 
of the homeward cargo at any place whither she 
might be ordered. The ship was ordered to 
Sunderland, where she discharged her cargo. 
On a motion by the purchaser for an injunction 
to restrain the removal of the ship from Sunder- 
land :—Held: substituted service on the captain 
in charge of the vessel was sufficient, & the court 
had jurisdiction to restrain the removal of the 
ship pending the suit.—HArRT v. HERWIQa (1873), 
8 Ch. App. 860; 42 L. J. Ch. 457; 29 L. T. 47; 
21 W. R. 663; 2 Asp. M. L. C. 633, L. JJ. 

Partner.|—See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 414, 415, Nos. 835-844; LuNatics, Vol. 
XXXIII., p. 235, No. 1509. 

5384. Resident superintendent—Company domi- 
ciled in England.]—In an action against appellant 
company (incorporated by letters patent of the 
Queen, & domiciled in England) a writ of sum- 
mons was served, in pursuance of a judge’s order 
to that effect previously obtained, on its duly 
appointed superintendent carrying on its business 
in Jamaica :—Held: this was good service on the 
company under sect. 19 of “‘ the Supreme Court 
Procedure Law, No. 41, of 1872.” The section 
applies to corporations as well as to natural 
persons.—RoyaAL Matt STEAM PACKET Co. v. 
BRAHAM (1877), 2 App. Cas. 881; 46 L. J. P. C. 
67; 386 L. T. 220; 25 W. R. 651, P. C. 

Prisoners—Proceedings against.}—See Prisons, 
Vol. XXXVII., pp. 562-563, Nos. 43-47; Hus- 
BAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 391, No. 3857. 

Lunatics & persons of unsound mind—Pro- 
ceedings against.}—See R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 5. 

. 317, ante; Lunatics, Vol. XXXITI., pp. 235- 

36, Nos. 1494-1521. 

Matrimonial causes.}—See HusBANnD & WIFE, 

Vol. XXVII., pp. 391, Nos. 3853 ef seq. 


Sect. 4.—MODES OF SUBSTITUTED OR OTHER 
SERVICE. 
See R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 2; Ord. X., p. 329, 


ante. 
Substituted service when defendant out of juris- 
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Sect. 4.— Modes of substituted or other service. Part 
AIII. Secis. 1,2 &3.] 


585. Service by advertisement—Notice at defen- 
dant’s only known place of residence.|—Where 
ptf. is unable to effect personal service of the writ 
of summons, notice may be substituted for service, 
under Ord. IX., r. 2, by leaving a notice at deft.’s 
only known place of residence, & inserting 
advertisements in the London Gazette & two other 
local papers.—RAFAEL v. ONGLEY (1876), 34 
L. T. 124; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 208. 

536. Copy left at lodgings last occupied— 
& at place where business carried on.}—The pro- 
vision for ‘‘ substitution of notice for service ”’ 
in the latter part of Ord. IX., r. 2, of the Rules of 
Court, 1875, does not apply to an ordinary case 
of an absconding deft. within the jurisdiction. In 
such a case service of the writ was ordered to be 
effected by leaving a copy of it at the lodgings last 
occupied by deft. & at the place where his business 
was being carried on; advertisements were 
ordered to be inserted in the London Gazette & 
the Times; but the court declined to make any 
special order varying the ordinary ecight days’ 
time usually fixed by the writ for the appearance 
of deft.—Cook v. DEY (1876), 2 Ch. D. 218; 45 
L. J. Ch. 611; 24 W. R. 362. 

537. Address unknown & not ascertain- 
able.]—Where a writ cannot be served personally 
upon one of several defts. by reason of his address 
being unknown & not ascertainable, the court 
will not dispense altogether with the service, 
but will direct service of the writ to be effected 
by advertisement, following the old practice of 
the Court of Probate in the service of citations.— 
WHITLEY v. HONEYWELL (1876), 35 L. T. 517; 41 
J.P.57; 24 W. R. 851; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 212. 

588. Substitution of notice for service— 
Absconding defendant out of jurisdiction. ]—Sub- 
stitution of ‘‘ notice for service’ of the bill in a 
suit dealing with the interest in a certain newspaper 
of an absconding deft. out of the jurisdiction, 
ordered to be effected by advertising the prayer of 
the bill, & the writ indorsed thereon in the London 
Gazette & the 7'imes, & the particular newspaper.— 
HARTLEY v. DILKE (1878), 35 L. T. 706. 

5389. Copy left at each house sought to be 
recovered—Recovery of possession against ab- 
sconding defendant.]—Service of the writ in an 
action to recover possession of leasehold houses 
against an absconding deft., who had given the 
tenants notice to pay their rents to him, directed 
to be effected by leaving a cupy of the writ at each 
of the houses, & by advertising in the London 
Gazelle & the Times. 

In such a case the ordinary eight days’ time 
for appearance will run from service of the copy of 
the writ & issue of the advertisements.—CRANE v. 
TULLION (18786), 2 Ch. D. 220; 24 W. R. 691; 2 

shar. Pr. Cas. 209. 
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540. ——— Service on wife of defendant.}—BANkK 
OF WHITEHAVEN v. THOMPSON, No. 526, anfe. 

: Copy at house.]—MULLOWS v. 
BANNISTER, No. 527, ante. 

—— Form of advertisement.}—See Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

542. Service by post—Doocuments left at 
dwelling-house—Copies at place of business. ]— 
Service of writ of, summons together with notice 
of motion, where deft. appeared to be avoiding 
personal service, ordered to be effected by the 
documents being left at his dwelling-house, copies 
being at the same time left at his place of business, 
& addressed to him by post.—CarEs v. BREWER 
(1875), 24 W. R. 40; 1 Char. Pr. Cas. 90. 

543. And advertisement in London Gazette. ] 
—TI. applied to the court for directions as to service 
of the writ upon the deft. in this case. Several 
attempts had been made to serve the writ personally 
upon the deft. at his residence, at first it was stated 
that deft. was absent from home, & afterwards the 
servant refused to take in any papers for deft. or 
to open the door, & there being no letter box, it 
was found to be impossible to place any document 
inside the house. Leave was now asked to serve 
a copy of the writ by post, & to issue an advertise- 
ment of the writ in the London Gazette, & to include 
in the advertisement a notice that judgment would 
be moved for a certain time in this court. The case 
of Cook v. Dey, No. 538, ante, was cited as an 
authority, where the Vice-Chancellor had suggested 
that the course now proposed might be taken. 

I consider the course suggested to be desirable 
in such @ case as this, & direct that a copy of the 
writ be sent by post & that the writ be advertised, 
& notice also given by the advertisement of the time 
& place when judgment will be moved for (BACON, 
V.-C.).— HAMILTON v. DAVIES, [1880] W. N. 82. 

544. Registered letter.—DITTON v. BORNE- 
MANN, No. 497, ante. 

545. — — -.]—Where a pltf. has exhausted 
all means to personally serve a writ of summons 
out of the jurisdiction (leave having been given 
so to do) the court will substitute service by 
registered post letter.—SEATON v. CLARKE (1890), 
26 L. KR. Ir. 297. 

546. Proof of—‘‘ Prepaid letter.’’}—Public 
Health Act, 1875 (c. 55), s. 267, provides for the 
service of notices thereunder “‘ by post by a prepaid 
letter.”” An affidavit by the sender of a particular 
notice by letter stating that he wrote & addressed. 
the letter & put it into the post himself, but 
omitting to say that it was a ‘‘ prepaid letter ’”’ 
is therefore not sufficient evidence of service 
under the Act.—WaALTHAMSTOW URBAN DISTRICT 
COUNCIL v. HENWOOD, [1897] 1 Ch. 41; 66 L. J. 
Ch. 31; 75 L. T. 375; 61 J. P.23; 45 W. RR. 124 ; 
41 Sol. Jo. 67. 

——— Divorce proceedings—-Respondent & co- 
respondent out of jurisdiction. }—See Nos. 508, 509, 
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Part Xill—Service Out of the Jurisdiction. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL, 


547. R. 8. C., Ord. XI., a complete code— 
Previous practice superseded.]—The old practice 
as to service out of the jurisdiction is no longer 
in force. No leave to serve a deft. out of the 
jurisdiction can be given except in the cases 


specified in Ord. XI., r. 1—Re Eager, Hacer 
v. JOHNSTONE (1882), 22 Ch. D. 86; 52 L. J. Oh. 
56; 47 L. T, 685; 31 W. R. 83, 0. A. 

548. ———.}—The order (Ord. XI.] was 
passed after & in consequence of remo ance 
as to the practice of English courts in this matter, 
& to bring that practice into accordance with 





Part XIII.—Service Out OF THE JURISDICTION. 


well-settled rules of international Jaw, or, at all 
events, comity. It is of no avail to consider the 
former practice, for the rule we are dealing with 
is exhaustive, & if the case is not within the rule, 
no_ service can be ordered (LORD COLERIDGE, 
O.J.).—FIELD v. BENNETT (1886), 56 L. J. Q. B. 
89; 8 T. L. R. 239. 

549. - ——}-Service out of the juris- 
diction is an interference with the ordinary course 
of the law, for generally courts exercise juris- 
diction | only over persons who are within the 
territorial limits of their jurisdiction. If an Act 
of Parliament gives them jurisdiction over British 
subjects wherever they may be, such jurisdiction 
is valid, but apart from statute a court has no 
power to exercise jurisdiction over any one 
beyond its limits. We must deal with the present 
case under the General Orders of 1883, & there is 
nothing in them to authorise service of an originat- 
ing summons out of the jurisdiction. The general 
Order as to service out of the jurisdiction was in 
my opinion intended to form a complete code on 
that. subject, & to show when such service could, 
& when it could not, be effected (CoTToN, L.J.).— 
Re BUSFIELD, WHALEY v. BUSFIELD (1886), 32 
Ch. D. 128, 131; 55 IL. J. Ch. 467; 54 L. T. 
220; 34 W. R. 372; 27. L. R. 3738, OC. A. 

550. -/~—According to my view Ord. 
XI. is a code which determines the cases in which 
there may be service out of the jurisdiction either 
of a writ of summons or of a notice of a writ of 
summons (Fry, L.J.).—HEINEMAN & Co. v. HALE 
& Co., [1891] 2 Q. B. 83, 90; 60 L. J. Q. B. 650; 
64 L. T. 548; 39 W. R. 485; 7 T. L. R. 497, C. A. 

551. -}—This order [Ord. XI.] con- 
tains the code of English law & procedure upon 
the question of service out of the jurisdiction 
(CHiTry, J.).—Re DE PENNY, DE PENNY v1. 
CHRISTIE, [1891] 2 Ch. 63, 68; 60 L. J. Ch. 518; 
64 L. T. 521; 39 W. R. 571. 

552. -}—It is now quite settled that, 
apart from the authority of a statute (or of rules 
authorised by statute), the court has no jurisdic- 
tion to give leave to effect service of process 
abroad; that Ord. XI. is, since the Orders of 
1883 came into force, a complete code on the 
subject of service out of the jurisdiction, super- 
seding the previous practice (see Re Fager, 
No. 547, ante; He Busfield, No. 549, ante), & 
that such service can only be allowed either 
when the process is within the precise language 
of Ord. XI., or is by the rules directed to be 
served ‘‘ according to the rules relating to the 
service of writs of summons,’’ as in the case of 
a third party notice, under Ord. XVI., r. 48, or 
a counterclaim, under Ord. X XI., r. 12 (NoRTH, J.). 
—Re CLIFF, EDWARDS v. BROWN, [1895] 2 Ch. 
21, 23; 64 L. J. Ch. 423; 72 L. T. 440; 43 
W. R. 4386; 11 7T. L. R. 311. 

553. Question of jurisdiction not practice.] 
-——Service of an order or notice of an order out of 
the jurisdiction is a question of jurisdiction, not 
practice, & the court can only order such service 
under statutory authority or under rules having 
the force of statutes, which rules are comprised 
in Ord. XI. of the Rules of 1883.—Re ANGLO- 
AFRICAN S.S. Co. (1886), 32 Ch. D. 348; 55 L. J. Ch. 
579; 541. T. 807; 34 W. R. 554, C. A. 


























Suct. 2.—OQUT OF WHAT JURISDICTION. 


Territorial jurisdiction.J—See Courts, Vol. 
XVI., pp. 108-104, Nos. 37-42; ADMIRALTY, 
Vol. 13 pp. 172, Nos. 838 et seg., & Supp. « 
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Admiralty actions in personam.|—See ADMI- 
RALTY, Vol. I., pp. 172, Nos. 836 et seq. 

Admiralty jurfsdiction.j—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. 
I., pp. 105, Nos. 76 et oe 

cts of State.J—See Pusiic AvTuoritirs, Vol. 

XXXVIII., pp. 4, Nos. 1 et seq. 

Conflict of laws.}—See CONFLICT OF LAWS, 
Vol. XI., pp. 306, Nos. 1 ef seq. 

Extension of judgments.]—See CONFLICT OF 
Laws, Vol. XI., pp. 469, Nos. 1242 ef seq., & Supp. 

High Seas——Adtniralty jurisdiction in respect of 
torts on.J—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 106, Nos. 
82-84, & Supp. 


Sect. 3.—PROCEEDINGS ETC., OF WHICH 
SERVICE ALLOWED. 


As to originat'ng summons, petitions, notices, 
etc.]|—See R.S C, Ord. XI.. rv. 8A, p. 374, post. 

554. Genera rule.]—It appears to me that the 
whole question tr governed by the broad, general, 
universal principle that English legislation, unless 
the contrary is cxpressly enacted or so Reese 
implied as to make it the duty of an Englis 
court to give effect to an English statute, is 
applicable only to English subjects or to foreigners 
who by coming into this country, whether for a 
long or a short time, have made themselves during 
that time subject to English jurisdiction. Every 
foreigner who comes into this country, for however 
limited a time, is, during his residence here 
within the allegiance of the Sovereign, entitled 
to the protection of the Sovereign & subject to 
all the laws of the Sovereign. But, if a foreigner 
remains abroad, if he has never come into this 
country at all, it seems to me impossible to 
imagine that the English Legislature could have 
ever intended to make such a man subject to 
particular English legislation (James, L.J.).— 
Re SAwERS, Fx p. BLAIN (1879), 12 Ch. D. 522, 
526; 41 L. T. 46; 28 W. R. 334, C. A. 

555. -}++The general principle of law is, 
‘* Actor sequitur forum rei’; not only must 
there be a cause of action of which the tribunal 
can take cognisance, but there must be deft. 
subject to the jurisdiction of that tribunal; & 
a person resident abroad, still more, ordinarily 
resident & domiciled abroad, & not brought by 
any special statute or legislation within the 
jurisdiction, is prima facie not subject to the 
process of a foreign court; he must be found 
within the jurisdiction to be bound by it (EARL OF 
SELBORNE, L.C.).— BERKELEY v. THOMPSON (1884), 
10 App. Cas. 45, 49; 54 L. J. M. 0. 57; 52 L. T. 
1; 33 W. R. 525; 49 J. P. 276, H. L. 

556. -}—If service of the process of the 
court is necessary for the jurisdiction of the 
court, the court cannot, except so far as it is 
authorised by statute, order service abroad. The 
effect of a statute which gives it that power does 
not affect, of course, the laws of other countries 
or the ae of international law which may 
be raised ; but, as far as the courts of this country 
are concerned, the statutes of the realm are 
supreme; & if the statute says that the court 
shall have jurisdiction over a foreigner if service 
is effected in a particular way abroad, then the 
courts of this country will give effect to that 
statute (BowEN, L.J.).—Re Kina & Co.’s TRADE 
MARK, [1892] 2 Ch. 462, 483; 62 L. J. Ch. 153; 
67 L. T. 33; 40 W. R. 5680; 9 R. P. C. 350, C. A. 

557. Amended writ.}—Leave was given to 
amend a writ by adding as deft. a person who 
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was abroad, & to serve him abroad. The amended 
writ was not specially indorsed in the prescribed 
form, but deft. appeared :—Held: this omission 
was not a und for discharging the order.— 
DICKSON v. w & Davipson, [1895] 2 Ch. 62; 
64 L. J. Ch. 490; 72 L. T. 680; 39 Sol. Jo. 
396; 13 R. 4381; 43 W. R. 596. 

558. ——— Amendment of indorsement after 
service.}—HoLLAND v. LESLIE, No. 409, ante. 

Bankruptcy notice or petition.}—See BAnkK- 
RUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 25, Nos. 201 e¢ seq. 

Bastardy summons.}—See Bastarpy, Vol. IIT., 
p. 393, Nos. 311-312. 

Concurrent writs.}—See Part VII., anie. 

559. Counterclaim.}—Badham v. Nizvon was a 
counterclaim to the action of Nixon v. Luckie. 

Counsel now asked that the counterclaim 
might be served out of the jurisdiction, some 
of defts. residing in Demerara & some in New 
Zealan Persons other than pltfs. & defts. in 
the action were made defts. to the counterclaim. 
The will of testator in the action was made & 
proved in England, & a contract in reference to 
which it was sought by the counterclaim relief 
against some of defts. for defaults was entered 
into in England. The rights of the parties under 
the will could not be disposed of except in refer- 
ence to the contract. It was submitted that, 
having regard to the case of Swansea Shipping 
Co., Lid. v. Duncan, Fox & Co., No. 561, post, & 
Rules of Court, 1875, Ords. XI. & XVI., the leave 
asked for could be granted, & without any limitation 
to defts. appearing within eight days. 

The Vice-Chancellor gave leave for service.— 
Re LUCKIE, NIXON v. LUCKIE, BADHAM v. NIXON, 
{1880} W. N. 12. 

560. -} Deft. may not serve a third party 
out of the jurisdiction with a counterclaim ; 
although he may, if necessary, commence a fresh 
action against him.—PoTTreRS v. MILLER (1883), 
31 W. R. 858. 

Foreign corporation.}—See CORPORATIONS, Vol. 
AIIT., pp. 432, Nos. 1549 et seg. 

Income Tax—Validity of notice served abroad.] 
—See INCOME Tax, Vol. XXVIII., p. 105, Nos. 


Interpleader.}—See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XI, 
r. 8a, p. 374, post; INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXIX., 
pp. 473-474, Nos. 219-224. 

Matrimonial causes.]|—See HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVILI., pp. 390, Nos. 3846 et seq. 

Notice by way of information.]}—See, 
R. 8. C., Ord. XI, r. 8a, p. 374, post. 

Notice of motion.}—See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XI., 
r. 8A, p. 374, post. 

Originating summons.]—See, now, R. S. C., 
Ord. XI., r. 84, p. 374, post. 

Petitions.}—See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 84, 
p. 374, post. 

561. Third-party notice.}—Ord. XI., rr. 2, 4, 
as to service of writs, etc., out of the jurisdiction, 
applies to the service of notices on third persons 
under Ord. XVI., rr. 17, 18.—SWANSEA SHIPPING 
Co., Lrp. v. DuncAN (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 644 ; 
45 L. J. Q. B. 638; 85 L. T. 879; 25 W. R. 233 : 
3 Asp. M. L. C. 345, C. A. 

_ 562. ———.]—When one of several parties, 
jointly liable on a promissory note, is sued, & 
claims to be & is entitled to contribution from such 
other parties, leave will be given to serve them 
with notice under G. O. XV., r. 18 (Ireland) ; 
but the court refused leave to serve the notice on 
a foreign company not carrying on business in the 
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United Kingdom, against whom deft. claimed 
indemnity.— BANK OF IRELAND v. FORBES (1879), 
6 L. R. Ir. 19. 

563. -}—The issue of a third-party notice 
for service out of the jurisdiction, under Ord. X1I., 
r. 1, on @ person domiciled or ordinarily resident 
in Scotland or Ireland will not be allowed. 

Formerly the Court of Chancery had discre- 
tionary power to order service out of the jurisdic- 
tion in any suit before it. It was decided in 
Re Eager, Eager v. Johnstone, No. 547, ante, that 
that jurisdiction is now entirely gone, & that 
the only jurisdiction in the High Court is under 
Ord. XI., r. 1; & the late Master of the Rolls 
said, ‘‘The new rule is exhaustive: the old 
practice is no longer applicable. This case is 
admitted not to be within the rule, therefore we 
cannot order service’? (HUDDLESTON, B.).— 
SPELLER v. BristoL STEAM NAVIGATION Co. 
(1884), 13 Q. B. D. 96; 53 L. J. Q. B. 322; 32 
W. R. 670; sub nom. SPILLER v. BRISTOL STEAM 
NAVIGATION Co., 50 L. T. 400, 419, C. A. 

564. ———.} HUTCHISON v. COLORADO UNITED 
MINING Co., No. 1368, post. 

565. -}+—_Where, in an action for a breach 
within the jurisdiction of a contract which accord- 
ing to the terms thereof ought to be performed 
within the jurisdiction, deft. claims to be entitled 
to an indemnity from a third party, the court 
may allow service out of the jurisdiction of a 
notice of such claim, unless the third party is 
domiciled or ordinarily resident in Scotland or 
Ireland.—Dusout & Co. v. MACPHERSON (1889), 
23 Q. B. D. 340; 58 I. J. Q. B. 496; 61 L. T. 
689; 38 W. R. 62. 

566. .]—In a proper case the court may 
direct service of a third-party notice out of the 
jurisdiction. But leave to serve such notice will 
not be given where it delays the trial of the action, 
& where there is no primd facie case nade out for 
contribution by the third party.—Re BESLEY, 
LAND SECURITIES Co. v. BESLEY (1898), 35 [L. J. 
N. C. 566. 

567. .|—Under Ord. XI., vr. 8 (B. C.) 
(Canada), as promulgated, April 13, 1923, service 
of a third-party notice out of the jurisdiction may 
be ordered in cases, where if the application had 
been in respect of a writ of summons, it would not 
have been granted under Ord. XI, r. 1.—SostTap 
v. WoLpson, [1925] 3 D. L. R. 779. 

Service abroad on ‘‘ necessary or proper 
party °’—To action within jurisdiction. |—See Sect. 
4, sub-sect. 10, post. 

Winding-up.}—See R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 8A, 
p. 374, post. 

Workmen’s Compensation Acts — Service of 
notice under.J—See MasTER & SERVANT, Vol. 
XXXIV., p. 385, Nous. 3114-3115. 

















Sect. 4.—WHEN SERVICE OUT OF THE JURIS- 
DICTION ALLOWED. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XI., r.1. Service out of the jurisdiction of a 
writ of summons or notice of a writ of summons may be allowed 
by the Court or a Judge whenever— 

(a) The whole subject-matter of the action is land situate 

within the jurisdiction (with or without rents or 
oe. or the cart alert of testimony relating to 
he title to land within the jurisdiction; or 

(b) Any act, deed, will, contract, obligation, or Hability 

snecting land or hereditaments situate within the 
jon, is sought to be construed, rectified, set 
aside, or enforced in the action; or 


Part XIII.—SeErvice Out oF THE JURISDICTION. 


(c) Any relief is sought against an r penon domiciled or 
ordinarily resident within the i sdiction; or 


(d) The action {s for the administration of the personal 
estate of any deceased person, who at the time of his 
death was domiciled within the jurisdiction or for the 
execution (as to property situate within the juris- 
diction) of the trusts of any written instrument, of 
which the person to be served is a trustee, which 
ought to be executed according to the law of England ; 
or 


(e) The action is one brought against a defendant not domiciled 
or ordinarily resident in Scotland to enforce, rescind, 
dissolve, annul or otherwise affect a contract or to 
recover damages or other relief for or in respect of the 
breach of a contract. 

(i) made within the jurisdiction, or 
(ii) made by or through an agent trading or residin 
within the jurisdiction on behalf of a principa 
trading or residing out of the jurisdiction, or 
(iff) by its terms or by implication to be governed by 
English law, 
or is one brought against a defendant not domiciled or 
ordinarily resident in Scotland or Ireland in respect of 
a breach committed within the jurisdiction of a contract 
wherever made, even though such breach was preceded 
or accompanied by a breach out of the jurisdiction 
which rendered impossible the performance of the part 
of the contract which ought to have been performed 
within the jurisdiction, 


(ee) The action is founded on a tort committed within the 
jurisdiction. 


(Gf) Any injunction is sought as to anything to be done 
within the jurisdiction, or any nuisance within the 
jurisdiction is sought to be prevented or removed, 
whether damages are or are not also sought in respect 
thereof; or 


(g) Any person out of the jurisdiction is a necessary or proper 
party to an action properly brought against some other 
person duly served within the jurisdiction. 


(hk) The action is by a mortgagee or mortgagor in relation 
to a morenee of personal property situate within the juris- 
diction and seeks relief of the nature or kind following, that is 
to say, sale, foreclosure, delivery of possession by the mort- 
gagor, redemption, re-conveyance, delivery of possession by 
the mortgagee ; but does not seek (unless and except so far os 

rmissible under Sub-head (e) of this Rule) any personal 
udgment or order for payment of any moneys due under the 
mortgage. 

In this sub-head the expression personal property situate 
within the jurisdiction means personal property which, on the 
death of an owner thereof intestate, would form subject-matter 
for the grant of letters of administration to his estate out of 
the Principal Probate Registry; the expression mortgage 
means a mortgage charge or lien of any description; the 
expression mortgagee means a party for the time being entitled 
to or interested in a mortgage; and the expression mortgagor 
means a party for the time being entitled to or interested in 
property subject to a mortgage. 


568. Case must be within Ord. XI., r. 1./—No 
leave will now be given to serve a writ out of the 
jurisdiction except in cases within Ord. XI., r. 1.— 
Re EAGER, EAGER v. JOHNSTONE (1882), 22 Ch. D. 
86; 62 L. J. Ch. 56; 47 L. T. 685; 31 W. R. 
33, C. A. 

569. -}—SPELLER v. BRISTOL STEAM NAVI- 
GATION, No. 563, ante. 

570. ——. }+— FIELD v. BENNETT, No. 548, ante. 

571. ———.}—SocittT® GENERALE DE PARIS v. 
DREYFuS Bros., No. 574, post. 

572. Portion of claim within Ord. XI., r. 1.]— 
The court will make an order for service out of 
the jurisdiction where a portion of the claim is 
within Ord. XI., r. 1, & it is not necessary that 
the action should be limited to that portion of the 
claim which is within the order.—LISBON- 
BERLYN (TRANSVAAL) GOLD FIELDS, LTD. v. 
HEDDLE (1884), 52 L. T. 796; 1 T. L. R. 94. 

R. 8. C., Ord. XI., a complete code. ]—See Sect. 1, 
ante. 

573. Sub-sections of Ord. XI., r. 1—Read dis- 
junctively—Complete in themselves & independent 
of each other.}—The sub-sections of Ord. XI., 
r. 1, are to be read disjunctively. & each of such 
sub-sections is complete in itself & is independent 
of the others.—Tassert v. HALLEN, [1892] 1 
Q. B. 321; 61 L. J. Q. B. 159; 66 L, T. 196; 
56 J. P. 520; 40 W. R. 221; 8 T. L. R. 210; 
86 Sol. Jo. 202, D. C. 
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SuB-sSECT. 2.—DISCRETION OF COURT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XI., r.4. Every application for leave to serve 
such writ or notice on a defendant out of the juriadiction shall 
be supported by affidavit, or other evidence, stating that in the 
belief of the deponent the plaintiff has a good cause of action, 
and showing in what place or country such defendant is or 

robably may be found, and whether such defendant is a 

ritish subject or not, and the grounds upon which the applica- 
tion is made: and no such leave shall be granted unless it shall 
be made sufficiently to appear to the Court or Judge that the 
eh is @ proper one for service out of the jurisdiction under this 

rder. 


See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1, p. 338, ante. 

574. Exercise of discretion—Necessity to show 
probabie cause of action.}—On an application for 
leave to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction it is 
not sufficient that the form of the action & the 
nature of the relief sought bring the case within 
Ord. XI. Pltf. must show to the satisfaction of 
the court that he has a probable cause of action; 
& the court in exercising its discretion will con- 
sider the facts of the case appearing on the affi- 
davits, so far as may be necessary for that purpose. 

A sum of money was paid into court in an action 
in this country in which D. was the pitf. D. was 
resident in France. This fund was the subject of 
litigation between D. & the present pltfs. in France, 
& judgment was given in the French courts 
that D. was entitled to the control of the fund 
in court subject to the liability to account to the 
pltfs. Pltfs. brought an action in this country 
asking for an injunction to restrain D. from 
receiving or dealing with the fund in court, & 
applied for leave to serve the writ on D. in France : 
—Held: the French court having decided that 
TD. was entitled to the control of the fund, leave 
to serve the writ ought not to be given. 

In the first place, Ord. XI. enumerates certain 
circumstances under which, & under which alone, 
the court can give leave to serve writs out of the 
jurisdiction. It does not say that when those 
circumstances occur the court is bound to give 
leave. On the contrary, the language is that 
service out of the jurisdiction ‘‘ may be allowed 
by the court or a judge” in certain specified 
events. This shows that the court has a discretion 
& is bound to exercise its discretion. This becomes 
still plainer by turning to r. 2, which states certain 
matters which the court is bound to have regard 
to when it is asked for leave to serve a writ in 
Ireland or Scotland. It is not that you are 
entitled to have leave simply because you bring 
your case within one or the other of the eleven 
rules of Ord. XI. You cannot get the leave 
unless you do, but it does not follow if you do 
you are to have the leave. The court has a 
discretion, & that discretion must of course be 
exercised judicially, & upon proper grounds. 

Then it is said you cannot go into the merits. 
That is quite true. Of course, you cannot properly 
upon an application to serve a writ try the action. 
The object in giving leave to serve the writ is 
to put the parties in a position to try the action 
by and by, but at the same time a judge cannot 
porter the duty imposed upon him by this 

rder unless he so far look into the matter as to 
see whether the pltf. has a probable cause of 
action or not. I do not think the court ought to 
look into the defence as distinguished from the 
pitf.’s case. The court must look at pltf.’s case 
& see whether he has a probable cause of action. 
If he has no probable cause of action, & if the 
cause of action saa ener entirely upon foreign 
law, & the proper foreign tribunal decided 
against him, that he has no cause of action, 
there is no  aphaa for exercising the discretion 
of the court & the court ought to refuse the leave 
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Sect. 4.—When service out of the jurisdiction allowed : 
Sub-sects, 2, 3, 4 & 5.] 

to serve the writ (Linprey, L.J.).—Soci&Tsé 

GHNERALE DE Paris v. DreyFus Bros. (1887), 

37 Ch. D. 215, 225; 57 L. J. Ch. 276; 68 L. T. 

573; 36 W. R. 609; 4T. L. R. 1770. A. 

575. ——-.J—It is perfectly clear, upon 
Ord. XI., r. 4, that every application of this kind 
must be supported by affidavit or other evidence, 
showing that there is a good cause of action, & 
in what country arising, & where deft. is or may 
be found, & the grounds upon which the application 
is made, & then there are at the end these 
important words: ‘‘ No such order shall be granted 
unless it be made to appear sufficiently that it 
is a@ proper case for service of deft. out of the 
jurisdiction of this court.’”’ The effect of which is 
that there is a large discretion in the court as to the 
cases in which such an application shall be allowed 
— <, B.)—NEW CHILE GOLD MINING 
Co. v. BLanco (1888), 4 T. L. R. 346, 849, D. C. 

576. —— -J—The application is made 
under Ord. XI., r. 1, but r. 4 gives a significant 
warning to the court not to grant leave unless it 
appeared that the case was a proper one for 
service out of the jurisdiction (Fry, L.J.). 

Pitfs. must. to bring themselves within Ord. XI., 
make out a cause of action in which they would 
probably be successful. The court is not bound 
to accept S.’s [a deft.] affidavit ; 1t must exercise 
its discretion & see whether pltfs. had made out 
a probable cause of action (LORD ESHER, M.R.).— 
Strauss & Co. v. GOLDSCHMID (1892), 8 T. L. R. 
512, C. A. 

577. —-— -}—Where application is made 
for leave to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction, or 
to discharge an order for such service, the court 
is not called upon to try the merits of the action, 
but the affidavits should show a primd facie 
cause of action, within the jurisdiction, & disclose 
a substantial question which pltf. bond fide 
desires to try. Sufficient information should be 
given to make clear the ground on which the 
court is asked to procecd.—CHEMISCHE FABRIK 
VORMALS SANDOZ v. BADISCHE ANILIN UND SODA 
Fasrigs (1904), 90 L. T. 733; 20 T. L. R. 552, H. L. 

578. With caution.}—Any injustice in 
bringing in a party resident out of the jurisdiction 
will be prevented by the necessity for an applica- 
tion to the court which must no doubt exercise 
great care in allowing service abroad (GRANTHAM, 
J.).—- MASSEY v. HEYNES (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 
330, 3387; 59 L. T.. 470. 

579. ——— Service on foreigner resident out 
of jurisdiction.}—During these present sittings 
Vaughan Williams, L.J., & myself have on 
more than one occasion had to consider Ord. 
XI., & we have had many authorities discussed 
& fully considered by the court, & the con- 
clusion to which the authorities led us I may put 
under three heads. First, we adopted the state- 
ment of Pearson, J., in Société Générale de Paris 
v. Dreyfus Bros., No. 574, ante, that ‘‘it becomes 
&@ very serious question, & ought always to be 
considered a very serious question, whether or 
not, even in a case like that, it is necessary for 
the jurisdiction of the court to be invoked, & 
whether this court ought to put a foreigner, who 
owes no allegiance here, to the inconvenience 
& annoyance of being brought to contest his 
rights in this country, & 1 for one say, most 
distinctly, that I think this court ought to be 
exceedingly careful before it allows a writ to be 
served out of the jurisdiction.’’ The second point 
which we considered established by the cases was 

















PRACTICE. 


this, that if on the construction of any of the 
sub-heads of Ord. XI. there was any doubt, it 
ought to be resolved in favour of the foreigner ; 
& the third is, that inasmuch as the application 
is made ex parte, full & fair disclosure is necessary, 
as in all ex parte applications, & a failure to make 
such full & fair disclosure would justify the court 
in discharging the order, even although the party 
might afterwards be in a position to make another 
application (FARWELL, L.J.). 

ou have to consider what may be called the 
comparative advantage in furtherance of ue 
to all arte (KENNEDY, L.J.).—THe HaGeEn, 
[1908] P. 189, 201; 77 L. J. P. 124; 98 L. T. 891; 
24 T. L. R. 411; 11 Asp. M. L. C. 66, C. A. 

580. Insufficient disclosure of facts.]— 
PLASKITT v. Eppis, No. 715, post. 

581. Case within spirit & letter of rules. ]— 
Ord. XI., r. 1, does not lay down in imperative 
terms a new principle of law as to be applicable 
in all cases. What it does is, while leaving intact 
the old principle that by the law of England 
jurisdiction depends, broadly speaking, on presence 
within the jurisdiction, to enable the court to 
give special leave for service out of the jurisdiction 
in certain circumstances. The court may do so, 
that is to say that the court has a new power 
which it is enabled to exercise in particular cases 
which seem to it to fall within the spirit as well 
as the letter of the various classes of case provided 
for (LORD HALDANE).—JOHNSON v. TAYLOR BROS. 
& Co., Lrp., [1920] A. C. 144, 153; 89 L. J. K. B. 











227; 122 L. T. 130; 36 T. L. R. 62; 25 Com. 
Cas. 69, H. L. 
582. Matters taken into account.]—It 


must be remembered that the terms of Ord. XI., 
r. 1, are not that in cases which come within & 
fit into the sub-rules leave to serve notice of the 
writ out of the jurisdiction shall be granted, but 
that service of notice of writ of summons may be 
allowed by the court in the circumstances recapitu- 
lated in the sub-rules. The jurisdiction is dis- 
cretionary, & there is no question that in deciding 
whether or not it will exercise its discretion, the 
court pays attention to a great number of matters, 
in particular it would pay attention to what is the 
forum conveniens. lt would have regard to what 
is the substance of the matter that has to be 
decided (PoLLocK, M.R.).—ROSLER v. HILBERY, 
[1925] 1 Ch. 250, 259; 94 L. J. Ch. 257; 132 
L. T. 463; 69 Sol. Jo. 293, C. A. 

583. ——— Res judicata—Suffitient doubt as to 
effect of foreign Judgment.}—Deft. having applied 
to rescind an order for service out of the juris- 
diction, on the ground that the claim had been 
determined by a foreign judgment, & that the 
matter was res judicata :—Held: as there was 
sufficient doubt as to the effect of the foreign 
judgment, & as there was therefore a question 
of law which might be reasonably argued, the 
service of the writ must be allowed. 

The court will inquire upon a contest of affi- 
davits as to the point whether pltf. has brought 
the case within any of the sub-sections of Ord. XI. 
(BRETT, M.R.).—CALL v. OPPENHEIM (1885), 1 
T. L. R. 622, C. A. 

Imposing undertaking upon plaintiff.) 
See Sect. 8, sub-sect. 3, post. 

584. —— Foreigner out of the jurisdiction.]— 
The court has jurisdiction to order the service of 
a writ of summons, as of a notice in lieu of a writ 
of summons, on a deft. resident out of the juris- 
diction, who is not a British subject.—Jamus v. 
Drsporr (1884), 14 L. R. Ir. 71. 

]—See, alao, No. 579, ante; & Sect. 
11, post. 


Part XIII.—SErvice Our oF THE JURISDICTION. 


SuB-secr. 8.—LAND SYTUATH WITHIN THE 
JURISDICTION. 


ran now, R. 8S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (a), p. 338, 


ante. 
585. Perpetuation of testimony relating to title 
to land.]—Where an action to perpetuate testi- 
mony is brought with a view to obtaining & pre- 
serving evidence to be used in a future action to 
establish a title to land situate within the juris- 
diction, service of the writ out of the jurisdiction 
cannot be allowed under Ord. XI., r. 1 (a), the 
whole subject-matter of the action not being land 
but evidence.—SLINGsBy v. SLinesBy, [1912] 
2 Ch. 21; 81 L. J. Ch. 449; 106 L. T. 666, C. A. 


SuB-SEcT. 4.—ActT, DEED, WILL, CONTRACT, ETC., 
AFFECTING LAND OR HEREDITAMENTS WITHIN 
THE JURISDICTION. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XI, r. 1 (b), p. 338, ante. 

586. Action for slander—Slander of  title— 
Property affected incidentally.]—To entitle a plti. 
to service of writ out of the jurisdiction for ‘‘ any 
act, deed, will or thing affecting such land, stock 
or property,” under Ord. XI., r. 1, of the Judica- 
ture Act, 1875, it is not sufficient that such land, 
stock or property, should be affected incidentally ; 
& therefore service of a writ out of the jurisdiction 
will not be granted to a pltf. in an action for 
slander of title of a ship.—Casry v. ARNOTT 
(1876),2C. P. D. 24; 46L. J. Q. B.3; 385 L. T. 
424; 25 W. R. 46. 

587. Slander uttered outside jurisdiction— 
Special damage within Jurisdiction.]—On an appli- 
cation for Icave to issue a writ of summons for 
service out of the jurisdiction, on it appearing 
that the cause of action was an alleged slander 
uttered abroad & followed by special damage 
in England, it was held that the special damage 
in England was not an act done within the juris- 
diction, so as to give the court power to allow 
service of the writ out of the jurisdiction under 
Ord. XI., r. 1. On appeal:—Held: the writ 
ought not to issue, for as it was nut shown that 
the slander was intended to be transmitted to 
England, the special damage, if it was the cause 
of action, was not the act of the person who 
uttered the slander, or an act for which he was 

ponsible, so that there was no act done by him 
within the jurisdiction within Ord. XI., r. 1. 








BREE v. MARESCAUX (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 434; 
BD L. J. Q. B. 676; 44 L. T. 675; 29 W. R. 858, 
A. 


588. Action for recovery of rent—Against 
assignees of lessee. |—Pltfs., who were the executors 
of the lessor, brought an action against defts., 
who were the assignees of the lessec, to recover 
one quarter’s rent of premises in Liverpool, & 
obtained leave to serve the writ upon defts., who 
resided in Scotland. On motion to sect aside the 
service it was held by the Queen’s Bench Division 
that it was not an action affecting land within 
the meaning of Ord. XI., r. 1 (6), but was an 
action founded on a breach of contract within 
the jurisdiction, & which ought to have been per- 
formed within the jurisdiction within the meaning 
of Ord. XI.,r. 1 (e), & as defts. were domiciled or 
ordinarily resident in Scotland, the service of the 
writ must be set aside. On appeal:—Held: as 
defts. had not executed the assignment of the lease, 
& there was no evidence that they had accepted 
it, the judgment of the court below must be 
affirmed, 
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Quere: whether a claim for rent is ‘ an obliga- 
tion or liability affecting land.’”—AGNEW v. 
UsHer (1884), 51 L. T. 752; 33 W. R. 126, 
0. A.; affg.8.C. 14 Q. B. D. 78; 54 L. J. Q. B. 
371 


589. Recovery of compensation for tenant right 
—According to custom of the country—Landlord 
resident in Scotland.}—In an action by the out- 
going tenant of a farm in Yorkshire to recover 
from his landlord, who was ordinarily resident 
in Scotland, compensation for tenant right accord- 
ing to the custom of the country :—Held: that 
a “ contract, obligation, or liability affecting land ”’ 
was sought to be enforced in the action, & there- 
fore that the court had power, under Ord. XL, 
r. 1 (0), to allow service of the writ of summons 
out of the jurisdiction.—KAYE v. SUTHERLAND 
(1887), 20 Q. B. D. 147; 57 L. J. Q. B. 68; 58 
L. T. 56; 36 W. R. 508. 

590. Action for breach of covenant to repair. }— 
An action for breach of a covenant to repair is 
an action brought to enforce a contract affecting 
land or hereditaments. Consequently an order 
for service out of the jurisdiction may be made 
under Ord. XI., r. 1 (b).—TASSELL v. HALLEN, 
[1892] 1 Q. B. 321; 61 L. J. Q. B. 159; 66 L. T. 
196; 56 J. P. 620; 40 W. R. 221; 8 T. L. R. 
210; 36 Sol. Jo. 202, D. C. 

591. Claim for declaration that defendants 
trustees of land within jurisdiction— & for breach 
of trust by sale of land.]—Defts. had their offices 
in London, & the writ in the action claimed : 
(1) a declaration that defts. were trustees of 
certain lands in the County of Londonderry for 
the general objects of the Plantation of Ulster, & 
sense a scheme be settled for the application of the 
rents. 

(2) A declaration that deft. companies, in so far 
as they had sold portion of the estates conveyed 
to them by the Irish Society had committed a 
breach of trust by such sale ; 

(3) An inquiry as to how defts. had disposed of 
the woods of G. & K.:—Held: the case came 
within sub-sect. (0) of Gen. Ord. XI. of R. S. C., 
Ireland, 1891, & service of the writ out of juris- 
diction should be allowed.— A.-G. v. DRAPER’s Co., 
[1894] 1 I. R. 185, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—DEFENDANT DOMICILED OR 
ORDINARILY RESIDENT WITHIN JURISDICTION. 


See KR. 8. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (c), p. 339, ante. 

592. Inquiry into cause of action unnecessary. |] 
—When an application for service out of the 
jurisdiction of a writ of summons is founded on 
either sub-sects. (c) or (e) of Ord. XI., r. 1, it is 
sufficient to show that deft. is a person ordinarily 
resident within the jurisdiction, & it is unnecessary 
to inquire into the alleged cause of action.—HADAD 
v. Bruck (1892), 8 T. L. R. 409. 

593. Solemn declaration of desire to assume 
foreign domicile—Coupled with residence abroad— 
Defendant not domiciled within jurisdiction.J—S. 
was born in 1868 in Ireland, where his father was 
temporarily located. In 1873 he returned with 
his father to England. In 1883 he went to Cannes 
to live with his uncle, by whom he was supported 
& maintained, & who had resided there for several 

ears, following the profession of a teacher of 


ges. 
In 1887 S. came to Birmingham for the purpose 
of studying pharmacy. In the same year he 
further acquired an Irish domicil, having purchased 
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a house in Ireland, where he resided with his 
family till the beginning of 1893, when he sold his 
pee, there. S. paid occasional visits to his 
ather’s home in Ireland. In 1890 he returned to 
his uncleat Cannes. On March 25, 1892, he married 
al who was the widow of a French gentleman, 

e ceremony being performed at the British 
Consulate at Nice. At the date of this marriage 
pltf. was entitled to considerable personal property, 
& some real estate in Jersey. Shortly after her 
marriage pltf. left S., & through her solicitor 
threatened legal proceedings against him & his 
uncle, alleging that they (in breach of an ante- 
nuptial agreement) had obtained by fraud & 
violence a portion of her property, & had by similar 
means induced her to sign a bill of exchange or 
promissory note for 30,000 frees. Subsequently by 
deed dated Sept. 20, 1892, S. & his uncle entered 
into periuersntp with H. to carry on business at 
Cannes. On ct. 10 following S. registered 
himself with the Mayor of Cannes as having 
declared his wish ‘‘ établir (ou) avoir établi sa 
residence & Cannes ’’ :—Held: S. was not ‘‘ domi- 
ciled ’’ within the jurisdiction, & no writ could be 
served on him out of the jurisdiction SPpuRWAY 
v. SPURWAY, [1894] 1 I. R. 385, C. A. 

594. Domiciled or ordinarily resident at date of 
issue of writ—Severance from domicil of choice 
for particular purpose.}—D. & his wife, Americans 
by origin, in 1897 came with their family to 
England, made it their permanent home & 
acquired an English domicil. D. was connected 
with a banking business in America & in Paris. 
In Jan. 1913, they entered into a deed of separa- 
tion, prepared in America by American lawyers 
& executed by D. in America & by his wife in 
England, by which they agreed to live apart, & 
D. covenanted (amongst other things) to pay 
his wife an allowance of 50,000 dollars per annum, 
but no place for payment was stated. They 
continued to reside in England, each having a 
separate establishment, but in June, 1915, J). 
closed his establishment in England & went to 
Paris, intending to acquire a French domicil & 
to institute divorce proceedings in the French 
courts so as to get rid of the separation deed. In 
July, 1915, the wife issued a writ against D. to 
enforce the provisions of the separation deed, & 
obtained leave under Ord. XI., r. 1 (c), to serve 
the writ on him in Paris on the ground that he 
was ordinarily resident in England. He entered 
a conditional appearance & moved to discharge 
the service of the writ upon him, alleging (1) that 
he was not domiciled or ordinarily resident in 
England at the date of the issue of the writ; 
& (2) that there had been no breach by him of 
any contract in the separation deed that came 
within r. 1 (e) of the Ord. :—Held: (1) on the 
evidence, DD. was not domiciled or ordinarily 
resident in England at the date of the issue of 
the writ; (2) his covenant to pay the allowance 
was a contract which came within r.1 (e), for the 
breach of which the wife was entitled to sue in 
England, & therefore his application failed.— 
DREXEL v. DREXEL, [1916] 1 Ch. 251; 85 L. J. Ch. 
235; 114 L. T. 350; 32 T. L. R. 208. 

595. Action against one of three executors— 
Defendant domiciled & resident in England—Co- 
executors ordinarily resident in Ireland.}—Where 
testatrix resided & was domiciled in Ireland, & 
died in Ireland, & her will was made & proved 
in Ireland & she appointed three executors, two 
residing in Ireland & one residing & domiciled 
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in England, & the executors sold some consols 
& invested the proceeds in the purchase of some 
Irish land, a beneficiary brought an action against 
the English executor in England, claiming that 
the investment was improper, & the executors 
were liable to replace the money. Leave having 
been given to serve the writ on the two executors 
in Ireland. On motion to discharge the order 
giving such leave :—Held: it was a matter of 
discretion for the judge, & the action having been 
properly brought against a man within the 
jurisdiction, the case fell within Ord. XI., r. 1 (c), 
& the motion must be refused.—HARVEY v. 
DOUGHERTY (1887), 56 L. T. 322. 

596. Company with registered office in Scotland— 
Chief office & branches in England.}]—An insurance 
company whose registered office was in Scotland, 
& whose secretary resided there, but which also 
had agencies & a chief office within the jurisdiction 
of the High Court, issued a policy through an 
agent within the jurisdiction to whom the pre- 
miums were paid. The company having refused 
to pay a claim on the policy :—Held: it was not 
domiciled or ordinarily resident within the 
jurisdiction & leave to issue a writ for service 
out of the jurisdiction could not be granted.— 
JONES v. SCOTTISH ACCIDENT INSURANCE CO., 
Lrp. (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 421; 55 L. J. Q. B. 
415; 55 L. T. 218. 

597. Carrying on business in England.} 
A company having its registered office in Scotland, 
but also carrying on its business within the 
jurisdiction of the High Court, cannot be served 
with a writ of summons within the jurisdiction.— 
WATKINS v. SCOTTISH IMPERIAL INSURANCE Co. 
(1889), 23 Q. B. D. 285; 58 L. J. Q. B. 495; 
60 es T. 6389; 37 W. R. 670; 5 T. L. R. 511. 
dD. C. 

Domicil.]—Sce, generally, CONFLICT OF Laws, 
Vol. XI., pp. 309, Nos. 18 ct seq. 

Domicil, residence & nationality of companies. ] 
—-See, generally, COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 37, 
Nos. 26-28. 

598. Ambassador’s wife residing at embassy in 
England.|—The wife of an ambassador to this 
country who resides with her husband at the 
Embassy is not ‘ ordinarily resident within the 
jurisdiction’? within the meaning of Ord. XI., 
r. 1 (c), so as to entitle pltf. in proceedings against 
her after she has left this country to serve notice 
of the writ upon her out of the jurisdiction.— 
GHIKIS v. MusuRwvs (1909), 25 T. L. R. 225. 

Bankruptcy jurisdiction—Persons ordinarily re- 
siding or having dwelling place, etc., within juris- 
diction.|—See BaNnxkrRuprcy, Vol. IV., pp. 26, 
Nos. 208 et seq.; pp. 37, Nos. 319 et seq. 








SuUB-SECT. 6.—ADMINISTRATION OF ESTATE OR 


EXECUTION OF TRUSTS. 


See RR. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (d), p. 389, ante. 

599. Case must fall strictly wit rule—Action 
for administration of real & personal estate & 
appointment of new trustee—Will proved in 
Ireland—Defendant resident in Scotland—Whole 
of estate in Ceylon.}—An action was brought by 
an infant for the administration of the real & 
personal estate of E., &, if necessary, for the 
appointment of a new trustee. Deft., who was 
trustee & executor of the will, was charged with 
breaches of trust. The will was proved deft. 
in Ireland; the whole of testator’s estate was 
situate in Ceylon. Deft., a British subject, was 
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resident in Scotland. Pltf., the residuary legatee 
& devisee, lived in England. On an application 
to serve the writ on deft. in Scotland, it was 
admitted that the circumstances of the case did 
not bring it within Ord. XI., r. 1:—Held: the 
eel must be refused.—Re Eaaer, EAGER 
v. JOHNSTONE (1882), 22 Ch. D. 86; 52 L. J. Ch. 
56; 47 L. T. 685; 31 W. R. 33, C. A. 

600. Testator must die domiciled within the 
jurisdiction — Filing evidence.]—Service having 
been effected in Scotland under Ord. LI., r. 23, 
of the County Court Rules, 1889, on a deft. in 
an administration action, the action was trans- 
ferred to the High Court on the ground that the 
value of the estate exceeded the limit of the 
jurisdiction of the county court. Deft. answered 
interrogatories in the county court, but objected 
to the order for service both in the county court 
& the High Court :—Held: (1) though the order 
for service would have been valid if the action 
had remained in the county court, after the 
transfer the question depended upon R. S. C., 
Ord. XI., rr. 1 (d), 2, & deft. ought to have an 
ee, of filing evidence as to the domicil 
of testator & as to whether there was an adequate 
concurrent jurisdiction in Scotland; (2) there 
had been no waiver by the deft. of the right to 
object to the service. 

Service is to be permitted only when the testator 
dies domiciled within the jurisdiction (STIRLING, 
J.).—Woop v. MIDDLETON, [1897] 1 Ch. 151; 
66 L. J. Ch. 149; 75 L. T. 480; 45 W. R. 184; 
41 Sol. Jo. 157. 

601. Property must be actually situated within 
jurisdiction—Property coming within jurisdiction 
after service.}—In order to bring a case within 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (ad), which provides for service out 
of the jurisdiction of the writ in an action for the 
execution of the trusts of a written instrument 
of which the person to be served is a trustee, 
there must be, at the time when leave to effect 
such service is asked for, property subject to the 
trusts of the instrument actually situate within 
the jurisdiction, & not merely property which 
ought to be, or, if the trusts were duly executed, 
would be, so situate. On an application to sct 
aside service in such an action on the ground that 
when leave to serve out of the jurisdiction was 
obtained there was no property within the 
jurisdiction. 

Semble: the service may possibly be held good 
if it be shown that property has subsequently 
come within the jurisdiction.—-WINTER v. WINTER, 
[1894] 1 Ch. 421; 63 L. J. Ch. 165; 69 L. T. 
759; 8 R. 614. 

602. Testator domiciled in Jersey—Plaintifis & 
executrix resident in England—Bulk of property 
in England—Service on ‘‘tuteur’’ & other 
executors in Jersey.]}—Testator died, domiciled in 
Jersey, leaving a widow & two infant children. 
By his will he gave the whole of his personal 
property, subject to a certain annuity to his 
wife, to his children. He died possessed of £13,000 
of English consols, & also of certain property In 
Jersey. The principal part of the latter con- 
sisted of a share in the property of a certain 
partnership, which had since his death become 
insolvent. His widow & two others were his 
executrix & executors. A gentleman resident in 
Jersey was shortly after testator’s death appointed 
‘“‘tuteur’’ of the infant children, in accordance 
with the law of Jersey. The widow married 
again, & with the two children came to reside in 
England. An action was commenced in the 
Chancery Division by the infant children for 
administration of testator’s real & personal 
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estate, & for the appointment of guardians. 
Leave was given for service of the writ out of the 
jurisdiction on the ‘‘tuteur’’ & executors in 
Jersey, but after service, & before appearance, 
they moved to discharge the order, on the ground 
that the proceedings were wrongly instituted in 
this country :—Held: inasmuch as plitfs. were 
resident in England, & the bulk of the property 
was in England, there was no reason why the 
action should not be brought there.—Re LANE, 
LANE v. ROBIN (1886), 55 L. T. 149. 

See R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (9), p. 839, ante. 

608. Proceedings to ascertain testator’s domicil 
—Service of writ out of jurisdiction on party 
interested.]|—-Where an originating summons was 
taken out by an executor for the purpose of 
deciding the question of the domicile of testator, 
& the widow & one adult child & two infants 
were separately represented by counsel; but one 
adult child (C. B.) was in Calcutta & could not 
be served, & the property was of great value: 
The court refused to decide the question in the 
absence of C. B., but gave leave to issue a writ, 
& gave leave to serve the writ out of the jurisdic- 
tion, & to serve notice of motion on C. B. in 
Calcutta, in order to have a declaration deciding 
the question, the evidence on the summons 
be used on the motion.—Re BULLEN-SMITH, 
BERNERS v. BULLEN-SMITH (1887), 57 L. T. 924. 

604. Property in England & Scotland—tTestator 
domiciled in Scotland—tTrustees resident in England 
& Scotland.|—A gentleman resident & domiciled 
in Scotland made a will in Scottish form, appoint- 
ing six trustees, two of whom were resident in 
England, one being a Scottish member of Parlia- 
ment was in England during the session, & the 
other three were resident in Scotland. Testator 
had a large property in Scotland & a comparativel 
trifling amount of personal estate in England. 
The trustees proved the will in Scotland, & then 
constituted themselves personal representatives 
in England, & removed all the English personalty 
to Scotland. A person resident in England, who 
was entitled to a share of a large legacy & also 
of the residue, brought an action here to administer 
the estate. Three of the trustees were served 
in England & the other three in Scotland under 
the usual order. They entered an appearance 
without protest, & took no steps to discharge the 
order. Pltf. moved for judgment for administra- 
tion of the whole estate, both Scotch & English. 
No action was pending in Scotland in which the 
estate could be administered. The judge held 
that an order for administration ought not to be 
made. On appeal :—Held: an order must be 
made for administration of the whole estate of 
testator, for that although if the Scottish executors 
had appeared conditionally & a eige to discharge 
the order for service in Scotland the court would 
have entered into the question whether it was 
convenient to have the estate administered in 
England, the court at the trial had no discretion, 
but was bound to give the pltf. a decree.—Re 
Orr EwInc, ORR EWING v. ORR EWING (1882), 
22 Ch. D. 456; 52 L. J. Ch. 529; 48 L. 'T. 555; 
31 W. R. 464, C. A.; on appeal, sub nom. EWING v. 
ORR EWING (1883), 9 App. Cas. 34, H. L. 


SUB-SEcT. 7.—-ACTIONS ON CONTRACTS. 
A. In General. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), p. 339, ante. 
605. Conditions disjunctive.}—Appeal by deft 
from an order of the judge in chambers dis. 
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Sect. 4.—I When service out of the jurisdiction allowed: 
Sub-sect. 7, A., B., C., D. & E. (a).] 


missing an application to set aside a writ & the 
service thereof. Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), as substituted 
for a previous sub-rule by the R. S. C. (No. 3), 
1920, provides that ‘‘ service out of the juris- 
diction of a writ of summons or notice of a writ 
of summons may be allowed by the court or a 
judge whenever . . . (e) the action is one brought 
to enforce, rescind, dissolve, annul or otherwise 
affect a contract or to recover damages or other 
relief for or in respect. of the breach of contract 
(i) made within the jurisdiction ; (ii) made by or 
through an agent trading or residing within the 
jurisdiction on behalf of a principal trading or 
residing out of the jurisdiction; (iti) by its terms 
or implication to be governed by English law...’’: 
—Held: the three conditions were disjunctive, 
&, as condition (1) had been satisfied in the present 
case, there was power to order service of the writ 
out of the jurisdiction, although condition (iii) 
had not been fulfilled. Appeal dismissed.— 
WANSBOROUGH PAPER Co., Lrp. v. LAUGHLAND 
(1920), 55 L. Jo. 413, 414; 150 L. T. Jo. 205; 
65 Sol. Jo. 94, C. A. 


B. Contracts made Within the Jurisdiction. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XI, r. 1 (e) i., p. 339, ante. 

606. Contract signed by parties abroad——Dealing 
with property situate abroad.}—BrRitTisH Con- 
TROLLED OILFIELDS, LTD. v. StaaeG, No. 608, post. 


C. Contract by or through Agent Trading or 
Residing Within the Jurisdiction. 

See R. S. C., Ord. XI, r. 1 (e), ii., p. 339, ante. 

607. ‘‘ Through an agent ’’—Agent not autho- 
rised to enter into contracts—Contract actually 
made by principal abroad.}—Where the terms of a 
contract have been arranged through the mediation 
of an agent trading or residing within the juris- 
diction on behalf of a principal trading or residing 
out of the jurisdiction, the contract has been made 
‘through an agent” within the meaning of 
Ord. XI1., r. 1 (€), so as to permit of service of the 
writ, or notice of the writ, out of the jurisdiction 
in an action against the principal on the contract, 
even although the agent had no authority to enter 
into contracts & the contract was actually made 
by the principal abroad.— NATIONAL MORTGAGE & 
AGENCY Co. OF NEW ZEALAND, LTD. v. GOSSELIN 
at a (1922), 38 T. L. R. 832; 67 Sol. Jo. 


D. Contract by its Terms or by Implication to 
be Governed by English Law. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), iii., p. 339, ante. 

608. Provision that contract to be considered 
as being made in England—Signed by parties 
abroad.|— Where a contract dealing with certain 
mineral rights in Ecuador was signed by the parties 
thereto in New York City, U.S.A., but expressly 
provided that it should be considered & held to be 
one duly made & executed in London, England :— 
Held: ( 1) such a contract was not “ e within 
the jurisdiction ” under Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), but was 
“ by its terms or by implication to be governed by 
English law’; (2) an order giving leave to serve 
& writ in an action for rescission of such a contract 
is right, both on technical grounds & also on the 
ground of convenience, & will not be set aside.— 
British CONTROLLED OILFIELvs, Lrp. v. Staaa, 
{1921) W. N. 319; 127L.T. 209; 66 Sol. Jo. (W. R.) 
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609. Provision for settlement of disputes by 
arbitration of London brokers—Award to be en- 
forceable by English court.}—Respondentsa were 
Scottish merchants carrying on business at Bom- 
bay & appellants were merchants of Hong Kong. 
By three contracts made between respondents & 
appellants through the medium of Java brokers 
respondents agreed to buy from appellants certain 
parcels of Java sugar for shipment to Bombay. 
The contracts were in similar terms, & each con- 
tained the following clause: ‘‘ Any dispute arising 
under this contract is to be settled by arbitration 
of London brokers in the usual manner, & this 
submission may be made a rule of the High Court 
of Justice.’’ As regards the first two contracts, 
respondents complained that certain shipments 
were not made within the stipulated time & 
claimed damages for breach of contract. The 
claim was resisted, & the matter was referred to 
arbitration in the terms of the clause. An award 
was made, but was set aside by the court. 
Appellants then agreed that, if respondents issued 
a writ in the King’s Bench Division to enforce 
their claim, they would waive the arbitration 
clause & submit to the jurisdiction, & this was done. 
After the pleadings had been delivered respondents 
obtained leave from the judge in chambers to 
amend their points of claim by including a similar 
claim under the third contract. On appeal to the 
Court of Appeal it was conceded that the juris- 
diction of the judge to allow the amendment 
depended upon whether he could have made an 
order for service of the writ out of the jurisdiction 
under Ord. XI., r. 1 (e) (iii) :—Held: the parties, 
in submitting their disputes to an English forum, 
impliedly consented that the law which was to 
regulate the decision was the law of that forum ; 
the contract, the subject of the amendment, 
was therefore ‘a contract by implication to be 
governed by English law” within Ord. XI, 
r. 1 (e) (iii), & that the judge could have made 
an order for service of the writ out of the juris- 
diction.—-N. V. Kwik Hoo Tona HANDEL 
MAATSCHAPPIJ v. FINLAY (JAMES) & Co., LID., 
[1927] A. C. 604; 96 L. J. K. B. 902; 137 L. T. 
458; 33 Com. Cas. 55, H. L. 


E.. Breach Committed Within the Jurisdiction. 
(a) The Contract. 


In considering the cases which follow, due regard 
must be paid to the terms of the latest rule on the 
subject: R. S.C., Ord. X1., r. 1 (e), p. 339, ante. 

610. Action must be founded on _ contract 
between parties.}—The first mortgagee of a ship, 
with a power to collect the freight, brought an 
action against the second mortgagee of the ship 
(whose mortgage included an assignment of the 
freight), & others, claiming an account & payment 
out of the freight of the amount he had paid for 
the wages of the crew & the wages & disbursements 
of the master. The freight was in the hands of 
R. & Co., foreigners, resident abroad, to whom 
it had been paid as the agente of the second 
mortgagee, & who claimed to retain it in satis- 
faction of a debt due to them from their principal. 
Pitf. sought to make R. & Co. defta. to his action : 
—Held: as no contract existed between pltf. & 
R. & Co., Ord. XL, vr. 1, did not apply; & the 
equity (if any) of pitf. against R. & Co. was a right 
to contribution, in respect of which they should 

sued in the ordin way.—M'‘STEPHENS v. 
aa (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 8897; 42 L. T. 309, 


~. }—Leave to serve the writ out of the 
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jurisdiction refused on the ground that there was 
no contract & no cause of action within the juris- 
il v. SHELTON (1891), 8 T. L. R. 


612. ——.]--A foreclosure action, whether by 
writ or originating summons in respect of a mort- 
gage of personalty, by the original mortgagee 
against the original mortgagor, is not an action 
founded on a breach of contract within the mean- 
ing of Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), & leave will not therefore 
be granted to serve the writ or summons upon deft. 
out of the jurisdiction. 

Deutsche National Bank v. Paul, No. 614, post, 
& Kolchmann v. Meurice, No. 617, post, followed. 

The words ‘‘ founded on any breach or alleged 
breach of the contract” are words which are not 
found anywhere else in the rules; but I think 
they must mean this: an action in which you 
cannot get any relief unless you proceed upon & 
are dependent upon a contract (CozENSs -HARDY, 
M.R.).—Huvenns v. OXENHAM, [1913] 1 Ch. 254, 
256; 82 L. J. Ch. 155; 108 J.. T. 316, C. A. 

6138. Reasonable evidence of contract.]—Under 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), of the Rules of the Supreme Court 
of British Columbia (which is in the same terms 
as the corresponding English rule) the court or 
a judge has power to grant leave to serve notice 
of a writ of summons outside the jurisdiction when 
the action is for damages for breach of a contract, 
if there is reasonable evidence of a concluded 
contract & a breach of a real & substantial term 
of it within the jurisdiction. Upon the repudia- 
tion by the buyer under a contract for the sale 
of ships to be delivered within the jurisdiction but 
to be paid for outside the jurisdiction, the refusal 
to accept delivery is a breach of a real & substantial 
term.—HEMELRYCK v. LYALL SHIPBUILDING Co., 
[1921] 1 A. C. 698; 125 L. T. 133, P. C.; sub nom. 
VAN HEMELRYCK v. WILLIAM LYALL SHIPBUILDING 
Co., Ltp., 90 L. J. P. C. 96. 

614. Foreclosure action.]—J. & Co., who carried 
on business in London, deposited certain policies 
of life assurance with pltfs., a German bank, as 
security for advances, & afterwards created a 
second charge upon the same policies in favour of 
EK. fPltfs. subsequently acquired the equity of 
redemption in the policies, & caused it to be 
transferred to P. & F. as trustees for pltfs. P. 
& F. resided in England; E. resided in Germany. 
Pitfs. brought an action for foreclosure against 
P. & F., & obtained leave to give notice, in lieu 
of service, of the writ to E. out of the jurisdiction. 
Upon motion to discharge that order :—Held: 
(1) the action was not founded on any breach of 
contract, & therefore the case did not come within 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (e); (2) inasmuch as no actual relief 
was claimed against P. & F., they were not peepe 
made defts., but should have been joined as co- 

Itfs.; the action was, therefore, not properly 

rought against them within the meaning of 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), & the order for service out of the 
jurisdiction must be discharged.— DEUTSCHE 
NATIONAL BANK v. PAUL, [1898] 1 Ch. 283; 67 
I. J. Ch. 156; 78 L. T. 35; 46 W. R. 248 14 
T. L. R. 193; 42 Sol. Jo. 212. 

615. ———.}--HUGHES v. OXENHAM, No. 612, ante. 

616. Charging order.|—This was a motion for 
leave to issue for service out of the jurisdiction 
@ writ in an action seeking to enforce a charging 
order obtained by pltf., a judgment creditor, 
upon certain shares belonging to deft., the judg- 
ment debtor. The Judgment Act, 18388 (c. 110), 
8. 14, which, by virtue of Ord. XLVI., r. 1, regulates 
the effect. of a charging order, provides that ‘‘ such 
order shall entitle the judgment creditor to all 
such remedies as he would have been entitled to 
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if such c e had been made in his favour by the 
judgment debtor.”’ Ord. XI.,r. 1 (e), provides that 
service out of the jurisdiction of a writ of sum- 
mons, or notice of a writ of summons, may be 
allowed by the court or a judge whenever 
‘the action is founded on any breach, or alleged 
breach, within the jurisdiction of any contract 
wherever made, which, according to the terms 
thereof, ought to be performed within the juris- 
diction ” :—Held: ing that the case could 
be treated as one of contract at all, it would only 
be a contract that the shares should be charged, 
& of such a contract there had not been any breach 
within the jurisdiction.—MorIty v. STEPHAN 
(1888), 58 L. T. 850; 86 W. R. 779. 

617. .}—Leave cannot be given for service 
of a writ out of the jurisdiction under Ord. XI., 
r. 1 (e), in an action to enforce an order charging 
a judgment debtor’s interest in shares with the 
amount due on the judgment.—KOLCHMANN v. 
MEURICE, [1903] 1K. B. 634; 72 L. J. K. B. 289 ; 
88 L. T. 369; 51 W. R. 356; 19 T. L. R. 254; 
47 Sol. Jo. 295, C. A. 

rag now, R. 8. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (hk), p. 339, 
ante. 

618. Whether contract must require performance 
within jurisdiction—Expressly or by implication.] 
—R., an American residing in England for the 
purposes of his business, brought an action against 
C., an American resident in America, to enforce 
a contract by C., made in England, to transfer to 
R. shares in an English company. The Vice- 
Chancellor gave leave to issue the writ, & 
serve notice of it in America. More than a year 
afterwards deft., without giving any sufficient 
reason for his delay, applied to discharge the order 
for service on the ground that there were incorrect 
statements in the affidavit on which it was 
obtained ; that the order giving leave, though 
noted on the writ, was not mentioned in the notice ; 
& that there was no jurisdiction to order service 
abroad, as the contract was not one which accord- 
ing to its terms ought to be performed within the 
jurisdiction :—Held: (1) Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), does 
not require that a contract should state in terms 
that it is to be performed within the jurisdiction, 
but that it is enough if it appears, from a con- 
sideration of the terms of the contract & the 
facts existing when the contract was made, that 
it was intended to be performed within the juris- 
diction; (2) that a contract made in England 
to transfer shares in an English company to a 
person resident in England was a contract which, 
according to its terms, ought to be performed 
within the jurisdiction; (3) that the omission 
to copy in the notice the order giving leave to 
issue the writ & serve notice of it was not such 
an informality as to make the service invalid ; 
(4) after the lapse of a year deft. was too late to 
raise any objection to the order on the ground 
that the affidavit on which it was obtained did not 
fairly state the facts; (5) the order for service 
abroad ought not to be discharged.—REYNOLDS 
v. COLEMAN (1887), 36 Ch. D. 453; 56 L. J. Ch. 
903; 57 L. T. 588; 35 W. R. 813, C. A, a“ 

619. ——— -l—In order that a case may 
come within Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), the contract must 
expressly or by implication require that per- 
formance should be within the jurisdiction. 

ere a foreign company c a ship 
from English shipowners to take a cargo from 
London to a foreign port, & by the terms of 
the charter-party it was stipulated that all lighter- 
age should be at charterers’ or consignees’ risk 
& expense, the charterers indemnifying the ship- 
owners from all lighterage on cargo at the port of 
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discharge ; but no place was specified for payment 
of moneys that might become under such contract 
of indemnity :—Held: such contract was not 
one which, ‘‘ according to the terms thereof,’ 
ought to be performed within the jurisdiction, 
within the meaning of Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), & leave 
to serve notice of the writ out of the jurisdiction 
in an action upon such contract against the 
foreign company could not be given.—BELL & 
Co. v. ANTWERP, LONDON & BRAZIL LINE, [1891] 
1 Q. B. 103; 60 L. J. Q. B. 270; 64 L. T. 276; 
39 W. R. 84; 7 Asp. M. L. C. 154, C. A. 

620. —— --—In order to allow service of 
a writ out of the jurisdiction under Ord. XI, 
r. 1 (e), the contract for breach of which the action 
is brought must be one which, according to the 
terms thereof, must be performed within the juris- 
diction. Leave cannot be given in a case where the 
contract may be performed either within or out of 
the jurisdiction. 

Where deft. abroad contracted to sell goods sent 
to him & remit the proceeds to England by bills, 
& he sold the goods & kept the proceeds :—Held : 
since his contract could all be performed abroad, 
no writ could be issued here for service abroad, 
either for breach of contract or for money had & 
received.—COMBER v. LEYLAND, [1898] A. C. 524; 
67 L. J. Q. B. 884; 79 L. T. 180, H. L. 

621. ——.}+-In order to constitute a 
contract one which ‘according to the terms 
thereof ought to be performed within the juris- 
diction ’’ within Ord. XI.,r. 1 (e), it is not necessary 
that it should be stated in express terms in the 
contract that it is to be performed within the 
jurisdiction, but it is sufficient if it appears from 
the general terms of the contract, having regard 
to the surrounding circumstances, that it is to be so 
performed.—DUVAL (CHARLES) & Co., LID. v. GANS, 
[1904] 2 K. B. 685; 73 L. J. K. B. 907; 91 L. T. 
308; 20 T. L. R. 705; 53 W. R. 106; 48 Sol. Jo. 
671, C. A. 

622. Part of contract only to be performed 
within jurisdiction.}—MaANIToBA & NorrTH- 
WeEstT LAND CORPORATION v. ALLAN & MANITOBA 
& NORTH-WESTERN Ry. Co. OF CANADA, No. 687, 


post. 








(b) The Breach. 


In considering the cases which follow, due regard 
must be paid to the terms of the latest rule on the 
subject: R. S. C., Ord. XI., 7. 1 (e), p. 339, ante. 

628. Breach must be committed within juris- 
diction.}—CrozIER, STEPHENS & Co. v. AUERBACH, 
No. 659, post. 

624. Letter posted outside the jurisdiction.) 
—A. verbally agreed in Glasgow, with B., a 
Scottish coal merchant, to act for B. as com- 
mission agent in Ireland. After A.’s return to 
Dublin, some correspondence passed between the 
parties as to terms, but which, in the opinion of 
the court, was merely represented to the ante- 
eedent complete verbal contract. B. being dis- 
satisfied with A., wrote & posted in Scotland a 
letter addressed to A. in Ire d, terminating the 
employment :—Held: <A. was not entitled to an 
order for liberty to serve B. out of the juris- 
diction with a writ of summons, claiming com- 
mission & damages for wrongful dismissa]l.— 
HAMILTON v. BARR (1886), 18 L. R. Ir. 297, C. A. 

625. -+-Pitf. was employed by 
deft., a foreigner resident abroad, as the London 


ee of @ new 
was the proprietor. De 











aper, of which deft. . 
- gave notice of dis- | 
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missal to pltf. by a letter written & posted 
abroad to plitf. in this country. In an action 
for racer dismissal by pltf. against deft., leave 
had been given to issue a writ of which notice 
was to be served on deft. out of the jurisdiction, 
& notice of the writ had been accordingly served 
upon him abroad :—Held: the alleged breach of 
contract having taken place out of the jurisdiction, 
the case did not fall within Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), & 
therefore the writ & service must be set aside.— 
HOLLAND v. BENNETT, [1902] 1 K. B. 867; 71 
L. J. K. B. 490; 86 L. T. 485; 50 W. R. 401; 18 
T. L. R. 510; 46 Sol. Jo. 431, C. A. 

626. ——— Letter posted within jurisdiction. }— 
By an agreement between pltfs. who were insur- 
ance agents in London, & defts. a Spanish insur- 
ance company entered into at Teneriffe, where the 
latter were domiciled defts. agreed to employ 
pltfs. as their exclusive representatives for a 
period of five years in England & elsewhere. At 
the end of one year defts. sent their agent general 
to England, with authority to revoke the agree- 
ment, which he did by notice in writing sent 
through the London post to the pltfs. at their 
place of business. An action for breach of con- 
tract was thereupon commenced & an order for 
service out of jurisdiction was obtained. On 
appeal from the refusal of a judge at chambers to 
set aside the writ & subsequent proceedings :— 
Held: there was to be implied from the agree- 
ment a contract by defts. not to do anything to 
prevent pltfs. from acting as their representatives 
in England during the agreed term; the action 
was therefore founded on a breach within the 
jurisdiction of a contract which, according to the 
terms thereof, ought to be performed within the 
jurisdiction, & that the order for service out of 
the jurisdiction was rightly made under Ord. XI., 
r. 1 (e).—MUTZENBECHER v. LA ASEGURADORA 
ESPANOLA, [1906] 1 K. B. 254; 75 L. J. K. B. 
172; 94 L. T. 127; 54 W. R. 207; 22 T. L. R. 
175, C. A. 

627. ——— Cable sent from place within Jjuris- 
diction.}—By the Ottoman Order, 1910, the 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court thereby 
established extends, as regards Egypt, to (so far 
as material): ‘‘ (i) British subjects, as herein 
defined, within the limits of this Order. (ii) The 

roperty & all personal & proprietary rights & 
jabilities within the said limits of British subjects, 
whether the said subjects are within the said 
limits or not.’’ Rules of Court made under the 
Order contain a provision for substituted service, 
but none for service out of the jurisdiction. 

Appellant, a British subject resident in England, 
contracted in England to buy from respondent, 
who was resident in Egypt, a concession granted 
by the Egyptian Government in connection with 
irrigation, & for employment of the respondent 
in Egypt. Appellant repudiated the contracts 
by a cable despatched from England. Respondent 
issued a writ in the Supreme Court of Egypt 
slaiming damages from appellant for breach of 
the contracts, & obtained an order for substituted 
service in Egypt :—Held: the cable repudiating 
the contracts having been despatched in England, 
the breach took place there, & that the Supreme 
Court had no jurisdiction in the case. 

Quere: whether in Art. 5 (ii) of the Order 
‘he words ‘‘ within the said limits ’’ do not mean 
‘resident within the said limits.”—-MARTIN v. 
Strout, (1925] A. C. 359; 04 L. J. P. C. 71; 
“32 L. T. 673; 41 T. L. R. 176, P. C. 

628. ——— Substantial breach.|}—When a vendor 
of goods who is resident abroad sells them to a 
purchaser in England under a c.i.f. contract & 
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commits a breach of the contract by failure to 
ship the goods, the fact that a portion of the 
vendor’s obligations, namely, the tender of shipping 
documents, ought to have been performed in this 
country does not justify the court, under Ord. XI., 
r. 1 (€), in giving the purchaser leave to serve a 
writ upon the vendor out of the jurisdiction in an 
action in which the substantial breach complained 
of is non-shipment, inasmuch as, in such a case, 
the obligation of shipment, which was to be per- 
formed without the jurisdiction, is of such a nature 
that its breach made it impossible to tender the 
shipping documents within the jurisdiction — 
JOHNSON v. TAYLor Bros. & Co., Lrp., [1920] 
A.C. 144; 89L. J. K. B. 227; 122 L. T. 130; 36 
T. L. R. 62; 64 Sol. Jo. 82 ; 25 Com. Cas. 69, H. L. 

629. ——— -}—HEMELRYCK v. LYALL SHIP- 
BUILDING Co., No. 613, ante. 





(c) Defendant not Domiciled or Ordinarily Resident 
an Scotland or Ireland. 


now, R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), p. 339, 
ante. 

630. General rule — No discretion to allow 
service.}—There is no power to allow service of 
a writ out of the jurisdiction in actions for breach 
of contract under Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), where deft. 
is domiciled or ordinarily resident in Scotland or 
Treland. 

Down to the time of the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), there was no provision 
for service of a writ out of the jurisdiction. That 
defect was remedied by the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), 8s. 18, but that section, 
like Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), expressly excepts Scotland 
& Ireland from the operation of its provisions. I 
observe that it is stated by Day in a note to the 
section in his work on the Common Law Procedure 
Acts that this exception was introduced into the 
Act at the last moment, & I have no doubt that 
some Scottish or Irish members of Parliament, 
jealous of any interference with matters affecting 
Scotland or Ireland, caused its introduction. That 
state of things continued down to the passing 
of the Judicature Act, 1875 (c. 77). By that 
Act, Ord. XI., r. 1, power was given to serve a 
writ out of the jurisdiction in the cases mentioned 
in the order even upon a domiciled Scotsman or 
Irishman. This provision passed unnoticed, but 
it is notorious that after it had passed there was 
an outcry by the Scottish & Irish members, & 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (a), was framed for the protection 
of Scotsmen & Irishmen. That rule directed that 
the judge, in exercising his discretion as to granting 
leave to serve the writ out of the jurisdiction, 
should have regard to the amount or value of the 
property in dispute or sought to be recovered, & 
to the existence in the place of residence of deft., 
if resident in Scotland or Ireland, of a local court 
of limited jurisdiction having jurisdiction in the 
matter in question, & to the comparative cost & 
convenience of proceeding in as esa or in the 
place of such deft.’s residence. It was also pro- 
vided that no such leave was to be granted without 
an affidavit stating the particulars necessary for 
enabling the judge to exercise his discretion in 
manner aforesaid, & in practice leave was not 
granted under that rule without an affidavit 
showing that there was no such local court as 
mentioned in the rule, & that it was cheaper or 
more convenient to try the case in England. It 
was thought that this provision might satisfy 
the Scottish & Irish members, but it seems probable 
that pressure was brought to bear by them in 
order that those whom they represented might 
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again enjoy the privilege of only being liable 
to be sued in their own country according to the 
principle ‘‘ actor sequitur forum rei.”” It seems to 
me, therefore, that the result of the strict inter- 
pretation of Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), according to the 
natural meaning of the words, is quite consistent 
with what we know of the history of the legislation 
on the subject (HUDDLESTON, B.).—-LENDERS v. 
ANDERSON (1888), 12 Q. B. D. 50, 56, 57; 53 
L. J. Q. B. 104; 48 J. P. 186; 32 W. R. 230. 

681. Company with head office in Scotland— 
Branch offices with chief office in England.j|— 
JONES v. SCOTTISH ACCIDENT INSURANCE CO., 
Lrp., No. 596, ante. 

632. Action against two defendants—One resi- 
dent & other not resident in Scotland.}—Where 
an action is brought against two defts., one of 
whom is not resident in Scotland whilst the other 
is so resident, it still remains for the purposes of 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), an action brought against deft. 
domiciled or ordinarily resident in Scotland & is 
therefore outside the scope of that rule-—Sassoon 
& Co. v. GRAHAM & Co. & ORIENTAL NAVIGATION 
Co. (1925), 1383 L. T. 805, C. A. 

Agreement for service—By person domiciled or 
ordinarily resident in Scotland.}]—See, now, R.S8.C., 
Ord. XI., r. 24, p. 367, post. 

County Court proceedings. |—See 
Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 494, Nos. 440-441. 


COUNTY 


In considering the cases which follow, due regard 
must be paid to the terms of the latest rule on the 
subject: R. S.C., Ord. XI., 7. 1 (e), p. 339, ante. 

633. Agreement to pay on _  forbearance— 
Promise by person resident abroad—Proceedings 
threatened within jurisdiction.|—Pltf. had ad- 
vanced money to deft.’s father on the security 
of five promissory notes. In Jan. 1889, plté. 
pressed the father for payment, there being then 
£195 due to him. Both pltf. & deft.’s father were 
residing at Ramsey, in Huntingdonshire. Deft., 
although born in England, had emigrated to 
America, & was a naturalised subject of the 
United States. He telegraphed to his father 
that he would pay pltf., & wrote pltf. expressing 
his willingness to pay the amount of his father’s 
liabilities, & requesting him to forbear from press- 
ing him. The letter continued: ‘‘ Will you, 
therefore, furnish me with a full & exact account 
of my father’s indebtedness to you & also tell me 
the mode of payment you prefer?” Pltf., on 
receipt of this letter, forbore to press the father for 
payment, & the latter shortly afterwards 
absconded. In Jan. 1891, an account of his 
father’s liabilities to the pltf. was sent to deft., & 
no notice having been taken of it pltf. obtained 
from the judge at chambers leave to issue a writ 
& serve notice of it on deft. out of the jurisdiction. 
Deft. applied to the Divisional Court, who set 
aside the writ on the ground that the furnishing 
of an account to deft. & the promise by pltf. to 
forbear from pressing deft.’s father were con- 
tions precedent which did not appear to have 
been fulfilled. Pltf. appealed. 

The court disagreed with the Divisional Court 
& allowed the appeal. 

The question is whether the case has been 
brought within Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), which allows 
notice of a writ to be served out of the jurisdiction 
where a breach, or an alleged breach, has occurred 
within the jurisdiction of a contract wherever 
made which, according to the terms thereof, 
is to be performed within the jurisdiction. In 
my opinion there is a contract here to be performed 
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within the jurisdiction. It is a contract to pay 
on forbearance, & it is not necessary in order to 
complete the contract for pltf. to communicate to 
deft. either his promise to forbear or the amount 
of the father’s liabilities. The contract is com- 

leted by the deft.’s forbearance to sue (LORD 

SHER, .R.).—GOLDEN- t. DARLOW (1891), 8 
T. L. R. 57, 58, C. A. 

634. Agreement relating to compromise of pro- 
ceedings abroad—Agreement entered into abroad 
—Payment within jurisdiction.}—An ap by 
plitf. from an order made by the judge at chambers 
setting aside the notice of the writ of summons & 
the service thereof on deft. out of the jurisdiction. 

The court dismissed the apr — 

A firm of Veuve Pommery, Fils et Cie. in France 
has as agents in this country a firm consisting of 
pitf. & a partner. Plitf. is a naturalised English- 
man who is resident & domiciled here. The 
French firm took legal proceedings in France 
against the English firm. Itf.’s case is that while 
those proceedings were pending he was in Paris, 
where he saw an agent of deft., & that the agent 
agreed with him that if pltf. would compromise 
those proceedings deft. would pay him £8,000; & 
that the compromise was effected. That is the 
agreement sued on. The first question is whether 
the court could imply a term in the contract that 
the payment must be made in England. The 
agreement was made in Paris, the litigation was 
a French litigation, & the compromise was made 
in Paris. In these circumstances, the court ought 
not to infer that there is an implied term in the 
contract that the payment must be made here. 
The compromise of the French litigation took 
place when all the parties were in Paris, & in these 
circumstances the court will not infer that because 
one of the parties was a domiciled Englishman the 
English law applies, & deft. has to seek out. his 
creditor & pay him here. In the spccial circum- 
stances of this case the court cannot imply that. 
Therefore the payment is not one which must 
have been made here. Pltf. accordingly fails 
to bring this case within Ord. XI., r. 1 (e) (ROMER, 
aaa v. VASNIER (1902), 18 T. L. R. 596, 

635. Charging order—Enforcement of.}—Mority 
v. STEPHAN, No. 616, ante. 

636. ——— -}+—KOLCHMANN v. MEURICE, 
No. 617, ante. 

~}+—See, now, R. 8S. C., Ord. XI, 
r. 1 (hk), p. 339, ante, & generally, EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 658, Nos. 2361 ef seq. 

637. Charter-party——British ship to take cargo 
to foreign port—Charterers indemnifying ship- 
owners from lighterage at port of discharge— 
Place of payment not specified.J—BrELL & Co. »v. 
ANTWERP, LONDON & Brazit LINE, No. 619, ante. 

638. Landlord & tenant—Claim for rent—Land 
in England—Defendants resident in Scotland.]— 
AGNEW v. USHER, No. 588, ante. 

«+See, generally, LANDLORD & 
TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 266, Nos. 4078 et seq. 

639. Marriage—Breach of promise—Defendant 
ordinarily resident within jurisdictlon—Inquiry 
abe cause of action.]—-HADAD v. BRUCE, No. 592, 
ante. 

640. ———- ——— No evidence of corroboration— 
Discre fon of judge.}—It is a matter for the 
discretion of the Judge at chambers whether he 
will give leave to serve a writ to recover damages 
for breach of promise of marriage, out of the 
jurisdiction, where the affidavit in support of the 
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pe i apanent shows no evidence of corroboration 
he promise.— FRANKLYN v. OHAPLIN (1900), 17 
T. L. R. 84, C. A. 

641. ——— ——— Promise to m in England. 
yee an affidavit stating that deft., a Brit 
subject, when in England promised to marry 
aay it being agreed that the marriage should 

e place in England, & that deft. refused to do 
s0, the court gave Jeave, under Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), 
to issue & serve a writ in an action for breach of the 

romise to marry upon deft., who was then resid- 
ing out of the jurisdiction.—CooPpER v. KNIGHT 
(1901), 17 T. L. R. 299, C. A. 
-—_—. }—-See, generally, Husnanp & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 27, Nos. 30 et seq. 

642. partnership—Contract made abroad 
—Breach within jurisdiction.}—On May 14, 1877, 
an agreement was entered into at Bombay between 
eae deft. M. M., & defts. N. & Co. (an Indian 

rm), to work certain mines in India as a joint 
adventure, in which N. & Co. were to find the 
capital & pltf. to acquire the mining rights, & 
each partner was to take one-third of the profits. 
N. & Co. afterwards went into liquidation in India, 
& their property became vested in trustees resid- 
ing in Bombay. Plitf. subsequently ascertained 
that on April 17, 1879, an agreement had been 
entered into in England between deft. H., as the 
agent of N. & Co.’s trustees, & G., the agent of 
a Scottish company, for the sale of the mining 
rights to the Scottish company, & that such 
agreement contained no mention of pltf.’s rights. 
Pitf. then brought an action against N. & Co., 
their Indian trustees, H. (the agent), M. M., & 
the Scottish company, & by the indorsement on 
his writ claimed a declaration that under the agree- 
ment of May 14, 1877, he was entitled to one-third 
of the profits of the mining adventure, & that 
defts. & their estates in liquidation might be 
declared liable to account for & pay all moneys 
obtained by defts. respectively by dealing with 
the mining properties & fraudulently concealing 
pltf.’s interest therein; with an injunction to 
restrain defts. respectively from carrying the 
agreement of April 17, 1879, into effect, except 
on the footing of pltf. being entitled to one-third 
of the profite, & for ancillary relief. Pltf., three 
out of the five members of the firm of N. & Co., 
& H. were in England, but all the other parties to 
the action were out of the jurisdiction; & pltf. 
obtained, under Ord. XI., r. 1, of the Rules of 
Court, 1875, an order authorising service out of 
the jurisdiction of the writ of the Scottish com- 
pany in Scotland. Upon motion by the Scottish 
company to discharge this order :—Held: (1) the 
balance of convenience was in favour of the action 
being tried here; (2) the case was substantially 
a partnership case, in which an English Court might 
properly exercise jurisdiction; & the Scottish 
company were not entitled to have their case 
separated from that of the other defts.; (3) the 
order for service out of the jurisdiction on the 
Scottish company was rightly made under Ord. 
XI., r. 1, because, (a) the action ‘‘ affected,’’ within 
the meaning of the second branch of the rule, 
the contract of April, 1879, which was made within 
the jurisdiction, & (b) because the same contract 
constituted a breach within the jurisdiction of a 
contract made abroad.—HARRIs v. FLEMING (1879), 
13 Ch. D. 208; 49 L. J. Ch. 32; 28 W. R. 389. 

643. Mortgage—Foreciosure action. }—D&UTSCHE 
NATIONAL BANK v. Pau, No. 614, ante. 

644. —— -}—HvuGHEs v. OXENHAM, No. 
612, ante. 

See, now, R. 8. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (A), p. 839, 
ante. 
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645. ——— Claim for freight by first mortgagee 
of Pe aR er second mortgagee & others-—— 
Freight in hands of foreigners resident abroad. ]— 
M‘STRPHENS v. CARNEGIN, No. 610, ante. 

Patents—Proceedings for infringement. ]— See 
PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., p. 776, 


Nos. 2562, 2563. 

646. Prinol & agent—Goods consigned to 
agent abroad—-Usual place of payment within 
jurisdiction. ]}—Pltfs., a London firm, constituted 
deft., who resided in Hamburg, their agent to sell 
goods for them in Germany, by a letter which 
stipulated that cash should be paid against bills 
of lading. The course of business under this 
contract was for aor to send the bills of lading 
By ports & for deft. to remit the money to London. 
Pitis. applied under Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), for leave 
to issue a writ against deft. for service abroad to 
recover the balance due to them under this con- 
tract. The Divisional Court held that, having 
regard to the course of business, there was a 
breach within the jurisdiction of a contract which 
required to be performed within the jurisdiction 
within the meaning of the rule :—Held: looking 
only at the terms of the contract & the circum- 
stances existing at the time, the inference was that 
the money was to be remitted to London, & the 
application fell within the rule.—REIN v. STEIN, 
da 1Q. B. 753; 61 L.5J.Q.B. 401; 66 L. T. 

647. ——— Commission to be earned within 
jurisdiction —- Agreement to submit to laws of 
foreign country.]—Pitfs., who carried on business 
in London as C. F. Mumm, brought this action for 
commission on the sale of goods, as agents for 
defts., who were a foreign company carrying on 
business at Linden, near Hanover, & for an 
account. By a contract in writing made at 
Linden, in the German language, on June 21, 1890, 
as modified by another contract of Dec. 4, 1891, 
defts. appointed pltfs.. who were described as 
trading as C. F. Mumm, of London, their sole 
agents for the sale of their goods in the United 

ingdom, Canada, & the United States of America 
until Oct. 1, 1892, pltfs. to receive a commission 
of 5 per cent. ‘“‘ upon all net amounts of invoices 
received after deducting freight, duty, & packing,”’ 
on all sales by them of defts.’ goods. The com- 
mission was to be accounted for quarterly, & the 
collection of the amounts of the invoices was to 
be made by defts. alone. The contract further 
provided that in case of disputes pltfs.’ firm was 
to submit to the laws & jurisdiction in force in 
Hanover. On Feb. 27, 1893, pltfs. issued an 
ordinary writ against defts. for service within the 
jurisdiction, & the writ was served upon G., on 
the ground that he was an officer of defts., who 
had a place of business & carried on business within 
the jurisdiction. Defts. entered a conditional 
appearance, & on Mar. 20 the master, on the 
application of defts., set aside the service of the 
writ on the ground that defts. had no place of 
business here, & that G. was a mere agent of defts. 
On May 2 plitfs. applied ex parte to MATHEW, J., 
at chambers, & he gave them leave to amend the 
writ by making it a writ for service out of the 
jurisdiction, & to serve notice thereof on defta. 
out of the jurisdiction, under Ord. XI., r. 1 (e). 
Notice of the amended writ was accordingly 
served on the defte. abroad, & they entered a con- 
ditional appearance, & applied at chambers to 
set aside the writ & subsequent proceedings. 
W1115, J., set aside the notice of the writ & service 
thereof, upon the ground that the contract pro- 
vided for the determination of disputes between 
the parties by the Courts of Hanover. The 
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Divisional Court disc ed this order, upon the 
ground that there was a breach of contract within 


the jurisdiction—namely, non-payment of the 
commission, & that the clause in the contract did 
not give the Courts of Hanover exclusive juris- 
diction. Defts. appealed :—Held: (1) there was 

ower to amend an ordinary writ so as to make 
it a writ for service out of the jurisdiction ; (2) it 
being doubtful whether the jurisdiction of the 
English Courts was ousted, leave to serve notice 
of the writ out of the jurisdiction would be allowed. 
—HoOERTER v. HANOVER CAOUTCHOUC, GUTTA 
PercHa & TELEGRAPH Works (1893), 10 T. L. R. 

















103, 104, C. A. 

648. Wrongful dismissal.|—IIAMILTON  v. 
BARR, No. 624, ante. 

649. -}—HOoLLAND v. BENNETT, No. 
625, ante. 

650. ~|—-MUTZENBECHER v. LA ASE- 


GURADORA ESPANOLA, No. 626, ante. 

651. Sale of goods—Within jurisdiction to 
foreigners resident abroad—-Place of payment not 
expressly specified—Within jurisdiction by implica- 
tion.]}—A company trading in the Isle of Man 
ordered goods from an English firm. The goods 
were to be delivered in the Isle of Man by the 
vendors, & were accordingly there delivered to 
the company. The contract did not specify 
where payment was to be made. In an action for 
goods sold & delivered :—-Held: there was juris- 
diction under Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), to grant leave for 
service of the writ of summons upon defts. in the 
Isle of Man, inasmuch as in the absence of express 
stipulation the company were bound to execute 
the contract within the jurisdiction by payment 
of the price in England; & plitfs.. being entitled 
to choose their forum, ought not to be compelled 
to sue in a Manx Court.—RoBEY v. SNAEFELL 
MINING Co. (1887), 20 Q. B. D. 152; 57 L. J. 
Q. B. 184; 36 W. R. 224; 47. L. R. 148, D. OC. 

652. ———.]—-Where, in an 
action for the price of goods sold by sellers in 
England to foreigners resident abroad, it appeared 
that, though the contract of sale did not expressly 
state where payment for the goods was to be made, 
the implication which, under the circumstances, 
reasonably arose from the contract was that it 
should be made in England :—Held: leave to 
serve notice of the writ upon defts. out of the juris- 
diction was properly given.—DUVAL (CHARLES) 
& Co., Lrp. v. Gans, [1904] 2 K. B. 685; 73 
L. J. K. B. 907; 91 L. T. 308; 20 T. L. R. 705; 
53 W. R. 106; 47 Sol. Jo. 671, C. A. 

653. ———_ ——— Previous payments by cheques 
upon banks within jurisdiction.]—A contract 
between English coal exporters & Italian mer- 
chants provided for delivery of coals in Italy at 
a price specified in English money, payment to 
be made ‘‘in cash against receipt of the docu- 
ments.”” In the course of previous transactions 
between sho pat payment for cargoes of coal 
had been made by means of cheques upon English 
bankers sent through the post from the con- 
signees in Italy to the exporters in England :— 
Held: payment of the price under the contract 
was to be made in England; & therefore, the con- 
tract was one ‘‘ which, according to the terms 
thereof, da to be performed within the juris- 
diction ’’ within the meaning of Ord. XI., r. 1 (e).— 
Fry & Co. v. Raaaio (1891), 40 W. R. 120; & 
T. L. R. 95; 36 Sol. Jo. 92. 

654. ——— Non-delivery of goods to be ship 
to place within jurisdiction—Contract made wit 
j ction.}—This was an action by a dealer in 
Christmas cards against a German manufacturer 
at Hamburg for non-completion of an alleged 
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When service out of the jurisdiction allowed : 
Sub-sect. 7, E. (d) ; sub-sect. 8.] 


contract for a quantity of Christmas cards, some 
ready cut out, the others in sheets to be cut out, 
at a general price of 1s. per gross, to the total 
value of about £70. Such, at least, were the terms 
of an order given by pitf. to a traveller of deft. who 
had called upon pitf. at his shop in London, but 
according to the affidavit of deft. he had only 
assented to the order as to the first portion of 
the cards—those already cut out; & these were 
sent to the amount of £12, but which had not been 
paid. Pltf., after the lapse of two months, claimed 
the delivery of the residue, but deft. disputed the 
contract, & hence the present action to recover 
damages for the non-delivery. The judge at 
chambers had made an order under Ord. XI., 
r. 1 (e), for service on deft. at Hamburg on the 
ground that the breach of the contract was made 
within the jurisdiction of the High Court. On 
the affidavit of deft. the goods were to be sent by 
carrier from Hamburg, the carriage to be paid by 
plitf., the purchaser; so that, according to him, 
the breach would be at Hamburg, whereas in the 
affidavit of pltf. the goods were to be sent to him 
in London, & that this was the usual course of 
business, & so the breach of the contract would be 
there; &, as to this latter, there was no distinct 
denial in the affidavits of deft.:—Held: accord- 
ing to pltf. the goods were to be delivered in 
London, & this was the usual course of dealing, & 
this latter fact was not distinctly denied on the 
part of deft. Under these circumstances the 
court must act upon the affidavits of pltf., & the 
application must be refused.—NATHAN v. SEITZ 
(1888), 4 T. L. R. 570, D. C. 

655. Contract made abroad.}—An 
appeal against the refusal of a Divisional Court 
to allow the service of notice of the writ in the 
action out of the jurisdiction. The question was 
whether the breach of contract in respect of which 
plitfs. desired to sue had taken place in this country 
or in Holland, out of the jurisdiction of the court. 
Deft. company carried on business at Rotterdam, 
& the contract on which the action was to be 
founded was for the supply by them to the pltfs. 
of ‘‘ moss or litter.”” The contract was entered 
into at Rotterdam, verbally between a member of 
pitfs.’ firm & deft. company. It was afterwards 
confirmed by the following letter, dated Aug. 21, 
written by defts. to pltfs.: ‘‘ We hereby confirm 
having sold to you 5,200 tons of moss litter, to be 
shipped 100 tons a week, from Oct. 1, 1889, till 
Sept. 30, 1890, in two shipments of about 50 tons 
per week, at the price of 228. Od. c.i.f. (i.e. cost, 
insurance, & freight paid), London, Thames ; 
either fibrous or non-fibrous peat; bales of about 
3 cwt. or 24 cwt., peat to be in good & marketable 
condition. Payment against one month’s accept- 
ance from month following delivery. Bills of lading 
to be made up & paid for in accordance with 
Rotterdam weights. We give you the option to 
send that Bas where you like it; & if not for 
London, Thames, we will charge you lds. 9d. 
f.o.b. Rotterdam. In the event that we make 
contracts at lower figures for supply the whole 

ear round, we will reduce to you accordingly.” 

e action was for non-delivery of the stuff. 
On an ez parte application in chambers the judge 
gave leave to pltis. to serve notice of the writ upon 
defte. in Holland. Defts. applied to the Divisional 
Court to set aside this order & the service of notice 
affected under it. The Divisional Court set aside 
the order. Pltfs. appealed. The court dismissed 
the appeal. 
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PRACTICE. 


In my opinion, leave to serve notice of the writ 
out of the jurisdiction ought not to have been 
given in the present case. There is a great deal 
in the contract in favour of the view that the 
breach has been committed out of the jurisdiction. 
The provision as to the insurance has an important 
bearing on the question. If the buyers were not 
interested in the safety of the goods during the 
voyage, such a provision would not be inserted in 
the contract. In my opinion the general tenour 
of the contract is against the view that the 
delivery was to be in England. In my opinion 
there is not sufficient to show that the breach 
was necessarily within the jurisdiction (CoTTON, 
L.J.)—HAMLYN & Co. v. GRIENDTSVEEN Co, 
(1890), 6 T. L. R. 274, C. A. 

656. ——— C. I. F. contract—Goods to be shipped 
to place within jurisdiction—Non-delivery. |—Deft. 
contracted to sell to pltf. certain wood goods, 
c.i.f., & ship them at a port in Sweden for an 
English port. The ships were to be addressed 
to pltf. at the English port, & on their arrival he 
was to adopt the charter-parties & bills of lading 
& pay the price. Deft. failed to perform the main 
portion of his contract, & py commenced an 
action for damages in England, & applied for 
leave to serve notice of the writ of summons upon 
deft. out of the jurisdiction under Ord. XI., r. 1 (e). 
The question then arose as to whether the breach 
had occurred within or outeide the jurisdiction :— 
Held: upon the true construction of the contract 
all deft. had to do was to ship the goods on board 
at the Swedish port. Accordingly, the breach 
occurred there & not at the English port; & that, 
as no cause of action arose within the jurisdiction, 
no leave to serve notice of writ of summons under 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), could be granted.—WANCEE v. 
WINGREN (1889), 58 L. J.Q. B. 519; 5 T. L. R. 696. 

657. ——— -}—Pitf. having 
obtained leave to issue a writ for service out of 
the jurisdiction under Ord. XI., r. 1 (€), upon an 
affidavit alleging a breach of contract within the 
jurisdiction, the court, upon defts.’ applying to 
set aside the writ & the service upon the ground 
that that breach did not occur within the juris- 
diction, refused to allow plitf. to set up & rely 
upon another & distinct cause of action. 

Upon the appeal the alleged contract to deliver 
the goods at Liverpool was dropped, the contract 
being ‘‘ c.i.f., Liverpool,’’ & it was not argued that 
the contract was to deliver the goods at Liverpool. 
That was abandoned. Plitf. therefore was wrong 
in his application. It was not contended that a 
c.i.f. contract was a contract to deliver goods in 
this country. Counsel argued that the c.i.f. 
contract meant that defta. were bound to deliver 
the documents to pltf. in this country, that the 
action against defta. was for not delivering those 
documents here, & that therefore there had been 
a breach of that contract in this country & the 
defts. might be sued here. I am not going to 
give any opinion whether that argument is good 
or bad. I will not fetter myself in any way with 
regard to it. It is enough in the present case to 
say that that is not the cause of action indorsed 
on the writ of summons, nor the cause of action 
alleged in the affidavit upon which leave to issue 
the writ, & to serve notice thereof out of the 
jurisdiction, was granted. The claim is for non- 
delivery of the goods. It was not until the case 
came into this court that pltf. set up another cause 
of action. That cannot be allowed (SmrrH, M.R.). 
—PARKER v. SCHULLER (1901), 17 T. L. R. 209, 
300, C. A. 

658. —— ———- —__ ——_. }_- JOHNSON v. TAYLOR 


Bros. & Co., Lrp., No. 628, ante. 
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659. Defective quality.]—-Goods 
were sold under a c.i.f. contract by a foreigner 
c on business & resident abroad to pur- 
chasers in England, who paid the price in exchange 
for the bill of lading. On inspection of the goods 
after their arrival in England, the purchasers 
alleged that they were not of the description 
stipulated for in the contract & obtained leave 
to issue a writ, of which noticc was to be served 
(& was served) on deft. out of the jurisdiction 
claiming a return of the money paid or damages 
for breach of contract :—Held: the contract of 
sale being a c.i.f. contract the alleged breach had 
taken place out of the jurisdiction, & therefore 
the case did not fall within Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), & 
the writ & service must be set aside.——CROZIER, 
STEPHENS & Co. v. AUERBACH, [1908] 2 K. B. 161 ; 
77L. J. K. B. 873; 99 L. T. 225; 247. L. R. 409; 
52 Sol. Jo. 335, C. A. 

660. Delivery to be within jurisdiction— 
Payment outside jurisdiction—Repudiation by 
buyer. ]—HEMELRYCK v. LYALL SHIPBUILDING Co., 
No. 613, ante. 

661. Goods shipped to defendant abroad— 
Payment in England.}—An English merchant 
shipped goods to Australia for sale in that country ; 
payment was to be made in England. In an action 
for non-payment of the price of goods so delivered : 
—Heild: service of the writ out of the jurisdiction 
would be allowed, breach of the contract having 
been committed within the jurisdiction.—-HASSALL 
v. LAWRENCE (1887), 4 T. L. R. 23. 

662. ——— Proceeds of sale to be remitted 
to England—Failure to remit.J—CoMBER 17. LEY- 
LAND, No. 620, ante. 

668. Salvage—Salvage of foreign ship stranded 
within Jurisdiction—Contract between foreign com- 
panies.|—A foreign ship, owned by defts., a 
German company carrying on the business of ship- 
owners in Germany, stranded within the threc- 
mile limit on the English coast. Her master, a 
German, entered into a contract, in the German 
language, with pltfs., a Swedish salvage company, 
& also with a German salvage company, by which 
these two salvage companies jointly undertook to 
do their best to salve the ship & her cargo, & 
convey them to a neighbouring English port, 
‘against a salvage reward, or compensation, of 
50 per cent.’’ of the value of the property in the 
salved condition. In case of disagreement, the 
value was to be determined by arbitration, & the 
salvage money was to be paid, within ten days 
after the salvage had been effected, to the German 
salvage company, who were to have a lien on ship 
& cargo until payment, but no place of payment 
was specified. The ship was floated &, together 
with a t ale of her cargo, conveyed to the 
named English port. The salvage on the cargo 
was paid, but the parties disagreed as to the valua- 
tion of the ship, & the amount was determined by 
arbitration. Plitfs. obtained leave, ez parte, to 
serve defts., out of the jurisdiction, with notice of 
a writ of summons, in an action in the Admiralty 
Division, for a moiety of the 50 per cent. of the 
value as determined by arbitration; but, after 

ent, the President discharged the order & 
set aside the writof summons. Pitfs. appealed :— 
Held: the decision of the President must be 
affirmed, as there was no obligation to pay the 
salvage money within the jurisdiction, & there- 
fore no breach within the meaning of Ord. XI, 
r. 1 (e). 

The matter turns upon Ord. XI., r. 1 (e). ... 
That means, that where you have a contract of 
which part, & not necessarily all, is to be 
formed within the jurisdiction, & a breach within 














351 


the jurisdiction has arisen by reason of that part 
of the contract not being performed, then the writ 
may issue. It is not necessary, as has been held, 
that the whole of the contract should be per- 
formed within the jurisdiction, but what is 
necessary is that there should be a breach within 
the jurisdiction—that is to say, a breach of part 
of the contract which ought to be performed 
within the jurisdiction (SIR cis JEUNE, P.).— 
THE EIDER, [1893] P. 119,126; 62 L. J. P. 65; 
69 L. T. 622; 9 T. L. R. 312; 7 Asp. M. L. C. 
354; 1K. 593, C. A. 

664. Separation deed—Covenant to pay allow- 
ance—Severance of domicil by defendant.}]— 
DREXEL v. DREXEL, No. 594, ante. 

665. Shares—Contract to transfer shares of 
company within Jjurisdiction—To person resident 
within jurisdiction.}—REYNOLDS v. COLEMAN, 
No. 618, ante. 

666. Work done abroad—-Payments to be made 
within jurisdiction. }—Pltf., a civil engineer residing 
within the jurisdiction, entered into a contract 
with defts., who carried on business as partners 
in Spain, & one of whom resided within, whilst 
the other resided out of, the jurisdiction. The 
foreign member of the firm had no place of business 
within the jurisdiction. By the contract which 
was made abroad, pltf. undertook to desi & 
superintend the construction of certain docks in 
Spain which defts. had undertaken to construct 
for the Spanish Government. Pltf. was to be 
paid 5 per cent. commission on the total cost of 
the works; he was to be paid such commission 
by certain instalments, &, in addition to such com- 
mission, was to receive a certain sum in English 
money for travelling expenses in respect of each 
visit which, under the contract, he was to make 
to the works every three months, or thereabouts. 
No place of payment was specified in the contract. 
Several instalments were paid to pltf. within 
the jurisdiction, & in an action to recover the 
balance due under the contract an order was 
obtained ex parte under Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), giving 
leave to issue a writ against deft. resident in Spain, 
& to serve notice of it on that deft. out of the 
jurisdiction :—Held: upon the true construction 
of the contract, defts. were under the obligation 
to pay the commission to pltf. within the juris- 
diction, & as the action was founded on a breach 
within the jurisdiction of a contract ‘ which, 
according to the terms thereof, ought to be per- 
formed within the jurisdiction,’’ Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), 
applied.—THOMPSON v. PALMER (1893), 62 L. J. 
ee 502; 69 L. T. 366; 42 W. R. 22; 4R. 422, 

Wrongful dismissal—Of agent.J—See Principal 
& agent, p. 349, ante. 


SUB-sECT. 8.—TORT COMMITTED WITHIN 
THE JURISDICTION. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (ee), p. 339, ante. 

667. ** Within the jurisdiction ’’°—Collision in 
Bristol Channel.}—Defte., an Italian company, 
moved to set aside an order under Ord. xi. 
r. 1 (ee), for service of notice of a writ in personam 
upon them in Italy in respect of a collision between 
their vessel, which sank, & pltfs.’ vessel in the 
Bristol Channel, some 10} or 124 miles from the 
English coast & 94 or 74 miles from the Welsh 
coast, acco to the respective cases. The 
judge held that the waters where the collision 
occurred were within the fauces terre & accordingly 
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Sect. 4.—When service out of the jurisdiction allowed : 
Sub-sects. 8 & 9.] 


within the bodies of the counties of Devonshire & 
Glamorganshire, &, therefore, within the juris- 
diction of the High Court. On appeal, the court 
was informed by the Attorney-General that he 
was instructed by the Secretary of State for Home 
Affairs that the spot where the collision was 
alleged to have occurred was not within the limits 
to which the territorial sovereignty of lis Majesty 
extended :—Held: (per ATKINS & LAWRENCE, 
L.JJ.) the statement of the Attorney-General 
was binding on the court; (per BANKEs, L.J.) 
the court was not necessarily bound to accept the 
information as conclusive, but that, having regard 
to the absence of authority & to the general 
trend of modern jurists to limit the width of the 
Jauces terre within which there was territorial 
sovereignty, the court should be guided by the 
information so given; & therefore (per CUR.) the 
place where the collision took place was not within 
the jurisdiction of the court, & the order for 
service of notice of the writ on the defts. in Italy 
must be set aside.-—THE FAGERNES, [1927] P. 
311, 312; 96 L. J. P. 183; 138 L. T. 30; 43 
T. L. R. 746; 17 Asp. M. L. C. 326; sub nom. THE 
FaGERNES, CORNISH CoasT (OWNERS) v. SOCTETA 
NAZIONALE DI NAVIGAZIONE, 71 Sol. Jo. 634, C. A. 

668. Mere damages incurred within jurisdiction 
—Whether sufficient.|—Before leave for service 
of the writ out of the jurisdiction granted, pltf. 
must prove that the cause of action arose within 
the jurisdiction. 

Ord. XI. must be held to imply that the fact 
of mere damages being incurred within the juris- 
diction is not sufficient to enable the court or judge 
to give leave for service of the writ out of the 
jurisdiction.-SHEARMAN v. FInDLAY (1883), 32 
W. R. 122. 

Person out of jurisdiction necessary or proper 
party—To action against person served within 
jurisdiction.}—-See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 10, post. 





SUB-SEcT. 9.—INJUNCTION AS TO ACT OR 
NUISANCE WITHIN JURISDICTION. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (f ), p. 339, ante. 

669. Discretion of court—-Remedy obtainable 
out of jurisdiction.}—Pitf. & deft. being resident 
in Scotland, an application for leave to serve the 
writ in an intended action on deft., & for an interim 
Injunction to restrain him from dealing with a ship 
then within the jurisdiction, in alleged breach of 
the terms of a charter-party made between pltf. 
& deft., was refused; the judge being of opinion 
that he had jurisdiction, but that he ought not to 
exercise it, inasmuch as pltf. would have as com- 
plete & effectual a remedy by application to the 
Scottish Courts.—Ez2 parte McPuar. (1879), 12 
Ch. D. 632; 48 L. J. Ch. 415. 

670. —-——- Application not made bona fide— 
Attempt to bring case within Ord. XI.}+The 
judge was asked on another summons to give 
eave for service of a notice of writ on deft. under 
Ord. XI., r. 1 ( f ), on the ground that an injunction 
was claimed. The writ, as originally issued, had 
not claimed an injunction, but had been subse- 
quently amended. Tlie summons was referred 
to the court. I think leave should not be given, 
& for these reasons: I do not believe the claim 
for injunction is made bond » but merely to 
bring the case within Ord. XI. There is no evi- 


PRACTICE. 


dence of any apprehended repetition of the libel, 
& indeed, cenit regard to the circumstances, it 
is most improbable that it will be repeated. An 
injunction, if granted, could not be made effectual 

ainst deft., who is out of the jurisdiction. The 
giving leave to serve notice of writs out of the 
jurisdiction is a matter of judicial discretion, & 
we should not, in my opinion, be properly exercis- 
ing that discretion if we gave leave in this case 
(Loprs, L.J.).—DE BERNALES v. NEW YORK 
HERALD, [1893] 2 Q. B. 97, n.; 62 L. J. Q. B. 385, 
887; 68 L. T. 658; 41 W. R. 481; 9T. L. R. 381, 
453; 87 Sol. Jo. 404, 475; 5 R. 339. 

671. ——— Establishment of primA facie case. }|— 
Foreign manufacturers su ia goods to an English 
firm of retail dealers. tfs., alleging that such 
goods were an infringement of their patent, com- 
menced an action against the English dealers, & 
applied ez parte to the judge in chambers for leave 
to issue a concurrent writ & serve notice of if on 
the foreign manufacturers out of the jurisdiction : 
Held: Pears had made out a primd facie case 
within R. S. C., 1883, Ord. XI., ro 1 (f)3 & 
the leave asked for was granted.—BADISCHE 
ANILIN UND SODA FABRIK v. JOHNSON & Co. 
& BasLE CHEMICAL WORKS, BINDSCHEDLER, 
[1896] 1 Ch. 25; 65 L. J. Ch. 174; 73 L. T. 523; 
44 W. R. 308; 12 T. L. R. 77; 40 Sol. Jo. 113, 
C. A.; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. BADISCHE 
ANILIN UND SODA FABRIK v. BASLE CHEMICAL 
WoRKS, BINDSCHEDLER, [1898] A. C. 200, H. L. 

672. Injunction need not be only relief sought. ] 
—Deft., who was resident in Scotland, entered 
into a contract with an English mining company, 
whereby he was to perform certain services for 
them in the Transvaal at a salary. The contract 
was executed by deft. in Scotland, but was in 
English form. Deft. proceeded to the Transvaal, 
but returned therefrom before he had fully per- 
formed the services. He claimed a half-year’s 
salary which he alleged was due to him. This the 
company declined to pay on the ground that deft. 
had broken his contract with them, & he thereupon 
threatened to present a petition for the winding-up 
of the company. The company brought this 
action claiming (1) rescission of the contract ; 
(2) return of certain sums paid by them in pur- 
suance of it, after setting off such salary, if any, 
as might be due to deft.; & (3) an injunction to 
restrain deft. from presenting or advertising any 
petition for the winding-up of the company. An 
order having been made for service of the writ 
on deft. in Scotland, he moved to discharge such 
order. He contended that the case was not 
within Ord. XI., r. 1, of the Rules of Court, 1883 ; 
that the action was not for a breach ‘‘ within the 
jurisdiction ’’ of a contract made without the juris- 
diction; & that the company could not, merely 
by inserting in their writ a claim for an injunction, 
bring the case within the rule :—Held ; Ord. XI., 
r. 1, applied to the case ; it was not necessary that 
an injunction should be the only relief sought in 
order to bring the case within the rule; & the 
motion must therefore be refused.—Lisnon- 
BERLYN (TRANSVAAL) GOLD FIELDS, Lip. v. 
HEDDLE (1884), 562 L. T. 706; 17. L. R. 04. 

673. ——— Probable cause of action-—Litigation 
as to fund in court.}—On an application for leave 
to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction it is not 
sufficient that the form of the action & the nature 
of the relief sought bring the case within Ord. XI. 
Pltf. must show to the satisfaction of the Sek , 
that he has a probable cause of action; & the 
court in exercising ita discretion will consider the 
facts of the case appearing on the affidavits, so 
far as may be necessary for that purpose, 
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A sum of moncy was paid into court in an action 
in this country in which D. was pltf. D. was 
resident in France. This fund was the subject 
of litigation between D. & the present pltfs. in 
France, & judgment was given in the French 
courts that D. was entitled to the control of the 
fund in court subject to the liability to account to 
the pltfs. Pltfs. brought an action in this country 
asking for an injunction to restrain D. from receiv- 
ing or dealing with the fund in court, & applied 
for leave to serve the writ on I). in France :—Held: 
the French court having decided that D. was 
entitled to the control of the fund, leave to serve 
the writ ought not to be giv en.— SociéT#t GENERALE 
DE Paris v. DREYFUS Bros, (1887), 37 Ch. 1). 215 ; 
57 L. J. Ch. 276; 58 LL. T. 573; 36 W. RR. 609; 
4'T. 0... 177, C. A. 

674. Necessity to show foundation for 
alleged cause of action.J—The jurisdiction which 
has been exercised by the ILligh Court in the 
present case is always one of some delicacy 
& difficulty, & the conditions prescribed by the 
orders of the court do not diminish the difficulty. 
Ord. XI., r. 1, enumerates the cases in which the 
court may give leave to serve a writ out of the 
jurisdiction. The present case is alleged to come 
under the head Iettered (f). An injunction is 
sought to restrain defts. from doing some act 
within the jurisdiction. HK. 4 of the same order 
prescribes that the application is to be supported 
by evidence stating that in the belief of deponent 
pitf. has a good cause of action, & no such leave is 
to be granted unless it be made sufficiently to 
appear to the court or judge that the case is a 
proper one for service out of the jurisdiction under 
this Order. This docs not, of course, mean that 
a mere statement by any deponent who is put 
forward to make the affidavit that he believes that 
there is a good cause of action is sufficient. I 
think that the application should be supported 
by an affidavit stating facts which, if proved, 
would be a sufficient foundation for the alleged 
cause of action, &, as a rule, the affidavit should 
be by some person acquainted with the facts, or, 
at any rate, should specify the sources or persons 
from whom deponent derives his information 
(LORD DAVEY). - CHEMISCHE FABRIK VORMALS 
SANDOZ vt. BADISCHE ANILIN UND SODA FABRIKS 
ae 90 L. T. 733, 731, 735; 20 T. L. R. 552, 

1.1. 

675. -—-— No reasonable probability of injunc- 
tion being obtained.|—Ord. XI., r. 1 (f), which 
provides that service out of the jurisdiction of a 
writ of summons may be allowed whenever any 
injunction is sought as to anything to be done 
within the jurisdiction, makes the allowance of 
buch service a matter for the discretion of the court, 
& does not entitle pltf. to obtain it as of right from 
the mere fact that his writ claims an injunction ; 
& before allowing such service the court should 
be satisfied not only that pltf. has a good cause of 
action for an injunction, but also that there is a 
reasonable probability that he will obtain an 
injunction. 

Plitfs. were a firm of svuap manufacturers domi- 
ciled in England, & it has been proposed that they 
& other firms should amalgamate & form what was 
called a ‘‘ soap trust.’’ Defts. were a newspaper 
company having their registered office in Scot- 
land, & the circulation of their newspaper was 
confined to Scotland, except that a few dozen 
copies were on sale in the extreme north of 
a rea Defts. in their now epeye severely 
criticised the proposed soap trust & the firms con- 
corned in it, & in two issues of the newspaper 
they published statements about plitfs. which were 

P.P.—12 
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alleged to be libellous. The proper soap trust 
had since been abandoned, & had ceased to be a 
topic of public interest, & defts. stated that they 
had no intention of repeating these statements. 
Pitfs. brought an action for libel against defts., 
claiming in the writ damages & an injunction, & 
applied, under Ord. XI., r. 1 (f ), for leave to issue 
the writ against the defts. & serve it upon them 
out of the jurisdiction :—Held: in these circum- 
stances, the court, in the exercise of its discretion 
under the rule, ought not to grant the application. 
—WaATSON & SONS v. DAILY RECORD (GLASGOW), 
Lrp., [1907] 1 K. B. 853; 76L. J. K. B. 448; 96 
L. T. 485; 51 Sol. Jo. 306; 23 T. L. R. 333, C. A. 

676. --—-If with a view to foundin 
a right to serve his writ out of the jurisdiction pltf. 
adds to his claim for damages an impossible claim 
for an injunction, or if, in the circumstances of 
the case, the court considers that an injunction 
could not possibly be granted & is not seriously 
asked for, the court, in the exercise of its discretion, 
will not allow service of the writ out of the juris- 
diction. Pltfs., an English limited company, 
sued defts., a limited company registered in Scot- 
land, for damages for libel contained in a circular 
issued by defts., & for an injunction restraining 
defts. from continuing to issue the circular. In 
the circular complained of defts. alleged that they 
had the exclusive right of publishing post-cards 
containing views of the Franco-British Exhibition, 
& that pltfs. were infringing that right. Leave 
to serve the writ out of the jurisdiction having been 
granted at chambers :—Held: the order granting 
leave was right, as the case was one in which an 
injunction could properly be granted, & it was no 
answer for defts. to say that they would not issue 
any more circulars.—ALEXANDER & Co., LTp. v. 
VALENTINE & Sons (1907), Lrp. (1908), 25 
T. L. R. 29; 53 Sol. Jo. 13, C. A. 

677. ——— Interference on appeal—Discretion 
not exercised on wrong principle.}—Pltf., who 
resided in Ireland, obtained leave by an order 
made in the Chancery Division in Ireland under 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court (Ireland), 1905, whereby service out of the 
jurisdiction of a writ of summons may be allowed 
by the court or a judge whenever any injunction 
is sought as to anything to be done within the 
jurisdiction, to serve a writ upon the deft. com- 
pany, which had its registered office in London, in 
an action for an injunction to restrain the com- 
pany from publishing in Ireland advertisements 
containing ear of pltf. calculated to expose 
him to public 1idicule by misrepresenting his 
appearance or costume. PItf., who had invented 
a pneumatic tyre, had assigned his interest in 
the invention to deft. company & the pictures 
complained of were used as advertisements of 
the tyre:—Held: the discretion conferred by 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), had not been exercised on any 
wrong principle, & there was no ground for setting 
aside the order.— DUNLOP RUBBER Co., LYrpD. v. 
DuNLOP, [1921] 1 A. C. 3607; 90 L. J. P. C. 140; 
124 L. T. 684; 37 T. L. R. 245, H. L. 

Efficacy of injunction.}—Scee Nos. 682- 


686, post. 
Generally.}—See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 2, 
ante. 


678. Injunction only incidental to relief claimed 
—Attempt to found jurisdiction of court.}— 
ALEXANDER & Co., LTD. 1. VALENTINE & Sons 
(1907), Lrp., No. 676, ante. 

67! —.}—A company established in 
Belgium was, owing to a preponderance of enemy 
interest therein, ordered by the Belgian Court to 
be wound up, & a sequestrator, deft. C., was 
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appointed to collect the assets, to satisfy the 
creditors, & if there were any surplus assets to 
distribute them among the members of the com- 
paity in accordance with their rights. A company 
in England, which was being wound up under the 
Trading with the Enemy Act, was found to owe 
the Belgian company a sum of £22,500. Under 
an order of the court made in the winding up 
this sum was, at the request of deft. C., paid to 
deft. H., a solicitor in London, who gave an under- 
taking not to part with it until further order. 
An action was then commenced by the three pitfs., 
who were members of the Belgian company, all 
aliens & resident abroad, against defts. C. & H., 
claiming an injunction to restrain deft. H. from 
parting with £22,500, which was described as 
representing moneys belonging to the persons 
who formerly constituted the Belgian company, 
an inquiry as to how much thereof was due & 
payable to pltfs. respectively, & an order on 
deft. Hl. to pay such amounts to pltfs. respectively. 
An order was subsequently obtained by pltfs. 
ex parte giving them liberty to serve a notice of 
the writ of summons out of the jurisdiction on the 
deft. C. at Antwerp. On an application by deft. 
C. to discharge the order Held : (1) the forum 
conveniens was the Belgian & not the English 
Court, & the order for substituted service must 
therefore be discharged & the service of the 
notice of the writ on deft. C. set aside; (2) havin 
regard to the undertaking given by deft. H. the 
injunction was not really part of the relief sought 
& was wholly unnecessary, & was asked for only 
to found the jurisdiction of the court to make an 
order for substituted service, & accordingly that 
the substance of the case did not fall within 
Ord. XT., r.1 (ff); (3) the primary deft. was the 
deft. C., & not deft. H., who was only a subordinate 
& secondary deft., & the case therefore did not 
fall within Ord. XI..r. 1 (g).—ROSLER v. HILBERY, 
[1925] 1 Ch. 250; 94 L. J. Ch. 257; 132 L. T. 
463 ; 89 Sol. Jo. 293, C. A. 

680. ‘‘ Within the jurisdiction ’’—Quia timet 
action to restrain acts outside jurisdiction. ]—This 
was an application for leave to serve a writ out 
of the jurisdiction. The proposed action was one 
by underwriters against a policy holder claiming 
a declaration that the policy was void on the 
ground of fraud, & asking for an injunction to 
restrain deft. from taking any proceedings on the 
policy. The deft. resided in Scotland. Day, J., 
made an order giving leave to pltf. to serve a 
writ in Scotland. Subsequently Fretp, J., 
rescinded the order, & set aside the writ issued 
under it. It was argued on behalf of pltfs. that 
they were entitled to leave to serve a writ out of 
the jurisdiction under R. S. C., 1883, Ord. XI., 
r.1(f). The court dismissed the appeal. 

The main question is whether this sort of claim 
comes within Ord. XI., r. 1, sub-section (f). The 
words of the sub-section may seem to suggest that 


it would sumectimes apply to such a claim as this. | 


Here there is no impending danger or threat of 
damage. lt is an action of quia timet, because at 
some time an action may be brought (LlUDDLE- 
BTON, J.). 

It is clear that this case does not come within 
sub-section (f ), which applies where an injunction 
is suught as to anything to be done within the 
urisdiction, but what pltf. here secks to restrain 
is something which may be done without the 
jurisdiction. It cannot be intended that they 
should restrain deft. from bringing an action in 
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England & yet leave him free to proceed in 
Scotland (MANISTY, J.).—BRITISH MARIND ASSOCN. 
v. MACINNES (1886), 31 Sol. Jo. 95. 

681. Limited injunction.|—Ae Dr PENNY, 
DB PENNY v. CHRISTIE, No. 756, t Soria 

682. Efficacy of injunction as factor in granting 
leave—Person resident out of jurisdiction.) —When 
a Scotch firm sent goods by post to English pur- 
chasers, which were infringements of a patent, & 
an action was brought for an injunction to restrain 
them from doing so, that was an injunction as to 
something to be done within the jurisdiction, but 
as such injunction could have no effect in Scotland 
leave to serve the writ in Scotland was refused.— 
SPECKHART v. CAMPBELL, ACHNACH & Co., [1884] 
W. N. 24; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 248, C. A. 

683. ——— -}—X., who resided in Scot- 

land, had taken out a summons before the 
judge for leave to register a trade mark. The 
summons was opposed by Y., who also resided 
in Scotland, on the ground that the mark was 
similar to one belonging to Y. Y. sought leave to 
issue & serve in Scotland a writ in an action claim- 
ing an injunction on the ground that X. was 
selling goods in England in such a way as to 
ar people to believe that they were the goods 
of Y. 
In his evidence Y. stated that the same witnesses 
would be required on the summons & in the action, 
& that it would be more convenient to have the 
two tried together :—Held: as an injunction 
granted by an English court could not be enforced 
against X. personally, leave to issue the writ 
ought to be refused.—MARSHALL v. MARSHALL 
(1888), 38 Ch. D. 330; 59 L. T. 484, ©. A. 

— Property within Jurisdiction. ]—J/tec 
BURLAND’S TRADE MARK, BURLAND v. BROXBURN 
OIL Co., No. 761, post. 

685. No property within Jjurisdiction.]— 
KINAIIAN v. KINAHAN, No. 753, post. 

686. Possibility of enforcement.|—A writ 
of summons claiming an injunction to restrain 
deft. (resident out of the jurisdiction) from sending 
libels to pltf. (residing within the jurisdiction) & 
publishing same within the jurisdiction, & claiming 
also damages, may, by leave of the court, be 
issued & served upon deft., at least if it does not 
appear that the deft. never comes within the juris- 
diction.—TozigeR v. HAWKINS (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 
680; 55 L. J. Q. B. 152; 34 W. R. 223, C. A. 

687. Service of notice of motion for injunction. ] 
—Where part of a contract only is to be performed 
within the jurisdiction, & a foreign deft. is sued 
for breach of the contract, the order giving leave 
for service out of the jurisdiction should expressly 
limit the relief to be given against such deft. at 
the hearing to relicf in respect of the breach within 
the jurisdiction. Pltfs. were an English company, 
& deft. company were a Canadian railway com- 
pany, of which deft. A. was a director. Pltfs. 
contracted to purchase large tracts of land in 
Canada which had been allotted to deft. company 
at a price to be paid by annual instalments. By 
the same contract deft. oy ear | agreed to act 
as agents of pltf. company Canada to resell 
the land to settlers, & to give pltf. company every 
year full particulars of the land resold. It was 
further agreed that, if in any year the re-sales 
of land did not reach a fixed mmimum quantity 
at a minimum price, the instalment payable by 
pitf. company s ould abate. Warrants from the 
Canadian Government for all the land sold in the 
first instance to pltf. company had been delivered 
to them, & they from time to time handed to A. 
warrants for the land re-sold by deft. company, 
upon his undertaking to transmit them to a 
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Canadian bank to be put in trust for the ultimate 
urchasers. Deft. company had furnished par- 
iculars of the re-sales, & warrants had from time 

to time been delivered to A., & accounts settled 

between the companies on the foot of such 
particulars. A. had not transmitted all the 
warrants according to the contract, & this action 
was originally brought by pltf. company against 
him alone for an injunction to restrain his dealing 
with the warrants. A. was duly served within 
the jurisdiction, but set up the defence that 
deft. company claimed to be entitled to the war- 
rants. Itfs. amended their writ by making 
deft. company a party, & asking for an account 
of all transactions between the two companies, & 
ri eer to serve the amended writ out of the 
jurisdiction. It was alleged that the particulars 
of sales delivered by deft. company were false, & 
included a number of bogus sales :—Held: leave 
ought to be given to serve the writ out of the 

jurisdiction, both because deft. company was a 

necessary party to the action against A., & 

because the delivery of false particulars was a 

breach of a contract to be performed within the 
urisdiction, but that the order ought expressly 

direct that pltfs. should not be entitled to any 
relief at the hearing except as to dealings with 
reference to sales as to which deft. company had 
made default in delivering particulars. 

Semble: the court has no power to give leave 
for service of notice of motion with the writ where 
the writ is to be served out of the juriediction.— 
MANITOBA & NORTH-WEST LAND CORPORATION 
v. ALLAN & MANITOBA & NorTH-WESTERN Ry. 
Co. or CanaDA, [1893] 8 Ch. 432; 63 1. J. Ch. 
156; 69 L. T. 558; 37 Sol. Jo. 715. 

688. ——— With notice of writ.]—The action was 
for an injunction to restrain deft. Y. from parting 
with certain stocks, shares, & other securities in 
which pltf. claimed to be interested. There were 
other defts. to the action against whom an injunc- 
tion was claimed restraining them from parting 
with any of such stocks, funds, or securities 
held by them upon trust for Y. Leave had been 
obtained from the judge to serve Y. with the writ 
abroad, but his lordship was of opinion that he 
had no jurisdiction to give leave to serve notice 
of motion with the writ. Counsel now moved the 
Court of Appeal for leave to serve notice of 
motion with the writ; & the court gave the leave 
asked, saying that it might be taken for what it 
was worth, but the court did not guarantee it.— 
HERSEY v. YOUNG (No. 2) (1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 
216, C. A. 

689. -}—Leave to serve notice of 
motion for an interlocutory injunction, with 
notice of the writ in an action, out of the juris- 
diction, upon some of defts. who are foreign 
subjects, will be given, without prejudice to any 
question which may arise on the order.—OVERTON 
& Co. v. BURN, LowE & Sons (1896), 74 L. T. 
776; 40 Sol. Jo. 620, C. A. 








Some 





SUB-sECT. 10.—PERSON OUT OF JURISDICTION 
NECESSARY OR PROPER PARTY To ACTION 
AGAINST PERSON WITHIN. 


A. In General. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (9) p. 339, ante. 

690. Discretion of court.]—WILLIAMS v. CART- 
WRIGHT, No. 752, post. 

691. ———.}—Loprz v. CHAVARRI, No. 735, post. 

692. ——- Lis alibi pendens.}—A British ship, 
coming down the Elbe, came into collision with 
another British ship, which, in turn, came into 
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collision with a German vessel. The agents at 
Hamburg of the first British ship & the owners of 
the German vessel, exchanged letters of guarantee, 
but the owners of the German vessel did not com- 
mence legal proceedings in Germany against the 
owners of the two British ships until after the 
owners of the first British ship had commenced 
an action in personam in this country against the 
owners of the other British ship & the owners of 
the German vessel. On an application to discharge 
an order giving the owners of the first British 
ship leave, under R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), to 
serve notice of the writ on the owners of the 
German vessel out of the jurisdiction :—Held: 
the order ought not to have been made, for there 
had not been any unreasonable delay on the part 
of the owners of the German vessel in following 
up, by legal proceedings, the original cross letters 
of guarantee.—THE HAGEN, [1908] P. 189; 77 
L. J. P. 124; 98 L. T. 891; 24 T. L. R. 411; 52 
Sol. Jo. 835; 11 Asp. M. L. C. 66, C. A. 

693. Object of rule. |—-WILLIAMS v. CARTWRIGHT, 
No. 752, post. 

694. Rule applicable to actions of tort.}—Pitf. 
sought to serve one deft., an Irish company out 
of jurisdiction, with a writ in an action for malicious 
prosecution. The other deft., the company's 
manager, had been served within the jurisdiction : 
—Held: (1) Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), applied to actions 
of tort; (2) the Irish company were a proper 
party to the action.—Crorr v. KING, [1893] 








1Q. B. 419; 62 L. J. Q. B. 242; 68 L. T. 206 ; 
41 W. R. 894; 87 Sol. Jo. 252; 5 R. 222, D.C. 
695. .J— WILLIAMS v. CARTWRIGHT, No. 
752, post. 
696. -] Re BEcK, ATTIA v. SEED, No. 724, 


ost. 

. 697. Writ originally issued against person within 
jurisdiction—Adding parties subsequently. }—‘‘ When 
any person out of the jurisdiction is a necessary 
or a proper party to an action brought against 
some other person duly served within the juris- 
diction’: that implies that the writ was he doce dl 
issued against a person within the jurisdiction 
that the others could be added (LORD COLERIDGE, 
C.J.).— Burt v. BowEN (1891), 8 T. L. R. 28. 

698. Lands or assets in foreign country.}—In an 
action to enforce against real estate in Trinidad 
the trusts of a creditor’s deed (which had been 
established by a former suit in the Court of 
Chancery), defts. were persons in whom the legal 
estate was outstanding, one of them being a 
British resident in Trinidad. The other defts. 
resided in England. An opinion was given by a 
barrister practising in Trinidad that the beneficial 
interest in the real estate there was bound by 
the deed. The writ had been served on those 
defta. who were in England :—Held: leave 
could be given to serve the writ on deft. who was 
in Trinidad.—JENNBEY v. MACKINTOSH (1886), 33 
Ch. D. 595; 55 L. T. ca er ia subse- 
quent proceedings (1889), 61 L. T. » CO. A, 

699" -}—Since the court has the same 
jurisdiction with regard to any contract made, 
or equity vetween, persons in this country, respect- 
ing lands or assets in a foreign country, as it has 
where the lands or property are situate in England, 
to allow service of the writ out of the jurisdiction 
in a case within the terms of Ord. XI, r. 1 (g), 
is not to extend the jurisdiction, but to enable 
the old jurisdiction to be exercised in cases where 
formerly this jurisdiction could not have been 
exercised by reason of defective rules of procedure. 
In an action against (1) a Dutch corporation’s 

rustees of a debenture deed; (2) the receiver, 
appointed under this deed, resident in England ; 
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& (3) an English company having pruperty & 
assets in Brazil, to enforce an alleged prior equit- 
able charge, made in England, upon property & 
assets in Brazil, & now vested in the first deft. :— 
Held: as the first defts. were necessary & proper 
parties to the action, within the terms of Ord. X1., 
r. 1 (g), & as the court had jurisdiction to grant 
the relief asked, service of the writ on the first 
deft. ought to be allowed; & on the application 
of pltfs. a receiver of the assets in the debenture 
deed was also appointed.—DUDER v. AMSTER- 
DAMSCH TRUSTEES KaANTOOR, [1902] 2 Ch. 132; 
71. J. Ch. 618; 87 L. T. 22; 50 W. R. 551. 

700. Cause of action arising out of jurisdiction. ] 
—Where a collision occurred outside British 
territorial waters between a British steamship 
& a French sailing sloop, which was in tow of a 
British tug, & the owners of the British steamship 
commenced proceedings in personam in England 
against the owners of the French vessel & the 
owners of the tug, the vessel having been taken to 
a French port :—Held: under Ord. XI., r. 1 (9), 
of the R. S. C., 1883, after due service of the writ 
upon the owners of the tug, leave could be given 
to issue a concurrent writ & serve notice thereof 
out of the jurisdiction upon the owners of the 
French vessel, they being proper parties ‘ to an 
action properly brought against some other person 
duly served within the jurisdiction ” within the 
meaning of the rule.—THE Duc D’AUMALE, 
(1903] P. 18; 72 L. J. P. 11; 87 L. T. 674; 
ol W. R. 332; 19 T. L. R. 87; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 
359, C. A. 


B. “* Necessary or Proper Party.”’ 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), p. 339, ante. 

701. ‘‘ Necessary or proper party ’’—Words 
used in the alternative—‘‘ Proper party ’’ without 
being ‘‘ necessary party.’’}—In an action against 
defts. in London for breach of warranty of 
authority it appeared that they had assumed as 
agents for foreign principals to enter into a 
contract to be performed out of the jurisdiction, 
& that there had been a breach out of the juris- 
diction, the supposed principals having repudiated 
the contract as being made without their 
authority :—Held: the foreign principals were 
*‘ proper ”’ parties to the action within Ord. XI., 
r. 1 (g), & service on them out of the jurisdiction 
of notice of the writ might be allowed. 

The question, therefore, is whether, under 
these circumstances, the foreign firm can be said 
to be “proper” parties to ‘“‘an action properly 
brought against some other person duly served 
within the jurisdiction.” The words ‘ other 
person duly served within the jurisdiction’ are 
satisfied by the service on the brokers in England. 
The action against them is, no doubt, ‘“ properly 
brought.”’ Then what is meant by the words 
pon who is a “ proper party to an action” ? 

t is quite clear that he may be a “ proper ”’ party 
without being a ‘‘ necessary ” party, for the words 
are used in the alternative. It was not suggested 
that there were any persons who, according to 
the practice of our courts, would be “ proper” & 
yet not “necessary” parties, apart from the 
new practice introduced by the y udicature Act 
& Rules, under which alternative claims against 
defts. arising out of the same transactions can 
now be prosecuted by means of the same writ 
& proceedings; & I am myself unable to point 
out any instances where, under the old practice, 
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persons would be ‘‘ proper” parties without 
being ‘‘ necessary ’’ parties. It seems to me that 
the word ‘‘ proper,’’ which is not a technical but 
a descriptive word, must have been directed 
towards such cases as the present, & intended to 
enable persons to be made parties who under the 
old practice could not be served with the same 
writ, & whose cases are mutually exclusive. If 
there was the least ground for saying the action 
was brought against the brokers in this country 
mala fide, & with the knowledge that they were 
not liable, simply to try in England a case which 
otherwise could not be tried here, then, although 
the action was against a person in this country, 
it would not be ‘“‘ properly ’”’ brought. The court 
must be satisfied of bona fides before the juris- 
diction ought to be exercised, & the court must 
be further satisfied that the person to be served 
abroad is a ‘‘ proper pee It is hard to define 
it exhaustively, but 1 think that if according to 
the regular practice of the courts of this country 
—supposing all parties subject to the jurisdiction— 
the person to be served is one who as a matter of 
course would be joined on the same writ & be 
treated as one of the defts. in the action, he is a 
‘‘ proper,” if not a ‘“ necessary,” party to the 
action (WILLS, J.). 

The question whether a person out of the 
jurisdiction is a ‘‘ proper party’’ to an action 
against a person who has been served within the 
jurisdiction must depend on _ this—supposing 
both parties had been within the jurisdiction, 
would they both have been proper parties to the 
action ? If they would, & only one of them is in 
this country, then the rule says that the other 
may be served just as if he had been within the 
jurisdiction (LorRpD HKsHER, M.R.). 

When the liability of several persons depends 
upon one investigation, I think they are all ‘‘ proper 
parties ’’ to the same action, &, if one of them is a 
foreigner residing out of the jurisdiction, Ord. XI., 
r. 1 (g), applies (LINDLEY, L.J.). 

At what time must it be determined whether a 
person is a ‘‘ proper party ’’ to an action? Clearly, 
I think, at the time when the writ is issued. The 
words ‘‘ an action properly brought against some 
other person” evidently point to that (LOPEs, 
L.J.).— MASSEY v. HEYNES (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 
330, 333, 334, 338, 339; 57 L. J. Q. B. 468, 521 ; 
59 L. T. 470; 36 W. R. 834, C. A. 

702. ——— ‘‘ Proper ’’—Descriptive, not tech- 
nical word.]—-MassEY v. HEYNEsS, No. 701, ante. 

03. ——- How ascertained—Proper party if 
both parties within jurisdiction.|—Massry v. 
litynges, No. 701, ante. 

704. .|—FPitfs., an American 
company, are the owners of a patent for making 
barbed wire. Defts., J. C. Parkes & Sons, who 
carry on business in Ireland, had bought from 
another firm in America a quantity of wire, which 
pltfs. alleged to be an infringement of their patent. 
This wire was consigned to Parkes & Co. in Dublin 
on board the steamship Gallia, belonging to the 
Cunard Company, who landed it at Liverpool, 
whence it was transhipped to Ireland. Pltfs. 
having become aware of the shipment, brought 
an action in the first place against the Cunard 
Company, & obtained an ex parte injunction 
restraining them from dealing with or disposing 
of the wire, or parting with the possession of it. 
On May 24 STIRLING, J., made an order giving 
pltfs. liberty to add Parkes & Sons as defts. to 
the action, & to serve them with the writ & notice 
of motion out of the jurisdiction. Defts., Parkes 
& Sons, now moved to discharge the last-mentioned 
order, on the ground that they were not necessary 
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or proper parties to the action. The question 
was whether in such a case the court had power 
to order service out of the jurisdiction—that was 
to say, whether in the terms of Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), 
Parkes & Sons were ‘“ necessary or proper parties ”’ 
to an action properly brought against some other 
person duly served within the jurisdiction. 

Pltfs. are patentees who have already, in another 
action, established the validity of their patent. 
The case made against the Cunard Company is 
that they had in their possession goods which 
were an infringement of pltfs.’ patent, & pltfs. 
seek to restrain them from dealing with those 
goods or from handing them over to persons who 
might dispose of them. That is an action which 
I think may properly be brought. The Cunard 
Company say that they are simply carriers of the 
goods under a bill of lading, under which they are 
bound to deliver them at Liverpool. Defts., 
Parkes & Sons, are entitled to delivery of the goods 
under the bill of lading. I have already said that 
the action was properly brought against the 
Cunard Company, but were Parkes & Sons proper 
parties ? If they had been resident in the juris- 
diction, there can be no question that they would 
have been proper partics. That being so, it 
follows from the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Massey v. Heynes, No. 701, ante, that they 
are parties who may be served out of the juris- 
diction. I shall simply dismiss the motion 
(STIRLING, J.).—WASHBURN & MOEN, ETC.. Co. 
v. CUNARD S.S. Co. & Parkes (J. C.) & Sons 
(1889), 5 T. L. R. 592; 6R. P. ©. 398. 

705. -}+—In order to bring a case 
within Ord. XI., r. 1 (gy) (relating to service on 
necessary & proper parties who are outside the 
jurisdiction), pltf. must have an apparent cause of 
action against the person served within the juris- 
diction, & must not merely have joined such person 
in order to be able to sue, within the jurisdiction, 
a person who is out of the jurisdiction. 

The rule that now applies is Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), 
& it is said that the present case comes within 
that rule. There is a very easy method of testing 
whether this is true. Supposing that both the 
deft. firms were resident within the jurisdiction, 
would they both have been joined in the action ? 
I cannot think so (LINDLEY, L..J.).—WITTED 
v. GALBRAITH, [1893] 1 Q. B. 577; 62 L. J. 
Q. B. 248; 41 W. R. 395; 37 Sol. Jo. 354; 4 
R. 362; sub nom. WITTED v. PEMBROKE GAT- 
BRAITH & Co., 68 L. T. 421, C. A. 

706. Nature of relief sought—Remedies 
against & Habilities of defendants different—Cause 
of action same against all.J—This action was com- 
menced for the execution of the trusts of a marriage 
settlement, & to make good alleged breaches of 
trust under which the trust fund had been invested 
on mortgage of land in Ireland & lost unless it 
could be followed into the first & second mort- 
gages. Plitf. was an infant beneficiary claiming 
under the settlement; certain of defts., who 
resided in this country, were the representatives 
of a deceased trustee; the other defts., who 
resided in Ireland, were the surviving trustee of 
the settlement (who claimed to be entitled bene- 
ficially to the first & second mortgages which he 
had sub-mortgaged) & the two sub-mortgagees 
from the trustee. The three last-mentioned 
defts. had been served with the writ in Ireland. 
The surviving trustee submitted to the jurisdiction. 
The sub-mortgagees now moved to discharge the 
order for service out of the jurisdiction on two 
grounds: (1) that the cause of action against them 
was one in which no parties within the jurisdiction 
were interested, & consequently, under Ord. XI., 
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r. 1 (g), there was no jurisdiction to make the 
order; (2) that any question so far as they were 
concerned might effectually be raised in proceed- 
ings now pending for the sale of the estates in 
the Land Court in Ireland upon the ruling of the 
schedule of incumbrances, & consequently that, 
under Ord. XI., r. 2, the court ought not to 
exercise the jurisdiction even if it possessed it :— 
Held: with regard tothe first ground of objection, 
all defts. were necessary parties to the action, 
whenever it might be tried. The action should 
continue as at present constituted, & defts. had 
been properly served. Motion dismissed with 
costs.—SEYMOUR v. SEYMOUR, [1888] W. N. 17; 
4'T. L. R. 250. 

707. —— Separate relief against different 
defendants.]|—A person entitled to a share of 
property in Canada which was vested in a trustee 
resident in Canada, mortgaged his interest & 
subsequently became bankrupt. The trustee in 
bankruptcy brought an action against the mort 
gagees & the Canadian trustee, claiming as 
against the mortgagees an account & redemption 
of the mortgage, & as against the trustee that he 
might be directed to pay the amount found due 
to the mortgagees & foran account. Pltf. obtained 
leave to issue a concurrent writ for service upon 
the Canadian deft.; the application for leave 
was made before service of the original writ upon 
defts. within the jurisdiction, & the affidavit in 
support did not state that the Canadian trustee 
was a necessary or proper party to the action, 
or that pltf. had a good cause of action against 
him. The copy of the concurrent writ which was 
served upon the Canadian deft. was not marked 
‘“ concurrent ’?:—Held: (1) defts. within the 
jurisdiction should have been served before the 
application for leave to serve the writ out of the 
jurisdiction was made; the application was not 
supported by proper evidence; the copy of the 
writ served upon the Canadian deft. was not a 
true copy; (2) the Canadian deft. was not “a 
necessary or proper party ”’ to the action against 
the mortgagees, since the action claimed separate 
relicf, against the different defts.; (83) the order 
giving leave to serve the concurrent writ must 
be discharged, & service of the writ on the Canadian 
deft. must be set aside.—CoLLIns v. NORTH 
BriTIsH & MERCANTILE INSURANCE CO., PRATT 
v. SAME, [1894] 3 Ch. 228; 63 L. J. Ch. 709; 
71 L. T. 58; 43 W. R. 106; 8 R. 470. 

708. ——— Time of ascertainment—lIssue of 
writ.}—MassrEy v. HEYNES, No. 701, ante. 

709. Liability of several persons depending 
on one investigation—One party out of juris- 
diction. |—MassrEy v. HEYNES, No. 701, ante. 

710. ——— Foreign subject resident & carrying 
on business abroad.|—Under Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), 
leave can be given to serve notice of a writ out 
of the jurisdiction upon a foreign subject, resident 
& carrying on business in a foreign country, who 
is a necessary or proper party to an action properly 
brought against some other person duly served 
within the jurisdiction. 

In such a case the court or judge ought not, in 
the absence of special circumstances, to make an 
order that pltf. shall not sign judgment, or issue 
execution, against the foreign deft. without the 
leave of the court or a judge.—-FIRTH & SONS v. 
DE LA Rivas & PALMER (No. 2) (1893), 69 L. T. 
666; 42 W. R. 100; 10 T. L. R. 38; 38 Sol. Jo. 
24; 9R. 61,C. A. 

711. Action for specific performance against 
former partners—Breach of contract committed 
out of jurisdiction—One partner served within 
jurisdiction.]}—This was an application for leave 
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to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction. The action 
was brought for specific performance by defts. 
of an agreement to convey to pitf. their respective 
interests in a partnership formerly carried on by 
pltf. & defts. The affidavit in support of the 
present application alleged that the deft., T. L., 
was now residing & carrying on business in the 
United States. & that a deed conveying the whole 
of the partnership property to pltf. had been 
tendered to him to execute, but he declined to 
do so. It was stated on behalf of the applicant 
that deft., J. I.., had been duly served within the 
jurisdiction. 

The person whom it is sought to serve is resident 
out of the jurisdiction; & the action, as against 
him, is founded on a breach of contract by him 
out of the jurisdiction. But it is stated that J. L., 
the other deft., has been duly served within the 
jurisdiction; &, as this is a partnership matter, 
I think that T. L. is a necessary or proper party 
to that action. Upon the affidavit being amended 
by inserting a statement that the writ has been 
issued & served upon J. L. within the jurisdiction, 
the order will be made under Ord. XI., r. 1 (g) 
(Butt, J.).—LIGHTOWLER v. LIGHTOWLER (J. & T.), 
[1884] W. N. 8; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 199. 

712. Action against underwriters in England & 
Scotland—Service upon underwriters in Scotland.] 
-——PItf. brought his action in England on a policy 
of marine insurance against several underwriters. 
lle served his writ of summons on two of the 
underwriters who were within the jurisdiction, 
& applied for leave under Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), to 
serve his writ on the other defts., who were residing 
out of the jurisdiction in Scotland, as being 
necessary parties to the action :—Held: pltf. 
ought to be allowed to serve his writ out of the 
jurisdiction ; & Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), was framed to 
meet such a case.—STEAMSHIP THANEMORE, LTv. 
v. THOMPSON (1885), 52 L. T. 552; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 
398 ; sub nom. SHIP SHANAMERE (Co. v. THOMPSON, 
17T. L. R. 899, D. C. 

713, ——— -}/—The alteration made in 1896 
in Ord. XVI., r. 1, by virtue of which it has been 
made to allow of the joinder in one action of 
pltfs. having separate causes of action arising 
out of the same transaction & involving any 
common question of law or fact, is not limited to 
that rule, but extends by implication to the other 
rules of that order; &, consequently, under 
r. 4 persons may now be joined as defts. in one 
action in respect of separate causes of action 
arising out of the same transaction & involving 
some common question of law or fact. By a 
contract of marine insurance made at Antwerp in 
the French language between pltfs., merchants 
in Vienna, & two insurance companies, the B. 
Company, which was registered in England, & 
the 8. Company, which was registered in Scotland, 
goods of pltfs. were insured on transit from 
Vienna to Valparaiso via Antwerp for 1,690 
francs. In the ee it was declared that the 
' companies insured respectively the amounte or 
parts stated by each of them at the foot of the 
contract, & at the foot of the contract appeared 
the names of the two companies, each being 
described as “‘of London,” the sum of “845 
francs ”’ written opposite the name of each com- 

any together with a statement that the companies 

nsured in halves for the total sum, & the signature 
of the contract by the common general agents 
of the two companies on their behalf. Both the 
companies had a common office & secretary ‘in 
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London, from that office all the letters from both 
companies relating to the insurance were written, 
& in these letters that office was described as the 
‘head office” of both companies. Pltfs. having 
issued a writ of summons against both companies 
in respect of alleged losses under the contract, & 
having served it upon the B. Company within the 
jurisdiction, applied, under Ord. XI., r. 1 (9), 
for leave to serve it upon the S. Company out of 
the jurisdiction in Scotland :—Held ; even though 
under the contract the two companies were only 
severally liable for separate moieties of the total 
gum insured, & pltfs.’ cause of action against 
the S. Company was separate from his cause of 
action against the B. Company, yet, the circum- 
stances in which the causes of action respectively 
arose being similar, the S. Company might be 
joined as defts. in the action against the B. 
Company inder Ord. XVI., r. 4; &, that being 
s0, the 8S. Company were “‘ proper ’’ parties to the 
action against the B. Company within the juris- 
diction within the meaning of Ord. XI., r. 1 (9), 
& therefore service upon them out of the Juris- 
diction might be allowed under that sub-rule.— 
OESTERREICHISCHE Export A. G. v, BRITISH 
INDEMNITY INSURANCE Co., Lrop., [1914] 2 K. B. 
747; 88 L. J. K. B. 971; 110 L. T. 955, C. A. 

714. Breach of trust—Improper investment by 
executors—Defendant resident within jurisdiction— 
Co-executors resident in Ireland.]—-HARVEY v. 
DOUGHERTY, No. 595, ante. 

715. ——— Three of four defendants partners in 
firm of solicitors practising abroad—Fourth legal 
representative of trustees responsible for breach— 
Defendants outside jurisdiction only acting as 
solicitors for trustees.]}—This was an action brought 
against four persons for relief in respect of a 
breach of trust in improper investment of trust 
funds. ‘The first three defts. were partners in a 
firm of solicitors practising in Calcutta; & the 
fourth was the legal personal representative of the 
survivor of the two trustees who were alleged to 
be responsible for the breach of trust. He was 
resident in England, & had been duly served. An 
order had been made for service out of the juris- 
diction upon the first three defts. upon affidavits 
which only stated that the money was in their 
hands when invested & the investment was really 
made by them. The three defts. now moved to 
discharge the order. It appeared from the evidence 
on this motion that defts.’ firm had only acted as 
solicitors for the trustees, the business having 
been brought in & entirely conducted by a deceased 
member of the firm :—Held: the order for service 
must be discharged because (1) the affidavits on 
which the order was obtained did not sufficiently 
disclose the facts; (2) the first three defts. were 
not necessary or proper parties to the action ; 
(3) the case was not one in which the court ought 
in the exercise of its discretion to order the case 
to be tried in England.—P.Laskitr v. EDDIS 
(1898), 79 L. T. 186; 42 Sol. Jo. 702. 

716. ——— Resolution of foreign company to 
capitalise part of reserve fund—Unauthorised 
action of trustees in voting for resolution—Service 
on foreign company.|—By the articles of a com- 

any, established in France according to French 

w, it was provided (inter alia) that ‘ any dispute 
which may arise during the existence of the 
company, whether between the company & ita 
shareholders or mee) the shareholders them- 
selves, respecting the affairs of the company must 
be submitted to the Commercial Court at Douai.”’ 
Pitf., who was a trustee of, & also entitled to a 
life interest under, a settlement by which a large 
number of the shares of the company were settled, 
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brought an action against her co-trustees for 
breach of trust in voting without her authority in 
favour of a resolution of the company to capitalise 
part of its reserve fund & for damages. She also 
claimed a declaration that the resolution was 
invalid, & for that purpose ain the company 
as a co-deft. She subsequently obtained an order 
giving her leave to issue a concurrent writ, & to 
serve notice thereof upon the company out of the 
Jurisdiction on the ground that the company was 
& necessary & proper party to the action within 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (g). The company entered a con- 
ditional appearance, & moved to discharge the 
order on the ground that it was not domiciled 
or ordinarily resident within the jurisdiction & 
was not @ necessary or proper party to the action. 

The judge dismissed the application. On 
appeal :—Held: inasmuch as (1) the primary 
issue in the action was whether the trustees acted 
without the authority of pltf. & in breach of their 
duty as trustees, & the question of the validity 
of the resolution was only a subsidiary issue for 
the purpose of ascertaining the amount of the 
damages in the event of pltf. succeeding on the 
primary issue; & (2) a decision of the English 
Court on the subsidiary issue would not be final 
having regard to the company’s article by which 
the French tribunal was made by the shareholders 
& the company the only tribunal for determining 
disputes between them, the company was neither a 
necessary nor a proper party to the action within 
the meaning of Ord. XJ., r. 1 (g), & therefore, the 
order giving leave to pltf. to serve notice of the 
writ upon the company out of the jurisdiction 
must be discharged.—Re ScHINTz, SCHINTZ v. 
WARR, [1926] Ch. 710; 95 L. J. Ch. 393; 185 
L. T. 850; 42 T. L. R. 497, C. A. 

717. Infringement of patent—Action against 
carriers & consignees—Consignees resident abroad. ] 
—WASHBURN & MOEN, ETC., Co. v. CUNARD S.S. 
Co. & PARKES (J. C.) & Sons, No. 704, ante. 

718. Action by salvors for services rendered to 
ship, freight & cargo—Service on owners of ship 
& freight within jurisdiction—Service on owners 
of cargo as proper parties.|—Salvors having 
rendered services to ship, freight, & cargo, com- 
menced an action in personam, & having served 
the owners of ship & freight resident in this 
country obtained leave, ex parte, to serve the 
owners of cargo, who were resident in Norway, 
with notice of the writ. On a motion to set aside 
the service of the notice of the writ :—Held: the 
owners of cargo were “ proper parties’’ to the 
action within Ord. XI., r. 1 (7). Motion to set 
aside service dismissed.—THE Eton, [1891] 
P. 265; 60 L. J. P. 69; 65 L. T. 232; 39 W. R. 
703; 7T. L. R. 434; 7 Asp. M. L, C. 66. 

719. Agreement for purchase of land abroad— 
Action to restrain dealing with land warrants— 
Against foreign company & director within juris- 
diction.J—MANITOBA & NORTH-WEST LAND 
CORPORATION v. ALLAN & MANITOBA & NORTH 
WESTERN Ry. Co. oF CANADA, No. 687, ante. 

720. Debentures of colonial company—Action 
by holders of land grant mortgage bonds—Validity 
of charge denied—Service on defendant company 
in Canada.]—This was an appeal by pltfs., B. & 
others, from a decision of NoRTH, J., dated May 13 
last. Pltfs. were holders of certain land grant 
mortgage bonds of the above-named company, a 
railway company, duly incorporated under the 
laws of the Dominion of Canada. They brought 
this action on behalf of themselves & all other 
holders of such bonds against the company & 
G. & O. They claimed (inter alia) a declaration 
that pltfs. & the other holders of Jand grant mort- 
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gage bonds of deft. company were entitled to the 
benefit of an indenture, dated June 2, 1890, & 
made between deft. company of the one part & 
defts., H. & C., of the other part; & to a first 
charge on deft. company’s railway land grant, 
undertaking, & other assets; & to have such 
charge enforced by foreclosure or sale; & to have 
the trusts of the said indenture administered & 
carried into execution. The defts., G. & C., were 
within the jurisdiction of the court, & were duly 
served with the writ of summons in this action. 
The registered office of deft. company was situated 
at the City of Toronto, in the Province of Ontario. 
Pitfs. contended that deft. company were necessary 
& proper parties to this action within the meaning 
of Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), of the Rules of Court. On 
March 21, 1898, an order was made by Norra, J., 
sitting at chambers, on the application of pltfs., 
giving liberty to pltfs. to serve the concurrent 
writ of summons in this action on deft. company 
in the Dominion of Canada. Upon reconsideration 
of the matter NorTH, J., was of opinion that he 
ought to discharge the order which he had pre- 
viously made. Pltfs. now appealed. It appeared 
that the question of the validity of the land grant 
mortgage bonds had been raised in the Canadian 
courts & was still unsettled; & that very many 
persons were interested in the question what, if 
any, were the rights of those who claimed to be 
bondholders & who disputed on various grounds 
the title of the alleged bondholders. 

The Court of Appeal reversed the decision of 
Nortu, J., & allowed the appeal. 

The case is of importance not only to persons 
who lent money in this country on debentures 
issued by colonial companies, but also to the 
colonial companies themselves. For if they issued 
debentures payable in London & protected the 
lenders by deeds here, & the lenders find that they 
cannot get any redress here, it would be a very 
serious thing for the borrowers, as it would not 
be so easy to borrow money here as itis now. That 
is the general view of the matter. Pltfs. say that 
they wanted to obtain a decree for the execution 
of the trusts of the indenture of June 2, 1890. 
The feature in the case is that the validity of 
pitfs.’ charge is denicd; their security is im- 
peached. In a case of that description how can 
it be said that the company are not “ necessary 
or proper parties’ to the action? Not only are 
they ‘“‘ proper”’ parties, but, having regard to 
that view of the case, they are ‘ necessary ”’ 
parties. J cannot, therefore, agree with the judg- 
ment appealed from. It is said that the power 
to make an order of this kind is discretionary, but 
I fail to see that the mind of North, J., was 
addressed to the cardinal point of this case which 
impresses me. If pltfs.’ security is impeached 
the case cannot get on unless deft. company are 
made parties. That being so, pltfs. bring their 
action against them, & then apply for leave to 
serve the writ upon them. I think that North, J., 
has failed to appreciate the importance of the 
denial of pltfs.’ title, & the appeal must conse- 
quently be allowed (LINDLEY, M.R.).—BAWTREE 
v. GREAT NORTH-WEST CENTRAL Ry, Co. (1898), 
14 T. L. R. 448, 459, C. A. 

721. Action to enforce prior equitable charge— 
Against foreign corporation’s trustees of debenture 
deed, receiver, & English company—Assets in 
foreign country.]—-DUDER  v. RDAMSCH 
TRUSTEES KantTOOR, No. 699, ante. 

722. Collision outside territorial waters—Between 
British steamship & foreign tow—Due service on 
owners of tug—Service outside jurisdiction on owners 
of tow.}~-THE Duo p’AUMALR, No. 700, ante. 
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728. Actions of tort—Malicious prosecution. ]— 
CRoFtT v. Kina, No. 694, ante. 

724. Joint or several tort committed within 
jurisdiction—Person outside jurisdiction sued as 
one of number of tort feasors.]—A person resident 
outside the jurisdiction is a ‘‘ necessary & proper 
party’ to an action within the meaning of 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), when he is sued in respect of a 
tort alleged to be committed, jointly or severally, 
by himself & others. In modern practice Ord. 
XVI., rr. 1, 4, 7, must be construed liberally, &, 
where there is a substantial & bond fide allegation 
of joint or several tort in respect of what is in 
effect the same transaction or series of trans- 
actions, all parties alleged to have participated 
in the tort may be made defts. to the action. 

Pitf. brought an action against S. resident in 
this country, & B. resident at P. abroad, the two 
executors of the will of testatrix, & also against 
other members of her family who were resident 
in this country. Testatrix had died possessed, as 
pitf. alleged, of certain assets in this country & 
also at P., the latter forming part, as pltf. alleged, 
of the estate of his late wife, who had died intestate 
at P. Deft. B. was sued in his personal capacity 
as well as being one of the executors of testatrix. 
Pitf. claimed administration of the estate of 
testatrix ; an inquiry what assets belonging to 
the estate of his late wife were received by testa- 
trix during her lifetime or by defts. or any of 
them; an account of their dealings with any 
assets which they or any of them had taken 
possession of; & an order for transfer & delivery 
up of any of the assets that remained or payment 
of damages for any of which had been converted 
by defts. or any of them. Deft. B. was therefore 
sued as one of a number joint & several tort 
feasors :—Held: deft. B. was a necessary & proper 
party to the action as framed, within the meaning 
of Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), & therefore he was rightly 
served with the writ out of the jurisdiction under 
that sub-rule.—Re Beck, ATTIA v. SEED (1918), 
87 L. J. Ch. 335; 118 L. T. 629; 34 T. L. R. 
286, C. A. 

725. Third-party notice— Party domiciled or 
ordinarily resident in Scotland.}]—-Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), 
does not apply to service out of the jurisdiction 
of a third-party notice on a third party domiciled 
or ordinarily resident in Scotland.—SPELLER v. 
BristoL STEAM NAVIGATION Co. (1884), 13 
Q. B. D. 96; 53 L. J. Q. B. 322; 32 W. R. 670; 
5 Asp. M. L. C. 228; sub nom. SPILLER v. BRISTOL 
STEAM NAVIGATION Co., 50 L. T. 400, 419, 

726. ——— Party resident out of jurisdiction— 
Breach of contract within jurisdiction.]—A third- 
party notice may be served out of the jurisdiction 
in any action founded on a breach, committed 
within the jurisdiction, of a contract which, 
according to the terms thereof, ought to be per- 
formed within the jurisdiction, unless such third 
party is domiciled or ordinarily resident in Scot- 
Jand or Ireland.—Dusout & Co. v. MACPHERSON 
(1889), 23 Q. B. D. 340: 58 L. J. Q. B. 496; 61 
iu. T. 689; 38 W. R. 62. 

727. Legal personal representative resident 
in Ireland—Notice claiming contribution.]—The 
third-party procedure, which is the creature of 
the Judicature Act, 1873 (c. 66), 8. 24 (3), is 
governed, as regards service out of the jurisdiction 
of a third-party notice issued by a deft. under 
R. 8S. C., 1883, Ord. XVI.,r 48, by Ord. XI. r. 1 : 
so that deft. can only obtain leave to serve such a 
notice on a third party out of the jurisdiction 
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when the subject-matter of his claim falls under 
one or other of the specific cases mentioned in 
Ord. XI., r. 1, in which service of a writ out of 
the jurisdiction will be allowed. 

Where, in an action by a cestui que trust against 
the survivor of two trustces for breach of trust, 
deft. applied under Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), for leave to 
serve the legal personal representative, resident 
in Ireland, of the deceased trustee, as being a 
‘“ necessary or proper party” to the action, 
with a third-party notice issued under Ord. XVI., 
r. 48, & claiming contribution :—Held: Ord. X1., 
r. 1 (g), had no application to a third-party notice 
for contribution (unless, semble, there were at 
least two contributors, one of whom was within 
the jurisdiction); & contribution from a single 
contributor was not one of the cases mentioned 
in that order in which service of a writ out of the 
jurisdiction could be allowed. An order made by 
the judge, giving deft. leave to serve his notice 
on the third party in Ireland was therefore dis- 
charged, but without prejudice to any application 
by him under Ord. XVI., r. 11, to add the third 
party as deft. to the action.—MCCHEANE v. 
GyLes, [1902] 1 Ch. 287; 71 L. J. Ch. 1883; 86 
L. T. 1; 50 W. R. 3876; 46 Sol. Jo. 175, C. A. ; 
subsequent proceedings, [1902] 1 Ch. 911. 

728. Contribution between tort feasors.]— 
Appeal by O. from the refusal of JELF, J., at 
chambers, to set aside a third-party notice out of 
the jurisdiction that had been served on him by 
deft. in the action. Pltf. sought to recover 
damages for alleged fraudulent misrepresentation 
contained in a prospectus of the Gem of Murchison 
Gold Mines (Limited), upon the faith of which 
pltf. alleged that he applied for 10,000 shares in 
the company. Deft., who had promoted the 
company, was sued as a director of the company, 
& he obtained leave from PHILLIMORE, J., to serve 
a third-party notice upon the applicant, O., who 
was also at the time the prospectus was issued a 
director of the company. O. was a_ Belgian 
banker & was a foreigner resident out of the 
jurisdiction of this court. The third-party notice 
having been served, O. moved to set it aside, 
but JELF, J., before whom the application came, 
refused to make the order. O. appealed, the 
court dismissed the application. 

The Directors’ Liability Act, 1890 (c. 64), s. 5, 
read with sect. 3 (i), is a complete answer to the 
application. In my opinion the order is right. 
The Act has laid down that in this class of tort 
& among this class of individuals the rule should 
be that there should be a right to contribution 
between tortfeasors as in the cases of contract 
(Lorp HaLsBury, C.).—GERSON v. SIMPSON, 
[1903] 2 K. B. 197; 72 L. J. K. B. 603; 89 L. T. 
117; 51 W. R. 610; 19 T. L. R. 5445 47 Sol. 
Jo. 13; 10 Mans. 382, C. A. 





(. Action “ Properly Brought” against Person 
‘* Duly Served.” 


(a) Action * Properly Brought.’ 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XI., vr. 1 (g), p. 339, ante. 

729. Jurisdiction to grant relief.J—DUDER v. 
AMSTERDAMSCH TRUSTEES KANTOOR, No. 699, ante. 

730. Substantial relief must be claimed against 
defendant—Defendant not added merely to give 
court jurisdiction.]—The court has no power to 
grant leave to serve a writ on deft. resident out 
of the jurisdiction until deft. within the jurisdiction 
has been actually served. 

Semble: the court ought not to grant leave at 
all unless it is satisfied that deft. within the juris. 
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diction is a substantial deft. to the action, & not 
added merely to give the court jurisdiction.— 
YORKSHIRE TANNERY & Boot MANUFACTURING 
Co., Ltp. v. EGLINTON CHEMICAL Co., Lirp. (1884), 
54 L. J. Ch. 81; 33 W. R. 162. 

781. -—In an action against ship- 
owners out of the jurisdiction & their English 
agents :—Held: the action was one of contract 
really against defts. out of the jurisdiction, & 
the agents were not liable, & therefore leave 
could not be given to serve the writ out of the 
jurisdiction under Ord. XI., r. 1 (g).—FLOWER v. 
Rost (1891), 7 T. L. R. 280. 

732. Action must not be brought mala fide.}— 
MASSEY v. H&EYNES, No. 701, ante. 

733. Plaintiff must have apparent cause of 
action.]—Appeal from a decision of the Divisional 
Court affirming an order of Couns, J., giving 
pltfs. leave to add the Banque de P. as defts., 
& to serve notice of the writ uponthem. PIltfs., 
metal merchants in London, brought an action 
against G., a merchant residing in Paris, to 
recover about £480,000 upon two contracts con- 
tained in three letters, the first two being addressed 
by pltfs. to M. S., on behalf of the Société des 
Métaux in Paris, & the third being addressed by 
M. S. on behalf of the Société des Métaux to pltfs. 
The Société des Métaux went into liquidation. 
Pltfs. obtained leave to add M. S., the managing 
director of the Socicté des Métaux, as deft. An 
application was made to add as defts. the Banque 
de P. & the Paris firm of Messrs. Rothschild, & 
to serve them with notice of the writ abroad, 
& Pontock, B., at chambers made an order 
cx parte. The Divisional Court reversed this 
order. Pltfs. applied again at chambers for leave 
to add the Banque de Dl. as defts., & to serve 
them with notice of the writ, upon an affidavit of 
S., which stated that an agreement of partnership 
was entcred into by the bank & certain financiers 
to carry on the copper operations ; that the terms 
of the agreement were put into writing, & signed 
by the bank among others; & that the signatures 
were crased on account of attacks made upon 
{hem in the newspapers, but that notwithstanding 
the erasure the agreement) remained in force. 
COLLINS, J. (cr parte), granted leave to add the 
bank as defts. & to serve them. The bank moved 
{he court to set aside this order. ‘The Jivisional 
Court affirmed the order of CoLuins, J. The 
Banque de LP. appealed. 

Pltfs. relied solely upon W.’s affidavit to show 
that there was a partnership. That affidavit is 
contrary to the answer he gaye when questioned 
by the French Criminal Court. His affidavit also 
stated that certain documents, which on their 
face tended to show that there was no partnership, 
were false, & mace for the purpose of deceiving the 
public. DVltfs. must, to bring themselves within 
Ord. XI., make out a cause of action in which they 
would probably be successful. The court is not 
bound to accept S.’s affidavit ; we must exercise 
our discretion & see whether pltfs. have made out 
i probable cause of action. Looking at all the 
circumstances & considering the statements made 
in the affidavit, the court cannot safely act upon 
the affidavit so as to say that pltfs. have a probable 
cause of action. The case is not, therefore, within 
Ord. XI. The order of the Divisional Court must 
be discharged (LORD EsHER, M.R.),—SrTrRAuss & 
Co. v. GOLDSCHMID (1892), 8 'T'. IL. R. 512, C. A. 








734, ———.]—-WITTED v. GALBRAITH, No. 705, 
ante. 
735. -+—Motion to set aside order giving 





leave to serve deft. with notice of writ out of the 
jurisdiction. Pltfs. were A., the liquidator of 
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a Spanish firm, & L., claiming as a purchaser from 
A. Defts. were C.,a member of the firm, since 
deceased; an English company having its 
registered office in London & carrying on a mining 
business in Spain; & the widow of C. whom 
it was sought to serve. Litigation had taken place 
in Spain between the firm & the company as to 
certain mines leased by the firm from the company, 
& in Feb. 1896, A. as liquidator executed a power 
of attorney authorising C. to come to London 
to arrange a compromise. C. accordingly entered 
into an agreement of Feb. 20, 1896, with the com- 
pany by which (inter alia) he was appointed a 
director of the company & received 3,000 shares 
therein, & the firm were to deliver certa'n property 
to the company, & ore already gotten from the 
mines was to be shipped by C., on payment of 
certain royalties to the company. Jltfs., alleging 
that they were unable to get information of this 
aercement until 1899, brought the action in Jan. 
1900, claiming an injunction to restrain C. from 
dealing with the shares & the company from 
registering any such dealing, & also claiming the 
transfer of them to Ll. & delivery of the ore & other 
relief. C. diced in Mar. 1900, & on Dec. 21, 1900, 
pltfs. obtained an order for leave to serve notice 
of the writ on his widow & administratrix living 
in Spain, on the ground that she was “ a necessary 
or proper party to an action properly brought 
against’? the company ‘‘ duly served within the 
jurisdiction,’? under Ord. XI., r. 2 (g). 

The action as to the shares depends on questions 
of fact as to what happened in Spain & on questions 
of Spanish law & I can find no question of anything 
having happened in England or of English law. 
As to the ore, it was properly shipped under the 
agreement & there is no plausible cause of action 
as against the company. As to the shares & the 
question arising on Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), pltfs.’ con- 
tention is a misapprehension of the rules which 
would destroy the discretion of the court. The 
court is bound to consider whether it is more likely 
that the true ends of justice would be served in 
an English or a Spanish court. Here all the parties 
reside in Spain & the dispute is a foreign one 
depending on toreign law. The existence of the 
English company is material but not sufficient by 
itself to exclude the discretion. The question 
of expense is material, but is outweighed in the 
circumstances of the present case. The parties 
must try their dispute in the proper tribunal, 
viz. a Spanish court. The order will be dis- 
charged & all proceedings against the widow 
subsequent to the conditional appearance entered 
by her set aside, deft. company undertaking to 
appear to any action in the matter taken by pltfs. 
in Spain (FARWELL. J.).-- LOPEZ v. CHAVARRI 
(1901), 45 Sol. Jo. 536. 

786. Action against mere trustee of plaintiff— 
More properly joined as co-plaintiff.}—A deft. who 
is merely a trustee for the pltf., & against whom 
no relief is really sought or right claimed to be 
enforced, & who would more properly be joined 
as a co-pltf. in the action, is not a person against 
whom the action is “ properly brought,” so as to 
justify an order for service out of the jurisdiction 
on another deft. as a ‘‘ necessary or proper party 
to an action properly brought ”’ under Ord. XI., 
r. 1 (g), of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883,— 
DEUTSCHE NATIONAL BANK v. PAUL, [1898] l 
Ch. 2838; 67 L. J. Ch. 156; 78 L. T. 35; 46 W. R. 
243; 14 T. I. R. 1938; 42 Sol. Jo. 212. 

737. Claim without substance — Service on 
secondary defendant within Jjurisdiction—Primary 
defendant abroad.}—ROsLER v. HILBERY, No. 679, 
ante. 
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Sect. 4.—When service out of the jurisdiction allowed : 
Sub-sect. 10, C. (a) & (b); sub-sect. 11. Sect. 
5: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 

788. Claim against firm of which some partners 
out of jurisdiction—Amendment of writ.}—Pitfs., 
an English firm, entered into contracts in India 
with G. & Co., an Indian firm, for the manu- 
facture of indigo. O. & Co. were the English 
correspondents of G. & Co., & there were some 
partners common to both firms, & some of the 
partners of each firm were resident in India. 
G. & Co. consigned indigo to O. & Co., & pitfs. 
brought an action against the firm of O. & Co. 
claiming the indigo, to which all the members of 
O. & Co. both in England & India appeared. 
Pitfs. then obtained an order cx parte to amend 
their writ by adding G. & Co. as defts. & making 
consequential alterations in the writ, & also 
obtained leave to serve the amended writ on the 
defts. out of the jurisdiction. In making the 
amendments, pltfs. made the firm of G. & Co. 
defts., & added a claim in respect of fresh causes 
of action arising out of breaches of contract by 
G. & Co. in India, which were not included in the 
original writ. The members of the firm of G. & 
Co. appeared to the amended writ, & moved to 
discharge the order to amend as irregular. 

The judge granted the application :—Held: 
the original writ was wrongly issued against the 
firm of O. & Co., some of the partners being out of 
the jurisdiction, & the order to amend it was 
also bad. The court accordingly set aside the 
amended writ, & gave liberty to pltfs. to amend 
the original writ by substituting for the name of 
the firm of O. & Co. the names of the individual 
members of that firm & of the firm of G. & Co. 
who were in this country, & by adding a claim in 
respect of breaches of the contracts ; the members 
of the two firms who were out of the jurisdiction 
being at liberty to set aside their appearances ; 
witbout prejudice to any application by pltfs. 
to add such members as parties, & to serve them 
with the amended writ.—INbiIGo Co. v. OGILvy, 
[1891]2 Ch. 31; 64 L. T. 846; 39 W. R. 646, C. A. 

739. Two defendants out of the jurisdiction— 
One submitting to jurisdiction—Jurisdiction as 
against other defendant not thereby conferred. }— 
Plitfs. shipped goods at Liverpool on a ship owned 
by a company domiciled in Scotland for carriage 
to Calcutta. On her arrival at Madras the ship 
was requisitioned by the Indian Government & 
the cargo discharged. Thereupon another com- 
pany domiciled in Scotland, without the knowledge 
or consent of the cargo owners, loaded the cargo 
on a ship in which they were interested & which 
was then bound for Calcutta, & on her way to 
Calcutta this ship was sunk by an enemy cruiser, 
& her cargo, including pltfs.’ goods, was lost. 
Pitfis. issued a writ in the King’s Bench Division 
against both companies, claiming damages for 
breach of contract or duty in the carriage of goods 
by sea & for trespass & wrongful conversion of the 
goods. The writ was marked ‘“ Not for service 
out of the jurisdiction.”” The first defts. consented 
to the jurisdiction, & their London solicitors 
accepted service on their behalf. Pltfs. then, by 
leave of the court under Ord. XI., r. 1 (q), issued a 
concurrent writ & served it on the second defts. in 
Scotland. These defts., after entering a conditional 
appearance, applied to have the concurrent writ & 
the service thercof set aside :—Held: the consent of 
the first defts. to the jurisdiction could not affect 
the rights of third parties, & the action was not 
“properly brought” against the first defts. 
within the meaning of Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), & there- 
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fore the concurrent writ & the service thereof 
ought to be set aside.—RUSSELL (JoHN) & Co., 
Lrp. v. Cayzpr, InvinE & Co., Lrp., [1916] 2 
A.C. 298; 85L. J. K. B. 1152; 115 L. T. 86; 60 
Sol. Jo. 640, H. L. 

740. Forum conveniens.}—LoOPEZ v. CHAVARRI, 
No. 735, ante. 

741. -}—ROSLER v. HILBERY, No. 679, ante. 


(6b) ‘‘ Duly Served.” 


See R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), p. 339, ante. 

742. Whether service on defendant within juris- 
diction condition precedent.}|—YoRKSsHIRE ‘'AN- 
NERY & Boor MANUFACTURING Co., LTD. v. 
EGLINTON CHEMICAL Co., Lip., No. 730, ante. 

743. -}+Quere: whether it is a condition 
precedent to an order being made under Ord. XI., 
r. 1 (g), that the other defts. have been previously 
served, notwithstanding the decision of PEARSON, 
J.,in The Yorkshire Tannery & Boot Manufactur- 
ing Co. Lid. v. The Eglinton Chemical Co., Lid., 
No. 730, ante.—TASSELI. v. HALLEN, [1892] 1 
Q. B. 321; 61 L. J. Q. B. 159; 66 L. T. 196; 56 











J. P. 520; 40 W. R. 221; 8 T. L. R. 210; 86 
Sol. Jo. 202, D. C. 
744, ~-—CoLLIns v. NortTu British & 


MERCANTILE INSURANCE Co., No. 707. ante. 
745, ———.]—TuHE Duc D’AUMALE, No. 700, ante. 


SuB-SECT. 11.—ACTION BY MORTGAGOR OR MORT- 
GAGEE IN RELATION To MORTGAGE OF PER- 
SONAL PROPERTY. 


See RK. S. C., Ord. XI1., rv. 1 (kh), p. 339, ante. 


SrecT. 5.—SERVICE IN SCOTLAND OR IRELAND. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XI, r. 2. Where leave is asked from a Court 
or a Judge to serve a writ, under the last preceding Rule, in 
Scotland and in Ireland, if it shall appear to the Court or Judge 
that there may be a concurrent remedy in Scotland or Ireland 
(as the case may be) the Court or Judge shall have regard to 
the comparative cost and convenience of proceeding in England, 
or in the place of residence of the defendant, or person sought 
to be served, and particularly, in cases of small demands to the 
powers and jurisdiction, under the statutes establishing or 
regulating them, of the Sheriffs’ Courts, or Small Debts Courts 
in Scotland, and of the Civil Bill Courts in Ireland, respectively. 


Breach of contract committed within the Jjuris- 
diction—Defendant domiciled or ordinarily resident 
in Scotland or Ireland—Service out of jurisdiction 
not allowed. }—See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 7, E. (c), ante. 

Agreement as to service.|—Scee R.S. C., Ord. XI., 
r. 2A, p. 367, post. 

7486. Application of rule to cases within R. 8. C., 
Ord. XI., r. 1.}—R. 1 enacts that service out of 
the jurisdiction of a writ of summons or notice of 
a writ of summons may be allowed in seven classes 
of cases enumerated in the sub-clauses of the rule. 
It is to be observed that the power which pre- 
viously existed of allowing service out of the juris- 
diction in actions of tort is taken away except so 
far as such a power is involved in sub-clauses (a), 
(c) or (f ), & therefore a very considerable change 
was undoubtedly contemplated by the new rules. 
Clause (e) is the clause upon which this case turns. 
That clause provides for service out of the juris- 
diction in actions for breach within the juris- 
diction of a contract to be performed within the 
jurisdiction ‘‘ unless deft. is domiciled or ordinaril 
resident in Scotland or Ireland.” These words 
appear to be an explicit exception of actions for 
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breach of contract against defta. domiciled or 
ordinarily resident in Scotland or Ireland, but it is 
to be observed that they do not prevent service 
in such actions on persons in Scotland or Ireland 
who are not domiciled or ordinarily resident in 
those countries. Then by r. 2 it is provided that 
“where leave is asked from a court or judge to 
serve a writ under the last preceding rule in Scot- 
land or Ireland, if it shall appear to the court 
or judge that there may be a concurrent remedy in 
Scotland or Ireland, as the case may be, the court 
or judge shall have regard to the comparative cost 
& convenience of proceeding in England or in the 
place of residence of the deft. or person sought 
to be served, & particularly in cases of small 
demands to the powers & jurisdiction under the 
statutes establishing or regulating them of the 
Sheriffs’ Courts or Small Debts Courts in Scotland 
& of the Civil Bill Courts in Ireland respectively.” 
It is easy to understand the objects of the framers 
of this rule, for it is obvious that where there is 
a concurrent remedy, before allowing the writ 
to be served in Scotland or Ireland, it is reason- 
able to consider the balance of convenience, &, 
when the demand is a small one, what local courts 
may exist for the purpose of dealing with such 
demands. The argument for pltf. is that this rule 
could have no application if it were held that the 
effect of r. 1 (€) was absolutely to exclude from the 
provisions of the order all actions for breach of 
contract brought against defts. domiciled or 
ordinarily resident in Scotland or Ireland. I can- 
not agree with that contention. It appears to 
me that, even if r. 2 would not apply to all, at any 
rate it would apply to many of the cases mentioned 
in the other clauses of r. 1. It might apply, for 
instance, to cases coming within clause (c), that is, 
cases where relief is sought against a person 
domiciled or ordinarily resident within the juris- 
diction but who is temporarily resident out of the 
jurisdiction. There is nothing in clause (e) itself 
to except the case of a person who is casually & 
temporarily resident in Scotland or Ireland but 
not domiciled or ordinarily resident there. So 
also r. 2 might apply to cases under clause (f ) 
where an injunction is sought (HUDDLESTON, B.). 
—LENDERS v. ANDERSON (1883), 12 Q. LB. D. 
56, 57; 538 L. J. Q. B. 1043; 48 J. P. 1865 382 
W. R. 230. 

747. Application of different considerations— 
To those employed where residents of other 
countries concerned.}—In directing service on 

ersons in Ireland or Scotland, the court must 
ave regard to different considerations than if the 
persons to be served were resident in other 
countries. That was shown by Ord. XI., r. 2 
(STIRLING, J.).—WASHBURN & MOEN, ETc. Co. 
v. CUNARD S.S. Co. & PARKES (J. C.) & SONS 
(1889), 5 T. L. R. 592; 6 RK. P. C. 398. 

7148. -/—There are cases when the 
court will not give leave in regard to Scottish or 
Irish defts., where it would if they are foreigners— 
not that the court can give a permission in respect 
of Scottish or Irish residents which it cannot in 
respect of persons out of the United Kingdom 
(JEUNE, P.).—THE ELTON, [1891] P. 265, 269; 
60 L. J. P. 69; 65 L. T. 232; 39 W. R. 7038; 7 
T. L. R. 484; 7 Asp. M. L. C. 66. 

749. Further protection of persons resident in 
Scotland & Ireland.]—WILLIAMS v. CARTWRIGHT, 
No. 752, post. 

750. ‘* Conourrent remedy ’’—Remedy depend- 
ing on will & | aden of another person. }—He 
De Penny, Dp PENNY v. CHRISTIE, No. 755, post. 

‘““ Comparative cost & convenience.’’}—See Sub- 
sect. 2, post. 
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SuB-sECT. 2.—'‘‘ COMPARATIVE COST AND 
CONVENIENCE.”’ 


See R. S. O., Ord. XI., r. 2, p. 362, ante. 


7151. Object of rule.}—LENDERS v. ANDERSON, 
No. 746, ante. 

752. Words applicable to parties generally— 
Not exclusively to person to be served.}—Ord. XI., 
r. 1 (g), by which “ service out of the jurisdiction 
of a writ of summons, or notice of a writ of sum- 
mons, may be allowed by the court or a judge 
whenever ... any person out of the jurisdiction 
is @ necessary or proper party to an action properly 
brought against some other person duly served 
within the jurisdiction,’”’ applies to actions of tort, 
but the jurisdiction so given is discretionary. 

Where an action of deceit was brought against 
three defts. jointly, two of whom were resident 
in England & one in Scotland :—Held: as under 
the circumstances of the case ‘‘ comparative cost 
& convenience’? were in favour of proceeding 
against the last-mentioned deft. in England in 
the same action with the other defts., not in 
Scotland where he resided, service of the writ 
upon him out of the jurisdiction ought to be 
allowed. 

‘‘ Comparative cost & convenience ”’ in Ord. XI., 
r. 2, means, not the comparative cost & convenience 
to the person sought to be served only, but to the 
parties generally. 

R. 2 is a rule for the further protection of 
persons resident in Scotland or Ireland, not in 
favour of pltf. desiring to serve the writ there, &, 
if service ought not to be allowed having regard 
to r. 1 only, the case would be still stronger where 
r. 2 applies (LORD ESHER, M.R.). 

In my view, it is not the cost or convenience of 
deft. only whom it is sought to serve out of the 
jurisdiction which is referred to by the rule (r. 2), 
but the general cost & convenience of all parties 
to the action. In this case the books of the com- 
pany are in England; the material witnesses, or 
at any rate most of them, are in England; the 
prospectus complained of was issued in England. 
Then, again, it appears that it will be necessary 
to have a commission to examine witnesses in 
America; &, if there were separate actions against 
defts., one in England & the other in Scotland, it 
would be necessary to have two commissions, 
which would materially increase the expense. 
Having regard to all these matters, I think that 
comparative convenience is strongly in favour of 
allowing the three defts. to be sued in one action 
in this country (LOpPEs, L.J.). 

This is an appeal to the discretion of the court 
against the decision at which the judge at chambers, 
in the exercise of his discretion. arrived. I quite 
agree with what has been said as to the importance 
of not exercising our discretion adversely to the 
decision of the judge in such a case, except upon 
a very clear state of facts. But I thmk it very 
material to observe that in the present case the 
whole of the facts as laid before us do not appear 
to have been brought before the learned judge, & 
that he himself seems to have gathered that 
there might be other material facts, & expressly 
gave leave to file further affidavits, stating that 
the case was eminently a matter for the Court of 
Appeal. In reference to the construction of 
Ord. XI., r. 1 (g), there is no doubt that this deft., 
if sued alone, could not have been served in 
Scotland ; but r. 1 (g) can have no other meaning 
than this: viz. that, though a person cannot be 
served out of the jurisdiction if sued alone in this 
country, yet there are cases in which, if the action 
is properly brought in England against other 
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defts., it is right that he should be included in 
the same action with them. ... The question 
comes to be one of discretion, turning upon the 
comparative convenience of proceeding against the 
deft. in England or Scotland where he resides. 
In dealing with this question all the circumstances 
of the case must be taken into account, & among 
others, no doubt, the place of residence of the 
deft. to be served out of the jurisdiction. If 
deft. lived on the other side of the globe it might 
be another matter; but here he lives very little 
further away than if he resided in the extreme north 
of England. The question really is whether, on 
the statements made in these affidavits, it appears 
to be more convenient that the action as against 
the Scottish deft. should be tried in London or in 
Edinburgh. lI agree that, before making the order, 
we ought to see very plainly that comparative 
convenience is in favour of trying the action as 
against him in London (Riesy, L.J.).—WILLIAMS 
v. CARTWRIGHT, [1895] 1 Q. B. 142, 146-149; 64 
L. J. Q. B. 92; 71 L. T. 884; 43 W. R. 115; 14 
R. 98; 11 T. L. R. 81, C. A. 

753. Convenience of plaintiff—Cost to both 
sides.J—In an action to restrain the infringement 
of pltfs.’ trade mark & the sale of defts.’ goods as 
those of pltfs.’, defts. being resident in Ireland, 
& having neither property nor place of business 
nor agents within the jurisdiction, the judge 
discharged an order which he had made in chambers 
on an ec parte application for service of the writ 
out of the jurisdiction, on the ground that the 
action could have been more easily & cheaply 
tried in Ireland than in England, notwithstanding 
that a motion was pending in this court, on behalf 
of pltfs., for the registration of their trade mark & 
the removal from the register of the defts.’ trade 
mark. 

I certainly think a judge is bound to review his 
discretion if additional facts are brought to his 
notice. 

As regards the [rish business, it seems to me 
beyond doubt that it ought to be. & is, an Irish 
action & not an English action, & that the pro- 
ceedings ought to be in Ireland & not here. In 
the first place, consider the matter of witnesses. 
It may be that the pltfs. would have to take some 
witnesses over to Ireland. On the other hand, if 
the action proceeds in England the defts. would 
have ta bring all their witnesses over here. Again, 
as regards the extremely important question in an 
action of this kind—namely, discovery. If dis- 
covery is to be had against defts. it must be had 
somehow or other in Ireland. The only place 
in which the books can be seen is in Ireland, & 
the examination of the books, both for the pur- 
pose of the action & the trial, & still more for the 
purpose of account, if account is ordered, 
really goes to the root of the action. Therefore, 
there you have to my mind an extremely strong 
reason for proceeding in Ireland. 








Is not that conclusive really on the question of | 


convenience? I turn to Ord. XI., r. 2, & this is 
what I am to regard: ‘‘ The comparative cost & 
convenience of proceeding in England, or in the 
place of residence of deft., or person sought to be 
served.” I have not to regard the residence of 
pitf., & though I think the rule does not by any 
means exclude regard to the convenience of the 
pitf., still certainly his convenience is not by any 
means to be the sole guide, for that would really 
be the equivalent for saying that he might choose 
his own forum. What the court is to regard is 
the comparative cost & convenience of pro- 
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ceedings as regards both parties in reference to 
the general cost of the action, the cost to both sides. 
The convenience I think ought certainly to include 
dispatch as distinguished from delay. Now, 
regarding it with reference to what I have already 
said about witnesses & about discovery, it seems 
to me that cost & convenience both point to Ireland 
& not to England. That is also the residence of the 
defts., which is a thing I am bound under the rule 
to regard. So that, whether I take it outside the 
rule on the general question, or according to the 
terms of the rule, I think this ought to be regarded 
as an Irish case & not an English case (KEKE- 
WICH, J.).—-KINAHAN v. KINAHAN (1890), 45 Ch. D. 
78, 83, 85, 86; 59 L. J. Ch. 705, 708; 62 L. T. 
718; 38 W. R. 655. 

754. Factors for consideration—Residence of 
parties.J—A charter-party having been entered 
into in Scotland between pltfs. & a shipowner, both 
parties being resident in Scotland, on an ex parte 
motion to restrain the shipowner from dealing with 
the ship, which was then at a port within the 
jurisdiction, in a manner alleged to be incon- 
sistent with the charter-party :—Held: having 
regard to the discretion given to the court by 
Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. XI., r. la, it was not 
a case in which the court would grant an injunction 
or direct service of the writ out of the jurisdiction. 
—Ex parte McPuatL (1879), 12 Ch. D. 632; 48 
L. J. Ch. 415. 

755. D. P., who was born in 
Scotland in 1831, was from the year 1856 to the 
time of his death in 1890 mostly resident in Bolivia. 
In 1882 he married pltf., a native of Bolivia. In 
1886 he returned to Scotland, where he purchased 
an estate; &, in 1888, again returned to Bolivia. 
In May, 1890, he died in Bolivia, being then on 
his way to return to Scotland. Pltf., claiming to 
be the wife of D. P., procured from the Bolivian 
Court, ex parte, a declaration of the deceased’s 
intestacy, & that she was entitled to his move- 
ables, including the moveable or personal property 
in Kngland. D. P.’s next-of-kin, who were his 
four sisters, claiming that at his death the intestate 
was domiciled in Scotland, obtained ex parte 
from the court of Aberdeen a confirmation of their 
title, finding that the deceased died domiciled 
in Scotland, & appointing them executrices dative 
of the deceased ; &, pursuant to such decree, they 
delivered an inventory of the personal estate of 
the intestate in both England & Scotland, in 
accordance with the Confirmation & Probate 
Act, 1858, & found security for the administration 
of the intestate’s personal estate, the greater part 
of which was in England, & consisted of a sum of 
£36,000 in the hands of G. & S., who had been 
D. P.’s agents, & were the holders of a power of 
attorney from pltf. to prosecute actions here. The 
personalty in Scotland was of the value of £3,000. 
Pursuant to the above Act of 1858, the confirma- 
tion so obtained in Scotland was sealed by the 
Probate Court here, notwithstanding that a caveat 
had been entered on behalf of pltf., & the four 
sisters of the deceased thereby became the duly 
constituted legal personal representatives of the 
intestate in England. It was, however, intended 
to institute proceedings on pltf.’s behalf in Scotland 
for the revocation of the Scottish confirmation. 
This action was commenced against the execu- 
trices dative & G. & S., & pltf. claimed a declara- 
tion that the deceased died domiciled in Bolivia, 
administration, an injunction to restrain G. & S. 
from paying over the funds in their hands to the 
executrices, or otherwise parting with them except to 
pltf., an injunction to restrain the executrices from 
taking proceedings to recover, & from receiving 
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the intestate’s personal estate, & a receiver. 
The writ was duly served on G. & S. in London, 
& pitf. had, under Ord. XTI., r. 1 (f), obtained an 
order for service of the writ out of the jurisdiction 
on the executrices :—Held: on motion by the 
executrices to discharge the order for service, 
although the court would on a motion supported 
by proper evidence be justified in granting an 
injunction to restrain the executrices from suing 
G. & S. within the jurisdiction, as such an injunc- 
tion would be an injunction to restrain a thing 
being done within the jurisdiction, & consequently 
within Ord. XI., r. 1 (f), yet, under all the 
circumstances of the case, & particularly as the 
Scottish courts had already to some extent seisin 
of the case, & pltf. intended to institute further 
proceedings in Scotland, the order for service ought 
not to stand & must be discharged. 

A remedy which depends on the will & pleasure 
of another person is not a concurrent remedy 
within Ord. XI., r. 2. 

In any view of the case she must have recourse 
to the Scottish courts to establish her claim to 
the moveables there. Considering, then, that she 
must take proceedings in Scotland ; that there is 
no substantial risk of the English personal estate 
being lost to her if removed to Scotland, & that 
security has been given there for the due adminis- 
tration of the entire estate in both countries, 
& considering that the Scottish courts have to 
the extent above stated seisin of the case, I come 
to the conclusion that the service in Scotland 
ought not to stand. The Bolivian lady ought 
not to be allowed to draw the Scottish ladies across 
the border into the English courts, but must 
pursue them in the courts of their own country, 
which have jurisdiction to do her complete justice. 
I therefore accede to the application, & discharge 
the order for service out of the jurisdiction 
(CHiITty, J.).—Re Dr PENNY, Dr PENNY v. 
CHRISTIE, [1891] 2 Ch. 68, 71; 60 J. J. Ch. 518; 
64 L. T. 521; 39 W. R. 571. 














756. Plaintiff.J—KINAHAN v. KINA- 
HAN, No. 753, ante. 
757. Defendant. |—-WILLIAMS v. CART- 


WRIGHT, No. 752, ante. 

758. Facilities for trying cause 
locally.|—To obtain leave to serve deft. in Scot- 
land, it is not enough to show the amount of the 
claim, that the contract was made & the breach 
of it occurred in London, that pltf. & also the 
agent of deft. (who signed the contract.) reside 
in London, that all pitf.’s witnesses reside in 
London, & that it would be more convenient & 
less expensive to try the action in London than in 
Scotland. The affidavit should go on to show in 
what respect, regard being had to the facilities 
for trying the cause in the neighbourhood of 
deft.’s residence, it would be cheaper & more 
convenient to try in London. 

The judge should have information before him 
as to the comparative convenience of a trial in 
the one place rather than in the other. He can- 
not be said to have this unless he is informed 
whether or not there is at the place where the 
deft. resides a local court which has jurisdiction 
in the matter in question (GROVE, J.).—Woops 
v. M‘'INNES (1878), 4 C. P. D. 67, 68; 27 W. R. 
49 


759. Residence of material witnesses. ]— 
On the question of convenience, I do not see how 
it can be more convenient to try this case in 
Scotland. Pltf.’s case is that there has been an 
infringement of his patent in England; & the 
witnesses to prove that the articles in question 
were sold here must necessarily reside here. 
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Defts. say that they have a right to sell these 
thingsin England ; but they cannot want witnesses 
from Scotland to prove that (MATHEW, J.).— 
SPECKHART v. CAMPBELL, ACHNACH & Co., [1884] 
W.N. 24; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 196. 

760. -}+—Defts. have made an affidavit 
as to the witnesses they intend to call being resident 
in Ireland, & as to the greater convenience of 
trying the action in Ireland; but I cannot see 
that the witnesses are necessary for the decision 
of the questions as to the validity or infringement 
of the patent, & I am unable tosee that the case 
can be more cheaply or expeditiously tried in 
Ireland than in England (STIRLING, J.).—WASH- 
BURN & MOEN, ETC., Co. v. CUNARD S.S. Co. & 
PARKES (J. C.) & Sons (1889), 5 T. L. R. 592 ; 
GR. P. C. 398. 

761. -}—In an action to restrain the 
infringement of pltf.’s registered trade mark 
against a Scottish company with branch establish- 
ments in England, leave to serve the writ of 
summons out of the jurisdiction was given, as the 
injunction, if granted, could be enforced by 
sequestration against deft. company’s property 
in England. 

The main object of the action is to obtain an 
injunction. The wrong complained of is an 
infringement of pltf.’8 trade mark registered in 
England, & the thing sought to be restrained is 
selling in England what pltf. alleges are articles 
infringing his English trade mark. The case, 
therefore, on the mere question of jurisdiction, 
falls within Ord. XI., r. 1, & the only point to be 
considered is a question of discretion, namely, 
the proper exercise of the judicial discretion under 
r. 2 of the same Order. The additional facts are 
these: defts. are a Scottish corporation registered 
under the Companies Act, 1862 (c. 89), & their 
head office is in Scotland ; consequently it may be 
rightly termed a domiciled Scottish corporation ; 
it, however, has several places of business in this 
country, at Newcastle, at Manchester & at Hull, & 
on the circular which I have before me the offices 
at Manchester & Newcastle are referred to, as 
well also as one which is not mentioned in the 
evidence in London; it is plain that defts. are 
carrying on a considerable business in this country, 
& that they are selling here in this country, & 
therefore within the jurisdiction, those articles 
which pltf. says are an infringement of his trade 
mark. As an instance of the mode in which the 
defts. carry on their business pltf. swears, & there 
is no denial of the fact, that an English customer 
of his sent an order to the defts.’ head office, which 
is in Glasgow, & the order was executed through 
defts.? English office in Manchester; I have the 
letter before me. Now, in these circumstances, 
would it be right to discharge the order which 
has been made? I think not, & I think the facts 
which I have stated show that it would be more 
convenient that the action should proceed here, 
because the wrong has been done here. The 
business which pltf. complains of is being done 
here, & it appears to me, if the test of convenience 
is the mode of enforcing the order, that if pltf. 
should succeed in obtaining an injunction it can 
be well enforced in this country. Defts. being a 
corporation, of course, if an injunction were granted 
& disobeyed, the regular mode of procedure would 
be by sequestration. After what I have said 
with regard to the business, which seems to be of 
a somewhat considerable character, carried on by 
defts. in this country, it appears that an injunction 
can be effectually enforced in this country... . 
Pitf.’s witnesses, according to the affidavits, are all 
here. The acts of infringement which have been 
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committed in this country must be proved or dis- 
proved by witnesses here. Therefore we have 
pltf.’s witnesses in this country, & that is sworn to ; 
& as to defts.’ witnesses, some of them may be in 
Scotland, but if defts. dispute the infringements, 
as it is possible they may, then some of defts.’ 
witnesses must also be within the jurisdiction here. 
The result is that I think, when all the facts are 
considered, that this is an English case & not a 
Scottish case (CHITTY, J.).—Re BURLAND’s TRADE 
MARK, BURLAND v. BROXBURN OIL Co. (1889), 
41 Ch. D. 542, 548, 545, 546; 58 L. J. Ch. 591; 
60 L. T. 586; 37 W. R. 470; 6 T. I. R. 488; 
I Meg. 215; OR. P. C. 482 ; subsequent proceedings, 
42 Ch. D. 274. 








762. ——.}+—KINAHAN v. KINAHAN, No. 
753, ante 
63. ——.}+—WILLIAMS ¥v. CARTWRIGHT, 
No. 752, ante. 
764 Place where cause of action arose. }— 





Re BURLAND’S TRADE MARK, BURLAND v. BROX- 
BURN Or1L Co., No. 761, ante. 








765. ~}—WILLIAMS v. CARTWRIGHT, 
No. 752, ante. 
766. Place where subject-matter of action 





situated—Administration of Scottish trust.}—On 
the marriage of an Englishman, domiciled in 
England, with a Scottish lady, a settlement in 
Scottish form was made of her property, under 
which, after the death of the wife, the property 
went to the children of the marriage, subject only 
to an annuity to the husband. On the death of 
the wife, the only child of the marriage, an infant, 
resident with his father in England, commenced 
an action against the trustees to have the trusts 
administered by the court, alleging that the 
trustees improperly refused to allow maintenance 
out of the income. The trust property was all in 
Scotland, & the trustees all resided there. An 
order having been obtained for leave to serve 
the writ upon the trustees in Scotland :—Held: 
assuming that there was jurisdiction under Rules 
of Court, 1875, Ord. XI., r. 1, to allow service of 
the writ in Scotland, still under the discretion 
given by Ord. XI., r. la, such service ought not 
to be authorised, as it was more convenient & 
proper that the trusts of Scottish property held 
by Scottish trustees upon the trusts of a Scottish 
instrument should be administered by a Scottish 
than by an English court. Semble: under 
Ord. X1., r. 1, there was no jurisdiction to order 
service of the writ in Scotland.—CRESSWELL v. 
PARKER (1879), 11 Ch. D. 601; 40 L. T. 599; 27 
W. R. 897, C. A. 

767, ——— Place where books & documents 
kept.}—Pitf. (who resided in Ireland) & deft. 
entered into a partnership contract executed in 
London (deft. being described as a civil engineer 
of Victoria Street, Westminster) for the con- 
struction of a railway in Ireland. Deft. & his 
family went to reside in Ireland, he having to 
superintend the works in progress. The contract 
Poe that the business should be carried on in 

ictoria Street & Ireland, & that the books should 
be kept at Victoria Street. After a very short 
time this clause was abandoned & the business & 
the books were carried on & kept in Ireland. 
Disputes having arisen, pltf., while residing for a 
short time in England, obtained leave from the 
chief clerk, upon an ex parte application in 
chambers, to issue & serve out of the jurisdiction 
a writ in an action for the taking of the accounts 
& for the appointment of a receiver & manager :— 
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Held: under Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. XI., 
rr. 1 & la, the application of plitf. was improper, & 
the writ must be discharged with costs.—ToTTEN- 
HAM v. BARRY (1879), 12 Ch. D. 797; 48 L. J. Ch. 
641; 28 W. R. 180. 

768. ——— ——.]—KINAHAN wv. KINAHAN, No. 


753, ante. 

769. ——.}+— WILLIAMS v. CARTWRIGHT, 
No. 752, ante. 

770. Double litigation.]—-This case raised 
intricate & important considerations affecting the 
concurrent jurisdiction of the English & Irish 
courts with respect to English trust property 
invested in land in Tiglana. Pitf., an infant 
beneficiary under a marriage settlement, brought 
the above action for execution of the settlement 
trusts, & to make good alleged breaches of trust, 
by which the trust fund had been invested on 
mortgage of land in Ireland & lost unless it could 
be followed into first & second mortgages affecting 
the land. There were several defts., some residing 
in this country & some in Ireland. Defts. in this 
country were the representatives of a deceased 
trustee & the personal representative of another 
person charged with being privy to & participating 
in the alleged breaches of trust. The parties in 
Ireland were the surviving trustee of the settle- 
ment (who was also by devolution owner of the 
mortgaged estates & claimed to be beneficially 
entitled to the first & second mortgages) & two 
ease holding sub-mortgages alleged to have 

een made in breach of trust. The surviving 
trustee & the two sub-mortgagees were served 
with the writ in Ireland. The surviving trustee 
submitted to the jurisdiction, but the sub-mort- 
gagees moved to discharge the order for service 
out of the jurisdiction on two grounds: (1) that 
the cause of action against them was one in which 
no parties within the jurisdiction were interested, 
& that consequently there was no jurisdiction to 
make the oa (wde Rules of 1883, Ord. XI., 
r. 1 (g)); & (2) that any question so far as they 
were concerned might effectually be raised in 
proceedings now pending for sale of the mort- 
gaged estates in the Land Court in Ireland upon 
the ruling of the schedule of encumbrances & 
consequently that the court ought not to exercise 
ae eee even if it possessed it (wide Ord. 

oy Te S)s 

With regard to defts.’ first ground of objection, 
in my opinion all defts. are necessary parties to 
the action, wherever it might be tried. The cause 
of action was the same against all, although the 
remedies against & the liabilities of the different 
defts. were different. With regard to the second 
objection, if I were to uphold it, either the parties 
resident in England would have to be served with 
the proceedings in Ireland, or two sets of pro- 
ceedings would have to be carried on, one in 
England & the other in Ireland. In the first 
alternative the parties resident in England would 
raise exactly the same objection in the Irish 
courts to being taken to Ireland, & the result 
would be a deadlock. In the second alternative 
there would also be two sets of proceedings, one 
in England & the other in Ireland, in each of which 
all the same evidence would have to be gone 
through. Therefore, on the ground of comparative 
cost & convenience, I come to the conclusion 
that the action in this court ought to continue 
as at present constituted, & that the defts. 
were properly served (CHitTry, J.).—SEYMOUR 
es [1888] W. N. 17; 4 T. L. R. 

771. ———. }— WILLIAMS: v. 
No. 752, ante. 
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772, ——— Scottish courts already having seisin 
of case.}—Re Dm PEnNNy, De PENNY v. CHRISTIE, 
No. 755, ante. 

778. Possibility of enforcing remedy.]— 
A summons by T., a manufacturer, resident in 
Scotland, for leave to register a trade mark, was 
pending before Nortu, J., & was opposed by J., 
also resident & carrying on a similar manufacture 
in Scotland, on the ground that the mark was 
similar to one belonging to J. J. applied for leave 
to issue a writ against T. for an injunction & 
damages, on the ground that T. was selling his 
goods in England in such a way as to lead the 
public to believe that they were J.’s goods. J. 
deposed that the same witnesses would be required 
on the summons & in the action, & that it would 
be most convenient & would save great expense 
if the action was brought in England, or that the 
summons & action could be tried together :— 
Held: as an injunction in England could only be 
enforced against agents of T., & not against 
himself, leave ought not to be given to issue the 
writ, the matter being one which was better left 
to the courts of Scotland. 

If an injunction were granted by an English 
court, that court could not enforce it against the 
deft. himself, but only against his servants & 
agents in England, who are not the persons 
primarily responsible. On the other hand, a 
Scottish court could enforce its orders against 
deft. himself, & this being so, I think that there 
is no sufficient reason for withdrawing the case 
from the Scottish courts. he application will 
therefore be refused (CoTTON, L.J.).—MARSHALL 
v. MARSHALL (1888), 38 Ch. D. 830, 331, 332; 
59 L. T. 581, C. A. 

774. ——.]—Re BURLAND’S TRADE MARK, 
BURLAND v. BROXBURN O1L Co., No. 761, ante. 

775. Dispatch—As_ distinguished from 
delay.]—KINAHAN v. KINAHAN, No. 753, ante. 
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R.S.C., Ord. XI.,r.2a. Notwithstanding anything contained 
in Rule 1 of this Order, the parties to any Contract may agree 
(a) that the High Court of Justice shall have jurisdiction to 
entertain any action {fn Ne ee of such contract, and, moreover 
or in the alternative, (6) that service of any Writ ot Summons 
in any such Action may be effected at any place within or out 
of the Jurisdiction on any party or on any person on behalf of 
any party or in any manner specifled or indicated in such 
Contract. Service of any such Writ of Summons at the place 
(if any) or on the party or on the person (if any) or in the 
manner (if any) specified or indicated in the Contract shall 
be deemed to be good and effective service wherever the parties 
are resident, and if no place or mode or person be so specified 
ai ee service out of the jurisdiction of such Writ may 

e ordered. 


776. Appointment of agent within jurisdiction 
to accept service.|—A contract for delivery & 
acceptance of certain quantities of copper, between 
& company whose registered office was in the 
United Kingdom & a company incorporated under 
decrees & articles of association according to the 
law of France, with their principal office in Paris, 
& having no place of business in the United 
Kingdom, contained a clause that same should be 
construed according to English law, & that a firm 
of metal-brokers in London should be agents for 
the French company, ‘‘on whom any writ or 
other legal process arising out of the contract 
might be served.’”’ Subsequently the French 
company was declared to be in judicial liquidation 
under the direction & supervision of the Tribunal 
of Commerce of the Seine:—Held: service 
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of a writ in an action by the English company 
upon a member of the firm named in the contract 
was a good service, although not a service within 
the Rules of the Supreme Court.—THARSIS 
SuLpHUR & COPPER Co., LrD. v. SOCIETE DES 
Mrtraux (1889), 58 L. J. Q. B. 435; 60 L. T. 
924; 38 W. R. 78; 5 T. L. BR. 618, D.C. 

777, ——.]—In a contract of sale made 
between pltfs. & defts., it was agreed that the 
service of proceedings upon a party residing or 
carrying on business in Scotland or Ireland by 
leaving the same at the office of an association in 
London, together with the posting of a copy of 
such proceedings to the address in Scotland or 
Ireland of such party, should be deemed good 
service. Defts. were domiciled & carried on 
business in Scotland. Pltfs. brought this action 
against defts. in respect of the contract of sale, & 
the writ was served in the manner provided by 
the contract :—Held: the agreement as to service 
was valid & binding, & defts. were not entitled 
to have the service of the writ set aside. 

Tharsis Sulphur Company v. Société des Métauz, 
No. 776, ante, approved. 

British Wagon Company, Limited v. Gray, No. 
779, post, distinguished.—MONTGOMERY v. LIEBEN- 
THAL [1898] 1 Q. B. 487; 67 L. J. Q. B. 313; 78 
L. T. 211; 46 W. R. 292; 14 T. L. R. 201; 42 
Sol. Jo. 232, C. A. 

778. -}—By an indenture dated Dec. 2, 
1922, deft. mortgaged his reversionary interest in 
certain trust funds in favour of pltfs. By this 
indenture it was agreed & declared that in case 
pltfs. should take, or desire to take, any legal 
proceedings against deft. for the purpose of 
enforcing the mortgage by foreclosure or other- 
wise, & deft. should not be within the jurisdiction 
of the English courts, or his address should not 
be known to the pltfs., or pltfs. should not be 
able to find deft., or for any other reason should 
not be able to effect prompt service upon him, 
it should be lawful for pltfs. to serve any writ 
or summons by leaving the same or a copy thereof 
with their secretary or actuary for the time being, 
& such service should be deemed to be good 
personal service of the document upon the deft. 
Deft. was resident in America. On Nov. 4, 1927, 
pltfs. wrote to deft. at his last known American 
address, pointing out that two instalments of 
interest on his loan to Oct. 1, 1927, were owing. 
To this letter pltfs. received no reply, & after 
communicating with the solicitors who had acted 
for deft. on the occasion of the mortgage, & 
ascertained that such solicitors were unable to 
get into touch with deft., pltfs. decided to proceed 
by way of foreclosure, & instructed their solicitors 
accordingly. On March 23, 1928, a copy of the 
originating summons was served on the secretary 
& actuary of pltfs. as provided by the mortgage. 
The adjourned summons came before the master 
on June 11, 1928, when he adjourned it to the 
judge in chambers, mainly because of the manner 
in which service of the originating summons 
had been effected. On the summons coming 
before the judge in chambers on June 19 he 
adjourned it into court, & the question whether 
the service of the summons was effective now came 
on for argument. 

Montgomery, Jones & Co. v. Liebenthal & Co., 
No. 777, ante, is the latest authority for the proposi- 
tion that a person domiciled outside the jurisdiction 
might contract that service of a writ or summons 
on an agent in England was valid. I hold, there- 
fore, on the authorities, that I am not in a position 
to say that the service of the summons in the 
present case is not good service (TOMLIN, J,).— 
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Sect. 6.—Agreement as to service. Sects. 7 & 8: 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A., B., C., D. (a) & (6).] 


REVERSIONARY INTEREST SociEty, LTp. v. Lock- 
ING, [1928] W. N. 227. 

779. Agreement by person domiciled or 
ordinarily resident in Scotland—For service on writ 
in Scotland.]—An agreement by a person domiciled 
or ordinarily resident in Scotland that a writ for 
breach of contract arising within the jurisdiction 
may be served on him in Scotland does not 
authorise the court to direct service of such a 
writ in Scotland, as to do so would be in direct 
contravention of Ord. XIJI., r. 1 (e).— BRITISH 
Wacon Co. tv. Gray, [L896] 1 Q. B. 353 65 
I. J. Q. B. 753 73 1. T. 498; 44 W. R118; 12 
T. 1. R. 64; 40 Sol. Jo. 83, C. A. 





Sect. 7.-- PROBATE ACTIONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 3. In Probate actions service of a writ 
of summons or notice of a writ of summons may by leave of the 
Court or a Judge be allowed out of the jurisdiction, 


SrecT. $.- LEAVE FOR SERVICE OUT OF 
JURISDICTION. 


SuUB-sECT. 1.— NECESSITY Por JEAVE. 


R.S.C., Ord. IL, r. 4. No writ of summons for service out of 
the jurisdiction, or of which notice is to be given out of the 
q aE pe eon, Shall be issued without the leave of the Court or a 

nudge. 


Discretion to grant or refuse leave.]— Sce Sect. 4, 
sub-sect. 2, aute. 

780. Leave essential.J—PRESTON +. 
No. 829, post. 


LAMONT, 


SvpB-secT. 2.— APPLICATION Por TAEAVRE. 
A. To whom made. 


To judge in chambers—Not to master, Registrar, 
or District Registrar.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., 
r. 6, Part XXXVI., Sect. 6, posts Ord. LIV., r. 12 
(b), Part LXV., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, post; Ord. LV., 
r. 15, Part LXXI., Sect. 15, sub-sect. 1, post. 

781. Leave to amend granted by master— 
Adding defendants out of jurisdiction.]—A master 
may give leave to amend the writ by adding defts. 
out of the jurisdiction, but the writ cannot be 
served out of the jurisdiction without the order 
of a judge.—BurtT v. BowEN (1891), 8 'T. IL. R. 28. 


B. How made. 


782. Applications for leave to issue & leave to 
serve—Made simultaneously or separately. |}—Appli- 
cations for leave to issue a writ for service out of 
the jurisdiction, & for leave to serve out of the 
jurisdiction the writ when issued, should be made 
in chambers; & such applications may be made 
either simultaneously or separately. 

Evidence is only requisite upon the application 
for leave to serve, If the applications are simul- 
taneous, the affidavit in support of the application 
for leave to serve should be intituled in the matter 
of the intended action, if separate, in the action, — 
STIGAND v. STIGAND (1882), 19 Ch. TD). 460: 5] 
L. J. Ch. 446; 30 W. R. 312. 





PRACTICE. 


C. Second Application. 


788. Right to make—Failure of first applica- 
tion considered in granting leave.}—In considering 
whether this was a proper case for service out of 
the jurisdiction, it must first be remembered that 
this is the second application to serve notice of 
writ on the bank. 1 do not say that the first 
application is a bar to a subsequent one, but it is 
a circumstance which the court must consider 
before granting leave (Fry, L.J.).— STrauss & 
Co. v. GOLDSCHMID (1892), 8 T. Ia. R. 512. 

784. Insufficient disclosure on first applica- 
tion.]—Inasmuch as the application is made 
ex parte, full & fair disclosure is necessary, as in 
all ex parte applications, & a failure to make such 
full & fair disclosure would justify the court in 
discharging the order, even although the party 
might afterwards be in a position to make another 
application (FARWELL, J.J.) - Tue HAGEN, [1908] 
P. 189, 201; 77). J. P. 124; 98 1. T. 891; 21 
T. dR. 4113 11 Asp. M. 1. C. 66, C. A. 











D. Affidavit or other Hvidence in Support, 
(a) In General. 


R.S. C., Ord. XI, r. 4. Every application for leave to serve 
such writ or notice on a defendant out of the jurisdiction shall 
be supported by affidavit, or other cvidence, stating that in the 
belief of the deponent the plaintiff has a good cause of action, 
and showing in what place or country such defendant is or 
probably may be found, and whether such defendant is oa British 
subject or not, and the grounds upon which the application is 
made; and no such leave shall be granted unless it shall be 
made sufficiently to appear to the Court or Judge that the case 
is a proper one for service out of the jurisdiction under this 


Order, 


785. Evidence only requisite upon application 
for leave to serve--Simultaneous or separate 
applications for leave to issue & leave to serve.]— 
STIGAND tv. STIGAND, No. 782, ante. 

786. Evidence as to domicil—-Action trans- 
ferred from county court.]—-Woop v7. MIDDLETON, 
No. 600, ante. 


(b) Affidacit tn 


See R.S. C., Ord. XI, vr. 4, supra. 

787. Whether affidavit essential.J—This was an 
application ev parte for the service of the writ. 
in an action for partition upon some of defts. out 
of the jurisdiction, under Rules of Court, 1875, 
Ord. XI., r. 3. The Vice-Chancellor required an 
affidavit to be made before granting the applica- 
tion. - RANDALL v. CAMPBELL, [1877] W. N. 201. 

788. -}—DIckson v. LAW & DAVIDSON, 
No. 799, post. 

789. Right to have facts placed upon affidavit 
——Objection to evidence at chambers—Amendment 
of indorsement.|—The provisions of Ord. XXVIII. 
as to the arnendment of indorsements & pleadings 
apply to writs issued for service out of the juris- 
diction, & a statement of claim indorsed on such 
a writ may be amended without the necessity 
of re-serving the writ or notice thereof upon deft. 
after amendment. 

Where leave for such amendment is necessary, 
pitf. must show that the amended claim is in 
respect of a cause of action which would have 
entitled him, had it been preferred in the first 
instance, to leave to issue a writ for service out 
of the jurisdiction. 

In the second place, it is contended that the 
amendment was made upon a statement of facts 
which was not verified by affidavit. If the party 
takes the objection at chambers that the judge 
has not the proper evidence before him, he cannot 
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make the order; the opposing party is entitled 
to have the facts upon which the order is founded 
placed upon affidavit, upon terms as to costs in 
proper cases. I am, however, not satisfied in the 
present case that the point was taken before the 
judge in chambers. The appeal must be dismissed 
(CAVE, J.).—HOLLAND v. LESLIE, [1894] 2 Q. B. 
346, 348, 450; 63 L. J. Q. B. 679; 71 L. T. 33; 
42 W. R. 560, 577; 10 T. L. R. 556; 38 Sol. 
Jo. 581, 578; 9 R. 748, C. A. 

790. How intituled.J}—When it is necessary to 
serve a writ in an action on a deft. out of the 
jurisdiction there must be an affidavit in support 
of the application, & the order made under Rules 
of Court, 1875, Ord. II., r. 4, will provide, if 
necessary, for service of interrogatories, & also 
for the issuing of an injunction, if it should be 
applied for ex parte. The affidavit should be 
intituled in the contemplated action, & also in 
the Judicature Acts.-- YouNG v. BRAssEy (1875), 
1 Ch. D. 277; 45 1. J. Ch. 142; 24 W. R. 110; 
1 Char. Pr. Cas. 88. 

791. -]—An affidavit to ground a motion 
for liberty to issue a writ for service out of the 
jurisdiction should be entitled ‘In the matter of 
a proposed ”’ pitf. & deft.— BLAKE v. LEVER (1880), 
6L. HR. Ir. 476. 

792. -}—STIGAND v. STIGAND, No. 782, ante. 

793. By whom made—Any person who can 
swear to facts — Secretary of plaintiff.]—-The 
evidence required by Rules of Court, 1875, 
Ord. XI., r. 3, of the grounds on which an applica- 
tion for service of a writ out of the jurisdiction 
is apphed for must be evidence to prove that 
there is a cause of action, & that such cause of 
action arose within the jurisdiction; but the 
court will not allow such evidence to be contro- 
verted, or go into the merits of the case. A com- 
pany registered in Kngland for working a mine 
in Australia brought an action against persons 
connected with the formation of the company 
making a prima facie case for relief in respect of 
acts within the jurisdiction. The court refused 
to make an order under Ord. XI., r. 1, for service 
of the writ in Australia upon one of defts. who 
was a British subject, until pltfs. produced an 
affidavit by their secretary that he was informed 
& believed that there was a good cause of action 
within the jurisdiction. 

It is unnecessary that the pltfs. should make 
the affidavit themselves. Anybody who can 
swear to it can make the affidavit (BRAMWELL, 
J.A.).—-GREAT AUSTRALIAN GOLD MINING Co. v. 
MARTIN (1877), 5 Ch. D. 1; 461. J. Ch. 2893; 35 
I. T. 874; 25 W. RR, 246, C. A. 

794. Responsible person.}—Appeal 
from an order to set aside an order made giving 
pltfs. leave to issue a concurrent writ against 
deft., & to serve it upon him in the manner 
specified below. 

Pltfs. claimed £77 19s. 10d. for fees for work 
done & money expended as solicitors to the 
administrators (of whom deft. was one) of the 
estate of Elizabeth, who died on Jan. 29, 1923, 
leaving her surviving three sons, of whom deft. was 
the eldest, & three daughters, of whom one was 
Evelyn, spinster. After disputes & differences had 
arisen between the members of the family, in the 
course of which pltfs. acted for Evelyn Nathan & 
her sisters, & Messrs. Grundy & Co. acted for 
deft., ultimately it was agreed that a grant of 
letters of administration to Evelyn & the deft. 
jointly should be applied for upon the understand- 
ing that each administrator should act only upon 
the advice of his or her solicitor. On Sept. 21, 
1923, after the proper proceedings had been gone 
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through, letters of administration were granted 
to Evelyn & to deft. jointly. On Sept. 30, 1924, 
plitfs. sent to deft.’s solicitors their bill of costs for 
work done by them in the administration, amount- 
ing to £70 10s. 2d., & afterwards two supplemental 
bills amounting to £7 9s. 8d. Early in 1925 Evelyn 
changed her solicitors. Pltfs. subsequently ascer- 
tained that the assets of the estate amounted to 
about £345 & the debts to about £117 in addition 
to those specified in the affidavit leading to the 
grant of administration, & that the administrators 
purported to have paid all the creditors, including 
deft.’s solicitors in full, without making provision 
for pltfs.’ costs. Thereupon, through their London 
agents, pltfs. drew up a statement containing 
these facts, & submitted it to the Council of the 
Law Society, who expressed the view that the 
charges & disbursements of pltfs. & of the solicitors 
to deft. ought to have been “ included in one bill 
limited to items properly chargeable in the 
effective administration ’’; that that bill should 
have been paid in priority to the other creditors ; 
& that the administrators & their sureties were 
responsible for the correct administration of the 
estate, & consequently for the proper costs, to 
the extent of the estate. On March 21, 1928, 
pltfs. brought the action claiming £77 19s. 10d. 
for work done & money paid, as above stated. 

The power of our Superior Courts to allow 
service out of the jurisdiction must be exercised 
with great care & circumspection. In some 
countries it is looked upon with great disfavour. 
R. S. C., Ord. XI., lays down the conditions upon 
which the leave may be given. One of these is 
that the affidavit in support of the application 
for leave should state that the deponent believes 
that pltf. has a good cause of action. In my 
view a statement to that effect is vital, & the 
coum ought not to grant leave unless the Fe Se 
tion is supported by the evidence on oath of a 
responsible person that he believes in pltf.’s claim, 
& it would be a very bad precedent to grant the 
application in the absence of such testimony 
(ScRUTTON, L.J.). 

The appeal was allowed, & the order for service 
out of jurisdiction was set aside.—VAUDREY v. 
NATHAN, [1928] W. N. 154, C. A. 

795. Contents of affidavit—Statement of cause 
of action.|—GREAT AUSTRALIAN GOLD MINING 
Co. v. MARTIN, No. 793, ante. 

796. ——.]—-Where a pltf. has obtained 
leave under Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. XI., to 
serve a writ out of the jurisdiction, & deft. moves 
to discharge the order, affidavits are admissible 
to contest the question whether the cause of action 
arose within the jurisdiction. In cases where deft. 
is resident in Scotland or Ireland, the omission 
of the statement that he is a British subject is not 
material. HKules of Court, 1875, Ord. XI., r. la, 
giving a discretion to the judge when deft. resides 
in Scotland or Ireland, only relates to actions 
on contracts, & will not be applied to other 
actions. 

The rule means that the facts stated in the 
affidavit must show a good cause of action; it is 
not necessary to say in words: ‘“' there is a cause 
of action.’”’ Certainly no court would discharge 
an order properly made because the affidavit did 
not contain that which it is directed it should 
contain when the matter so directed is a wholly 
immaterial one, & one as to which there is no 
question (JESSEL, M.R.).—FOWLER v, BARSTOW 
(1881), 20 Ch. D. 240; 51 L. J. Ch. 108; 45 
L. T. 603 ; 30 W. R. 112, C. A. 

797. —-——,]—-SHEARMAN_ v. 
No. 668, ante. 





FINDLAY, 
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Sect. 8.—Leave for servtce out of jurisdiction: Sub- 
sect. 2, D. (b) ; sub-sect. 8.] 


798. —— -+—-In my experience, it very 
seldom happens that the affidavit in support of 
the ex parte application under that order, notwith- 
standing that it is generally made by pltf.’s 
solicitor, strictly or satisfactorily complies with 
the exigencies of the order. In this particular 
case there is this extraordinary omission in the 
solicitor’s affidavit, that there is no plain simple 
statement of the belief that pltfs. have a good 
cause of action (KEKEWICH, J.).—KINAHAN v. 
KINAHAN (1890), 45 Ch. D. 78, 83; 59 L. J. Ch. 
705; 62 L. T. 718; 38 W. R. 655. 

799. ——.]—A writ was issued against 
& served upon a sole deft., who was within the 
jurisdiction. He applied for leave to issue a 
third-party notice against D., who was out of the 
jurisdiction. On the hearing of this application 
the judge directed that D. should be added as 
deft., & gave pltf. leave to add D. & to amend the 
writ, & to serve the amended writ upon D. out of 
the jurisdiction. No affidavit had been made, 
as required by Ord. XI., r. 4, that pltf. had a good 
cause of action, etc. The amended writ was 
served on D. out of the jurisdiction, but it did not 
bear the indorsement, prescribed by Form No. 5 
in Appendix A. to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
for a writ to be served out of the jurisdiction :— 
Held: these omissions were mere irregularities 
& not matters of substance, & they did not entitle 
D. to have the amended writ & the service thereof 
upon him set aside. 

When there is enough to satisfy the court that 
plitf. has a good cause of action, the absence of a 
formal affidavit to that effect is not a matter of 
substance; & though, if my attention had been 
directed to the point when I made the order, I 
should have required such an affidavit to be made, 
I do not think I] am bound by reason of its absence 
now to set aside the service of the writ (NORTH, J.). 
—-Dickson v. Law & Davipson, [1895] 2 Ch. 
62,65; 64 L. J. Ch. 490; 72 L. T. 680; 43 W. R. 
596; 39Sol. Jo. 396; 13 R. 431. 

800. -]—VAUDREY v. NATHAN, No. 
794, ante. 

801. Fair & full statement of facts on 
which application depends.}—Now, I do not for a 
moment intimate an opinion that persons applying 
for ex parte orders of this kind ought not fully & 
fairly to state the facts on which their application 
depends, but fully as I adhere to that rule, it is 
in my opinion too late for deft., who has lain by 
without taking any steps for more than twelve 
months, to ask us to interfere on the ground of 
those alleged irregularities, however, much we 
might have attended to them if, immediately after 
the service had been made, he had applied on those 
grounds to discharge the order for service (COTTON, 
L.J.).—REYNOLDS v. COLEMAN (1887), 36 Ch. D. 
453, 461, 462, C. A. 

eae ——— ———.}-THE HAGEN, No. 784, ante. 




















the jurisdiction. The affidavit stated that the 


cause of action arose within the jurisdiction, & — 


that it was for money paid by pltf. for deft., & 
interest thereon, & that deft. was bound to in- 
demnify pltf. 

The general affidavit that the cause of action 


what is requisite is pointed out by the rule. 


General statement insufficient.) — 
—This was an appeal from a decision of the master | 
that an affidavit produced was insufficient under | 
the above rule (1875, Ord. XI., r. 1) to enable | 
him to make an order for service of a writ out of | 


PRACTICE. 


Maes affidavit by stating that the money was paid 
London (LusH, J.).—ANON., [1875] W. N. 202. 

804. ——— Misstatements of fact—Show- 
ing overwhelmingly good cause of action. ]}—Where 
an ex parte application is made to the court, the 
person making it must observe uberrima fides ; 
otherwise he is liable to have the order discharged 
at the instance of the person against whom it has 
been obtained. 

Where an ex parte order had been made, under 
Ord. XI., r. 4, for service of the writ of summons 
in an action upon defts., who were resident out 
of the jurisdiction, but the affidavit upon which 
the order was obtained contained misstatements 
of fact, which had the effect of showing that pltfs. 
had primd facie an overwhelmingly good cause of 
action, the court held that Ord. XJI., r. 4, must be 
strictly enforced, & therefore the order for service 
out of the jurisdiction must be discharged.— 
PERU REPUBLIC v. DrEYFUs Bros. & Co. (1886), 
55 L. T. 802; 3 T. L. R. 95. 

805. —— Insufficient disclosure. }—PLAs- 
KITT v. Eppis, No. 715, ante. 

806. -——-—— Material misrepresentation. |— 
W., a London fruiterer, issued a writ of summons 
& served it personally on M. in Scotland, to recover 
a debt of £47 money due. W. made an affidavit 
that there was no local court having jurisdiction 
in Scotland, whereon the judge gave leave to serve 
M. in Scotland. M. entered appearance in the 
High Court, & applied to set aside writ & service 
on the ground that there was a local county court 
having jurisdiction :—Held: the writ & service 
must be set aside as contrary to the Judicature 
Acts, & the entering of appearance did not estop 
M. from so applying.—WHITE v. MACGREGOR 
ore 46 J. P. 776. 














ee 





: ~}—An application for 
leave to issue a writ for service out of the juris- 
diction ought to be made with great care & looked 
at strictly. If a material representation upon 
which the leave was obtained in the first instance 
turns out to be unfounded, pltf. ought not to be 
allowed, when an application is made by deft. to 
discharge the order for the issue of the writ & 
the service, to set up another & a distinct cause 
of action which was not before the judge upon 
the original application (RommrR, L.J.).—PARKER 
v. SCHULLER (1901), 17 T. L. R. 299, C. A. 

808. ‘‘ Place or country where defendant 
is or probably may be found ’’—British naval 
officer on board a warship.}—Ord. XI., r. 4, pro- 
vides that an application for an order to serve 
a writ on deft. out of the jurisdiction shall be sup- 
ported by an affidavit showing ‘‘ in what place or 
country such deft. is or probably may be found.”’ 
Evidence that deft. is on board one of His Majesty’s 
ships in the Mediterranean is insufficient to sup- 
port an application for such an order, because it 
fails to show within sufficient limits the place or 
country in which deft. is or probably may be found. 
—SEAGROVE v. PARKS, [1891] 1 Q. B. 551; 60 
L. J. Q. B. 855, D. C. 

809. ———.}—The judge in chambers 
was asked to extend the eight days fixed by the 
ordinary form of writ of summons as the time 
after service for entry of appearance. Proof was 
given that deft. was a naval officer serving on 
a British ship off the West Coast of Africa, 
& the case of Seagrove v. Parka, No. 808, ante, 
was cited to show that deft. could not be served 
under Ord. XI. The judge made the order, & an 











_ ordinary writ for service within the jurisdiction 
arose within the jurisdiction is not now sufficient; | weten ot bee ee oinnee 
Amend | 


ninety days to appear 
instead of the ordinary oe days.—- FRASER v. 
AKERS (1891), cited in 35 Sol. Jo. 477. 


Part XIII.—Servickt Out oF THE JURISDICTION. 


810. ——— ‘‘ Whether such defendant is a 
British subject or not ’’—Defendant resident in 
Scotland or Ireland.j—As regards r. 3 [Rules of 
Court, 1875, Ord. XI.] it is said that it must be 
taken literally, & that the order was not made 
upon proper materials because it was not stated 
that deft. is a British subject. I cannot allow 
such an objection as that to prevail. I do not 
think it would be right to hold that that is so vital 
a matter that the affidavit, which does not contain 
those words, must be considered to be bad, & that 
I must discharge the writ even if there be merits 
in reference to it. There are, however, no such 
merits in the present case. No doubt the par- 
ticular clause in reference to Scotland & Ireland 
existed before, & had reference to service upon 
foreigners, as to whom it might be taken into 
consideration by the judge in giving leave that the 
court was dealing with persons not under the 
allegiance of Her Majesty, & therefore the court 
was to consider the propriety of giving them notice 
of the case against them, & in the proceedings 
they were told that they were under the juris- 
diction of a foreign court, or at all events that they 
were not domiciled in this country (IIALL, V.-C.).— 
TOTTENHAM v. BARRY (1879), 12 Ch. D. 797; 48 
L. J. Ch. 641; 28 W. R. 180. 

811. FOWLER v. BARSTOW, 
No. 796, ante. 

8 Whether conformity with words of 
rule essential. }—-FowLER v. BARSTOW, No. 796, ante. 

: -}+—My rule is to look through 
the affidavit or affidavits to see that one or more 
of the cases mentioned in the several rules of 
Ord. XI. is fairly met. Generally, 1 require that 
the affidavit should be in conformity with the very 
words of the rule; but if the substance is there, I 
sometimes, though not without hesitation, do not 
insist upon exact compliance with the language 
of the rule (KEKEWICcH, J.).—COLLINS v. NORTH 
British & MERCANTILE INSURANCE Co., PRATT 
v. SAME, [1894] 8 Ch. 228, 234, 235; 63 L. J. Ch. 
709; 43 W. R. 106; 8 R. 470. 

——— Comparative cost & convenience—Defen- 
dant resident in Scotland or Ireland. ]—See Sect. 5, 
sub-sect. 2, ante. 
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SUB-SECT. 3.—ORDER GIVING LEAVE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XI, r.5. Any order giving leave to effect such 
service or give such notico shall limit a time after such service 
or notice within which such defendant is to enter an appearance, 
such time to depend on the place or country where or within 
which the writ is to be served or the notice given. 


Objections to order after appearance.]—See 
Part XTIV., Sect. 13, sub-sect. 5, post. 

Setting aside order.|— See Part XIV., Sect. 13, 

ost. 

814. Imposition of terms—Discretion of court.] 
—Service out of the jurisdiction is purely dis- 
cretionary, & consequently the court has power to 
impose terms upon the parties (STIRLING, J.).— 
WASHBURN & MOEN, ETC., Co. v. CUNARD S.S. 
Co. & PARKES (J. C.) & Sons (1889), 5 T. L. R. 
592; 6R. P. C. 398. 

815. Limitation of plaintiff’s claim.]}— 
A writ having been issued for service out of the 
jurisdiction under the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1852 (c. 76), 8. 18, deft. applied on affidavit 
to set it aside, on the ground that the cause of 
action did not arise within the jurisdiction; & 
the court, not being satisfied that pltf. did not 
intend to sue for matters not arising within the 
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jurisdiction, made an order to set aside the writ, 
unless pltf. would give an undertaking to prove 
a cause of action arising within the jurisdiction 
& to confine himself to that cause of action.— 
DIAMOND v. SuTTON (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 130; 
85 L. J. Ex. 129; 18 L. T. 800; 12 Jur. N.S. 
319; 14 W. R. 374. 

816. Abuse of process.|—An order 
having been obtained under Ord. XI., r. 1 (e), 
for service of notice of a writ out of the jurisdiction 
in an action for the price of goods supplied, & 
service having been effected accordingly, deft. 
applied to a judge at chambers to rescind the order 
& set aside the subsequent proceedings under it. 
The judge, being doubtful on the affidavits used 
whether there had been any breach of the contract 
within the jurisdiction, refused the application, 
but ordered that pltf.’s claim should be limited to 
the recovery of the price of goods in respect of which 
it might appear at the trial that the writ could 
have been properly served out of the jurisdiction : 
—Held: the order of the judge at chambers was 
rightly made. 

Service of notice of writ out of the jurisdiction 
cannot be obtained without the process of the 
court, & whether service out of the jurisdiction 
shall be allowed or not is now a matter for the 
discretion of the judge in the same way as it was 
under the old practice. There is no absolute 
right strictissimi juris, when there has been a 
breach of the contract within the jurisdiction, 
to have service out of the jurisdiction. When 
the matter comes before the judge at chambers 
it is for him to consider whether there is a real 
danger that pltf. may be unjustly & unnecessarily 
bringing deft. into the jurisdiction of the English 
courts, whether the application is made bond fide, 
& whether the action appears to be based upon any 
breach of the contract within the jurisdiction. 
In exercising his discretion what more natural & 
simple than that the judge should impose an under- 
taking upon the plitf. that he will not abuse the 
process of the court? Nothing more than that 
has been done here, & I believe that what has been 
done is in accordance with the old practice; at 
all events it is a very natural & simple mode of 
exercising the discretion (BOWEN, L.J.).—THOMAS 
v. HAMILTON (DUCHESS DOWAGER) (1886), 17 
Q. B. D. 592, 596, 597; 55 L. J. Q. B. 555; 
55 L. T. 385; 35 W. R. 22; 2 T. L. R. 905, 


C. A. 
—— Part of claim outside R. S. C., 











817. 
Ord. XI., r. 1.]—On motion to discharge an order 
giving leave to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction 
(part of the claim only being within Ord. XI., r. 1), 
the order was allowed to stand ; but it was ordered 
that pltfis. should not be entitled to relief on the 
part of the claim outside Ord. XI., r. 1.—MANTTOBA 
& NorTH-WEST LAND CORPN. v. ALLAN & MANI- 
TOBA & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co. OF CANADA, 
[1893] 3 Ch. 4382; 63 L. J. Ch. 156; 69 L. T. 558 ; 
37 Sol. Jo. 715. 

818. Service as directed by law of defen- 
dant’s domicil.}—This was an ex parte application 
by defts. for leave to serve an interpleader summons 
in Germany upon claimants. In support of the 
application a recent unreported decision of a 
Divisional Court allowing service out of the juris- 
diction of an interpleader summons was referred 
to. Order granted, but service only to be effected 
in such manner as directed by the law of the 
domicil of claimants.—VAN DER Kan & DEITIzs- 
MAN v. ASHWORTH & Co., [1884] W. N. 58; Bitt. 
ser in Ch. 202. 

19. —— As to signing judgment or issuing 
execution—-Leave to serve foreign subject resident 
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Sect. 8.— Leave for service out of jurisdiction: Sub- 
sect. 3. Sect. 9: Sub-sects.1 & 2. Sects. 10 
& 11: Sub-secta. 1 & 2.] 


abroad.J—FiRTH & SONS v. 
PALMER (No. 2), No. 710, ante. 

820. Definition or limitation of nature of writ 
to be issued—By reference to particular causes of 
action in affidavit—-Or by reference to draft writ.] 
—-Appeal from a judgment of the Court of Appeal, 
varying an order of ROCHE, J., at chambers, giving 
leave to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction. 

The House of Lords affirmed the judgment 
of the Court of Appeal with a variation. 

1 desire to add that J entirely concur with the 
observations as to the form in which leave to issue 
writs for service out of the jurisdiction is given 
in the King’s Bench Division of the High Court. 
The practice which obtains in that Division of 
giving leave in general terms, & without reference 
to any particular cause of action, is apt to cause 
difficulties ; & I think that the authorities having 
control of the practice might well consider whether 
the order giving leave should not contain some 
definition or limitation of the nature of the writ 
to be issued, cither by reference to the particular 
causes of action mentioned in the affidavit, & 
intended to be included in the leave, or by reference 
to a draft writ approved by the judge (LoRpD 
CAVE, C.).—ANGLO-SAXON PETROLEUM Co., LYD. 
v. STEAUA KOMANA SOCIETE ANONYME POUR 
LVINDUSTRIE Du PETROLE, [1924] W. N. 185; 
59 L. Jo. 334; 157 L. T. Jo. 447, H. L. 

821. Order giving leave to serve notice of 
motion with writ.]/—Re BULLEN-SMITH, BERNERS 
v. BULLEN-SMITH, No. 603, ante. 

—— Injunction as to act or nuisance within 
jurisdiction. ]—See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 9, ante. 

822. Leave to issue writ & leave to serve—Given 
by one order.]—TRAILL v. PorTER, No. 342, ante. 


De LA Rivas & 


Sect. 9.—WRIT FOR SERVICE AND NOTICE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—ForMs, AMENDMENT, ETC. 


R. S. C., Ord. I., r. 5. <A writ of summons to be served out 
of the jurisdiction, or of which notice is to be given out of the 
jurisdiction, shall be in one of the Forms Nos 5, 6, 7 and 8 in 
Appendix A, Part I, with such variations as circumstances 
may require Such notice shall be in one of the Forms Nos 9 
and 10 in the same Part, with such variations as circumstances 
may require, 


Form of writs for service within the jurisdiction.] 
— See Part III., Sect. 2, ante. 

Amendment of writs generally.|—Sce Part ITI., 
Sect. 2, sub-sect. 3, ante. 

Setting aside order or writ or service.]—See 
Part XIV., Sect. 13, post. 

823. Notice of writ—Omission to copy order 
giving leave on notice.}—REYNOLDS v. COLEMAN, 
No. 618, ante. 

824. Amendment—Substitution of names of 
partners for that of firm—Addition of claim.]— 
INDIGO Co, v. OGILvy, No. 738, ante. 

825. Amendment of writ after leave given 
—Omission of prescribed tndorsement.]—Dickson 
v. Law & DAvibdsON, No. 799, ante. 

826. ——- Amendment of indorsement after 
service & appearance—No new causes of action 
introduced.}—HOLLAND v. LESLIE, No. 789, ante. 

27, ——— After delivery of pleadings.}—N. V. 
Kwik Hoo Tone HANDEL MAATSCHAPPIJ v. 
FINLAY (JAMES) & Cu., LtD., No. 609, ante. 

Amendment of pleadings.}] —See PLEADING, pp. 

92 et seq. 
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Sus-sEcT. 2.—SERVICE OF WRIT. 


Service of writ, generally.|—See Part XI., ante. 

Substituted service.|—See Part XII., ante. 

Setting aside order or writ or service.]|—See 
Part XIV., Sect. 18, post. 

828. Order for substituted service ‘‘ at Yoko- 
hama or elsewhere in the Empire of Japan ’’— 
Service at Hong Kong—Conditional appearance. ] 
—Pltf. had obtained an order for substituted 
service of the writ by which pltf. was to be at 
liberty to serve the writ on deft. ‘‘ at Yokohama or 
elsewhere in the Empire of Japan,’ time for 
appearance to be within ninety days of service. 
Deft. was served at Hong Kong. On May 19 
deft. obtained leave to enter a conditional appear- 
ance on the usual terms, namely: ‘‘ This appear- 
ance is to stand as unconditional unless deft. 
applies within ten days to set aside the writ 
or service thereof & obtains an order to that 
effect.””> On May 28 deft. took out a summons 
returnable on June 1 to set aside the service. 
The judge at chambers made no order on the 
summons. Deft. appealed. Appeal allowed. 

Service at Hong Kong is not such a service as 
is contemplated by the order, & it is therefore a 
service out of jurisdiction, for which leave has not 
been obtained, & it must be set aside. The applica- 
tion is in time (FLETCHER Movtrton, L.J.).— 
BONNELL v. PRESTON, [1908] W. N. 155; 24 
T. L. R. 756 ; 52 Sol. Jo. 621, C. A. 

Service within jurisdiction of writ issued for 
service without. |—See Part XII., Sect. 2, ante. 

Imposition of terms as to service in order.]—See 
Sect. 8, sub-sect. 3, ante. 


SEcT. 10.—OBJECTIONS TO ORDER OR WRIT OR 
SERVICE. 


Order giving leave. |—See Sect. 8, sub-sect. 3, ante. 

Setting aside order or writ or service.|—See 
R.S.C., Ord. XIT., r. 30; Part XIV., Sect. 13, post. 

Effect of appearance. ]—See Part XIV., Sect. 13, 
sub-sect. 5, post. 

829. How objection raised—Application to set 
aside—Not by way of defence.}—The question 
whether the subject-matter of an action is such 
that service of a writ out of the jurisdiction ought 
to be allowed under the Rules of Court, 1875, 
Ord. XI., is a question for the decision of a judge 
at chambers, subject to appeal, & deft. cannot 
raise it by statement of defence. 

Pitf. has not a right at his own choice to issue 
a writ for service out of the jurisdiction, but upon 
a@ judge being satisfied leave is given. The judge 
may be wrong in giving leave, & if so deft. may 
apply to get it set aside; butif it is not set aside, 
the order for service must stand (BRAMWELL, B.). 

The decision of the judge at chambers can be 
contested on appeal, & if necessary in the House 
of Lords (AMPHLETT, B.).—PRESTON v. LAMONT 
(1876), 1 Ex. D. 361; 45 L. J.Q. B. 797; 35 L. T. 
341; 40 J. P. 745; 24 W. R. 928. 


Secr. 11.—SERVICE OF NOTICE OF WRIT. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—WHERE DEFENDANT IS NEITHER 
A BRITISH SUBJECT NOR IN BRITISH DOMINIONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XI, r. 6. When the defendant is neither a 
British subject, nor in British dominions, notice of the writ, 
and not the writ itself, is to be served upon him, 


880. Notice of writ & not writ must be served 
—Foreigner resident out of the jurisdiction. ]— 


Part XITI.—SERvIcE Out oF THE JURISDICTION. 


Under the Judicature Act, 1875, Ord. XI., r. 1, as 
under the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 
(c. 76), 8. 19, where deft. is a foreigner out of the 
jurisdiction, notice of writ must be served, & not 
the writ itself. 

Whether a foreign non-resident corporation 
can or cannot be served with process, there is 
nothing to prevent the issue of a writ against it.— 
WESTMAN v. AKTIEBOLAGET EKMANS MEKANISKA 
SNICKARE-FABRIK (1876), 1 Ex. D. 237; 45 
L. J. Q. B. 327; 40 J. P. 712; 24 W. R. 405; 
2 Char. Pr. Cas. 217. 

831. ———.|—If deft. be a foreigner 
resident out of the jurisdiction, he must be served 
as under the Common Law Procedure Act. with 
notice of the writ of summons in the action.— 
BEDDINGTON v. BEDDINGTON (1876), 1 P. D. 426; 
45 L. J. P. 44; 34 L. T. 366; 40 J. P. 328; 24 
W. R. 348; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 199. 

832. -]—In an action commenced in 
the Chancery Division, the same rule applies as in 
the Common Law Divisions, that where deft. is 
a foreigner out of the jurisdiction he must be served 
with notice of the writ, & not with the writ itself.— 
Re Howarp, PADLEY 7. CAMPHAUSEN (1878), 10 
Ch. D. 550; 48 L. J. Ch. 364; 27 W. R. 217, C. A. 

833. ——— Order for service of writ made 
on erroneous affidavit.J—Pltfs. sued deft., who 
was a foreigner residing in France, for goods 
sold & delivered to him in England, & obtained 
a judge’s order for the service upon him of the 
writ out of the jurisdiction, the order being 
obtained upon an affidavit which stated erroneously 
that deft. was a British subject. The writ was 
served upon deft. in France, & judgment signed 
against him in default of appearance :— JJeld: 
the service of the writ instead of a notice was a 
nullity, & not a mere irregularity, & the order for 
service of the writ & all subsequent proceedings 
must be set aside.—-IIKWITSON v. FABRE (1888), 
21 Q. B.D. 6; 57 L. J. Q. B. 449; 58 L. T. 856 ; 
36 W. R. 717; sub nom. LEWETSON v. FABRE, 4 
T. L. R. 510, D.C. 

834. —-— Proper form of order.|—Wherc deft. 
is a foreigner not resident within the jurisdiction, 
the proper form of order under Ord. XI., r. 6, is 
to give leave to serve, not the writ itself, but 
notice of the writ} upon the intended deft. — 
Kemp v. NECCHI, [1913] W. N. 62; 48 lL. J. N.C. 
1387; 134 L. T. Jo. 455, C. A. 

835. Service on English wife of foreigner 
resident abroad.}|—A writ of summons, or notice 
of a writ, may be served out of the jurisdiction, 
with the words ‘‘ by leave of the court or a judge ” 
omitted from the body of the writ. Notice of a 
writ in licu of service is inappropriate in the case 
of an Englishwoman married to a foreigner, & 
residing abroad with him.—BAcoNn v. TURNER 
(1876), 3 Ch. D. 275; 34 L. T. 647; 24 W. R. 637; 
2 Char. Pr. Cas. 184. 

















SUB-SECT. 2.—-MODE OF SERVICE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XI., r. 7. Where leave {s given under Rules 1 
and 6 of this Order to serve notice of a writ of summons out of 
the jurisdiction, such notice shall, subject to Rule 8 of this 
Order, be served in the manner in which writs of summons are 
serve: 


Service of writ, generally.]—See Part XI., ante. 

Substituted service where defendant out of juris- 
diction. |—See Part XII., Sect. 2, ante. 

836. Service of notice must be in accordance 
with rules—Mode of service in accordance with 
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foreign law.J]—Pltfs. brought an action for a 
breach within the jurisdiction of a contract which 
was to be performed within the jurisdiction against 
foreign partners in the name of their firm. The 
partnership had neither place of business nor 
property within the jurisdiction, & all the partners 
resided out of the jurisdiction. J.cave having been 
obtained to serve notice of the writ out of the 
jurisdiction, the notice was served abroad on one 
of the partners. Defts. did not appear, & pltfs. 
applied for leave to sign judgment for want of 
appearance :-—Held: pltfs. were not entitled to 
judgment, for Ord. IX., r. 6, did not apply to a 
foreign partnership, & the service of the notice 
on one partner was not good service on the 
firm. 

That the Jtalian law allows such a mode of 
service in proceedings before the Italian courts 
appears to me to be nothing to the purpose 
(LINDLEY, L.J.). 

Deft. firm in the present case is a foreign firm, 
with no place of business here & no property 
here ; it is absolutely foreign. The partnecs have 
committed a breach of contract in this country, & 
so, it is argued, have brought themselves within 
Ord. XI. Then, it is said, that there being juris- 
diction over them, r. 7 of that Order provides 
that notice of the writ shall be served on them in 
the manner in which writs of summons are served, 
& so far, on the face of the rules, there is much to 
be said in favour of pltfs.’ contention. But here 
the firm is sued in the firm’s name, & leave has been 
given to serve the firm, & service has been effected 
only on one member of the firm. It is said that 
Ord. XI., r. 7, when looked at along with Ord. IX., 
r. 6, which makes service upon one of the partners 
sufficient service where partners are sued in the 
name of the firm, makes this service sufficient. 
But was Ord. IX., r. 6, intended to apply to a 
foreign firm ? . .. We must hold that Ord. IX., 
r. 6. does not apply to the present case, & Ord. XI., 
r. 7, cannot cure the defect (KAY, J..J.).—DOBSON 
v. Festi, RAsIni« & Co., [1891] 2 Q. B. 92, 95, 96, 
97; 60 T. J. Q. B. 481; 641]. T. 5513 39 W. BR. 
481; 77T. L. R. 528, C. A. 

837. —- — Service on individual. ]—BEDDINGTON 
v. BEDDINGTON, No. 83831, ante. 

838. Notice to foreign sovereign—Action in 
respect of money in hands of third parties—Claim 
to money by foreign sovereign.]|—Where there are 
moneys in the hands of third parties within the 
jurisdiction of the English courts, to which a 
claim is set up by a foreign sovereign, notice 
of an action ayainst the third parties in relation 
to those moneys may be given to the foreign 
sovereign that he may have an opportunity of 
putting forward his claim.—STROUSBERG v. COSTA 
Rica REPUBLIC (1880), 44 L. T. 199; 29 W. R. 
125, C. A. 

Actions by & against foreign sovereigns & 
governments.}|—See AcTIoNn, Vol. I., pp. 45, Nos. 
354 cl seq. 

Actions against ambassadors & other diplomatic 
persons.|—See CONSTITUTIONAL LAw, Vol. XI., 
pp. 536, Nos. 390 et seq. 

839. Notice of concurrent writ—Infant resident 
out of jurisdiction—Personal service. |—Leave was 
granted to issue a concurrent writ & serve notice 
thereof on an infant deft. in France; the infant 
to be personally served.—PONEY v. HORDERN 
(1897), Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Service on foreign corporations.]—See, generally, 
CORPORATIONS, Vol. XIII., pp. 429, Nos. 1529 
et seq. 

R. S. C., Ord. IX., Yr. 8.]—See Part XI., 
Sect. 14, sub-sect. 4, ante. 
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Sect. 11.—Service of notice of writ: Sub-sect. 3. 
Sect. 12: Sub-sects.1 &2. Sect. 18.] 


SuB-sEcT. 3.—PROCEDURE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 8. Where lcave is given to serve a writ 
of summons or a notice of a writ of summons in any foreign 
country to which this Rule may by order of the Lord Chancellor 
from time to time be applied, the following procedure may be 
adopted : 

(1) The document to be served shall be sealed with the seal of 
the Supreme Court for use out of the jurisdiction, 
and shall be transmitted to his Majesty’s Principal 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs by the President 
of the Division, together with a copy thereof trans- 
lated into the language of the country in which service 
is to be effected, and with a request for the further 
transmission of the same to the Government of the 
country in which leave to serve the document has 
been given. Such request shall be in Form numbered 
I. in the schedule to these Rules, which may be cited 
as Form No. 104, Appendix A, Part I., with such 
variations as circumstances may require. 

(2) The party bespeaking a copy of a document for service 
under this Rwe shall, at the time of bespeaking the 
same, file a precipe in Form numbered II. in the 
schedule to these Rules, which may be cited as form 
No. 10B, Appendix A, Part I. 

(3) An official certificate, or declaration upon oath, or other- 
wise, transmitted through the eipomstic channel b 
the government or court of a fore gn country to whic 
this Rule applies, to the English court, shall, pro- 
vided that it certifies or declares the document to 
have been personally served, or to have been duly 
served upon the defendant in accordance with the 
law of such foreign country, or words to that effect 
be deemed to be sufficient proof of such service, and 
shall be filed of record as, and be equivalent to, an 
affidavit of service within the requirements of these 
Rules in that behalf. 


(4) Where an official certificate or declaration, transmitted 
to the English court in manner provided in the last 
preceding section of this Rule, certifies or declares 
that efforts to serve a document have been without 
effect, the Court or a Judge may, upon the ez parte 
application of the plaintiff, order that the plaintitf 
he at lberty to bespeak a request for substituted 
service of such document. Such order shall be in Form 
numbered IV. in the schedule to these Rules, which 
may be cited as Form No. 204, Appendix K, with such 
variations as circumstances may require. 


(5) A request for substituted service of a document under 
this Rule may be bespoken by the plaintiff at the 
department where writs of summons are issued, bo 
filing a precipe in Form numbered II. in the schedule 
to these Rules, and the document and copy of the 
same, and the order shall be sealed and transmitted to 
the Foreign Office in manner aforesaid together with 
a request in Form numbered III. in the schedule to 
these Rules, which may be cited as Form No. 10c, 
Appendix A, Part I., with such variations as circum- 
aes Paid require. [48 amended by R. S.C. (No. 1), 

pote Mae 


Forms.}—See Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

840. ‘‘ Foreign country ’’—Scotland & British 
Dominions excluded.}—The words “ foreign 
country ’”’ in Ord. XI., r. 8A, have the same 
meaning as in r. 8, & neither rule applies to Scot- 
land or to any other part of the British dominions. 
There is therefore no jurisdiction to order service 
of any summons other than a writ on a person in 
Scotland.—-He CAMPBELL, [1920] 1 Ch. 35; 88 
L. J. Ch. 319 ; 122 L. T. 151; 63 Sol. Jo. 750. 

841. Evidence of service.|—Where leave had 
been obtained to serve notice of the writ in lieu 
of service out of the jurisdiction, upon deft., who 
was a Syrian resident at Beyrout :—Held: an 
affidavit of service in the form adopted in the 
Common Law Divisions was sufficient.—BusTROS 
v. Bustos (1880), 14 Ch. D. 849; 49 L. J. Ch. 
306; 28 W. R. 595. 

842. e}—Under Ord. XIII., r. 2—which 
requires that before taking proceedings upon 
default of appearance to a writ of summons, pltf. 
shall file an affidavit of service or notice in lieu 
of service, as the case may be—the court, where 
notice of a writ is served out of the jurisdiction, 
has no power to allow a certificate of service to be 
filed in lieu of an affidavit, even where it appears 
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that by the foreign law the process server cannot 
make an affidavit as prescribed by r. 2.—Forp v. 
MIESCKE (1885), 16 Q. B. D. 57; 55 L. J. Q. B. 
79; 68 L. T. 585; 84 W.R. 74; 27. L. R. 86. 
——.]—See, now, R. 8. C., Ord. XI., r. 8, supra. 


Sect. 12.—-ORIGINATING SUMMONSES, PETITIONS, 
NOTICES, ETC, 


SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S.C., Ord, XI., r. 8a. Service out of the Jurisdiction may 
be allowed by the Court or a Judge of tho following processes 
or of notice thereof, that is to say :— 

(a) Originating Summonses under Order LIVA. or Order LV., 
Kule 3 or 4 in any case where if the procecdings were 
commenced by Writ of Summons they would be within 
Rule 1 of this Order. 

(0) Any Originating Summons, Petition, Notice of Motion or 
other Originating proceeding (1) in relation to any 
infant or lunatic or person of unsound mind or 
(2) under any Statute under which proceedings can 
be commenced otherwise than by Writ of Summons 
or (3) under any Rule of Court or Practice whereunder 
proceodinis can be commenced otherwise than by 

rit of Summons. 

(c) Without prejudice to the generality of the last foregoing 
sub-head any Summons, Order or Notice in any Inter- 
pleader proceedings or for the appointment of an 
Arbitrator or Umpire or to remit, set aside or enforce 
an Award in an Arbitration held or to be held within 
the jurisdiction. 

(d) Any Summons, Order or Notice in any proceedings avy 
instituted whether by Writ of Summons or other such 
originating process as aforesaid. 

(e) When the person on whom an originating summons 
petition notice of motion or other originating pro- 
ceeding or a summons order or notice is to be served 
is neither a British subject nor residing within British 
Dominions, a copy of the originating summons petition 
notice of motion or other originating proceeding or 
summons order or notice instead of the original shall 
be served, together with an intimation in writing that 
a process in the form of the copy has been issued or 
otherwise launched. 

Rules 2, 4, 5, 7 and 8 of this Order shall apply mutatis mutandis 
to such service. 

Nothing herein contained shall in any way prejudice or affect 
any practice or power of the Court under which when lands, 
funds, choses in action, rights or property within the juris- 
diction are sought to be dealt with or affected, the Court may, 
without affecting to exercise jurisdiction over any person out 
of the jurisdiction cause such person to be informed of the 
nature or existence of the proceedings with a view to such 

rson having an opportunity of claiming, opposing or otherwise 
otervening. 


SUB-SEcT. 2.—NOTICE BY Way OF INFORMA- 
TION. 


See, now, R. 8S. C., Ord. XI., r. 8A, supra. 

843. Right to give notice by way of informa- 
tion.]—Although you cannot serve, out of the 
jurisdiction, an originating summons or a notice 
intended to be the foundation of proceedin 
substituted for an action [see, now, Ord. XI., 
r. 8A, supra}, yet you vars give a person out of 
the jurisdiction notice in the way of information 
—for instance, that it is intended to place him 
on the list of contributories of a company in 
liquidation. So, where there is a fund in court, 
in which a person out of the jurisdiction is sup- 
posed to have or claim an interest, you may, 
without obtaining any leave from the court, give 
that person notice of your intention to apply for 
@ distribution of the fund, & that, if he does not 
claim it, you will assume he has no interest 

, L.J.).—Re Cirirvr, EDWARDS v. BROWN, 


Part XIII.—Szrvice Out oF THE JURISDICTION. 


ae 2 Ch. 21, 28; 64 L. J. Ch. 423; 72 L. T. 
40; 43 W. R. 436; 11 T. L. R. 312; 39 Sol. Jo. 
862; 18 R. 425, C. A. 

844. Buch notice as required by natural 
justice.]—No special procedure is prescribed by 
the Acts or rules as to the service on parties 
interested of notice of application to expunge 
a trade mark, Therefore it is sufficient if such 
notice is given as is required by natural justice. 

Where the registered proprietor of a trade mark 
registered in England under the Patents, Designs 
& Trade Marks Act, 1883, was a British subject 
domiciled in Ireland, out of the jurisdiction of the 
English courts & therefore could not be served 
with a notice of motion to expunge the trade mark, 
it was held sufficient to send him a copy of the 
notice of motion with a letter informing him that 
proceedings had been commenced which might 
affect his interests; & the court heard the motion 
& made an order, although the registered pro- 

rietor did not appear.—Re Kine & Co.’s TRADE 

K, [1892] 2 Ch. 462; 62 L. J. Ch. 153; 67 
L. T. 338; 40 W. R. 580; 8 T. L. R. 593; 9 
R. P. C. 350, C. A. 

845. Effect of serving notice.}—Wherc pltfs. 
sued for goods in the possession of deft., & it 
appeared that a foreigner residing out of the juris- 
diction claimed the right to the same goods & 
would probably sue deft. in respect of them, the 
court gave deft. leave to serve an interpleader 
summons out of the jurisdiction upon the foreigner. 
The effect of service out of the jurisdiction in 
such a case is to give the foreigner notice of the 
proceedings within the jurisdiction, so that he 
may appear & prosecute his claim, or, if he does 
not appear, so that any future claim, prosecuted 
by him against deft. in respect of the subject- 
matter of the action within the jurisdiction may be 
barred.— CREDITS GERUNDEUSE, LTp. v. VAN 
WEEDE (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 1713; 53 L. J. Q. B. 
142; 48 J. P. 184; 32 W. R. 414, D.C. 

Interpleader summons.]—See INTERPLEADER, 
Vol. XXIX., pp. 473-474, Nos. 219-224. 

Patents—Petition for revocation. |—See PATENTS 
os pee Vol. XXXVI, p. 732, Nos. 2192- 

846. Payment out of court—Service of petition 
—With copy of order.}—Where some of the 
persons entitled to certain funds in court were 
residing out of the jurisdiction & it was impossible 
to deal with such funds unless a petition, which 
had been presented asking for payment out of a 
portion thereof, was served upon such persons, 
the court gave liberty to serve the petition, together 
with a copy of the order, upon them.—CoLLs v. 
ROBINS (1886), 55 L. T. 479. 

847. Under Trustee Act.}]— A petition 
having been presented (& answered for Dec. 11) 
for distribution &, payment out of a fund in 
court, counsel moved for leave to serve the petition 
at Nagpur, out of the jurisdiction, on G., who 
claimedone-third of the fund adversely to petitioner. 
He asked for an order corresponding to that made 
in Colls v. Robins, No. 846, ante. 

It is quite clear that according to the old practice 
@ petition under the Trustee Relief Act might 
be served on parties out of the jurisdiction. Upon 
an aria like the present such a day must be 
fixed for the hearing of the petition as will give 
respondent a reasonable opportunity of appearing, 
& another date must be fixed within which service 
of the petition & order is to be effected (CHITTY, J.). 
—Re GoRDON’s SETTLEMENT Trusts, - [1887] 
W.N. 192. 

846. -+-The court has no 
jurisdiction to allow service out of the jurisdiction 
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of a petition under the Trustee Relief Act for 
payment of money out of court (per Nort, J.). 

t appearing that the order sought by the peti- 
tion was only for carrying into effect an order 
which had recently been obtained by respondents, 
the Court of Appeal, without deciding that leave 
was necessary, gave leave to serve the petition on 
the solicitors who had presented the former peti- 
tion, & who were willing to accept service.—Re 
JELLARD (1888), 39 Ch. D. 424; 60 L. T. 83, C. A. 

849. -}Service out of the 
jurisdiction of a petition for payment of money 
out of court under the provisions of the Trustee 
Relief Act, one of respondents being resident out 
of the jurisdiction, will not be granted.—Re 
STANWAY’s Trusts, [1892] W. N.11; 92 L. T. Jo. 
237; 27L. J. N.C, 14. 

850. ——— Notice of intention to apply for 
distribution.|—Re Cuirr, EDWARDS v. BROWN, 
No. 843, ante. 

Trade mark—Service of application to correct 
register.J—Sce TRADE MARKS, TRADE NAMES & 
DeEsians, Vol. XLIII., p. 196, Nos. 435-439. 

851. Winding up of company—Petitions & 
proceedings in.]—To avoid misconception, I think 
it right to add that Ord. XI. is not necessarily 
exhaustive as to service out of the jurisdiction 
except in the case of actions. For there are other 
cases, such as originating petitions & proceedings 
in a winding-up (CHITTy, J.).—Re BUSFIELD, 
WHALEY v. BUSFIELD (1886), 32 Ch. D. 123; 55 
L. J. Ch. 467; 54 L. T. 220; 34 W. R. 372, C. A. 

852. -}—The court has no juris- 
diction to give leave to serve notices of orders & 
other proceedings in the winding-up of a company 
on persons residing out of the jurisdiction.—Re 
ANGLO-AFRICAN S.S. Co. (1886), 32 Ch. D. 348; 
55 L. J. Ch. 579; 54 L. 'T. 807; 34 W. R. 554, 
C. A. 

853. Notice of appointment to settle list 
of contributories.|—Notice of an appointment to 
settle a list of contributories in the winding-up of 
a company may be served on contributories 
residing out of the jurisdiction, by posting the same 
to them in the manner pointed out in Form 27 
of Sched. III. of the General Order, Nov. 1862. 

Re Anglo-African Steamship Co., No. 852, ante, 
distinguished.—Re NATHAN, NEWMAN & Co. 
(1887), 35 Ch. D. 1; 56 L. J. Ch. 752; 56 L. T. 
95; 3T. L. R. 363; 35 W. R. 293, C. A. 

854. -}—Re Cruirr, EDWARDS  v. 
Brown, No. 843, ante. 





























SEcr. 13.—SERVICE OF FOREIGN PROCESS OR 
CITATION. 


R.S. C., Ord. XI.,r.9. Where in any civil or commercial 
matter pending before a Court or tribunal of a foreign country 
a letter of request from such Court or tribunal for service on 
any person in England of any process or citation in such matter 
is transmitted to the Supreme Court by His erupt Secretary 
of State for Foreign Affairs, with an intimation that it is desirable 
that effect should be given to the same, the following procedure 
shall be adopted : ‘ 

(1) The letter of request for service shall be accompanied by 

a translation thereof in the English language, and by 
two copies of the process or citation to be servod, and 
two copies thereof in the English language. 

(2) Service of the process or citation shall be effected by 
the process server, whom the Lord Chancellor may 
appoint from time to time for the purpose, or his 
authorised agent. 

(8) Such service shall be effected by delivering to and leaving 
with the — to be served one copy of the process to 
be served, and one copy of the tranalation thereof, in 
accordance with the Bules and practice of the English 
Supreme Court regulating service of process. 
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Sect. 138.—Service of foreign process or citation. Sect. 
14: Sub-sects.1 & 2. Part NIV. Sects.1,2 


&3: Sub-sects. 1,2 & 3.] 


(4) After service has been effected the proccss server shal] 
return to the Senior Master of the Supreme Court one 
copy of the process, together with the evidence of 
service by affidavit of the pee effecting the service 
verified by notarial certificate, and particulars of 
charges for the cost of effecting such service. 

(5) The particulars of charges for the cost. of effecting service 
shall be submitted to a Taxing Master of the Supreme 
Court who shall certify the correctness of the charges, 
or such other amount as shall be properly payable for 
the cost of effecting service. A copy of such charges 
and certificate shall be forwarded to His Majesty’s 
Treasury. 

(6) The Senior Master shall transmit to His Majesty’s 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs the letter of 
request for service reccived from the foreign country, 
together with a copy of the evidence of service, with a 
certificate appended thereto duly sealed with the 
seal of the Supreme Court for use out of the juris- 
diction. Such certificate shall be in the Form in 
the Schedule to these Rules, which may be cited as 
aa No. 744, Appendix K, of the Rules of the Supreme 
‘ourt. 


R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 10. Upon the application of the 
Treasury Solicitor with the consent of His Majesty’s Treasury, 
the Court or a Judge may make all such orders for substituted 
sec or otherwise as may be necessary to give effect to these 

es. 


Sect. 14.—SERVICE UNDER CONVENTIONS. 


SUB-SECY. 1.—SERVICE OF ENGLISH Docu- 
MENTS ABROAD. 


R. S. C., Ord. XI., r.11. Where leave is given in a civil or 
commercial cause or matter or where such leave is not required 
to be given and it is desired to serve any Writ of Summons, 
Originating Summons, Notice, or other document in France 
or in any other forcign country with which a Convention in 
that behalf has been or shall be made, the following procedure 
shall, subject to any special provisions contained jn the Con- 
vention, be adopted :— 

(1) The party bespeaking such service shall file in the Central 
Office a request in the Form No. 10BB in Part I. of 
Appendix A, which Form may be varied as may be 
necessary to mect the circumstances of the particular 
case in which it is used. Such request shall state the 
medium through which it is desired the service shall 
be effected, ¢.e. whether (a) directly through the British 
Consul or (6) through the foreign judicial authority. 
and shall be accompanied by the original document and 
a translation thereof in the language of the country in 
which service is to be effected certified by or on behalf 
of the person making the request and a copy of each 
for every person to be served and any further copics 
which the Convention may require, unless the service 
is required to be made on a British subject directly 
through the British Consul in which case the trans- 
lation and copies thereof need not accompany the 
request unless the Convention expressly requires that 
they should do so. 


PRACTICE. 


(2) The documenta to be served shall be sealed with tho 
seal of the Supreme Court for use out of the jfuris- 
diction and shall be forwarded by the Senior Master 
of the Supreme Court to the Under Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs for transmission to the foreign 
country. 

(3) An official certificate, transmitted through the diplomatic 
channel by the foreign judicial authority, or by a 
British Consular authority, to the English Court, 
establishing the fact and the date of the service of the 
document, shall be deemed to be sufficient proof of 
such service, and shall be filed of record as, and bo 
equivalent to, an Affidavit of Service within the 
requirements of these Rules in that behalf, 

(4) In cases where a Writ of Summons or notice thereof is 
served pursuant to this Rule, and an official certificate 
of service is produced, no endorsement of service under 
Order IX., Rule 15, shall be required, [As amended by 
R. S.C. (No, 1), 19382, r. 3.) 


R.S.C., Ord. XI,,r.12. Rule 11 shall not apply to or render 
invalid or insufficient any mode of service tn any foreign country 
with which a Convention has been or shall be made which is 
otherwise valld or sufficient according to English procedure 
and which is not expressly excluded by the Convention made 
with such foreign country. 


855. Service in accordance with convention 
—Sufficient compliance with Matrimonial Causes 
Rules.}]—Service effected in accordance with the 
requirements of the Anglo-French Convention, 
1922, is a sufficient’ compliance with the Matri- 
monial Causes Rules, 11 & 14.— REECE vt. REECE 
(1924), 1382 L. 'T. 349; 41 T. y.. RR. 24. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—SERVICE OF FOREIGN JDOCU- 
MENTS IN ENGLAND. 


R. S. C., Ord. XI., r. 18. Where in any civil or commercial 
cause or matter pending before a Court of Tribunal in France, 
or in any foreign country with which a Convention in that 
behalf has been or shall be made, a request for service of any 
document on a person in England is received by the Senior 
Master of the Supreme Court trom the Consular or other 
authority of such country, the following procedure shall, subject 
to any special provisions contained in the Convention, be 
adopted :— 

(1) The service shall be effected by the delivery of the original 
or a copy of the document, as indicated in the request, 
and the copy of the translation, to the party or person 
by the agent of the Official Process Server appointed 
purnuant to Order 11, rule 9 (2), 

(2) No Court fees shall be charged in respect of the service. 
The particulars of charges of the agent employed to 
effect service shall be submitted to a Taxing Master ot 
the Supreme Court who shall certify the amount 
properly payable in respect thereof. 

(3) The Senior Master of the Supreme Court shall transmit 
to the Consular or other authority making the request 
a certilicate establishing the fact and the date of tho 
service in person, or indicating the reasons for which it. 
has not been possible to effect it, and at the same time 
shall notify to the said Consular or other authority 
ie ey of the charges certified under paragraph (2) 
iercof, 


Part XIV.—Appearance. 


APPEARANCE IN LONDON. 


R. S. C., Ord. XII, r.1. Except in the cases otherwise pro- 
ee for by these Rules a defendant shall enter his qopeciaace 
n London. 


SEcT. 1. 


Appearances entered in London 


r. 2. 
shall be entered in the central office. 


———————_ r.7. If the defendant appears, or an 
of the defendants appear, in London the aclion shall proceed 
fn London; provided that If the Court or a Judge shall be 


satisfied that the defendant appearing in London is a merely 
formal defendant, or has no substantial cause to interfere in 
the conduct of the action, such Court or Judge may order that 
the action may proceed in the district registry, notwithstanding 
such appearance in London. 

{New Procedure List, see RK. S. C., Ord. XIT., r. 17A, p. 379, 
port, & Part XCIV., Sect. 7, sub-sect. 2, & Sect. 9, post.] 


Removal of actions commenced in District 
Registry to London.|]—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., 
rr. 13-16, Part XX XVI., Sects. 14-17, post. 


Part XJ V.—APPEARANCE. 


SEcT. 2.—APPEARANCE IN DISTRICT REGISTRIES. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XII, r.4. If any defendant to a writ issued in 
a district registry resides or carries on business within the 
district, he shall appear in the district registry. 


——-——-——---——=~ §, 6, If any defendant neither resides 
nor carries on business in the district, he may appear cither in 
the district registry or at the central office. 


——————————-—~ 6. If a sole defendant appears, or all 
the defendants appear in the district registry, or if all the 
defendants who appear, appear in the district registry and the 
others make default in appearance, then, subject to the power 
of removal in Order XXXV., Rules 13 to 16 provided, the 
action shall proceed in the district registry. 

[New Procedure List, see R. 8. O., Ord. XII, r. 174, p. 379, 
post, & Part XCIV., Sect. 7, sub-sect. 2. & Sect. 9, post.] 


Removal of actions commenced in District 
Registry to London.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXV.,, 
rr. 13-16, Part XXXVI, Sects. 14-17, post. 

** Carry on business ’’—Jurisdiction of Mayor’s 
Court.]—See Mayor’s & Crry oF LONDON Court, 
Vol. XXXIV., p. 529, Nos. 29-31. 

Jurisdiction of County Courts.]—See 
oe Courts, Vol. XITI., pp. 458, Nos. 82 
et seq. 





See 





Jurisdiction of bankruptcy courts.] 
Bankruptcy, Vol. IV., pp. 37, Nos. 319 ef seq. 


Sect. 3.—APPEARANCE IN PROBATE AND 
ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


SUB-SECT. 1.---NOTICE BY CENTRAL OFFICE 
TO REGISTRIES. 


R. S. C., Ord. XII, r, 3. In Probate and Admiralty actions 
notice of appearances entered shall forthwith be given by 
the central office to the Probate and Admiralty registries 
respectively. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—BaAlIn IN ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


R.S.C., Ord. XII, r.19. In Admiralty actions in rem, bail 
may be taken before the Admiralty Registrar, or before any 
district Registrar or Commissioner to administer oaths in the 
Supreme Court, and in every case the sureties shall justify. 


—— r. 20. A bail bond shall not, unless by 
consent, be filed until after the expiration of twenty-four hours 
from the time when a notice, containing the names and addresses 
of the sureties and of the Commissioner before whom the bail 
was taken, shall have been served upon the adverse solicitor, 
and a copy of the notice verified by affidavit shall be filed with 
the bail bond. 


re ree ame 





-— enn BL ZI, No Commissioner shall take bail 
on behalf of any person for whom he or any person in partnership 
with him is acting as sollcitor or agent. 


r.21a. A commission or fee paid to ao 
person becoming surety to a bail bond or otherwise giving 
security may be recovered on taxation; provided that the 
amount of such commission or fee shall not in the aggregate 
excene one pound per centum on the amount in which bail is 
given. 








ee 





Release on bail, etc./—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 168, Nos. 779 et seg.; Supp. 

Enforcement of judgment—Liability exceeding 
amount of bail.]—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 224, 
Nos, 1499 et seq. 

Appearance by defendants./—See ADMIRALTY, 
Vol. I., pp. 166, Nos. 764 et seq.; Supp. 

Stay of proceedings—Lis alibi pendens.]—See 
CONFLICT OF Laws, Vol. XI., pp. 485, Nos. 1379 
et seq.; Supp. 
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SUB-SECT. 3.—INTERVENING IN ADMIRALTY 
ACTIONS. 

R. 8. C., Ord. eae ba in an day action: in rem any 
feretofore, on filing an afidavit showing shat he is interested in 
the res under arrest, or in the fund in the registry. 

Appearance by defendants in Admiralty actions 
in rem. ]—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 166, Nos. 764 
et seq.; Supp. 

856. Kinds of intervention.}—A party who 
intervenes in, & defends an action in rem cannot 
set up defences which the owners of the ship could 
not have set up had they appeared & defended. 

Intervention may be for either or other of two 
purposes: (1) to defend the action either as to 
liability or as to quantum or both, & (2) to establish 
a prior claim to the res without defending the 
action. But where the intervener defends, he 
defends an action not against himself but against 
the res &, a3 there can be no liability of the res 
unless there is a personal liability of the owner, 
he defends an action against the owner. The 
questions on such a defence are, Is the owner liable 
to pltf., & has pltf. a right in rem against the ship ? 
It follows that the intervener cannot set up defences 
unless they are defences which the owner could 
set up. If the suit is one which pltf. could, if the 
owner appeared, maintain in rem against the ship, 
because the owner was liable in a suit in rem, pltf. 
can maintain it tin rem against the intervener. 
The position of the intervener is, qud defence, the 
same as that of an owner who appears under pro- 
test, & the issue to be tried is the same as on a 
petition in protest (HILL, J.).—THE BYZANTION 
(1922), 127 L. T. 756, 759; 38 T. I. R. 744; 16 
Asp. M. L. C. 19. 

857. Position of intervener—Defences that may 
be set up.]—-THE BYZANTION, No. 856, ante. 

858. Application of rule—Where bail given.]— 
The steamships IV. H. & J. V. came into collision 
& the TW. 77. & her cargo were damaged. Before 
the issue of the writ an undertaking to put in bail 
to the amount of £100,000 had been given on behalf 
of the owners of the J. V. The writ was in the 
names of ‘‘ The owners of the steamship JW. H. 
& cargo v. the owners of the steamship J. V.,” 
but at that time no authority from any of the 
cargo owners had been received. While the 
litigation was proceeding the owners of the W. H. 
asked the various underwriters on the cargo 
(subrogated to the rights of the respective cargo 
owners) to join in the proceedings or share in the 
costs. Some assented & some declined. The 
litigation proceeded to the House of Lords, where 
the J. V. was held alone to blame. 

The sum of £100,000 being insufficient to satisfy 
all the claims, the owners of the W. H. contended 
that having sued as owners of the ship & bailees 
of the cargo they were entitled to receive the whole 
of the bail for which the undertaking had been 
given, pay themselves the amount of their own 
damage as shipowners in priority to all other 
claimants, & that the non-assenting cargo owners 
had no right to share in the fund :—Held: 
although, as bailees of the cargo, the shipowners 
were entitled to recover the full value of the 
damage to the cargo (represented by the bail), 
they must account to all the owners of the damaged 
parcels of cargo for their share; & it was the duty 
of the court, when the bail was recovered, to see 
that all persons having a claim on the fund, 
including the non-assenting cargo owners, shared 
in the distribution. 

By Ord. XII., r. 24: ‘' In an Admiralty action 
in rem any person not named in the writ may 
intervene & appear as heretofore, on filing an 
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Sect. 3.—Appearance in Probate and Admiralty 
actions: Sub-secis. 3 & 4. Sects. 4 & 5: Sub- 
sects. 1 & 2, A., B., C. & D; sub-sects. 3, 4 & 
5. Sects. 6 & 7.] 


affidavit showing that he is interested in the res 
under arrest, or in the fund in the Registry.”’ I 
take that to apply to a case where bail has been 
given. The bail is the equivalent of the res or of 
a fund in the Registry (HILL, J.). 

I am not quite satisfied that the judge’s decision 
under Ord. XITI., r. 24, was necessary or even well 
founded. That rule provides that: ‘‘In an 
Admiralty action in rem any person not named in 
the writ may intervene & appear as heretofore, 
on filing an affidavit showing that he is interested 
in the res under arrest, or in the fund in the 
Registry.’’ I can understand that may apply 
where claimant would come in the nature of deft., 
who would, therefore, ordinarily enter an appear- 
ance; & that would, no doubt, apply in the 
ordinary limitation suit, where pltf. is the person 
who provides the money, & where the writ is 
directed to all persons who have claims in respect 
of the damage in respect of which liability is sought 
to be limited. Jn that case claimants are strictly 
& in form in the nature of defts. I am not at 
all sure that that rule applies where claimants 
come in who really are claiming as being interested 
in what has been recovered by pltfs. (ATKIN, J...J.). 
—-THE JOANNIS VATIS, [1922] P. 92, 93, 95, 100; 
914. J. P. 182; 126 L. T. 718; 15 Asp. L. C. 
506, C. A. 

859. ———- Where claimants in nature of 
defendants.}—THE JOANNIS VaTIS, No. 858, ante. 





SuB-SECT. 4.— INTERVENING IN PROBATE 
ACTIONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XII, r. 23. In Probate actions any person not 
named In the writ may intervene and appcar in the action as 
heretofore, on filing an affidavit showing how he is interested in 
the estate of the deceased. 


Loss of right to oppose probate — Opposer 
with knowledge of former proceedings. |—See 
IWxeEct Tors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 119, Nos. 1153 ef seq. 

Grant of probate—Upon whom binding—Party 
cognisant of proceedings.]—Sce ExeEctuTors, Vol. 
AXIITI., pp. 235, Nos. 2849 et seq. 

860. Effect of intervention—Independent right 
put forward for adjudication—Intervener a married 
woman with separate estate—Costs.J—An inter- 
vener in a probate action, who comes in under 
Ord. XII., r. 23, as interested in the estate of 
deceased, puts forward an independent right to 
have that interest adjudicated upon; & therefore 
if the intervener is a married woman with separate 
property subject to a restraint on anticipation, 
& the intervention fails, the court has power, under 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1893 (c. 63), 
s. 2, to make an order for payment of the costs of 
the opposite party out of the married woman’s 
property.— CrickiTT v. Crickitr, [1902] P. 177; 
W1L.5.P.65; 86 L. T. 6385; 187. L. R. 584, CG. A. 





Sect. 4.—APPEARANCE IN ACTIONS FOR 
RECOVERY OF LAND. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XII, r. 25. Any person not named as a defen- 
dant in a writ of summons for the recovery of land may by 
leave of the Oourt or a Judge appear and defend, on filing an 


PRACTICE. 


affidavit showing that he is In possession of the land either by 
himself or by his tenant. 


R.8.C., Ord. XII, r.26. Any pores ap ating to defend 
an action for the recovery of land as landlord, in respect of 
property whereof he ia in possession only by his tenant, shall 
state in his appearance that he appears as landlord. 


——_-_-_—_—_—-— 7,27. Where a rson not named as 
defendant in any writ of summons for the recovery of land has 
obtained leave of the Court or a Judge to appear and defend, 
he shall enter an appearance, according to the foregoing Rules 
of this Order, intituled in the action against the party named 
in the writ as defendant, and shall forthwith give notice of 
such appearance to the plaintiff's solicitor, or to the plaintiff 
if he sues in person, and shall in all subsequent proceedings be 
named as a party defendant to the action. 


—_—. 


—_——____—___—_—— r. 28. Any person appearing to a writ 
of summons for the recovery of land shall be at liberty to Hmit 
his defence to a part only of the property mentioned in the 
writ, describing at part with reasonable certainty in his 
memorandum of appearance: or in a notice intituled in the 
action and sqned y him or his solicitor. Such notice shall 
be served within four days after appearance ; and an appearance, 
where the defence is not limited as above-mentioned, shall be 
deemed an appearance to defend for the whole. 


r. 29. The notice mentioned in the last 
pene Rule shall be in the Form No. 8 in Appendix A, 
art IT., with such variations as circumstances may require. 








Sce REAL PROPERTY & CHATTELS REAL, Vol. 
NXXXVITI., pp. 768, 769, Nos. 995-1019. 


Sect. 5.—HOW APPEARANCE ENTERED— 
MEMORANDUM OF APPEARANCE. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XII., r. 8. <A defendant shall enter his appear- 
ance to a writ of summons by delivering to the proper officer 
& memorandum in writing dated on the day of its delivery, 
and containing the name of the defendant’s solicitor, or stating 
that the defendant defends in person. He shall at the same 
time deliver to the officer a duplicate of the memorandum, 
which the officer shall seal with the official seal, showing the 
date on which it is sealed, and then return it to the person 
entering the appearance, and the duplicate memorandum 80 
sealed shall be a certificate that the appearance was entered on 
the day indicated by the seal. 


861. Delivery of memorandum by third person 
—Duly authorised by defendant.]—The appearance 
of a deft. in person to a writ of summons under 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), 
ss. 30, 31, need not be by the own proper person 
of the deft... & the memorandum required by 
sect. 31 may be delivered to the officer Py a third 
person, duly authorised in the deft.’s behalf.— 
OAKE v. MOORECROFT (1869), L. R. 5 Q. B. 76; 
10 B. & S. 848; 18 W. R. 1153 sub nom. OAKE v. 
Morecrorr, 39 L. J. Q. B. 15. 

Entry of appearance by post.]—See Sect. 6, 
poet. 





Sun-sEect. 2.—CONTENTS OF MEMORANDUM, 


A. Address for Service where Defendant Appearing 
by Solicitor. 


R.S8. C., Ord. XIL,r.10. The solicitor of a defendant appear- 
ing by a solicitor shall state in such memorandum his place of 
business, and, if the appearance is entered in the central office, 
a place, to be called his address for service, which shal] not be 
more than three miles from the principal entrance of the central 
hall at the Royal Courts of Justice, and if the a Peeauee is 
entered in a district registry, a place, to be calle 8 address 
for service, which shall be within the district, and where any 
such solfcitor is only agent of another solicitor, he shall add to 
his own name or firm and place of business the name or firm and 
place of business of the principal solicitor. 


Part XIV.—APPEARANCE. 


B, Address for Service where Defendant Appearing 
in Person. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XII, r. 11. A defendant appearing in person 
shall state in such memorandum his address, and, if the appear- 
ance is entered in the central office, a place, to be called hi: 
address for service, which shall not be more than three miles 
from the pocipal entrance of the central hall at the Royal 
Courts of Justice, and if the appearance is entered in a district 
HeLa SA a place, to be called his address for service, which shall 
be within the district. 


862. Object of rule—Securing effective place of 
service. |—The object of r. 11 of Ord. XII. has not 
been complied with. That object was to secure an 
effective place of service where documents might 
reasonably be expected to come to the notice of 
deft. within the time limited for their operation 
(FIELD, J.).—A. v. B., [1883] W. N. 174; Bitt. 
Rep. in Ch. 17. 


C. Memorandum containing no Address or 
Fictitious Address. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XII, r. 12. If the memorandum does not 
contain such address it shall not be received; and if any such 
address shall be illusory or fictitious, the appearance may be 
net aside by the Court or a Judge, on the application of 
the plaintiff. 


863. ‘*‘ Illusory or fictitious address ’’—Address 
at which defendant not to be found—No person 
authorised to take in or forward documents. ]— 
Where a deft. gives an address for service at which 
he is not to be found, & there is no person authorised 
to take in or forward documents, such address is 
illusory, & the od at as will be set aside.— 
A. v. B., [1883] W. N. 174; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 17. 

8 -]—Where a deft. in an 
action had appeared in person, & in the memo- 
randum of appearance gave an address for service 
at: an office in the city, but on inquiry 1t was found 
that, though once a partner in a firm on the 
premises, he had for some time ceased to have any 
connection with it, & had not authorised any 
person on the premises to take in, receive, or for- 
ward any documents left for, or to be forwarded to, 
him, & he had left the country. On motion er 
parte, asking that the appearance might be set 
aside as illusory or fictitious under Ord. XII., 
r. 12, of the Rules of Court, 1883. the court 
made the order.—EDELL v. CAVE (1884), 51 L. T. 
621; 33 W. R. 208. 

865. Order setting aside appearance—Service 
of—By registered letter sent to address for service. | 
-——Service of the order setting aside the appearance 
under Ord. XII., r. 12, may be effected by 
registered letter sent to the address for service. 
—ANON., [1884] W. N. 241. 








Se 
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D. Instruction to Transfer to New Procedure List. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XII., r.17a. (1) Any defendant in— 

(a) an action to which Order XXXVIIIA applies in which 
the writ of summons is not markcd ‘‘ New Pro- 
cedure,’’ or 

(¥) an action commenced in any District Registry to which 
Order XXXVIIIa would have applied if it had been 
commenced in London or in the Liverpool or Man- 
chester District Registry and in which action the 
defendant entera his appearance in London, 

may (if the action Is certified in accordance with the provisions 
of paragraph (2) of the Rule) insert in his memorandum and 
notice o op pentance the words ‘‘ I desire the action to be trans- 
ferred to the new procedure list ’’ and thereupon the action shall 
(subject to the provisions of paragraph (2) of this Rule) be 
transferred to the new procedure list constituted under Order 
XXXVIIIA., and shall process in accordance with and subject 
to the provisions of that Order. 

(2) The solicitor acting for the defendant in the action may, 
if satisfied that the action is one to which Order XXXVIIIa. 
applies and that it is not by reason of its complexity or other 
circumstances unsuitable for the procedure prescribed by that 
Order, insert in the memorandum and notice of appearance a 
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certificate that in his opinion the action is fit for the new. - 
cedure, and no action shall be transferred to the new procedure 
list under this Rule unless the memorandum and notice of 
appearance contain such a certificate. 

(3) Nothing in this Rule shall preclude the plaintiff from 
applying to A Master or District Registrar for summary judgment 
undcr Order XIV., and any appeal from a decision thereunder 
shall He as heretofore to the Judge in chambers [Added by 
R. 8S. C. (New Procedure), 1932.) 


For R. 8. C., Ord. XX XVIIIA., see Part XCIV., 
post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—FORM OF MEMORANDUM. 


R. S. C,, Ord. XII., r. 13. The memorandum of appearance 
shall be in the Form No. 1 in Appendix A, Part II., with such 
variations as circumstances may require. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—ENTRY OF APPEARANCE IN 
CAUSE Book. 


R.S. C., Ord. XII., r. 14. Upon receipt of a memorandum of 
appearance, the officer shall forthwith enter the appearance in 
the Cause Book, 


SuB-SEcCT. 5.—TwWoO OR MORE DEFENDANTS 
APPEARING BY SAME SOLICITOR. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIL., v.17. If two or more defendants in the 
same action shall appear by the same solicitor and at the same 
time, the names of all the defendants 30 appearing shall be 
inserted in one memorandum 


Sect. 6.—ENTRY OF APPEARANCE BY POST. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIL, r. 8A. In the case of a defendant desiring 
to enter an appearance in person, he may in lieu of delivering 
to the proper officer the memorandum of appearance and the 
duplicate thereof, entcr the appearance through the post by 
sending to the proper officer by prepaid registered letter— 

(1) @ memorandum of appearance and a dupheate thereof 

both fully filled up; 

(2) a postal order for 28, 6d ; 

(3) a notice of appearance and a copy thereof all duly filled 

up; and 

(4) two envelopes each anfficiently stamped, one addressed 

to the plaintiff's solicitor (or to the plaintiff if he sues 
in person) at the address for service, and the other 
addressed to the defendant entering the appearance, 

On receipt of these documents the proper officer shall forth- 
with enter the appearance as of the date when he receives the 
memorandum and shall seal the duplicate with the official seal 
showing the date on which it 18 sealed and shall seal the notice 
of appearance with the official seal showing the date of the 
appearance and shall post the notice to the plaintiff or his 
solicitor and shall post the duplicate to the defendant and shall 
file the copy of the notice. 


Sect. 7.—NOTICE OF APPEARANCE, 


R. S. C,, Ord. XII., r. 9. A defendant shall, on the day on 
which he enters an appearance to a writ of summons, give 
notice of his appearance (Form No 2 in Appendix A , Part IT) 
to the plaintiff’s solicitor, or, if the plaintiff sues in person, to 
the plaintiff himself. The notice may be Riven either by notice 
in writing served in the ordinary way at the address for service 
(which, in the case of a writ issued out of a district registry, 
must be the address for service within the district), or by pre- 
paid letter directed to that address and posted on the day of 
entering appearance in due course of post, and shall in either 
case be accompanied by the sealed duplicate memorandum. 

(2) This Rule shall not appl to a defendant entering an 
ppacarance in person through the post under Rule 8A of this 

rder. 


Forms.]—See Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

866. Who may give notice—Not unqualified 
person acting as agent for defendant,}—An un- 
qualified person who gives, as agent for deft. 
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Sect. 7.—Notice of appearance. Sects. 8, 9, 10, 11, 
12 & 18: Sub-sects. 1,2, 38,4 & 5, A.] 


in an action, the notice of appearance to the writ 
required by Ord. XII.. r. 9, to be given by deft. 
to pltf. or his solicitor, is thereby acting in con- 
travention of the Solicitors Act, 1843 (c. 73), s. 2, 
which prohibits any unqualified person from 
“acting as a solicitor’’ or ‘ carrying on any 
proceeding ”’ in the superior courts.—Re AINS- 
WORTH, Fir p. LAW Society, [1905] 2 K. B. 103; 
74 iL. J. KK. B. 462; 92 L. T. 652; 53 W. R. 533; 
49 Sol. Jo. 403, D.C. 

Unqualified persons, generally, see SOLICITORS, 
Vol. XLII., pp. 411, Nos. 4724 et seq. 

867. Place where notice given—wWrit issuing 
out of District Registry— Address for service in 
this district.}—When a writ is issued out of a 
district registry & is served without the district, 
it is imperative that notice of appearance be sent 
to the address for service within the district ; 
notice of appearance given at the address for 
service in London is insufficient. 

As deft. omitted to give notice at the propcr 
address plitf. was entitled to sign judgment; & 
the proceedings being regular, they cannot be set 
aside without an affidavit of merits (CoTron, L.J.). 
—SMITH v. DOBBIN (1877), 3 Ex. D. 338; 47 
L. J. Ex. 65; 37 L. T. 388, 777; 26 W. R. 59, 
122, C. A. 

868. To whom notice given—London agents of 
plaintiff’s solicitors—Writ issuing out of District 
Registry—Appearance entered in London. ]—Where 
& writ was issued out of a District Registry, & 
deft. had entered an appearance in London :— 
Held: notice of appearance to the London agents 
of pltf.’s solicitor was sufficient.—JOHNSON v. 
WHITEHEAD, [1876] W. N. 10; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 
87; 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 42. 


SEcT. 8.—TIME FOR APPEARANCE. 


_R.S. C., Ord. XII, r. 22. A defendant may appear at any 
time before judgment. If he appear at any time after the 
time limited by the writ for appearance, he shall not, unless 
the Court or a Judge shall otherwise order, be entitled to any 
further time for delivering ns defence, or for any other purpose, 
than if he had appeared according to the writ. 


869. Appearance before service —Whether per- 
mitted. ]— Actual service of the writ is not essential. 
If deft. appears, that gives the court jurisdiction 
to proceed, provided the subject-matter of the 
action is one over which the court has jurisdiction 
(DENMAN, J.).—-OULTON v. RADCLIFFE (1874), L. R. 
9C. P. 189; 43 L. J.C. P. 87; 30 L. T. 223; 22 
W. R. 372. 

870. Person not party to actlon— 
Made defendant to counterclaim.]—A person, not 
a party to the action, named as deft. to a counter- 
claim, but not served with a copy, has no right 
to appear gratis. He cannot appear till after 
service.—FRASUR v. COOPER, HALL & Co. (1883), 
23 Ch. D. 685; 52 1. J. Ch. 681; 48 L. T. 754; 
31 W. R. 714, 








SEcT. 9.—APPEARANCE WITHOUT AUTHORITY. 


Solicitor acting without  authority.]—Sce 
SoLicirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 62, 63, 341, 342, 
Nos. 549, 555-567, 3852-3856. 


PRACTICE. 


Sect. 10.—SOLICITOR MAKING DEFAULT AFTER 
UNDERTAKING. 


See R. S. C., Ord. IX., r. 1; Ord. XII., r. 18, 
p. 312, ante. 


Sect. 11.—WITHDRAWAL OF APPEARANCE. 


871. Leave of court — Necessity for.]—An 
attorney, having once entered an appearance for 
a party, not entitled to strike it out but on an 
a Spe to the court for leave.—MENZIES 
v. RODRIGUES (1814), 1 Price, 92; 145 EF. R. 1340. 

872. Whether granted in application of 
solicitor alone—Unauthorised appearance entered 
by mistake.]—Where a solicitor, by mistake, has 
entered an appearance for a party, for whom he 
is not authorised, the court will not, on the 
application of the solicitor alone, cancel the 
appearance. -SAMBROKE 1. HAYES (1835), 4 L. J. 
Ch. 175. 





Sect. 12.—AMENDMENT OF WRIT AFTER 
APPEARANCE—-FRESH APPEARANCE. 


878. Whether fresh appearance essential.]—It 
is not necessary that there should be a fresh appear- 
ance where a writ is amended (LORD COLERIDGE, 
C.J.). 

The writ by amendment has become a specially 
indorsed writ, & the appearance is still standing, & 
is therefore an appearance to the amended writ 
(WILLS, J.).—PAXTON v. BAIRD, [1893] 1 Q. B. 
139; 67 L. T. 623; 37 Sol. Jo. 42; 41 W. R. 88 ; 
5 R. 129; sub nom. PAXTON v. BAND, 62 L. J. 
Q. B. 176, C. A. 

874. ——.] —HANMER v. Crlirron, No. 414, ante. 


SEcT. 13.—SETTING ASIDE SERVICE OF WRIT, 
ETC., BEFORE APPEARANCE. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XII, r. 80. A defendant before appearing shall 
be at liberty, without on taming an order to enter, or entering 
a conditional appearance, to take out a summons in the King’s 
Bench Division and in any other Division to take out a summons 
or to serve notice of motion to set aside the service upon him 
of the writ or of notice of the writ, or to discharge the order 
authorising such service. 


Service of writ generally. |—See Part XI., ante. 
Substituted service. |—See Part XII., ante. 


Service out of the jurisdiction. |—-Sce Part XITT., 
ante. 





SuB-SECT, 2.—APPLICATION TO SET ASIDE. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XITI., r. 30, supra. 

875. Proper mode of objecting to service. ]— 
PRESTON v. LAMONT, No. 829, ante. 

876. To whom made—Judge in Chambers. ]}— 
An application to set aside an ex parte order made 
by a judge at chambers granting leave under 
Ord. XI. to serve a writ of summons out of the 
jurisdiction, must be made to the judge in 
chambers & not to the Divisional Court or to the 
Court of aad Hag Such an application is a 
matter of practice & procedure within the meaning 
of the Judicature (Procedure) Act, 1894 (c. 16), 


Part XIV.—APPEARANCE. 


s. 4, & an appeal from the decision of the judge 
granting or detieanr | the application lies to the 

ourt of Appeal with the leave of the judge or of 
the Court of Appeal.—BLack v. DAWSON, [1895] 
1 Q. B. 848; 64 L. J. Q. B. 646; 72 L. T. 525; 
43 W. R. 4385; 11 T. L. R. 829; 39 Sol. Jo. 380; 
14 R. 350, C. A. 

877, ——— Though order made by Court 
of Appeal.|—The judge in chambers was applied 
to at the beginning of Jan. for an order for service 
of the writ out of the jurisdiction. The applica- 
tion was refused, & pltf. appealed. On Jan. 13 
the Court of Appeal made the order asked for, & 
on Feb. 12 application was made to the Court of 
Appeal for leave to move to discharge the order 
for service out of the jurisdiction. The court 
directed that the application should be made to 
the judge in chambers.—HoONDURAS BANKING 
Co. v. COMPAGNIE GENERALE, ETC. (1896), 40 
Sol. Jo. 288. 

878. -l]—This was an applica- 
tion (by summons adjourned from chambers) to 
discharge an order made ex parte by the Court of 
Appeal on March 3, 1904, under Ord. XI., r. 1 (9), 
for service in Scotland on applicants as co-defts. 
in the action. The preliminary question was 
raised whether this court had jurisdiction to enter 
the application. It was held (on the authority 
of Honduras Banking Co. v. Compagnie Générale, 
No. 877, ante) that the court had such juris- 
diction.— BALFOUR v. WYLIE, [1904] W. N. 72. 

879. Time for application—Effect of delay.]|— 
REYNOLDS v. COLEMAN, No. 618, ante. 
Conditional appearance.]— Delt., 
upon whom a writ was served out of the juris- 
diction, entered a conditional appearance, the 
memorandum of appearance stating that the 
appearance was to stand as unconditional unless 
deft. applied within ten days to set aside the writ 
or service thereof & obtain an order to that effect. 
Deft. took out a summons within the ten days to 
set aside the service, but the summons was not 
returnable until after the expiration of the ten days : 
—Held: the application was made in time. 
BONNELL v. PRESTON, [1908] W. N. 155; 52 
Sol. Jo. 621; 24 T. L. R. 756, C. A. 

Waiver by appearance.}—Sec Sub-scct. 5, 
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SUB-SECT. 3.—HEARING OF APPLICATION. 


881. Admissibility of evidence.]J—GREAT AUS- 
TRALIAN GOLD MINING Co. v. MARTIN, No. 793, ante. 

882. Affidavits.}—-FOWLER v. BARSTOW, 
No. 796, ante. 

88 No. 


——-.}+-—CALL v. 
583, ante. 


884. Additional facts brought to notice of 
judge.]—Re BURLAND’s TRADE MARK, BURLAND 
v. BROXBURN O11 Co., No. 761, ante. 

885, ———.]—KINAHAN v. KINAHAN, No. 753, ante. 

886. Setting up distinct cause of action.]— 
PARKER v. SCHULLER, No. 807, ante. 








OPPENHEIM, 


SuB-SECT. 4.—GROUNDS FOR APPLICATION. 


Service of writ generally.|—See Part XI. 

Substituted service.}—See Part XII. 

887. Service out of the jurisdiction—Not mere 
irregularities—-Writ amended after leave given— 
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DICKSON 





Omission of prescribed indorsement.] 
v. LAW & DAVIDSON, No. 799, ante. 
Misrepresentations, etc., in affidavit.] 
See Part XIII., Sect. 8, sub-sect. 2, D. (0), ante. 
-.]—See, generally, Part XIII., ante. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—EFFECT OF APPEARANCE. 
A. Unconditional Appearance. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XII., r. 30, p. 380, ante; 
Ord, LXX., r. 2, Part XCI., Sect. 2, post. 

888. Waiver of objection.}—Three of these 
six defts. are resident in England. The other 
three are not resident here, but when served out 
of the jurisdiction they came in & appeared 
absolutely, & did not in any way object to the 
sufficiency or propriety of the order for service. 
That being so, they must, in my opinion, be treated 
in exactly the same way as if they were subject 
to the jurisdiction by residence. They had an 
opportunity, if they thought fit, of appearing con- 
ditionally, & moving to discharge the order 
for service out of the jurisdiction. If they had 
done so the court might have considered all the 
circumstances bearing upon the question—whether 
it was more reasonable to leave them to be sued 
in their natural tribunal of residence, or to bring 
them before a court which was not their natural 
tribunal. But that is past, & they are here as 
defts. subject to the jurisdiction just as if they had 
been served in London (Corron, I..J.).—e ORR 
EWING, ORR EWING v. ORR EWING (1882), 22 
Ch. D. 456, 467; 562 L. J. Ch. 529; 48 L. T. 555 ; 
31 W. RR. 464, C. A. 3 on appeal, sub nom. EWING 
v. ORR EWING (1883), 9 App. Cas. 34, H. L. 

889. -|—A writ was issued against a 
partnership firm (sued by the firm name) which 
carried on business abroad & had no place of 
business in England, & all the partners in which 
were domiciled & resident abroad. The writ 
was served in England upon a person who was 
temporarily there, & whom pltfs. alleged to be a 
partner in the firm, he being served expressly ‘“ as 
partner.”’ Lie entered a conditional appearance, 
which was, on the application of pltfs., struck out 
as irregular, & he then entered an unconditional 
appearance, &, in his own name, moved to set 
aside the service, on the ground that he was not 
a partner in the deft. firm. A Divisional Court 
refused to set aside the service. Onappeal :—Held: 
(per LORD ESHER, M.R.), under r. 6 of Ord. IX. 
the service on appellant was good service on 
the firm; (per LINDLEY & BOWEN, L.JJ.) r. 6 of 
Ord. IX. did not apply to the case of a foreign 
firm, & the service was not good service on the 
firm; but the service on deft. as an individual 
would have been good, if he had been named in the 
writ, & he had by appearing waived the irregularity. 

Ordered, therefore, that, if pltfs. would elect 
to amend the writ by stating that appellant 
was sued together with the other alleged members 
of the firm, who were to be named separately, the 
service should stand as against appellant; but, 
if pltfs. would not so elect, the writ must be set 
aside, with costs. 

I will take the case of a writ issued against a 
deft., an English subject found in England. The 
writ must be served, or that done which is equiva- 
lent to service (Ord. IX.). Ifthe person attempted 
to be served desires to submit that there was no 
proper service, he must move to set aside the 
alleged service. But he must do so before he 
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Sect. 18.— Setting aside service of writ, etc., before 
appearance: Sub-sect. 5, A. & B.) 


appears, because, if he appears, any irregularity 
in the service is waived by his appearance (Ord. 
XII., r.30; Ord. LXX., r. 2) (LORD EsHEr, M.R.). 
—WESTERN NATIONAL BANK OF CITY OF NEW 
YORK v. PEREZ, TRIANA & Co., [1891] 1 Q. B. 304, 
308; 60 L. J. Q. B. 272; 641. T. 543; 39 W. R. 
245; 7T. L. R. 177, C. A. 

890. -]}—It seems to me that, in order to 
establish a waiver, you must show that the party 
alleged to have waived his objection has taken 
some step which is only necessary or only useful 
if the objection has been actually waived, or if the 
objection has never been entertained at all. If, 
for instance, after leave to issue a writ an ordinar 
appearance is entered, that is a matter whic 
indicates that the deft. either never has enter- 
tained the notion, or, if he did entertain it, he 
abandoned it. Such a step would be unneces- 
sary & useless if the intention of insisting on 
his objection still held good (CAvE. J.).—REIN 
7. STEIN (1892), 66 L. T. 469, 471, D. C.; affd., 
[1892] 1 Q. B. 753, C. A. 

891. ——— Appearance as ‘‘fresh step.’’}— 
The writ, which was in the general form prescribed 
by sect. 18, No. 2, Schedule A, issued on Sept. 12, 
& was served on deft. abroad on the 17th; the 
order to proceed was made on Oct. 27, but was not 
served; the declaration was filed on Oct. 28, 
& the indorsement thereon required deft. to plead 
within twenty-one days, & before the expiration 
of that time took the declaration out of the office 
of the court, & on Nov. 17 applied to set aside 
the order & subsequent proceedings :—Held : 
(1) the application was made in reasonable time. 
But, inasmuch as deft. when he took the declara- 
tion out of the office of the court, had the means 
of knowing, & it did not appear that he did not 
know the contents of the affidavit on which the 
order to proceed was made, & that pltf.’s proceed- 
ings were open to the objection now taken; (2) he 
came within that branch of the 135th Practice 
Rule, Hilary Term, 1853, which prescribes ‘‘ that 
no application to set aside process or proceedings 
for irregularity shall be allowed, if the party 
applying has taken a fresh step after knowledge 
of the irregularity.”—BAYNE v. SLack (1867), 
3C. B. N.S. 363; 27L. J.C. P. 14; 4 Jur. N.S. 
192; 6 W.R.171; 140 E. R. 781. 

892. R. 8. C., Ord. LXX., r. 2.}— 
Appearance to a writ is a ‘fresh step’’ taken 
within the meaning of Ord. LXX., r. 2, & a writ 
which is irregujar to the knowledge of deft. can- 
not be set aside on his application after appearance. 
—MULCKERN v. DOERKS (1884), 53 L. J. Q. B. 
526; sub nom. MULKERN v. DOERKS, 51 L. T. 429 ; 
28 Sol. Jo. 688, D. C. 
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893. —— ——.}+—-RHEIN v. STEIN, No. 
890. ante. 
894. -}—PItf. claimed a declara- 











tion that an alleged mortgage of land to deft. 
created no charge on the land comprised in it, & 
he claimed possession of the land. Pltf. claimed 
alternatively an account of what was due on the 
mortgage & redemption. Pitf. was a judgment 
creditor of the mortgagor; he had obtained an 
order appointing him receiver of the rents of the 
land, & the order had been registered. On a 
summons by deft. to stay all proceedings in the 
action on the ground that no leave of the court 
had been obtained to join another cause of action 
with the action for the recovery of the land :— 
Held: (1) though deft. had entered an appearance 
to the writ it was not too late for him to take 


PRACTICE. 


the objection ; (2) pltf. was entitled without leave 
to ask for possession of the land in either alter- 
native—immediate possession of the mortgage 
was invalid, & possession on payment of what 
should be found due if the area eg was valid.— 
Hunt v. WORSFOLD, [1896] 2 Ch. 224; 65 L. J. Oh. 
548; 74 L. T. 456; 44 W. R. 461; 40 Sol. Jo. 


458. 

895. -}—Objection after appear- 
ance too late; Ord. LXX., r. 2.—Tozipr v. 
HAWEINS (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 6650. 

896. Service out of the jurisdiction— 
Attendance before master.}—After service of writ 
of summons on a British subject resident abroad, 
ws obtained an order under the Common Law 

ocedure Act, 1862 (c. 76), 8. 18, to prove the 
amount of his debt & damages before the master ; 
but this order was obtained irregularly, on an 
affidavit of service of the writ only, & without an 
affidavit as to the existence of a good cause of 
action :—Held: the irregularity was waived by 
deft.’s attending before the master, & entering 
upon the inquiry before him.—HARRISON v. 
WILLIAMS (1854), 24 L. T. O. S. 143. 

897. ——_— ——~— Breach not within jurisdiction 
—No irregularity in writ.]}—A British subject 
residing in France, was there served with a writ 
of summons in the form prescribed by the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), 8s. 18. The writ 
was specially indorsed with a claim in respect of 
promissory notes made abroad. Deft. appeared 
to the writ, &, after declaration, found that the 
cause of action did not arise within the jurisdiction 
of the court, & was not in respect of the breach 
of a contract made within the jurisdiction, where- 
upon he applied to set aside the writ & pro- 
ceedings under it:—Held: there was no irre- 
gularity in the writ itself; & deft., by appearing, 
had given the court jurisdiction. 

In such case, deft. should apply to a judge for 
particulars before appearance.—FORBEs v. SMITH 
(1855), 10 Exch. 717; 3C0.1.R.505; 241. J. Ex. 
167; 24 L. T. O. S. 263; 1 Jur. N. S. 3835; 3 
W. RK. 2143; 156 BK. RR. 638. 

898. Irregularity of service.|—A 
writ was issued out of the Court of Common Pleas 
at Lancaster, which is a superior court, for a cause 
of action cognisable by that court, but which arose 
beyond its jurisdiction. The service was upon 
deft.’s attorney beyond the jurisdiction; & he 
gave an undertaking to appear & did appear for 
deft. :—Held: the irregularity in the service was 
cured by the appearance.—OULTON v. RADCLIFFE 
(1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 189; 43 L. J. C. P. 87; 30 
LL. T. 22; 22 W. R. 372. 

899. —_— —-—- Defendants appearing, answer- 
ing & entering into evidence.|—A bill was filed 
against four trustees in India of a fund in India, & 
one formal deft. in England, to recover money 
payable in England. The trustees were served 
out of the jurisdiction, appeared & answered, & 
entered into evidence:—Held: as defts. had not 
demurred or pleaded or moved to discharge the 
order for service, the court might determine the 
questions between the parties.—EDWARDS v,. 
WARDEN (1874), 9 Ch. App. 495; 43 L. J. Ch. 644 ; 
30 L. T. 540; 22 W. ht. 669, L. JJ.; on appeal 
(1876), 1 App. Cas. 281, H. L. 

900. Foreigner resident in foreign 
country.}—Deft. was a foreigner residing in a 
foreign country, & the writ was served upon him 
abroad. Such a service is no service at all, for it 
is forbidden by the rules, & unless some act 
amounting to an estoppel has been done by deft., 
the service is wrong & wholly void. I do not say 
what might have happened if deft. had appeared 
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Part XIV.—APpPEARANCE. 


to the writ; he might in such a case have been 
estopped, as by so doing he would have induced 
the pltf. to go on with the action (WILLS, J.).— 
HEWITSON v. FABRE (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 6,9; 57 
L. J. Q. B. 449; 86 W.R. 7173; sub nom. HEweEt- 
SON v. FaBre, 58 L. T. 856, D. O. 

901, ——— -——- Submission to jurisdiction as to 
whole claim—Though part outside R. 8. C., Ord. 
XI., r. 1.]}—Unconditional appearance to a writ 
served out of the jurisdiction is submission to the 
igagannere) as to the whole claim, though part of 
t is outside Ord. XI., r. 1.—MANITOBA & NORTH- 
WEST LAND CORPORATION v. ALLAN & MANITOBA 
& NORTH-WESTERN Ry. Co. OF CANADA, [1893] 
8 Ch. 432; 63 L. J. Ch. 156; 69 L. T. 558; 37 
Sol. Jo. 715. 








Action removed from county court— 
Interrogations answered in county court.}—See 
County Courts, Vol. XIIIJ., p. 494, No. 440. 

902. ——_— Writ issued for service out of juris- 
diction—Service within jurisdiction.J—In Nov. 
1852, pltf.’s attorney issued against deft. a writ 
of summons in the form prescribed by the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 18, for service 
on a British subject residing out of the jurisdiction. 
In the following March deft.’s attorney entered an 
appearance. Pltf.’s attorney not being aware 
that an appearance was entered, from time to 
time renewed the writ, & on March 31 served deft., 
who had always resided in England, with a copy 
of the renewed writ :—Held: there was no ground 
for setting aside the proceedings.—GREEN wv. 
BRADDPYILL (1856), 1H. & N. 69; 271. T. 0.8.81; 
4W.R. 487; 156 EF. R. 1121. 

903. ——— Action against foreign firm—Service 
on partner within jurisdiction.}—WESTERN 
NATIONAL BANK OF CITY OF NEW YorRK v. PEREZ, 
TRIANA & Co., No. 889, arte. 

904. ——_-- Undertaking to appear by defen- 
dant’s solicitor./—Where a writ was defective, 
it was held that the objection to the defect was 
waived by deft.’s atturney writing to the pltf.’s 
attorney undertaking to appear & give security 
for costs.— ANON, (1819), 1 Chit. 129. 

905. Misjoinder of claims.]— HUNT v. 
WORSFOLD, No. 894, ante. 

906. -]—Leave to join another 
cause of action with an action for the recovery of 
land may be given by the court or a judge after 
issue of the writ in which the causes of action have 
been improperly joined. Such a joinder is an 
irregularity only, & an objection to the writ on 
that ground is capable of being waived by defts.— 
LLOYD v. GREAT WESTERN DAIRIES Co., [1907] 
2K. B. 727; 761. J. K. B. 924; 97 L. T. 384; 
23 T. L. R. 5703; 51 Sol. Jo. 530, C. A. 

Joinder of causes of action.]—See PLEADING, 
pp. 140 et seq. 

Waiver of diplomatic privilege.|—-See Con- 
STITUTIONAL LAW, Vol. XI., p. 542, Nos. 462-465 ; 
Supp. ; 

Waiver in action against foreign government 
vessel. }—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 111, No. 144. 

Waiver in actions against foreign sovereigns 
& governments.J|—See AcTION, Vol. I., pp. 49, 
Nos. 391 et seqg.; Supp. 

Waiver of benefit under Maritime Conventions 
Act—Entry of appearance after two years.}—Sce 
SHIPPING & NAVIGATION, Vol. XLI., p. 799, No. 
6603. 

Waiver in relation to county court jurisdiction.] 
——See County Courts, Vol. XII1I., pp. 550-551, 


Nos. 1060-1073. 
Appearance by defendants in Admiralty actions 
in rem.}—<See MIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 166, Nos. 


764 et seq. 
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B. Conditional Appearance and Appearance 
under Protest. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XII., r. 30, p. 380, ante. 


907. Conditional appearance.|—Re Ork EWING, 
ORR EWING v. ORR EWING, No. 888, ante. 

908. -+—A conditional appearance is sub- 
ject to the same rules as to form as a regular 
appearance. 

Where a writ has been served on a wrong person, 
& service is possible on the right person, leave will 
not be given under Ord. LXX., r. 1, to amend the 
irregularity, but the faulty service will be dis- 
charged with costs upon the application of tho 
person intended to be served. 

A writ, having been issued against a firm & 
others, was served on one deft., F., in his in- 
dividual capacity as deft., & also as representing 
both a co-deft. G. & the firm (of which he, F., was 
supposed to be a member). F. was not in fact, 
however, a partner in the firm, nor did he in any 
way represent either it or G. for the purposes of 
service. The firm entered a conditional appear- 
ance in their firm name, & moved to discharge 
the service as against them. G., who was out of 
the jurisdiction, also entered a conditional appear- 
ance & moved to discharge the service as against 
him :—Held: (1) the defect (under Ord. XII., 
r. 15) in the firm’s conditional appearance could 
be cured by an undertaking by the partners to 
amend the appearance by appearing individually 
in their own names; upon this being done the 
service must be discharged as against them, & it 
must also be discharged as against G., he being 
accessible without difficulty, & there being no 
need for prompt service; (2) pltf. must pay the 
costs of both motions, the objection as to the firm’s 
defective appearance not having been taken until 
nearly the close of the argument.—NELSON v. 
PASTORINO & Co. (1883), 40 L. T. 564. 

909. -|—Pltf., M., a well-known theatrical 
manager, sued defts., members of the committec 
of the Comedie I'rangaise. I1t appeared that per- 
formances of the Comedie Francaise had been 
arranged for in London during last season, subject 
to the consent of the I'rench Minister of Fine 
Arts, whose consent was necessary according to 
the constitution of the Comedie Francaise. The 
Minister refused his consent, & in consequence the 
performances did not take place. The negotia- 
tions were carried on in Paris, & while pltf. was 
in Paris he was informed of the fact that the 
Minister withheld his consent & treated defts.’ 
refusal to act as a breach of contract. On May 23 
this year Pe issued a writ here for £5,000 damages, 
& then obtained leave to serve it out of the juris- 
diction. Defts. appeared to the writ, but at the 
same time wrote to plitf.’s solicitor protesting 
against the jurisdiction. They afterwards dc- 
livered a defence to save judgment, protesting 
against being obliged to do so. Defts. applied 
to set aside the writ. 

The application to sct aside the writ must be 
granted. There was an arrangement between 
pltf. & the Comedie Francaise for performances 
here. There could be no contract without the 
judicial sanction; & that was not given. The 
writ discloses nothing as to the nature of the action, 
& defts. appeared under protest. Defts. arc 
treated as personally liable in the statement of 
claim. Defts. from the first denied the jurisdiction, 
& only put in a defence under threats that judg- 
ment would be signed against them unless they 
did so. We do not deal with the question which 
was argued that defts. are a branch of the French 
Government. We do not deal with the case on 
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Sect. 13.—Setting aside service of writ, etc., peor 
eee Sub-sect. 5, B.; sub-sects. 6 & 7. 
art XV. Sects.1,2,3 &4: Sub-sect. 1, A.] 


that footing. The contract was made abroad ; 
it has not been shown that the alleged breach 
was within the jurisdiction though it was to be 
performed within the jurisdiction. As soon as 
C. (a deft.) knew that the consent was refused he 
told the pltf.; pltf. then said C. selected to treat 
the contract as broken. Defts. appear: what 
else ought they to have done? They could not 
enter a conditional appearance as there is no power 
under the rule to enter a conditional appearance. 
All that they can do is to appear under protest. 
They are ignorant how the case will be put against 
them. There has been no waiver of the objection, 
& they have not attorned to the jurisdiction. 
The writ must be set aside ; no costs (MATHEW, J.). 
—MAYER v. CLARETIE (1890), 7 T. L. R. 40, D.C. 

910. -}-An appearance so long as_ it 
remains conditional, is not sufficient to entitle 
pltf. to proceed under R. S. C., Ord. X1V. which 
he can only do ‘‘ when a deft. appears.” —RICARD 
v. SURSOOK (1901), Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

11. ——-.]—BonnELL v. PRESTON, No. 880, ante. 

912. -}+—Pitf. brought an action against 
deft. in the High Court of the Isle of Man, claiming 
damages for criminal conversation with pitf.’s 
wife. Deft. was at no material time domiciled or 
resident in the Isle of Man. Pltf. obtained leave 
to serve deft. with a writ of summons out of the 
Jurisdiction, & deft. was duly served with a writ 
in England. Deft. subsequently appeared ‘ con- 
ditionally ”’ & applied to the court to set aside the 
order for service out of the jurisdiction & the writ 
on the ground (inter alia) that deft. was domiciled 
in England. The court dismissed the application. 
Deft. took no further part in the proceedings & 
pitf. eventually recovered judgment in the action 
for damages & costs. Pitf. then brought this 
action against deft. to enforce the judgment :— 
Held: deft. by reason of his application to the 
Isle of Man Court had voluntarily submitted to the 
jurisdiction of that court & the judgment was, 
therefore, enforceable against him in England.— 
HARRIS v. TAYLOR, [1915] 2 K. B. 580; 84 L. J. 
K. B. 1839; 113 L. T. 221, C. A. 

913. Appearance under protest—No waiver of 
right to object.}— Maver v. CLARETIE, No. 909, ante. 
; 914. -}-A foreigner out of the 
jurisdiction, who had been served out of the 
Jurisdiction with a notice of a writ of summons, 
appeared under protest; in the margin of the 
appearance was a memorandum that it was entered 
under protest in order to preserve the deft.’s right 
to the jurisdiction :—Held: deft. could properly 
enter an appearance under protest without losing 
his right to object to the jurisdiction.—Firtu & 
Sons v. DE Las Rivas, [1893] 1 Q. B. 7868; 62 
L. J. Q. B. 403; 41 W. R. 493; 37 Sol. Jo. 456, 














PRACTICE. 


D. C.; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. Firtu & 
Sons v. DE LA Rivas & PALMER (No. 2), 68 L. T. 
666, C. A. 

915. ——— Absolute right of defendant—-Time 
for objecting.}—A deft. who objects to the juris- 
diction has an absolute right to appear under 
protest. The practice of the masters in dealing 
with an er cetence under protest of allowing deft. 
a reasonable time for applying to set aside the writ 
& then sealing the appearance with an entry that 
the appearance is to stand as unconditional, 
unless deft. makes the application within the 
prescribed time, has no statutory authority & 
cannot limit the power of the court to enlarge 
the time for objecting to the jurisdiction. The 
meaning of the practice, which is necessary to 
prevent the hands of the court from being tied 
up indefinitely by a formal protest, is merely that 
the omission of deft. to apply to set aside the writ 
within the prescribed time raises a presumption 
against him of waiver of the objection to the 
jurisdiction & entitles the officials of the court in 
the ordinary course to treat the appearance as 
absolute.—KEYMER v. REpDpDy, [1912] 1 K. B. 
215; 81 L. J. K. B. 266; 105 L. T. 841, C. A. 

Admiralty actions.}—See ApmirRaLty, Vol. I., 
pp. 166, Nos. 76 et seq. 

Matrimonial causes—Petition for settlement of 
property of guilty wife.|—See HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 514, Nos. 5541 et seq.; Supp. 


~ — ee 


SUB-SECT. 6.—EFFECT OF OPPOSING APPLICA- 
TION WITHOUT FORMAL APPEARANCE. 


916. Service out of jurisdiction—Formal ap- 
pearance not entered—Appearance by counsel on 
motion for injunction—Afiidavits filed & case 
argued on merits.]—Where a deft., upon whom 
an order for substituted service has been obtained, 
but who has not entered an appearance, has 
appeared by counsel on a motion for an injunction, 
which, after standing over at his request, & 
affidavits having been filed on both sides, has been 
argued on the merits, it is too late for him to object 
to the order for substituted service & to say that 
he has not been properly served.—BOYLE v. 
SACKER (1888), 39 Ch. D. 249; 58 L. J. Ch. 141, 
C. A. 


——.]—See, generally, Part XII., ante. 


SUB-SECT. 7,.—APPEALS FROM ORDER GRANT- 
ING OR REFUSING APPLICATION. 


Part XV.—Default of Appearance. 


SEcT. 1.--IN GENERAL, 


918. Effect of default as admission. }—B 
specially indorsed writ, dated J uly 30, (aie. Sith. 
Bite he the amount owing from deft. to 

- (under an agreement in writing signed b 
deft., & dated May 25, 1915.” The cnderenibat 


— 


917. To Court of Appeal—- With leave.]— 
BLACK v. DAWSON, No. 876, ante. 
was headed “ Statement of claim.’’ Deft. did 


not enter an appearance, & on Aug. 24, 1918, 
judgment was signed against him in default of 
appearance. The judgment was in this form: 
“Aug. 24, 1918. Deft. Ludvig Freyberger not 
having appeared to the writ of summons herein, 
it is this day adjudged that pltf. recover against 


Part XV.—DEFAULT oF APPEARANCE. 


deft. £132 & £5 8s. costs.’’ On the same day pltf. 
took out a summons under the Courts (Emergency 
Powers) Acts, 1914-1917, for leave to proceed to 
execution on, or otherwise to enforce, the judg- 
ment. This application was made because pitf. 
was uncertain whether deft. had or had not joined 
His Majesty’s Forces. Deft. gave a counter- 
notice asking for a stay under the Acts, & filed 
an affidavit of merits. Deft. sought to show 
that the debt was due under a contract made 
in 1910, that is, before the war, & that sect. 1 
of the Courts (Emergency Powers) Act, 1914, 
applied ; & that the alleged contract of 1915 was 
merely an acknowledgment of a debt due under 
the contract of 1910. The judge, affirming the 
decision of the master, refused to go into the 
merits, holding that deft. was estopped by the 
indorsement on the writ & the judgment by default 
from asserting that the sum was due under the 
contract of 1910, & he refused a stay. Deft. 
appealed. 
he court dismissed the appeal. 

For the purposes of this action under Rules of 
the Supreme Court which govern the matter 
every allegation of fact in a pleading, if not denied, 
must be taken to be admitted. In the statement 
of claim contained in the indorsement on the writ 
the sum of £1382 was alleged to be due under an 
agreement of May 25, 1915. That allegation for 
the purposes of the present action must be taken 
as admitted. If it were necessary I would be 
prepared to say that the document of May 26, 
1915, was upon its face a good agreement made for 
good consideration, & not a mere acknowledg- 
ment of a sum due, because the sum due was settled 
by agreement & deft. undertook to pay that sum 
by instalments (BANKEs, L.J.).—CRIBB v. FREY- 
BERGER, (1919] W. N. 22; 146 1. T. Jo. 214, C. A. 

919. Nature of judgment by default—Not judg- 
ment ‘‘on the merits.’?|—A judgment on an 
award obtained in England by default cannot 
be sued on in India, since it is not a judgment “ on 
the merits ’’ within Code of Civil Procedure (Act 
V. of 1908), s. 13.— OPPENHEIM & Co. v. MAHOMED 
HANEEF, [1922] 1 A. C. 482; 91 L. J. P. C. 205; 
127 L. T. 196, P. C. 

920. Time for signing judgment — Plaintiff 
taking no steps for twelve months—Month’s notice 
of intention to proceed—R. 8. C., Ord. LXIV., 
r. 18.]}—Deft. had failed to appear to a writ 
indorsed for a liquidated demand, & no proceed- 
ing had been taken for more than a year after 
service of the writ :—Held: the case came within 
Ord. LXIV., r. 18, & pltf. could not enter final 
judgment under Ord. XITI., r. 3, but was bound 
to give deft. a month’s notice of his intention to 
proceed.— WEBSTER v. MYER (1884), 14 Q. B. D. 
231; 544L.J.Q.B.101; 51 L. T. 560; 33 W. R. 
407, C. A. 


2.—WHERE DEFENDANT AN INFANT OR 
PERSON OF UNSOUND MIND. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIII, r. 1. Where no appearance has been 
entered to a writ of summons for a defendant who is an infant 
or a person of unsound mind not so found by inquisition, the 
peta iff shall, before further proceeding with the action against 

he defendant, apply to the Court or a Judge for an order that 
some proper person be per EY guardian of such defendant, 
by whom he may appear and defend the action. But no such 
order shall be made unless it appears on the hearing of such 
application that the writ of summons was duly served, and that 
notice of such application was, after the expiration of the time 
allowed for appearance, and at least six clear days before the 
day in such notice named for hearing the application, served 
upon or left at the dwelling-house of the person with whom 
or under whose care such defendant was at the time of serving 
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such writ of summons, and also (in the case of such defendant 
being an infant not residing with or under the care of his father 
or guardian) served upon or left at the dwelling-house of the 
father or guardian, if any, of such infant, unless the Court or 
Judge at fhe time of hearing such application shall dispense 
with such last-mentioned service. 


Infants — Default of appearance  by.|—<Scee 
INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., p. 323, Nos. 1898-1900. 

-—— Appointment of guardian ad litem. ]—<Scee 
INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 318, Nos. 1821 et seq. 
Birth of infant after action commenced. |— 
See INFANTS, Vol. XX VIII., p. 834, Nos. 2013-2016. 

Persons of unsound mind—Appointment of 
guardian ad litem—In default of appearance.]— 
See Lunatics & PERSONS OF UNSOUND MIND, 
Vol. XX XIII., p. 283, Nos. 1467-1471. 








SEcT. 3.—AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIIL, r.2. Where any defendant fails to appear 
to a writ of summons, and the plaintiff is desirous of proceeding 
upon default of appearance under any of the following Rules 
of this Order, or under Order XV., Rule 1, he shall, before 
taking such proceeding upon default, file an affidavit of service, 
or of notice in eu of service, as the case may be. 


— Ord. LXVII., r. 9. Affidavits of service shall state 
when, where, and how and by whom, such service was effected. 


Form of affidavit of service.}—See Appendix B., 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

921. Contents of affidavit—Place of service. ]— 
To obtain an order for entering an appearance, 
it must appear from the affidavit of service where 
deft. was served.-—DAVIS v. HoLE (1842), 1 Y. & 
C. Ch. Cas. 440; 6 Jur. 335; 62 E. R. 966. 

922. .]—The affidavit of service to grant a 
motion for final judgment must in essential 
averments strictly comply with the General 
Orders & Rules. 

The jurisdiction of the court to enter judgment 
against a person who has not appeared is con- 
ferred by the rules—CRANE & Sons, Lp. v. 
WALuis (1915), 49 I. L. T. 213. : 

Matrimonial causes.]—See HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 395, Nos. 3917 ef seq. 








Sect. 4.—ACTION FOR LIQUIDATED DEMAND. 


SuB-SECT. 1.—JUDUMENT AGAINST SOLE 
DEFENDANT OR ALL 


A. In General. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIII., r. 8. Where the writ of summons Is 
indorsed for a liquidated demand, whether specially or other- 
wise, and the defendant fails, or all the defendants, if more 
than one, fail, to appear thereto, the plaintiff may enter final 
judgment for any sum not exceeding the sum indorsed on the 
writ, together with interest at the rate specified (if any), or (if 
no rate specified) at the rate of five per cent. per annum, to 
the date of the judgment, and costs. 

Provided that in actions by a moneylender or an assignee 
for the recovery of money lent by the moneylender or the 
enforcement of any agreement or security relating to any such 
money, judgment shall not be entered in default of appearance 
unless the leave of the Court or Judge has been obtained in 
accordance with the provisions of Rule 16 of this Order. 


923. Application of rule in Admiralty.]—The 
practice of the Admiralty Division as to the 
procedure in default actions under R. 8S. C., Ord. 
XITI., r. 3, is the same as in other divisions. 

Where pitfs. issued a specially indorsed writ in 
an action in personam in the Admiralty Division :— 
Held: they were entitled to.enter final judgment 
on expiration of the time allowed to defts. to 
appear.—THE MADELEINE & THE ANDRE THEO- 
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Sect. 4.— Action for liquidated demand: Sub-sect. 1, 
A. B.C. D., BE. & F.; sub-sect. 2.] 


por# (1903), 73 L. J. P. 24; 89 L. T. 675; 20 
1. L. R. 83; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 508. 


B. Liquidated Demand. 


Sce R. SS. C., Ord. XIII, r. 3, p. 385, ante ; 
r. 7, p. 390, post. 

924. R. 8. C., Ord. XIII, rr. 3 & 7.}—A_ writ 
was indorsed with a claim for an account of 
principal, interest, & costs on a mortgage security, 
& for foreclosure or sale, & also with a claim for 
a specific sum for principal & interest due under a 
covenant in the mortgage deed. Deft. did not 
appear, & no statement of claim was delivered. 
Pitf. moved, under Ord. XIII., r. 3, for liberty to 
forthwith sign final judgment for the amount 
indorsed on the writ, & under Ord. XV. for the 
usual foreclosure judgment nist :—Held: under 
Ord. XIII., r. 3, pltf. was entitled to sign judgment 
for the liquidated demand notwithstanding that 
the writ was also indorsed with a claim for an 
account & foreclosure, but he was not entitled 
under Ord. XV. to a foreclosure judgment. 

It also, perhaps, was thought that Ord. XIII, 
r. 3, was limited to writs indorsed with a claim for 
a liquidated demand only, because that rule was 
followed or accompanied by another, namely, 
r. 7 of the same Order, which makes special pro- 
vision for the case of writs indorsed with a claim 
for pecuniary damages & for a liquidated demand. 
But I do not think that the express provision con- 
tained in r. 7 impliedly operates by way of limita- 
tion to r. 3, for both are affirmative rules. I 
therefore think that the application is properly 
made under Ord. XITI., r. 3, & I also think that 
any difficulty as to the result of so holding with 
regard to two distinct judgments possibly being 
made on one writ, is well answered by showing 
that Ord. XIII., c. 7, admits the possibility of two 
distinct judgments being entered (CHITTY, J.).— 
BISSETT v. JONES (1886), 32 Ch. D. 635, 637; 55 
L. J. Ch. 648; 54 L. T. 603; 34 W. R. 591. 

925. Action on bill of exchange—Expenses of 
noting.}—In an action on a bill of exchange, the 
writ was specially indorsed for £31 8s. 9d. ‘* being 
balance of principal, interest, & expenses of noting, 
due on a bill of exchange for £75 9s. dated, etc.”’ :—- 
Held: the expenses of noting were not “a 
liquidated demand ” within the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 27, & consequently 
the indorsement was irregular, & pltf. was not 
entitled to sign final judgment under sect. 29, 
on the failure of deft. to enter an appearance within 
the specified time.—ROGERs v. Hunt (1854), 10 
Exch. 474; 3 C. L. R. 174; 241. J. Ex. 23; 24 
L. T. O. S. 184; 3 W. R. 72; 18 Jur. 1084; 156 
K. R. 525. 

See, now, Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 57. 

926. Bank charges.]—In an action 
on a bill of exchange the writ was indorsed for the 
amount of the bill & a further sum described as 
‘bank charges.” Deft. failed to appear, & judg- 
ment was entered under Ord. XIII., r. 3 :—Held : 
this was a liquidated demand within Ord. XIII., 
r. 3; expenses of noting, here sufficiently described 
as ‘“ bank charges,” being liquidated damages by 
the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882 (c. 61), s. 57.— 
DANDO v. BODEN, [1893] 1 Q. B. 318; 62 L. J. 
Q. B. 339; 68 L. T.90; 41 W. R. 285; 37 Sol. Jo. 
195; 5 R. 183, D. C. 

——- Summary judgment under Common Law 
Procedure Acts & Rules of Court.]—See Binis or 
EXCHANGE, Vol. V1.. pp. 471, Nos. 3001 et seq. 








PRACTICE. 


927. Joinder of claims——Liquidated demand— 
Writ also indorsed with claim for account & fore- 


_ closure.}—BissETr v. JONES, No. 924, ante. 


C. Amount for which Judgment signed. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XIII., r. 3, p. 385, ante. 

928. Amount actually due when judgment 
signed—Payment by defendant on account— 
Plaintiff only entitled to balance due.]|—Where a 
writ of summons is specially indorsed under tho 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 25, 
& judgment is signed for default of appearance, 
pursuant to sect. 27, after payments made by deft. 
on account, pitf. is not entitled to a uses nar 
for the sum indorsed upon the writ, but only for 
the balance remaining due after giving credit for the 
moneys paid. By a special indorsement under 
the above Act, pltf. claimed £341 lls. 7d. Deft., 
after the issuing of the writ, & before judgment, 
paid £25 on account, & judgment was signed & 
execution issued for the full amount, but with a 
direction to the officer to take the balance only, 
& costs.—HODGES v. CALLAGHAN (1857), 2 C. B. 
N. S. 306; 26 L. J. C. P. 171; 29 L. T. O. S. 
Hes 3 Jur. N. S. 369; 5.W. HR. 531; 140 E. Rh. 

34. 

929. ——— Reduction by payment after writ 
issued.}—When a writ of summons is indorsed 
for a liquidated demand, which is reduced by pay- 
ment after writ issued, judgment on default of 
appearance ought only to be entered for the amount 
actually due at the time when such judgment is 
entered, & deft. has a right to have any judgment 
entered for a larger amount set aside. 

In my opinion, according to the true con- 
struction of Ord. XIILI., r. 3, which is to the same 


effect as the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 


(c. 76), ss. 25, 27, although pltf. was within his 
rights in issuing the writ he was wrong in signing 
judgment for more than was then due, & as 
nothing was due he could only sign judgment 
for the costs (LORD EsHER, M.R.).—HUGHES v. 
JUSTIN, [1894] 1 Q. B. 667, 669; 63 L. J. Q. B. 
417; 70 L. T. 365; 42 W. R. 339; 10 T. L. R. 
291; 9 R. 212; sub nom. HODGES v. JUSTIN 
(No. 1), 38 Sol. Jo. 270, C. A. 

930. Judgment signed for larger amount than 
due — Right to set aside.}—HUGHES v. JUSTIN, 
No. 929, ante. 

931. Amendment.]—A. having issued 
a@ writ of summons against B., specially indorsed 
for £28, B., without appearing to the writ, paid 
£10 to A., on account of the debt. <A. afterwards, 
under the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 
(c. 76), s. 27, signed judgment for default of 
appearance, for the full amount of £28 & costs, 
& issued a ca. sa., indorsed for that amount, under 
which B. was arrested, & paid the sum demanded. 
B. having brought an action against A. for 
maliciously & without probable cause signing 
judgment & issuing execution :—Held: whilst 
the judgment stood for the full amount, it estopped 
pitf. from denying the correctness of the judgment 
or of the execution. 

Quere: whether, if the judgment had been 
rectified, by reducing it to the amount for which 
it ought to have been signed, as in Hodges v. Cal- 
laghan, No. 928, ante, the action would have been 
maintainable ? 

Although while the judgment stands it cannot 
be contradicted, it is always open to the court 
on motion to correct its judgment, to relieve any 
party who may be unduly prejudiced by any act 

one under its order, & to prevent any injurious 
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consequences which may flow from its error 
(KELLY, C.B.).—HUFFER v. ALLEN (1866), L. R. 
2 Exch. 15, 18; 4 H. & ©. 634; 36 L. J. Ex. 
15 L. T. 225; 12 Jur. N.S. 930; 15 W. R. 281. 


17; 

932. ——- ---— Error arising from acci- 
dental slip.}—Where judgment has been signed 
in an action for a liquidated demand in default of 
appearance, &, through an error arising from an 
accidental slip, the amount included in the 
judgment for costs exceeds by a few shillings the 
amount properly allowable for costs, the judgment 
may be amended, under Ord. X XVIII., r. 11, by 
reducing it to the proper amount. 

In an action by pltf., as indorsee, against deft., 
as acceptor, of a bill of exchange for £2,500, 
judgment was signed in default of appearance. 
The amount included in the judgment so signed 
for costs was £5 6s., which exceeded by the sum of 
12s. the amount properly allowable in the par- 
ticular case according to the scale of costs in force 
with regard to judgments by default. Pltf. 
having issued a writ of fieri facias upon the judg- 
ment, goods of deft. were seized under the writ. 
Deft. applied to set aside the judgment as having 
been irregularly signed. An affidavit made by 
the clerk to pltf.’s solicitors, who attended at the 
district registry when the judgment was signed, 
stated that he looked at the list of costs there 
exhibited, & inadvertently filled in the wrong 
amount :—Held: deft. was not entitled to have 
the judgment set aside, & there was power to 
amend it under Ord. X XVITI., r. 11, which ought 
to be exercised.—ARMITAGE v. Parsons, [1908] 
2K. B. 410; 77 L. J. K. B. 850; 99 L. T. 329; 
24 T. L. R. 635; 52 Sol. Jo. 515, C. A. 

933. Duty of creditor.]—Where 
judgment in default of appearance has been signed 
for an amount larger than that which is in fact 
due at the date of the judgment, such judgment 
must, on the application of the debtor ex debito 
justice, be set aside, although the creditor has not 
sought to enforce the judgment for a sum greater 
than is actually due. 

A debtor was indebted to a creditor for a con- 
siderable sum, for the recovery of which pro- 
ceedings were instituted. After the service of the 
writ the debtor’s son paid £20 on account of the 
debt, but the creditor signed judgment in default 
of appearance for the whole amount due. The 
judgment not being satisfied, the creditor in- 
stituted bankruptcy proceedings founded upon 
the judgment, but in respect only of the amount 
actually due, allowing credit for the £20 paid 
by the debtor’s son. The debtor applied to the 
master, claiming that the judgment having been 
signed for an excessive amount was bad, & must 
be set aside. The master held that as the debtor 
had delayed in making his application, & the 
creditor had only sought to enforce the judgment 
to the extent of the correct amount, the judgment 
should stand. On appeal to the judge in chambers 
it was held that the matter was within the dis- 
cretion of the master, & that his discretion had been 
rightly exercised :—Held: the debtor was not 
precluded from succeeding in his application by 
reason of his relay, since the obligation to amend 
the judgment rested not upon the debtor, but 
upon the creditor who was seeking to enforce it ; 
& the judgment, having been signed for a sum 
larger than that which was in fact due, must be 
set aside.—Mvuin v. JENKS, [1913] 2 K. B. 412; 
es x J. K. B. 703; 108 L. T. 747; 57 Sol. Jo. 476, 

984. Limited to relief claimed by writ.]—Not- 
withstanding the provision of Ord. XX., r. 4, 
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that whenever a statement of claim is delivered 
pltf. may therein extend his claim without any 
amendment of the indorsement of the writ, pltf. 
cannot, when deft. does not appear to the writ & 
a statement of claim is delivered by filing it with 
the proper officer, obtain judgment in default of 
appearance for more than he has claimed by his 
writ. Semble: a receiver may be appointed upon 
an originating summons.—GEE v. BELL (1887), 
35 Ch. D. 160; 56 L. J. Ch. 718; 56 L. T. 305 ; 
35 W. R. 805. 

935. Foreclosure actlion— Writ not in- 
dorsed for payment.]}—Where no appearance has 
been entered by deft. in an action, pltf. cannot, 
by his statement of claim, enlarge the scope of the 
claim indorsed on his writ. Where, therefore, 
deft. did not enter an appearance to the writ 
issued in a foreclosure action, & the writ was not 
indorsed for payment, the court held that the pltf. 
was only entitled to the usual order for foreclosure, 
although, on his statement of claim, he was also 
entitled to an order for payment against deft.— 
LAw v. PunBy (No. 2) (1887), 56 L. T. 5225; 35 
W. R. 450. 





D. Interest. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XIII, r. 3, p. 385, ante. 

936. No contract, express or implied to pay 
interest—Interest on I.0.U.]—The Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 25, which enables 
a pltf. to make on the writ of summons a special 
indorsement of his claim, with interest, is not 
confined to cases in which interest is payable by 
contract, express or implied. Therefore, where 
pltf. by such indorsement claimed interest on an 
1.0.U., & in default of appearance signed judg- 
inent :—-Held: the judgment was regular. 

But in all cases, except those of bills of ex- 
change & promissory notes, if a pltf. by such 
indorsement claims interest where it is not due by 
contract, express or implied, & on default of appear- 
ance signs judgment for it, the court will set aside 
the judgment & make the attorney pay the costs. 
—HRopway v. Lucas (1855), 10 Exch. 667; 3 
C. L. R. 615; 24 L. J. Ex. 155; 24 L. T. O. S. 
277; 1 Jur. N.S. 429; 3 W. R. 212. 

Merger of covenant to pay interest, in judgment. ] 
——See JUDGMENTS & ORDERS, Vol. XXX., p. 164, 
Nos. 332-339. 


FE. Claims relating to Money Lent. 
Sec Sect. 10, post. 


F. Currency and Rate of Exchange. 


See Monty, Vol. XXXYV., pp. 169, Nos. 11 ef 
seq.; Supp. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—DEFAULT BY ONE OR SOME OF 
SEVERAL DEFENDANTS. 


R. S&S. C., Ord. XIII, r. 4. Where the writ of summons is 
indorsed for a liquidated demand, whether specially or otherwise, 
and there are several defendants, of whom one or more appear 
to the writ, and another or others of them fail to appear, the 
plaintiff may enter final judgment, as in the preceding Rule, 
against such as have not appeared, and may issue execution 
upon such judgment withou prejudice to his right to proceed 

th the action against such as have appeared. 


aa relating to money lent.]—See Sect. 10, 
post, 
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Sect.5: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


Smct. 56.—CLAIM FOR DAMAGES OR DETENTION 
OF GOODS, OR BOTH. 


Sus-sect. 1.—JUDGMENT AGAINST SOLE DEFEN- 
DANT OR ALL DEFENDANTS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XII, r. 5. Where the writ is indorsed with a 
claim for pecuniary damages only, or for detention of goods 
with or without a claim for pecuniary damages, and the defen- 
dant fails, or all the defendants, if more than one, fall, to appear 
the plaintiff may enter interlocutory judgment and a writ of 
inquiry shall issue to assess the value of the goods and the 
damages, or the damages only, as the case may be, in respect 
of the causes of action disclosed by the indorsement on the 
writ of summons. But the Court or a Judge may order a 
statement of claim or pee iculass to be filed before any aasess- 
ment of damages, and may order that, instead of a writ of 
inguiry, the value and amount of damages, or either of them, 
are ascertained in any way which the Court or Judge may 

ect. 


937. Claim for injunction—Rule not applic- 
able.J—Pitf. moved for judgment in default of 
appearance. It appeared that the action was by 
writ indorsed for an injunction & 408. damages in 
respect of trespass by the deft. under colour of 
public right. Pltf. delivered his statement of 
claim, but did not ask for an account. Deft. did 
not appear. The question arose as to whether an 
account could be dispensed with. 

The R. 8S. C., 1883, Ord. XITII., r. 5, providing 
for a writ of inquiry, or other mode of ascertaining 
the amount of damages where the claim is for 
pecuniary damages, & the deft. does not appear, 
do not apply to a case where an injunction is 
claimed. Such a case comes within Ord. XIII., 
r. 12, which provides, subject to certain exceptions, 
that where the party served with the writ does 
not appear upon the filing by pltf. of a proper 
affidavit of service, &, if the writ is not specially 
indorsed, of a statement of claim, the action might 
proceed as if such party had appeared, subject, 
as to actions where an account is claimed, to the 
provisions of Ord. XV. In the case before the 
court there is no account claimed, & pltf. is entitled 
to an injunction & the 40s. damages claimed, 
together with costa (Currry, J.).—PAarT v. 
GRIFFITHS (1884), 28 Sol. Jo. 339. 

938. Whether rule applicable only to actions 
of detinue—Damages for slander—Fuller informa- 
tion.}—This was an action brought by a married 
woman against her father-in-law claiming damages 
for slander. Deft. took no notice of the writ & 
pitf. signed judgment & a writ of inquiry was 
issued. Deft. now endeavoured to set the inter- 
locutory judgment aside on the ground that the 
same was irregular as no statement of claim had 
been filed. 

I do not want to upset the universal practice 
by holding that it has hitherto been wrong, & I 
sec a way out of the difficulty by granting relief 
to deft. under Ord. XXVII., r. 15. Meanwhile I 
will communicate with the Rule Committee 
pointing out to them the difficulty which has arisen, 
in the hope that they will deal with similar cases. 
This is a family quarrel, & it is admitted by pitt. 
that deft. is entitled to more information as to 
the different charges of slander that he would be 
required to meet. The practice under the rules 
has been well settled for a quarter of a century, 
& I understand is the same in the Colonies & in 
Ireland as in these courts. Therefore I cannot 
take it upon myself to set aside the practice, 
especially in this instance, as I understand from 
the parties they will not take the matter to the 
Court of Ap eal. There is no doubt that Ord. 
XIIl., r. 3, if it is intended to apply to a case like 
the present is about as badly worded as it possibly 
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could be. I think it is only intended to apply to 
actions of detinue. Pitf. ht be satisfie got 
his goods back or he might ask for 
well. He might say, ‘I am entitled to recover 
from you (deft.) for your improper detention 
damages over & above the value of the goods.”’ 
In that case Ord. XIII., r. 5, exactly meete the 
case. Therefore I hold that it would be manifestly 
wrong to hold that it applies in the ana case. 
I think I can get over the difficulty I feel in 
deciding contrary to the established practice by 
making a discretionary order under Ord. XXVII., 
r. 15, which gives the judge full power to do what 
he considers right in a particular case, & leave the 
uestion to be decided elsewhere whether under 
rd. XIII., r. 5, judgment could properly have 
been signed. The seas Te is to be set aside on 
the following terms: The eae entered by 
leave by deft. is to stand. tf., within ten days 
to deliver her statement of claim; deft. to deliver 
defence within fourteen days after. If no defence 
delivered, interlocutory judgment in default. The 
parties to have liberty to apply as to the coste of 
these proceedings. I further order that there 
shall be mutual discovery & direct that the 
damages shall go before a special jury (BUCKNILL, 
J.).— EYRE v. EYRE (1901), 45 Sol. Jo. 653. 

989. Assessment of value of ted detained— 
Whether condition precedent.}—The power given 
to the court or a judge under the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1854 (c. 125), s. 78, to order 
delivery of a specific chattel, only applies where 
the jury, in an action for its detention, have 
assessed its value. The exercise of the power by 
a judge is a question of discretion, & reviewable 
by the court.—CHILTON v. CHARRINGTON (1855), 
15 C. B. 730; 3C. L. R. 392; 24 L. J. OC. P. 78 ; 
24 L. T. O. 8S. 258; 1 Jur. N. S. 477; 3 W. R. 


248; 139 E. R. 7385; subsequent proceedings, 
16 C. B. 206. 
940. ——- -—-—.J—An application was made 


in this case under the following circumstances. 
The action was brought for rent, & for the return 
of specific goods; deft. had failed to appear. 
Judgment had been signed for the amount of the 
rent; but the judgment officer had refused to 
sign judgment for the delivery of the goods without 
an order of the judge. It was stated that the goods 
detained were heirlooms & family relics, & that, 
therefore, a writ of inquiry should not issue to 
assess their value, under Ord. XIII, r. 6. What 
was desired was to obtain a judgment for the 
return of the goods, which would be equivalent to 
a decree of the Court of Chancery under the old 
practice, & then judgment could be enforced in 
either of the three modes pointed out by Ord. 
XLITI., r. 4. 

The only judgment by default in an action for 
detention of goods mentioned in these rules is 
under Ord. XIII., r. 6. You may, therefore, sign 
judgment for the return of the specific goods, & 
then proceed under Ord. XLII., r. 4, as you may 
be advised Area J.).—IVORY v. CRUICKSHANK, 
[1875] W. N. 249; Bitt. Pract. Cas. 65; 1 Char. 
Cham. Cas. 123. 

041. —-—— ——— Writ of inquiry—Execution for 
delivery of goods.}—An order, under Ord. XLVIII., 
depriving the deft. of the option of retaining 
specific goods, upon paying the value assessed 
can only be made after the value of the goods has 
been assessed. 
This was an ex parte application by plitf., under 
Ord. XLVIII., r. 1, for an order t execution 
soa rien ma one Raabe? oy specific chattels, 

thou . the option of retaining them, 
upon paying the value assessed. By Ord. XHIL, 
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r. 5, where a writ is indorsed with a claim for 
detention of goods & deft. fails to appear, pltf. 
may enter interlocutory judgment. That has been 
done in this case. Then the rule continues, ‘‘ & a 
writ of inquiry shall issue to assess the value of the 
_ ods.” That has not been done here. When 
the value of the goods has been assessed under 
this rule, pltf. may enforce his judgment by writ 
for delivery of the property, under Ord. XLII., 
r.6; &in that case deft. has the option of retaining 
the property, upon paying the value assessed. 
But it may be that pltf. desires to recover the 
specific goods ; & in that case he can apply, under 
“~*, XLVIIL, r. 1, for an order that execution 
shall issue for the delivery of them, without giving 
deft. the option of retaining them, upon paying 
the value assessed. It appears to me that the 
prev aoe of Ord. XIII., r. 5, must in all cases 

e followed, when plitf. has obtained judgment in 
default of appearance in an action for specific 
goods. Ord. XLVIII., r. 1, provides no alternative 
mode of proceeding, but only enables a judge to 
deprive the deft. of the option of paying the value 
assessed (FTELD, J.).—CORBETT v. LEWIN, [1884] 
W.N. 62; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 103. 

42. —— ——.]—The High Court 
has now, in an action of detinue, power to order 
deft. to hand over the goods claimed, & if he 
disobeys such an order the court has power to 
enforce it by attachment. 

It was said that cases showed that it was a 
condition precedent to the making of an order 
for delivery of a chattel that its value should be 
appraised. If that was ever the law it was a 
highly technical matter which has been cured by 
Ord. XLVITI., r. 1, of the R.S. C. (Contins, M.R.). 
—HyMas v. OGDEN, [1905] 1 K. B. 246,250; 74 
I. J. K. B. 101; 91 1. T. 832; 53 W. R. 209; 
21 7T. L. R. 85; 49 Sol. Jo. 99, C. A. 

943. Inquiry before master.|—This was 
an appeal from the refusal of a master to order 
that the amount of damages should be ascertained 
by a master instead of by a writ of inquiry, & 
that the evidence of two of the pltf.’s witnesses 
should be given by affidavit. The action was 
brought to recover damages for breach of a charter- 
party. Judgment had been signed in default of 
appearance. The breach in question was for delay 
in loading a vessel at Newcastle, New South 
Wales. The amount claimed was about £8 per 
day for sixteen days and incidental expenses. 
Ordered that the amount of the damages should 
be ascertained by a master, and that the evidence 
of the witnesses at Newcastle, New South Wales, 
should be given by affidavit.—MACDONALD v. 
ANTELME PATTERSON & Co., [1884] W. N. 72; 
Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 60. 

044, Application by summons.] 
PaRR v. SNELL, No. 046, post. 

945. Writ of inquiry—Omission to apply by 
summons for jury.}—On the hearing of an action 
for damages for slander deft. failed to appear, & a 
writ of inquiry was issued in the ordinary form to 
the she commanding him ‘ by the oath of 
twelve good & Jawful men” of his bailiwick 
to assess the damages. At the hearing deft. 
appeared by counsel. The jury awarded £5 
damages, for which amount with costs judgment 
was entered. Deft. appealed, really with the object 
of getting the writ of inquiry set aside, but his 
notice of appeal merely asked for a new trial or 
judgment, with an incidental request that the 
verdict & judgment should be set aside. The 
apa of the appeal was that no order for a jury 

been obtained, as was now required by the 
Juries Act, 1918 (c. 23), & Ord. XXXVI, r. 6A ;— 
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Held: there were no merits in the appeal, nor 
was it a case in which the court by way of indul- 
gence should exercise any jurisdiction it might 
have over the verdict & judgment. On the 
question whether the omission to apply by sum- 
mons for a jury could be treated as an irregularity 
or as rendering the inquiry void the majority of 
the court were of opinion that it amounted to an 
irregularity capable of being waived and that it 
had been waived by the appellant. The appeal 
therefore failed.—_SMYTHE v. WILES, [1921] 2 K. B. 
66; 90 L. J. K. B. 1278; 124 L. T. 688; 37 
T. L. R. 256; 65 Sol. Jo. 258, C. A. 
Form of precipe.J—See Appendix G., 
No. 12, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

~—— Form of writ.]—See Appendix J., No. 8, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 





SUB-SHCT. 2.—DEFAULT By ONE OR SOME OF 
SEVERAL DEFENDANTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIII, r.6. Where the writ is indorsed as in 
the last preceding Rule mentioned, and there are several defen- 
dants, of whom one or more appear to the writ, and another or 
others of them fail to appear, the plaintiff may sign inter- 
locutory judgment against the defendant or defendants so fail: 
ne te appear, and the value of the goods and the damages, or 
either of them, as the case may be, may be assessed, as against 
the defendant or defendants suffering judgment by default, 
at the same time aa the trial of the action or issue therein against 
the other defendant or defendants, unless the Court or a Judge 
shall otherwise direct. Provided that the Court or a Judge 
ad order that instead of a writ of inquiry or trial, the value 
and amount of damages, or cither of them, shall be ascertained 
in any way which the Court or Judge may direct. 


946. Interlocutory judgment only to be signed.] 
— There is a set of orders & rules, namely, Ord. 
XIII., judgment signed in default of appearance ; 
Ord. XIV., judgment signed on specially indorsed 
writ; Ord. XXVII., judgment signed on default 
of pleading. In Ord. XIII. & in Ord. XXVIL., if 
it is a case of a debt or liquidated demand, judg- 
ment may be signed against one for default of 
appearance or default of pleading, & yet pltf. may 
go on & sign judgment against the others. The 
same applies to Ord. XIV., where the action can 
only be brought for debt or liquidated demand ; 
so for any debt or liquidated demand the old rule 
has been done away with by the rules under the 
Judicature Act. When you come to actions which 
are not for debt or liquidated demand, but are 
for damages or unliquidated demands, you find 
the wording of the rule is altered. You are allowed, 
in the case of default of appearance, or default of 
pleading, to sign an interlocutory judgment & 
proceed against the other deft. i to assess 
damages; but there is nothing to allow you to 
sign final judgment against some of defts. & yet 
go on against the others or other. What has 
happened in this case is, I suspect, quite irregular. 
An interlocutory judgment has been regularly 
signed. The result of that is that the damages 
should be assessed at the trial of the action against 
the third contractor, as they might be, but the 
rule says ‘‘ unless otherwise ordered.’’? No order 
otherwise is precue to us, but in fact the master 
has assigned damages, & I strongly ect he 
was asked to give an vs eae without it 
occurring to any one that he should have had a 
summons & made an order on it; but he has 
assessed damages & then, instead of entering 4 
separate final judgment, that has been done 
which is provided for by the regular practice, the 
amount assessed has been entered up in the inter- 
locutory judgment, which is then converted inta 
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Sect. 5.—Claim for damages or detention of goods, or 
both: Sub-sect. 2. Sects.6 & 7: Sub-sects. 1 
& 2. Sects. 8,9, 10,11,12 &18.] 


a final judgment (ScruTron, L.J.).—PARR v. 
SNELL, [1923] 1 K. B. 1, 10, 11; 91 L. J. K. B. 
865; 128 L. T. 106, C. A. 

947. Judgment entered against one defendant— 
Plaintiff not precluded from proceeding against 
other defendant.|—Pm v. CoyLE, No. 278, ante. 


Sect. 6.—CLAIM FOR DAMAGES OR DETENTION 
OF GOODS AND LIQUIDATED DEMAND. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIII, r. 7. Where the writ is indorsed with a 
claim for pecuniary damages only or for detention of goods 
with or without a claim for Pecuntery damages, and is further 
indorsed for a liquidated demand, whether specially or other- 
wise, and any defendant fails to appear to the writ, the plaintiff 
may enter final judgment for the debt or liquidated demand, 
interest, and costs against the defendant or defendants failing 
to appear, and interlocutory judgment for the value of the goods 
and the damages, or the damages only, as the case may be, and 
proceed as mentioned in such of the preceding Rules of this 

rder as may be applicable. 


Sect. 7.—ACTIONS FOR RECOVERY OF LAND. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—WHERE NO APPEARANCE ENTERED 
OR DEFENCE LIMITED. 


R. S. C., Ord. XIII, r. 8. In case no appearance shall be 
entered in an action for the recovery of land, within the time 
limited by the writ for appearance, or if an appearance be 
entered but the defence be limited to part only, the plaintiff 
shall be at liberty to enter a judgment that the person whose 
title is asserted in the writ shall recover possession of the land, 
or of the part thereof to which the defence does not apply. 


See, generally, REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XX XVIII., 
pp. 785, Nos. 1178 et seq. 

Appearance by person other than defendant. ]— 
See R. S. C., Ord. XII., rr. 25-30, pp. 378, 380, 
ante; REAL PROPERTY & CHATTELS REAL, Vol. 
XXXVIII., pp. 768-769, Nos. 995-1019. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—CLAIMS FOR MESNE PROFITS, 
ARREARS OF RENT, DOUBLE VALUE OR DAMAGES. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XIIL, r. 9. Where the plaintiff has indorsed a 
claim for mesne profits, arrears of rent, double value, or damages 
for breach of contract, or wrong or injury to the premises, upon 
a writ for the recovery of land, he may enter judgment as in 
the last preceding Rule mentioned for the land; and may 
proceed as in the other preceding Rules of this Order mentioned 
as to such other claim so indorsed. 


Mesne profits.}—See LANDLORD & ‘TENANT, 
Vol. XXXI., pp. 552-554, Nos. 699-7009 ; Rea 


Property, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 784-785 
1173-1177. ne ee 


SECT. 8.—ADMIRALTY ACTIONS IN REM. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIIL, r. 12a. In Admiralty actions i 
the defendant does not appear within the time mites for 
apnestauce upon the filing by the plaintiff of a proper affidavit 
of service and of a statement of claim and of a certificate of 
non-appearance the action may on the expiration of twenty- 


one days from the service of the w 
by default. rit be set down for judgment 





—————-— 13. In Admiralty actions i 
default of appearance, it when the action comes before him, the 
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Judge is satisfied that the plaintiff’s claim is well founded, he 
may pronounce for the claim with or without a reference to 
the Admiralty Registrar or to the Admiralty Registrar assisted 
by Merchants, and may at the same time order the property to 
be appraised and sold, with or without previous notice, and the 
proceeds to be paid into Court, or may make such order as he 
shall think just. 


Default of appearance. ]—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 194, 195, Nos. 1090-1096. 

Default of defence.]—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
p. 195, Nos. 1097-1100. 

Sale of property under arrest—-Before judg- 
ment.}—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 171, Nos. 824 
et seq. 

Conclusiveness of foreign fags Sane in rem.]}— 
See ConFLIcT OF Laws, Vol. XI., pp. 463, Nos. 
1189 et seq. 

Payment into court & tender.|—-See ADMIRALTY, 
Vol. I., pp. 185, Nos. 979 et seqg., &, generally, 
Part XXVITI., post. 





Sect. 9.—ACTIONS ON BONDS WITHIN 8 & 9 
WILL. 3 (c. 11). 


R. S. C., Ord. XIII, r. 14. Where the writ is indorsed with 
a claim on a bond within 8 & 9 Wm. III., c. 11, and the defen- 
dant fails to appear thereto, no statement of claim shall be 
delivered, and the plaintiff may at once suggest breaches by 
delivering a suggestion thereof to the defendant or his solicitor, 
as procee =F menuoned in the said Statute and in 3 & 4 Will. 

., c. 42, 8. 16. 


See Bonps, Vol. VI1., pp. 222-228, 245-247, 
254-255, Nos. 650-664, 881-901, 959-965. 

Liquidated damages or penalty.]—-See DAMAGES, 
Vol. XVII., pp. 1386, Nos. 422 et seq. 


SEcT. 10.—ACTIONS BY MONEYLENDERS OR 
ASSIGNEES OF MONEYLENDERS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIII, r.16. (1) In actions brought by a money- 
Jender or an assignee for the recovery of money lent by the 
moneylender or the enforcement of any agreement or security 
relating to any such money, an application for leave to enter 
judgment in default of appearance shall be made by notice 
returnable not less than two clear days after service of the 
notice. 

(2) The notice shal! not be Issued until the time limited for 
entcring vf pant A has expired, and a proper affidavit of 
service of the writ has been filed. 

(3) The notice shall be in accordance with Form 2A {In 
Appendix K with such variations as circumstances may require, 
and may be served personally or by registered post addressed 
to the defendant at his last known place of address. 

(4) At the hearing of the application, whether the defendant 
appears or not, the Court or Judge— 

(a) may exercise the powers of the Court under subsection (1) 

of section 1 of the Moneylenders Act, 1900, as ex- 
vere by section 10 of the Moneylenders Act, 1927; 
an 

(6) if satisfied by affidavit or otherwise that the notice has 

been duly served, may give leave to enter final judgment 
for the whole or part of the claim; and 

(c) as regards any part of the claim as to which leave to enter 

final judgment is refused, may give any such directions 
or make any such order as might have been given or 
made upon a summons for judgment under Order XIV., 
if the defendant had entered an appearance, upon such 
terms as to notice to the defendant and otherwise as 
may be thought just. 


See, generally, MONEY & MONEY ENDING, Vol. 
XXXV., & Supp. 

Judgment not entered without leave.]—See 
R. 8S. C., Ord. XITI., r. 3, p. 385, ante. 

Application by notice—Form of notice.]—See 
Appendix K., No. 2A, Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

*““Two clear days.’’}—See R. S. C., Ord. LII., 
r. 5, Part LIX., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 4, B., post; Ord. 
LXIV., r. 3, Part LX XXV., post. 


Part XV.—DEFAULT OF APPEARANCE. 


Sect. 11.—DEFAULT OF APPEARANCE TO WRIT 
ISSUED OUT OF DISTRICT REGISTRY. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIIL, r.11. Where a defendant falls to appear 
to a writ of summons iasued out of a district registry, and the 
defendant had the option of entering an appearance either in 
the district registry or In the central office, judgment for want of 
appearance shall not be entered by the plaintiff until after such 
time as a letter posted in London on the previous evening, in 
due time for delivery to him on the following morning, ought, 
in due course of post, to have reached him. 


Appearance in District Registries.]—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XII., rr. 4—6, p. 377, ante. 

Notice of appearance.]—Sce R. S. C., Ord. XII., 
r. 9, p. 879, ante. 


Secr. 12.—DEFAULT OF APPEARANCE TO 
ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIII., r.15. Where a defendant or respondent 
to an originating summons to which an appearance is required 
to be entered fails to appear within the time limited, the plaintiff 
or applicant may apply to the Court or a Judge, for an appoint- 
ment for the hearing of such summons, and upon a certificate 
that no appearance has been entered, the Court or Judge shall 
appoint a time for the hearing of such summons upon such 
conditions (if any) as they or he sha)] think fit. 


Form of certificate that no appearance entered.] 
— See Appendix K., No. 1k, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Form of affidavit of service of originating 
summons.|—See Appendix B., No. 22c, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

Default of appearance by infants or persons of 
unsound mind.]—/See Sect. 2, ante. 


Sect. 13.—SETTING ASIDE OR VARYING 
JUDGMENT IN DEFAULT. 


R. §. C., Ord. XII., r. 10. Where judgment is entered pur- 
suant to any of the preceding Rules of this Order, it shall be 
lawful for the Court or a Judge to set aside or vary such judgment 
upon such terms as may be just. 


Setting aside judgments in default of defence.] 
-—See R. S. C., Ord. XXVIT., rv. 15; PrEeAD- 
ING, Part IX., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, M., p. 160, 
ante. 

948. Application to set aside—By whom made 
—Person other than defendant.}—A judgment by 
default in an action against a lessee for recovery 
of land on forfeiture may be set aside under 
Ord. XXVII., r. 15, on the application of equit- 
able mortgagees although not parties to the 
action.—J ACQUES v. HARKISON (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 
1386; 53 1L. J. Q. B. 1387; 501. T. 246; 32 W. R. 
274, I). C.3 subsequent proceedings (1884), 12 
aarve D. 165, C. A. 


e mee ieoeenananad 








-J—Pltf. issued a writ 
against J. to recover possession of a house, & 
signed judgment in default of appearance. The 
sheriff, in pursuance of a writ of possession, ejected 
H. who was in possession & put in plitf. HU. had 
no knowledge of the action, & did not claim to hold 
through J. On an application by H. that the 
writ of summons, & Ai subsequent proceedings 
in the action, be set aside for irregularity, & that 
pltf. restore possession of the house to the 
applicant :—Held: the right order was, that the 
judgment & subsequent proceedings be set aside, 
pit to go out of any possession obtained under 
he judgment; the order to take effect only if 
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applicant within twelve days elect to be added 
as deft.; applicant to be at liberty to appear 
upon filing an affidavit that at the time of the issue 
of the writ he was in possession by himself or his 
tenant ; the order to be without prejudice to any 
right pltf. might thereafter have to sign judgment 
against J. upon filing a proper affidavit.—MINET 
v. JOHNSON (1890), 63 L. T. 507; 6 T. L. R. 417, 
C. A. 

950. .}—A Russian insurance 
company, having its principal office in Petrograd 
& a branch office in London, in accordance with 
the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 (c. 69), 
s. 274, filed with the registrar the name of C. as 
its authorised representative to accept service of 
process on its behalf. By a series of decress passed 
in 1918 the Soviet Government purported to put 
all insurance companies in Russia into liquidation 
& to appropriate their property. In the spring of 
1923 C. sent a notice to the registrar that the com- 
pany which he represented had ceased to exist, & 
at his request this notice was placed upon the file. 
In the summer of the same year the respondents 
brought an action against the company by specially 
indorsed writ for payment of a sum of money 
claimed to be due to them in respect of certain 
insurance transactions. The writ was served 
upon C., who protested that he had no power to 
act for the company, & judgment was signed in 
default of appearance. In 1924 respondents 
obtained in this action a garnishee order nisi 
attaching all debts due from appellants to the 
judgment. debtors. Appellants took out a sum- 
mons against respondents to have the judgment 
sct aside, & respondents applied to have the 
garnishee order nisi made absolute or an issue 
directed. The judge, affirming the decision of the 
master, dismissed both applications. Shortly 
after this decision an order was made for the 
winding up of the company in this country. 
The Court of Appeal, after ascertaining from the 
liquidator that he did not propose to question the 
judgment, refused to set aside the judgment, but 
as regards the garnishee proceedings directed an 
issue :—Held : upon appellants’ application, that 
the appellants had no sufficient interest in the 
judgment, & that there was no ground for setting 
it aside.—EMPLOYERS’ LIABITVITY ASSURANCE 
CoRPN. v. SEDGWICK, CoLuins & Co., [1927] A. C. 
95; 95 L. J. K. B. 1015; 42 T. L. R. 749: sub 
nom. SEDGWICK CoLLINsS & Co., LTp. v. ROSSIA 
INSURANCE Co. OF PETROGRAD, 136 L. T. 72, 
H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. SEDGWICK, COLLINS 
& Co. v. Rosst1A INSURANCE Co. OF PETROGRAD, 
[1926] 1 K. B. 1, C. A. 

951. Time for—Effect of delay.]—Where 
no irreparable wrong will be done to a pltf. who 
has obtained judgment by default, lapse of time 
is not a bar to an application to set it aside.— 
ATWOOD v. CHICHESTER (1878), 3 Q. B. D. 722; 
47L. J. Q. B. 300; 38 L. T. 48; 42 J. P. 341; 26 


W. R. 820, C. A. 
——.+~-A husband & wife 














952. 
having signed a joint & several promissory note, 
a writ was issued against them both & judgment 
was signed against both for default of appearance 
in 1880. Certain summonses & orders were after- 
wards served on the wife. She always handed all 
documents so served on her to her husband until 
Nov. 1881, & her affidavit showed that until that 
date she was ignorant of the nature of the pro- 
ceedings. In Nov. 1881 the husband filed a 
liquidation petition. In Feb. 1882 a summons for 
committal was served on the wife. She instructed 
solicitors & opposed the summons, but an order 
was made. She then moved to set aside the 
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Sect, 18.—Setting aside or varying judgment in 
ault. Sects. 14 & 16.] 


original judgment :—Held: as the judgment, 
being a personal judgment against a married 
woman, was irregular & wrong, & as plitf. had not 
been prejudiced or misled, it ought to be set aside, 
notwithstanding the delay. 

Alwood v. Chichester, No. 951, ante, followed.— 
DAVIS v. BALLENDEN (1882), 46 lL. T. 797, C. A. 

9 -}+—Plitf. brought an action 
against deft. on two cheques given for a gambling 
debt. Deft. did not appear at the trial & pltf. 
obtained judgment, but no proceedings were taken 
to enforce it. ter a moneylender obtained a 
judgment against pltf. & the judgment debt due 
from deft. to pltf. was assigned to him, Subse- 
quently, one year after the judgment had been 
obtained against deft. he applied to have it set 
aside :—Held: the moneylender was in the 
position of a bond fide holder for value with regard 
to the judgment debt due from deft., & there was 
no reason to exercise the discretion of the court by 
setting it aside.—HARLEY v. SAMSON (1914), 30 
T. L. R. 450. 

954. ———- To whom made—Judgment signed in 
district registry—-Master in chambers.}—A motion 
on appeal from a judge at chambers is in time if 
made on the ninth day from the date of the order 
when the eighth day is a Sunday. 

Where all proceedings in an action ‘‘ down to 
& including final judgment ”’ are by Ord. XXXV., 
r. la, to be taken in a district registry, a master in 
Iiondon has jurisdiction to set aside a judgment 
signed there through deft.’s non-appearance in the 
district registry, & on terms of his paying costs 
incurred, to give deft. leave to defend.—LEwiIs v. 
KENT (1877), 63 L. T. Jo. 61. 

955. Master or District Regis- 
trar.]J—A district registrar has by virtue of Ord. 
XXXV., r. 6, jurisdiction concurrent with that of 
a master under the rules to set aside or vary a 
final judgment signed in default of appearance in 
an action proceeding in the district registry.— 
TOWNEND v. KIRKHAM, [1898] 1 Q. B. 51; 67 














a 





L. J. Q. B. 5; 77 L. T. 419; 46 W. R. 65; 42 
Sol. Jo. 45, C. A. 
956. Where judgment obtained regularly— 


Application not ex debito justitis—Necessity to 
show defence on merits.}—The 27th section of the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 27, 
in case of the non-appearance of deft. where the 
writ of summons is indorsed in the special form 
therein provided, enables pltf., on filing a judge’s 
order for leave to proceed under the provisions of 
the Act, & a copy of the writ of summons, at once 
to sign final judgment, in the form contained in 
the schedule to the Act. 

An application to set aside the order may be 

made on affidavits contradicting those upon which 
the order was obtained, without disclosing a 
defence upon the merits. 
_ Quere: in case the order stands, whether the 
judgment signed in pursuance of it can be set 
aside without such affidavits as are mentioned in 
that section. 

Suppose the application to sign judgment were 
grounded wholly upon affidavits containing a 
variety of false statements, every one of which 
deft. is able to contradict & disprove, could it be 
said that, because pltf. has succeeded in his applica- 
tion by such false statements, it would be incum- 
bent upon deft. to make an affidavit disclosing the 
merits of his case? I cannot help thinking that 
the affidavit of merits is only required where the 
judge is of opinion that the judgment has been 


PRACTICE, 


signed (PARKE, B.).—HALL v. ScoTson 
Exch. 288; 28 L. J. Ex. 85; 22 L. T. 
O. ; 2 W. R. 108. 

957. .J—Where judgment has 
been signed (for default of ppreerenc:) upon a 
writ specially indorsed under the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), 8. 25, the affidavit in 
support of an application deft. to be let in to 
defend, under the proviso in sect. 27, must not 
merely state that he has ‘‘a defence upon the 
merits,’? but must disclose or make known the 
nature of such defence, in order that the judge 
may see that it really amounts a defence.— 
WHILEY v. WHILEY (1858), 4 C. B. N. 8.653; 27 
L. J. C. P. 305; 31 L. T. O. S. 216; 4 Jur. N.S. 
714; 6 W. R. 649; 140 E. R. 1248. 

958. ee ——. }—_ SMITH Vv. 


No. 867, ante. 
95 ——.]—Pltf., being unable to 


var 
(1853), 
S. 123 











DOBBIN, 











serve one of defts. with the writ, obtained an order 
for substituted service against him, & the action 
proceeded to judgment against all defts. Deft. 
against whom the order for substituted service 
had been made applied to be let in to defend, on 
the ground that he had a defence on the merits, 
& that he never had any notice of the action 
while pending :—Held : as an order for substituted 
service had been properly made & service effected 
under it, the judgment was regular, & deft. could 
not, ex debito justitice, claim to be let in to defend 
the action; but the court, in the exercise of its 
discretion, could allow him to do so if it were 
shown that he had no knowledge of the pro- 
ceedings & had a defence on the merits; &, 
as the giving leave was discretionary, the court 
could impose terms.—WatTT tv. BARNETY (1878), 
3 Q. B. D. 363; 38 L. T. 908; 26 W. R. 745, C. A. 

960. Where judgment obtained irregularly or 
in breach of good faith—Application ex debito 
justitizs.J]—The application for setting aside a 
judgment as against good faith, is ex debito justilia, 
& the court will not impose on the deft., as a 
condition for setting it aside, that he bring no 
action.—CasH v. WELLS (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 375; 
109 FE. R. 826. 

961. -}—If a proces ue is irregular 
the opposite party has a right to have it set aside ; 
& therefore if the term of bringing no action is 
not imposed by the court, at the time of disposing 
of the rule for setting aside the irregular proceed- 
ing, the successful party cannot be restrained from 
bringing an action in respect of the irregularity.— 
ABBOTT v. GREENWOOD (1839), 7 Dowl. 534; 1 
Will. Woll. & H. 565. 

962. ————,}—Setting aside judgment ob- 
tained upon a blunder. 

Where the only fault is blunder, & it can be set 
right upon payment of costs without injury to 
either party, the court generally sets aside the 
judgment. It is not, however, a matter ex debito 
justitiec. It is a rule of practice always acted 
upon (per CUR.).—-GRUNDMANN v. STEVENS (1887), 
3 T. L. R. 649, C. A. 

a -~.;-—HALL v. Scorson, No. 956, 
ante. 

Judgment entered for larger amount than 
due.}—See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 1, C., ante. 

964. Judgment against foreign company— 
Company dissolved or non-existent.]—-LAzARD 
Brotrumrs & Co. v. BANQUE INDUSTRIELLE DB 
Moscou, LazarpD Broruers & Co. v. MIDLAND 
Bank, Lrn., No. 459, ante. 

965. On what terms judgment set aside— 
Defendant to bring no action—Not when judgment 
obtained in breach of good faith.}—OCasH v. WEIL, 
No. 960, ante. 
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966. —— ~—~,]— ABBOTT v. GREEN- 
woop, No. 961, ante. 

: ——- Not when judgment set aside 
for irregularity.|—Where a judgment & execution 
are set aside for irregularity, the court has no 
pe to impose the terms on deft. that he shall 

ring no action.—ADLAM v. NOBLE (1841), 9 
Dowl. 822; 5 Jur. 246. 

968.——— Payment of costs.J—An action was 
commenced by W. & Co., bankers, to recover 
£8,612 aoe over by pltfs. at the request of M., 
Agent-General of the Government of the Cape of 
Good Hope, to his credit at the Standard Bank 
of South Africa. M. had paid over the money 
to the Cape Government. The money was part 
of a guarantee fund lodged by deft. M. with 
alae an security for the completion of a contract 

construct a railway in South Africa, entered 
into between deft. M., on behalf of his Govern- 
ment, & F. & Co., contractors. Deft. M. was 
served with the writ personally, but he did not 
enter any appearance. On April 10, 1889, judg- 
ment was given against deft. M. by default, declar- 
ing, as between plitfs. & defts. F. & Co., pltfs. were 
entitled to the money, subject to any claim which 
the Colonial Government might have thereon 
under the contract, & ordering deft. M. to pay over 
such part of the money as should not be claimed 
by the Government, & also the costs of the action. 
On motion to set aside the judgment on the ground 
that the money was not in the hands of deft. M., 
having been handed over by him to the Colonial 
Government, & that the action had been brought 
against him really as nominee of the Colonial 
Government, & that the Government could not be 
sued :—Held: the Agent-General must be allowed 
to have an oppor of presenting his case & 
of defending the action, but only on the terms 
that all costs occasioned to pltfs. by his default 
in the action must be paid by him to pltfs., includ- 
ing the costs of the present application. On these 
terms the judgment was set aside, & twenty-one 
days allowed to the Agent-General for putting in 
his defence.— WRIGHT v. MILLS (1889), 60 L. T. 887. 

969. —— ‘‘ All costs thrown away.’’}— 
Plitfs. had recovered judgment against deft. in 
default of appearance. An execution having 
proved ineffectual, pltfs. served a bankruptcy 
notice upon deft. & subsequently presented a 
petition in bankruptcy. They then obtained a 
garnishee order nist attaching debts due to deft. 
to satisfy their claim. Deft. having taken out 
a summons to set aside the judgment & the execu- 
tion the master gave leave to defend upon pay- 
ment of a certain sum into court & of all costs 
thrown away. The costs having been duly taxed 
pltfis. took out a summons to review the taxation 
upon the ground that the costs of the execution, 
of the garnishee proceedings & of the bankruptcy 
Porene had not been included in the costs :— 
Held; the words “‘ all costs thrown away ” would 
include the costs of all steps reasonably taken in 
enforcing the judgment, that is to say, the costa 
of the execution & of the garnishee proceedings 
provided they were reasonably incurred, which was 
a matter for the master to decide, but the costs 
of the bankruptcy proceedings, which were outside 
& had no direct reference to the action, were not 
covered by those words. If such costs were to be 
paid there should be a specific order to that 
effect.—ANDROMEDA HANDELSAKTIESELSKAB 0. 
ee (No. 2) (1928), 180 L. T. 329; 68 Sol. Jo. 

970, —— A plicant to be added as defendant 
—Ejectment of person in possession.}—MINRET v. 
JOHNSON, No. 049, ante. 

13* 








393 
Secr. 14.—-WITHDRAWAL OR WAIVER OF 
JUDGMENT. 


971. Judgment signed by mistake.}—Judgment 
signed by mistake, waived without motion.— 
CRAVEN v. AISLABY (1735), Cooke, Pr. Cas. 124 ; 
125 BK. RR. 909. 


Sect, 15.—DEFAULT IN CASES NOT SPECIALLY 
PROVIDED FOR—-ACTION TO PROCEED. 


R. &. C., Ord. XIIL, r. 12. In all actions not by the Rules of 
this Order otherwise specially provided for, in case the party 
served with the writ does not appear within the time Limited 
for appearance, upon the filing by the plaintiff of a proper 
affidavit of service, and, if the writ is not specially endorsed 
under Order III., Rule 6, of a statement of claim, the action 
may proceed as if such party had appeared, subject, as to actions 
where an account is claimed, to the provisions of Order XV. 


972. Filing of all documents required to be 
delivered to defendant.|—The proper procedure in 
the Chancery Division, on dofault of appearance, 
is for pltf. to file not only an affidavit of service 
of the writ of summons, but also of every pleading 
or other document required to be delivered to 
deft.—-SHEPHARD v. BEANE, [1876] W. N. 61; 2 
Char. Pr. Cas. 230. 

978. Affidavit of service—Filing of.]—SHEP- 
HARD v. BEANE, No. 972, ante. 

974. Statement of claim—Filing of.}—A deft. 
not appearing & proceeded against is not to be 
taken to have dispensed with the delivery of a 
statement of claim.—MINTON v. METCALF (1877), 
46 L. J. Ch. 584; 36 L. T. 683. 

975. ——- Master cannot dispense with. ]}— 
One of defts. in this action made default in appear- 
ance. On summons for directions, the master 
ordered the action to be set down for trial without 
pleadings on motion for judgment. The action 
came on as a short cause. 

The master could not dispense with the filing 
a statement of claim against deft. who had not 
put in an appearance; no judgment can be made 
now (COZENS-HARDY, J.).—-Re NORMAN, NORMAN 
v. NORMAN, [1900] W. N. 159. 











976. Necessity for.]—Motion for 
judgment in default of appearance. Pltfs. in- 
dorsed their writ as follows :—‘ Pltfs.’ claim is 


for a declaration that the written agreement 
of April 6, 1898, & made between O. P. G. 
of the first part, the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
for England of the second part, E. W. B. & 
F. B. W. of the third part, & defts. of the 
fourth part, whereby defts. ed to erect cer- 
tain buildings on the glebe land belonging to the 
rectory of Holy Trinity, Clapham, & described in 
the agreement, is determined & at an end, & that 
the sum of £300 therein mentioned has been for- 
feited to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. If 
defts. appear to this writ of summons pltfs. intend 
to proceed to trial without pleadings.”’ Defta. 
did not appear. Pltfs., without filing any state- 
ment of claim, moved for judgment in default of 
appearance :—Held: a statement of claim must 
be filed. 

Motion refused.—GREENE v. ST. JOHN’S MAN- 
SIONS, LYD., [1900] W. N.9; 44 Sol. Jo. 175. 

977. —— -——-.}-—-Motion for judgment 
in default of appearance. 

The claim indorsed on the writ was for ‘‘ dam- 
ages for libel contained on certain postcards 
published by deft.’’ Pltfs. claimed an injunction to 
restrain deft. from writing & publishing libellous 
matter of & concerning pltfs. Pltfs. had filed 
a statement of claim under Ord. XIX., r. 10. 
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Sect. 15.—Default in cases not specially To for 
—Action to proceed. Parts XVI. & XVII.) 


Counsel for pltfs. moved that judgment be 
entered for pltfs. with costs, for an injunction to 
restrain deft., her servants & agents from writing 
& publishing of & concerning the pltfs. or any of 
them any libellous, blasphemous or defamatory 
matter, for an interlocutory judgment for dam- 
ages, & for an order for a writ of inquiry as to 
damages. & further contended that it was not 
the practice of the court to receive evidence on 
motion for judgment. Pltfs. were willing to waive 
the claim for damages. If there was default in 
appearance the statement of claim was filed so 
that deft. might find out what had been done. 
The proceedings indicated in Ord. XXVII., 
r. 11, then followed & no evidence could be 
given. 

Pitfs. electing not to claim damages, there 
will be an injunction as prayed (HAMILTON, J.).— 
DyKEs v. THOMSON, [1909] W. N. 104. 

978. Unnecessary where personal 
service effected.]|—Wherc a statement of claim is 
served personally on a deft. with copy of writ, 
& the deft. subsequently does not appear in the 
action, it is not necessary that the statement of 
claim should be also filed in order to obtain judg- 
ment by default against such deft.—RENSHAW v. 
RENSHAW (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 127; 42 L. T. 353 ; 


28 W. R. 409. 
—__— -—-—.]—Where a deft. has 





979. 
made default in appearance, & the writ & state- 
ment of claim have been served upon & delivered 
to him personally, there is no necessity for the 
statement of claim to be also filed against him. 

Renshaw v. Renshaw, No. 978, ante, followed.— 
PHILLIPS v. KEARNEY (1888), 58 L. J. Ch. 344. 

980. —— Writ amended after statement 
filed——Necessity to file fresh statement.J—A writ 
of summons issued on July 14, 1906, was indorsed 
with a claim for an injunction to restrain a breach 
of a restrictive covenant stated, through a clerical 
error, to be contained in an indenture dated 
Oct. 26, 1891, instead of Oct. 26, 1901. The 
indenture was in other respects correctly described 
by the indorsement on the writ. On Aug. 3, 1906, 
a statement of claim was, deft. not appearing, filed 
under Ord. LXVII., r. 4. Subsequently, on 
Nov. 21, 1906, the indorsement on the writ having 
been duly amended by substituting 1901 for 1891, 
the writ as amended with a copy of the statement 
of claim was personally served on deft., but the 
statement of claim, in which no alteration had been 
made, was not refiled :—Held: on motion for 
judgment, the statement of claim having been 
filed before the date of the amendment of the writ, 
the writ being the basis of everything in the action, 
& the statement of claim as originally filed referring 
to a writ which was not the writ in the action, & 
although the amendment was unnecessary, the 
service of the writ after filing the statement of 
claim was of no avail, & pltfs. must file another 
statement of claim before moving for judgment 
in default of appearance.—-SOUTHALL DEVELOP- 
MENT SYNDICATE, Lip. v. DUNSDON (1907), 96 
L. T. 109; 51 Sol. Jo. 189. 

981. —-— Enlargement of claim indorsed on 
writ.}—Where no appearance has been entered 
by deft. in an action, pltf. cannot, by his state- 
ment of claim, enlarge the scope of the claim in- 
dorsed on his writ. Where, therefore, deft. did 
not enter an appearance to the writ issued in a 
foreclosure action, & the writ was not indorsed 
for payment, the cuurt held that pltf. was only 
entitled to the usual order for foreclosure, although, 
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on his statement of claim, he was also entitled to 
an order for payment against deft.— Law v. 
ti pe (No. 2) (1887), 56 L. T. 522; 85 W. R. 

982. —— Particulars filed with statement— 
Form part of statement.J—In an action for in- 
fringement of a patent pltf., upon motion for judg- 
ment heard as a short cause, asked for such judg- 
ment as upon his statement of claim the court 
should consider him to be entitled to. In the 
statement of claim it was stated that “ par- 
ticulars of breaches are delivered herewith ” :-— 
Held: the particulars of breaches should be 
considered as forming part of the statement of 
claim.— UNITED TELEPHONE Co. v. SMITH, UNITED 
TELEPHONE Co. v. MITCHELL (1889), 61 L. T. 617 ; 
38 W. R. 70. 

983. Notice of motion for judgment—Filing of.] 
—A notice of motion for judgment is a docu- 
ment which may be delivered by filing it with the 
proper officer, under Ord. XIX., r. 6, as against 
a deft. who has not appeared in the action.— 
MORTON v. MILLER (1876), 3 Ch. D. 5163 45 
L. J. Ch. 6138; 24 W. R. 723, C. A. 

984. -I—A_ notice of motion for 
judgment is a document which may be delivered, 
in case a deft. does not appear, by filing it with the 
proper officer pursuant to Rules of Court.— 
DyYMOND v. CrRorr (1876), 3 Ch. D. 512; 45 
L. J. Ch. 612; 35 L. T. 27; 24 W. KR. 700. 

985, ——— -l—Notice of motion for judg- 
ment may be filed in accordance with Ord. XIII., 
where defts. being abroad, have not appeared to 
a foreclosure action in respect of property in 
England.—GARDINER v. HARDY, [1876] W. N. 
153, 185; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 231. 

986. Claim for injunction.]—-DykrEs v. THOM- 
SON, No. 977, ante. 

987. Plaintiff not asking for account. ]— 
PART v. GRIFFITHS, No. 937, ante. 

Action for specific performance.]——See, generally, 
SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE, Vol. XLII. 

988. ——— Conveyance already executed by 
both parties before action brought. ]—The court will 
order specific performance of a contract at the 
instance of the vendor in an action where there 
has been default of appearance by the purchaser, 
even though the conveyance has already been 
executed by both partics before action brought. 
—CHATT v. CHATT, [1926] W. N. 66; 70 Sol. Jo. 
465; 61 L. Jo. 253; 161 L. T. Jo. 191. 

989. Or alternatively rescission & for- 
feiture of deposit.}—This was a motion for judg- 
ment by a vendor in default of appearance by the 
deft., coming on as a short cause. By an agree- 
ment in writing dated Aug. 3, 1925, pltf. agreed to 
sell to deft. a leasehold dwelling-house at St. 
Annes-on-Sea for £790 upon the terms therein 
contained. According to the agreement £70 was 
paid as deposit, & the balance of the purchase 
money was to be paid on Sept. 25, 1925, & if the 
purchase was not completed on that day interest 
was to be paid at £6 per cent. Deft. accepted the 
title & went into possession of the house on Aug. 10, 
1925, but subsequently refused to complete. Pltf. 
issued his writ on Oct. 9, 1925, & by a statement of 
claim delivered on Nov. 5, 1925, claimed (1) to 
have the agreement of Aug. 3, 1925, specifically 
performed ; (2) in the alternative, rescission of the 
aha pee possession of the house & forfeiture of 
the deposit. Counsel for the motion asked for 
an order in the alternative form of relief. The 
order was made in the form prayed.—GLOVER v. 
Broome, [1926] W. N. 46; 161 L. T. Jo. 131. 

Forfeiture & recovery of deposit, generally, see 
SALE OF LAND, Vol. XL., pp. 226, Nos. 1958 et seg. 

















Part XVII.—SumMary. JUDGMENT FOR SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE. 


990. Costs—Default by one of two defendants 
—Form of order.|—Where pltf. was given his 
costs against two defts., against one of whom 
judgment was obtained on motion for judgment, 
& against the other after trial of the action, the 
form of order giving pltf. his costs of the action 
proves that, contrary to the practice in the 

hancery Division up to the present “‘ it be referred 
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to the taxing master to tax such costs, & to certify 
how much thereof is properly attributable to the 
deft. jointly, & to each deft. separately, & that 
the respective deftse. do pay to the pltf. the amount 
to be so certified.” DANSK REKYLRIFFEL SYNDI- 
KAT AKTIESELSKAB v. SNELL & REXER ARMS Co., 
Lrp., [1908] 2 Ch. 127; 77 L. J. Ch. 352; 98 
L. T. 880; 24 T. L. R. 395; 15 Mans. 134. 


Part XVI.—Summary Judgment on Specially Indorsed Writs. 


See Part IV., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 8, ante. 


Part XVil—Summary Judgment for Specific Performance. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIVA., r.1. Where the defendant in on action 
in the Chancery Division has appeared to a writ of summons 
endorsed with a claim for specific performance of a contract 
in writing for sale or purchase of property the plaintiff may on 
affidavit made by himself or by any other person who can 
swear positively to the facts verifying the cause of action and 
stating that in his belief there is no defence to the action apply 
to the Judge for an order for specific performance of the contract 
and for such consequential accounts enquiries and directions 
as to payment of purchase money interest damages and Costs 
or otherwise as the case may require. The Judge mav there- 
upon unless the defendant by affidavit by his own viva voce 
evidence or otherwise shall satisfy him that he has a good 
defence to the action on the merits or disclose such fact® a8 may 
be deemed sufficient to entitle him to defend make such order 
as may be just. 


Hee 


—r.2, The application by the plaintiff 
under Rule I. shall be made by summons returnable not less 
than four clear days after service accompanied by a copy of the 
affidavit and any exhibits referred to therein. 


~ = —--~--—— gp, 3. (1) The defendant may show cause 
against such application by affidavit or the Judge may allow 
the defendant to be examined on oath, 


(2) The Judge may if he thinks fit order the defendant or in 
the case of a corporation any officer thereof to attend and be 
cxamined upon oath or to produce any documents or copies of 
or extracts therefrom. 


—-—_— y.4. Leave to defend may be given 
unconditionally or subject to such terms as to giving security 
aE time or mode of trial or otherwise as the Judge may think 


—--——¥r.5. Where lIcave whether conditional 
or unconditional is given the Judge shall have power to give 
directions limiting the time within which pleadings are to be 
delivered and as to any mer oeuter matter and may order the 
action to be set down for trial forthwith or as at such date as 
he shall think proper. 


Ceetaed ee 


--- -—p. 6. (1) The costs of and incident to 
all applications under this Order shall be dealt with by the 
Judge on the hearing of the application who may order by and 
to whom and when the same shall be paid or may reter them to 
the Judge at the trial. 

(2) If the plaintiff makes an application under this Order 
whero the case is not within the Order or where the plaintiff in 
the opinion of the Judge knew that the defendant relled on a 
contention which would entitle him to unconditional leave to 
defend the application may be dismissed with costs to be paid 
forthwith by the plaintiff. 


Proceedings for specific performance, generally.] 
-—See SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE, Vol. XLII., pp. 537, 
Nos. 983 et seq. 


991. Affidavit by defendant disputing nature 
of transaction—Summons treated as summons for 
directions—Costs of adjournment into court.}— 
By an agreement dated April 1, 1926, deft. agreed 
to sell to pltf. certain land at the price of £7 10s., 
but there was an option given to deft. to repurchase 
the land within 91 days from April 1, 1928, for 
oa of £7 10s. with interest thereon at 5} per 
cent. 

Owing to deft.’s neglect to deliver an abstract 
of title, pltf. on June 9, 1928, issued a writ for 
specific performance, & on July 5, 1928, took out 
@& summons under Ord. XIVA. for summary judg- 
ment for specific performance & consequential relief. 
Deft. filed an affidavit in which he contended that 
the agreement was really not an agreement of 
sale, but was a charge. When the summons was 
heard before the master in chambers, the 
master, at the request of pltf., adjourned the 
summons into court. When the summons came 
before the court pltf. asked for leave to amend the 
writ by adding an alternative claim for payment 
of the money lent, & to have the charge enforced, 
& for directions as to pleadings & discovery, & 
contended that the costs of the summons, & of its 
adjournment into court, should be costs in the 
action. Deft. asked for leave to defend & con- 
tended that the costs of the adjournment into 
court should be the deft.’s costs in any event. 

The judge, after giving pltf. leave to amend 
the writ & deft. unconditional leave to defend, & 
after giving directions as to pleading & discovery, 
said that pltf. was wrong in not having asked the 
master to treat the summons as one for directions, 
& in not having asked the master for leave to 
amend instead of asking for the adjournment 
into court & making his request there. There 
would be an order that the costs of the summons 
other than the costs of the adjournment into 
court should be costs in the action, but that the 
costs of the adjournment be deft.’s in any event.— 
See ae Te v. Morigy, [1928] W. N. 268; 66 

. Jo. : 
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PRACTICE, 


Part XVIIl—Application for an Account. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. HI, r. 8. In all cases in which the plaintiff, in 
the first instance, desires to have an account taken, the writ 
of summonp shall be indorsed with a clatm that such account 
be taken. 

—-~— - Ord. XV., r. 1. Where a writ of summons has been 
indorsed for an account, under Order III., Rule 8, or where the 
indorsement on a writ of summons involves taking an account, 
f the defendant either fails to appear, or does not after appear- 
ance, by affidavit or otherwise, satisfy the Court or a Judge 
that there is some preliminary question to be tried, an order for 
proper accounts, with all necessary inquiries and directions 
now usual {in the Chancery Division in similar cases, shall be 
forthwith made, 


See, generally, Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 266, Nos. 
266 et seq. 

Directions by court or judge for inquiries & 
accounts, see R. S. C., Ord. XXXIII., Part 
XXXI1V., post. 

992. Accounts necessarily involved in_ relief 
sought.|—Under Ord. XV., r. 1, only those 
accounts can be directed which are necessarily 
involved in the relief sought by the writ of 
summons.—Re GYHON, ALLEN v. TAYLOR (1885), 
29 Ch. D. 834, 887; 54 L. J. Ch. 945; 53 L. T. 
539; 33 W. R. 620, C. A. 

Proceedings carried on under order made— 
Fresh affidavit on further consideration.}]—Scc 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 521, No. 5563. 


SEcr. 2.—THE APPLICATION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XV., r. 2. An application for such order as 
mentioned in the last preceding Rule shall be made by summons, 
and be supported by an affidavit, when necessary, filed on behalf 
of the plaintiff, stating concisely the grounds of his claim to an 
account. The application may be made at any time after the 
time for entering an appearance has eaplred. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XV., r. 1, supra. 

993. ‘‘ Shall be made by summons °’—-Not by 
motion in court—cCosts.]—-An order for an account 
under R. S. C., Ord. XV., should be applied for 
by summons in chambers & not by motion in 
court, & only the costs of a summons in chambers 
attended by counsel will be allowed.—SMITH v. 

Davis (1884), 28 Ch. D. 650; 54 L. J. Ch. 278; 
52 L. T. 19; sub nom. DAVIES v. SmitTuH, 33 W. R. 
211. 

994. Affidavit in support —- Cross-examination 
on—Affidavit immaterial to relief sought—Cross- 
examination unlikely to produce results.}—The 
court will prevent the process of the court from 
being abused for the purpose of oppression. 

Pltf. in an administration action having without 
any necessity made an affidavit for the purpose of 
an application in chambers for accounts, defts. 
proposed to cross-examine her on her affidavit, 
& on her refusing to appear, applied for an order 
on her to attend :—He the affidavit having 
been immaterial to the relief sought, & no reason 
having been suggested for supposing that the 
cross-examination could be productive of any 
result, the application was an abuse of the process 
of the court for the purpose of oppression, & must 
be refused.—He MUNDELL, FENTON v. CUMBER- 
LEGE (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 756; 48 L. T. 776. 

—— ——.]—See, generaily, EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 518, Nos. 5607 et seq. 


Sect. 3.—BY WHOM ACCOUNTS TAKEN. 


Jurisdiction of Chancery & King’s Bench 
Divisions.]|—See Equiry, Vol. XX., pp. 266-267, 
Nos. 268-269. 

Attendance before master on usual summons 
for directions— Master proposing to treat summons 
as summons for account——‘‘ Step in proceedings.’’] 
—See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., p. 376, No. 401. 

Official & special referees.|—See ARBITRATION, 
Vol. II., pp. 613, Nos. 2436 et seq. 

District registrars.]—See R. 8. C., Ord. XXXV., 
r. 6, Part XXXVI., post. 

Admiralty—Reference to registrar & merchants. | 
—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 215, Nos. 1390 
el seq. 





Srecr. 4.—TAKING THE ACCOUNT. 


995. Right to cross-examine — Notice.|—A 
party attending proceedings in chambers under 
an administration decree, is entitled to cross- 
examine before one of the examiners of the court, 
as to matters in question connected with the 
accounts, deft. executor whose accounts are bein 
settled by the chief clerk. But notice of suc 
cross-examination should be given before the 
chief clerk’s decision has been stated, & the cross- 
examination should be strictly confined to the 
particular matter in dispute.—GLOVER v. ELLISON 
(1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 288; 26 L. T. 234; sub nom. 
ao v. Evuison, Ex p. ELLIson, 20 W. R. 
408. 

Cross-examination on affidavits iat 
accounts.|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 520 
Nos. 5537-5543. 

996. Right to have disputed item adjourned 
before judge— Question of principle.}—Where 
accounts are being taken in chambers before the 
chief clerk, either party has a right to have an 
item which has been found against him adjourned 
before the judge without ing out a summons 
for that purpose. Where a question of principle 
is involved in a particular item it may be necessary 
to do this. But the ordinary practice is to wait 
till the account is completed, & then take the 
adjournment once for all before the judge. If a 
solicitor were to insist upon his right to take 
particular items before the judge in an unreason- 
able manner, the court might make him pay the 
costs personally. Upton v. Brown (1882), 20 
Ch. D. 731; 47 L. T. 289; 30 W. R. 817, C. A. 





SEcT. 5.—FORM OF ORDER. 


997. Form must not By ot ota trial of issues 
raised by subsequent ple gs—Preliminary order 
in foreclosure action—After appearance & before 
delivery of pleadings.}—A preliminary order for 
an account under Ord. XV., r. 1, was made in a 
foreclosure action after appearance but before 
any pleadings were delivered. The order, after 
stating that the judge did not require “' any trial 
of this action other than the hearing of this 
application,’’ reserved further consideration. 


Part XVIII.—APpPLicaTION FOR AN ACCOUNT. 


Pleadings were subsequently delivered by which 
defts. raised the issues that pltfs. were mortgagees 
in possession or liable for occupation rent :—Held : 
the form of order did not preclude defts. from 
proceeding to trial on the issues, and that the 
action should be set down for trial accordingly. 

Orders under Ord. XV., r. 1, should be drawn 
so as not to prejudice the trial of any issues 
raised by subsequent pleadings.—GarTri vv. 
WEBSTHR (1879), 12 Oh. D. 771; 48 L. J. Ch. 
763; 41 L. T.18; 27 W. R. 935. 


Sect. 6.—ORDER FOR PAYMENT INTO COURT. 


Payment into court, generally, see R. S. C., 
Ord. XXITI., Part XX VII., post. 

Partners—On taking of accounts as between. ] 
See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 475, Nos. 
1393 ef seq. , 

Personal representatives -—- On admission of 
assets.|—See ExkcuTors & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 713, Nos. 7397 et eq. 

On admissions.|—See EvipENcCR, Vol. XXII., 
pp. 137, Nos. 1129 et seg. ; PLEADING, Part XVI, 
Sect. 5, sub-sect. 7, B., p. 218, ante. 








Sect. 7.—SETTLED ACCOUNTS. 


998. No reference in order for accounts to 
settled accounts—Right of accounting party to 
set up—Right of opposition party to impeach.] 
Under an order directing an account, & not 
referring to settled accounts, the accounting party 
may set up settled accounts, though the order 
does not direct that settled accounts shall not be 
disturbed, & the opposite party may impeach 
them, though the order does not expressly give 
him liberty to do so. By the rules of a benefit 
society it was provided that the accounts should 
be audited, & that, after they had been audited 
& signed by the auditors, the secretary & treasurer 
should not be answerable for any mistakes, 
omissions or errors that might afterwards be 
proved in them. By 10 Geo. 4, c. 56, s. 33, 16 was 
directed that the accounts of a society of this 
description should be audited by two or more 
members of the society. In Dec. 1883, an order 
was made for an account of all moneys received 
by S., the late secretary. S. carried in audited 
accounts down to Oct. 1880, & claimed to have 
them treated as conclusive, while pltfs. claimed 
to have them disregarded. The Court of Appeal 
decided that accounts audited & signed according 
to the rules were primd facie evidence in favour 
of §8., but that pltfis., im taking the accounts 
directed by the order, might impeach such audited 
accounts for fraud. On examination of the 
audited accounta, it cy hg that they had 
throughout been audite signed by one person 
only, who was not a member of the society. The 
Vice-Chancellor made an order expressing his 
opinion that the accounts had been audited in 
accordance with the rules, & directing the account 
under the order of Dec. 1883, to commence from 
Oct. 1880, the date of the last audit. On appeal: 
—Held: the accounts had not been duly audited 
in accordance with the statute & the rules, & the 
order of the Vice-Chancellor must be : 
but without prejudice to the right of deft. to show 
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that the accounts in question were to be treated 
as settled accounts on any other ground than 
that they were audited in accordance with the 
statute & the rules.—HOLGATE v. SHuTT (1884), 
28 Ch. D. 111; 54 L. J. Ch. 4386; 51 L. T. 673; 
49 J. P. 228, 0. A. 

What accounts deemed settled.}—See EQuiry, 
Vol. XX., p. 271, Nos. 804-309. 

Re-opening settled accounts. |—<See 
Vol. XX., pp. 271-277, Nos. 310-358. 

Right to surcharge & falsify.)—See EQuity, 
Vol. XX., p. 277, Nos. 359-369. 


EQuiry, 


SecT. 8.—APPEAL FROM ORDER. 


999. Time for appealing—-Order treated as 
‘* final order.’?]—An order in the ordinary form 
of a foreclosure judgment made under Ord. XV. 
is for the purpose of an appeal from it, to be 
treated as a final order.—SmiTH v. DAviEs (1886), 
31 Ch. D. 595; 55 L. J. Ch. 496; 54 L. T. 478; 
C. A.; previous proceedings (1884), 28 Ch. D. 


650. 
-.}—See R. 8S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 15, Part 
LXXVILI., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, U., post. 


Sect. 9.—PARTICULAR CASES. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XV., r. 1, p. 396, ante. 

1000. Administration suit—Stay of proceedings 
pending administration action—Order obtained for 
executor’s account.J—A stay of proceedings was 
ordered pending an administration action. Pltf. 
had obtained an order for an exccutor’s account 
from the chief clerk.—BmLL v. Lowg, [1875] 
W.N. 229; Bitt. Pract. Cas. 36; 1 Char. Cham. 
Cas. 56. 

Account in.]—-See Equiry, Vol. XX., 
p. 268, No. 286. 
.}—See, generally, ExEcuToRsS & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 750 et seq. 
ee ee Personal representatives, 
infra. 

Agency—Accounts as between principal & 
agent.]|—See AGENOy, Vol. I., pp. 289, 437, 568, 
Nos. 190, 1275-1342, 2071-2080; Equiry, Vol. 
XX., pp. 267, 269, Nos. 276, 277, 288-291. 

Banker & customer.]—See Equiry, Vol. XX., 





p. 268, Nos. 280, 286. 


Building owner & contractor.|—See BuILDING 
Contracts, Vol. VIL., pp. 351, 362, 383, 401, Nos. 
76, 119, 208, 276. 

Clubs—Action for account on dissolution.}— 
See OLuBs, Vol. VILI., p. 527, Nos. 146-148. 

Corporation—Duty to account.|—See Corpora- 
TIons, Vol. XITI., p. 370, No. 1024. 

Creditor against beneficiary—After distribution 
pac te Equity, Vol. XX., p. 268, No. 

Currency & rate of exchange.|—See Monny, 
Vol. XXXV., pp. 169, Nos. 11 et seq. 

Equity—Action for account as equitable reliof.] 
—See Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 266, Nos. 266 et seq. 

Executors.}—See Personal representatives, infra. 

Foreclosure. |—See Mortgage, injra. 

Foreign ourrenoy.|—See Currency, supra. 

Infants—Protection of property of—Liability to 
account.}—See INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 190, 
Nos. 472 et seq. 

Lunatio—Liability of committee.]—See Luna- 
Tics, Vol. XX XITII., pp. 192, Nos. 911 ef seg. 
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Sect. 9.—Particular cases. Part XIX. Sects.1&2.] 


Mortgage—Accounts as between mortgagor & 
mortgagee.]— See MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 
633 et seq. 

Action for account—Mortgagee selling 
under power of sale.J—See MORTGAGE, Vol. 
XXXV., pp. 693-694, Nos. 4369-4371. 

—— Foreclosure action—Whether order for 
foreclosure made.]|—See MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., 
p. 568, Nos. 2998-3002. 

Partners—Accounts as between. ]—See PARTNER- 
sHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 453, Nos. 1180 et seg. ; 
pp. 466, Nos. 1294 et seq. 

———— Betting partnership.J—See Gaming & 
WAGERING, Vol. XXV., p. 413, Nos. 165-169. 

Personal representatives—Account on footing 
of ‘‘ wilful default.’’]—See ExEcutors & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 683-684, Nos. 7086— 


7104. 

Liability as to ordinary account.}—See 
EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
p. 682, Nos. 7080-7085. 

- Payment of debts after decree for account. ] 
—See ExEcuTors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. 
XXIII., p. 368, Nos. 4867-4370. 





PRACTICE. 


—-— Practice as to taking accounts.}—See 
Execurors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 702-705, Nos. 7276-7311. 

Principal & agent.}—See Agency, supra. 

Rate of exchange. |—See Currency, supra. 

Receivers.|—See R. S. C., Ord. L., rr. 18-22, 
Part LVI., post; RECEIVERS, Vol. XX XIX., pp. 82, 
Nos. 963 et ecg. 

Secretary of State—Money in hands of.]—See 
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, Vol. XI., p. 510, Nos. 
113-114. 

Solicitor & client.]—See Sonicrrors, Vol. XLII., 
pp. 89, Nos. 811 et seq. 

Tenant for life—Waste in respect of trees. ]|— 
See AGRICULTURE, Vol. II., p. 113, Nos. 955-959. 

Tenants in common.]—See Equity, Vol. XX., 
p. 269, Nos. 292-293. 

Tradesman & customer.]—See Equity, Vol. 
Vol. XX., p. 270, No. 204. 

Trustees—Duty to account & give informa- 
tion.}—See Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., 
pp. 861, Nos. 3067 et seq. 

When accounts ordered.]—See Trusts & 
TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., p. 1031, Nos. 4714-4720. 

Limitation of actions.}—See LIMITATION 
oF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXII., p. 492, Nos. 1527-1529. 





Part X1X.—Parties. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 
8. : Party ’’ includes every person served with notice 
of or attending any proceeding, although not named on the 
record, 

Who may sue or be sued, see, generally, ACTION, 
Vol. I., pp. 43 et seq. 

1001. ‘‘ Parties ’’ — Persons initiating claims 
—For themselves or on behalf of others.]|—The 
definition clause in Judicature Act, 1873, s. 100, 
enacts that ‘ parties shall include every person 
served with notice of or attending any proceeding, 
although not named on the record.” Whether 
this includes next friend or not, it is clear that a 
next friend is liable to pay costs; & in my opinion 
the true construction of ‘‘ parties’ in these rules 
(rules of a Friendly Society] includes all persons 
who initiate claims, whether they do so for them- 
selves or on behalf of others (KENNEDY, L.J.).— 
Catt v. Woop, [1908] 2 K. B. 458, 473; 77 L. J. 
K. B. 756; 98 L. T. 919; 247. L. R. 542, C. A. 

1002, Jurisdiction over persons before court as 
parties—-Or persons treated as parties under 
statutory jurisdiction.]}—The court has no juris- 
diction, inherent or otherwise, over any person 
other than those properly brought before it as 
parties or as persons treated as if they were 
parties under statutory jurisdiction (e.g. persons 
served with notice of an administration decree 
in the same interest with a deft. appointed to 
represent them), or persons coming in & sub- 
mitting to the jurisdiction of their own free will, 
to the extent to which they so submit (e.g. creditors 
of 5 flagella Maree oo carried on business 
under & power in the will, coming in to claim 
against the testator’s estate in order to obtain 
subrogation to the executor’s right of indemnity). 
But the courts have no jurisdiction to make orders 
against persons not so before them merely because 
an order made, or to be made, may or will be 
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ineffectual without it (FARWELL, L.J.).—BRYDGES 
v. BrRyYDGES & Woop, [1909] P. 187, 191; 78 
L. J. P.97; 100 L. T. 744; 25 7. L. R. 505, C. A, 

10038. -}—The order of a court only 








| binds persons who are properly brought before it 


(FARWELL, J..J.).—RANSON v. PLATT, [1911] 2 
K. B. 291, 307; 80 L. J. K. B. 11388; 104 LL. T. 
881, C. A. 

1004. Parties must be named in writ.j]—It 
appears to me that the procedure established by 
the Judicature Act necessarily implies even if it 
does not expressly state—& I think it does so 
state—that it is necessary to an action that the 
defts. should be named. In some cases they may 
be described by the office which they hold, but 
apart from that, they must be named; & it 
seems to me to be contrary to the rules to issue a 
writ against defts. whom you do not know by 
describing them merely as owners of certain 
property. It is not right to describe the defts. 
in the vague way adopted in this writ. I know 
of no such procedure except in the Admiralty 
Division, but if permissible in certain cases there, 
it would, I think, be a complete departure from 
all precedent to allow that sort of thing in any 
other Division to enforce a personal claim (ATKIN, 
L.J.).—F RIERN BARNET URBAN DistTrRicT COUNCIL 
v. ADAMS, [1927] 2 Ch. 25, 31; 96 L. J. Ch. 145; 
136 L. T. 649; 915. P. 60; 25 L. G. R. 75, C. A. 
Form of writ.J— See Part ITI., Sect. 2, sub- 
sect. 1, ante. 

1005. Naming same defendants twice over— 
Personal & representative capacities—Two sets of 
counsel.}—The naming twice over on the record 
of the same defts. to an action, first in their per- 
sonal capacity, & secondly in a representative 
capacity, with the consequent appearance of two 
sets of counsel at the hearing, is altogether 
irregular.—HARDIE & LANE, LID. v. CHILTERN, 
[1928] 1K. B. 663; 98 L. J. K. B. 773, 1040; 48 
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T. L. R. 477, 708; 188 L. T. 14; 71 Sol. Jo. 
664, C. A. 

1006. Proceedings by person holding power of 
attorney—Taken in principal’s name. |—Proceed- 
ings taken by an attorney ought to be taken in 
the name of his principal (SWINFEN EADY, J.).— 
JONES & SALDANHA v. GURNEY, [1913] W. N. 72 ; 
48 L. J. 124, 

See, generally, AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 620 et seq. 

1007. Persons suing themselves—Public Trustee. ] 
—This was a summons for the construction of & 
will. The Public Trustee as trustce appeared as 
pitf. He also appeared by another counsel & 
solicitors as personal representative of a deceased 
beneficiary. No objection was taken. FARWELL, 
J., construed the will, & directed the solicitor & 
client costs of all parties to come out of the estate, 
the Public Trustee to have costs in each of his 
capacities.—Re ABERCROMBIE’S WILL TRUSTS, 
PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. ABERCROMBIE, [1931] W. N. 
109; 171 L. T. Jo. 416. 

1008. -+~—On a summons for the con- 
struction of a will, the Public Trustee appeared as 
pltf., & also, in his capacity as legal personal 
representative of the testator’s widow, as deft. 
MAvuGHAM, J., said that it had come to him with 
some surprise that the Public Trustee should 
appear as both pltf. & deft. If he (his lordship) 
took the old view that a person could not be both 
pitf. & deft., it might be that in the case of the 
Public Trustee the ultimate result’ would be to 
increase the costs, as a new trustee might have 
to be appointed in special cases; & his lordship 
could not forget that the Public Trustee had a 
great number of separate sets of trusts. But it 
had never been the practice of the court, at least 
until the decision in In re Abercrombie’s Will 
Trusts, No. 1007, ante, to allow the same person 
to be both pltf. & deft. It was clear... the 
same person could not be both a pltf. & a deft. in 
the same action, or an applicant & respondent to 
the same summons. Unless a new rule was 
introduced, it must be wrong for the same person 
so to appear, & the correct procedure in such a 
case as the present was to procure some one 
beneficially interested to represent the estate of 
the deceased person. He (his lordship) did not 
take the decision in In re Abercrombie’s Will Trusts 
as being a decision that it was right that the 
Public Trustee or any person should appear on 
both sides of the record. The view had been 
expressed, & he (his lordship) proposed to follow 
it, that the position of the Public Trustee was the 
same as that of any other trustee, & if he had to 
represent various interests there was no difficulty 
in procuring a person beneficially interested to 
represent the interest of a deceased person, & the 
court would appoint that person. He (his lord- 
ship) was unable to see how the Public Trustee 
could appear on both sides of the record, & accord- 
ingly he would direct that the summons be 
amended by striking out the Public Trustee as 
deft. & substituting a person beneficially interested. 
—Re PuHiiuips, PuBLIC TRUSTEE v. MEYER, 
[1931] W. N. 271; 76 Sol. Jo. 10; 172 L. T. Jo. 
488. 

1009. -}+—Pltf., a holder of shares in a 
company, drew bills on the directors of the com- 
pany, for goods furnished by him & his brother. 
The bills were accepted ‘for the directors” by 
the secretary of the company, who had authority 
to accept bills drawn by pltf.’s brother :—Held : 
pitf. could not recover on these bills against the 
company. 

There is no principle by which a man can be 
at the same time pltf. & deft. We are clearly of 
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opinion, that these bills being drawn on the 
directors are, in effect, drawn on the company of 
which pltf. is himself a member. He cannot be 
at the same time drawer and acceptor, and the 
rule, therefore, which has been obtained for 
entering a non-suit must be made absolute 
(Best, C.J.).—NEALE v. TURTON (1827), 4 Bing. 
149, 151; 12 Moore, C. P. 365; 5L. J. 0.8. C. P. 
133; 1380 E. R. 725. 

1010. .}—As was said by Best, C.J., in 
Neale v. Turton, No. 1009, ante, ‘ there is no 
principle by which a man can be at the same time 
pitf. & deft.”” (WARRINGTON, J.).— ELLIS v. KERR, 
[1910] 1 Ch. 529, 587; 79 L. J. Ch. 291; 102 L. T. 
417. 

-~.J—See, also, ACTION, Vol. I., pp. 43-44, 

Nos. 339-353. 

Attorney-General as party.]—See CROWN PRAC- 
TICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 488-490, Nos. 3701-3722 ; 


Supp. 








Sect. 2.—JOINDER OF PLAINTIFFS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r.1. All persons may be joined tn one 
action as plaintiffs, in whom any right to relief in respect of or 
arising out of the same transaction or series of transactions 1s 
alleged to exist, whether jointly, severally, or in the alternative 
where if such persons brought st ae actions any common 
question of law or fact would arise; provided that, if upon 
the application of any defendant it shall appear that such 
joinder may embarrass or delay the trial of the action, the 
Court or a Judge may order separate trials, or make such other 
order a8 may be expedient. And judgment may be given 
for such one or more of the plaintifis as may be found to be 
entitled to relicf, for such relief as he or they may be entitled 
to, without any amendment. But the defendant, though 
unsuccessful, shall be entitled to his costs occasioned by so 
joining any person who shall not be found entitled to relief 
unless the Court or a Judge in disposing of the costs shall 
otherwise direct. 


Joinder of causes of action, see R. S. C., Ord. 
XVIII., PLEADING, p. 140, ante. 

Misjoinder & non-joinder, see R.S.C., Ord. XVI., 
r. 11, p. 423, post. 

Practice in Admiralty Division, see ADMIRALTY, 
Vol. 1., p. 159, No. 673. 

1011. Object of rule.J—Subject to the control 
of the court persons can unite as pltfs. though 
seeking individual relief in cases where the in- 
vestigation would to a great extent be identical 
in each individual case. The policy of the rule 
is to avoid needless expense where it can be done 
without doing injustice to any one; & it carries 
out its object. No pltf. can complain, for he can- 
not be made plitf. without his consent, so that if 
he avails himself of the rule it is because he desires 
to do sv. Deft. has no cause to complain, because 
pitfs. are liable for his costs if he succeeds, & he 
has just the same rights in the action against each 
pltf. as if a separate action had been brought 
against him by that pitf. No doubt there are 
cases in which he might be placed at a disadvantage 
by reason of the operation of our laws of evidence, 
but in such cases the court can protect him from 
such an application of the rule as would work 
injustice (FLETCHER MOULTON, L.J.).—MARKT & 
Co., Lrp. v. KNIGHT S.S. Co., Lrp., SALE & 
FRAZAR v. KNIGHT S.S. Co., Lrp., [1910] 2 K. B. 
1021, 1037; 79 L. J. K. B.939; 103 L. T. 369; 
11 Asp. M. L. C. 460, C. A. 

1012. Rule construed  liberally.]}—Re Beck, 
ATTIA v. SEED, No. 1079, post. 

1018. Whether rule deals only with joinder of 
parties—& not causes of action.]—Ord. XVI., 
r. 1, deals merely with the parties to an action, 
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& has no reference to the joinder of several causes 
of action. 
Bales of cotton were shipped by several shippers 
upon a general ship for carriage to Liverpool, the 
bills of lading being similar. Upon arrival it was 
found that the number of bales landed fell short 
of those shipped, & that some of the landed bales 
could not be identified, their marks having been 
obliterated. These latter bales were sold & their 
proceeds distributed proportionately amo the 
several consignees. Sixteen holders of bi of 
lading, nine being shippers & seven consignees, 
joined in one action against the shipowners claim- 
ing damages for non-delivery of the number of 
bales specified in their bills of lading respectively : 
—Held: the causes of action of the several pltfs. 
were separate & distinct & could not be joined in 
one action under Ords. XVI. & XVIII. or other- 
wise.—SMURTHWAITE v. HANNAY, [1894] A. C. 
494; 63 L. J. Q. B. 737; 71 L. T. 157; 43 W. R. 
113; 10 T. L. R. 649; 7 Asp. M. L. C. 485; 6 


R. 299, H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. HANNAY 
& Co. v. SMURTHWAITE, [1893] 2 Q. B. 412, 
C. A. 

1014. -}+—I think it is difficult to say 








that since the amendment of that rule [Ord. X VL., 
r. 1], the order does not deal with joinder of causes 
of action, but deals only with joinder of parties 
(CozENS-HARDY, L.J.).——BuLLOcK v. LONDON 
GENERAL OMNIBUS Co., [1907] 1 K. B. 264, 272 ; 
16L. J. K. B. 127; 95 L. T. 905; 23 T. L. R. 62, 


C. A. 

1015. ———.]—R. 4 of Ord. XVI.—which 
rovides that ‘all persons may be joined as 
efts. against whom the right to any relief is alleged 

to exist, whether jointly, severally or in the 
alternative ’’—when read in connection with r. 1 
of that Order, is not confined in its operation to 
jvinder of parties, but extends also to joinder of 
causes of action, so that persons may now be joined 
as defts. who are alleged to be liable in respect of 
causes of action which are not necessarily limited to 
the same exact state of facts, contracts, & circum- 
stances as gout liability, & in respect of which 
relief is claimed by pltf. in the alternative.— 
CoMPANRIA SANSINENA DE CARNES CONGELADAS Vv. 
HOULDER Bros. & Co., LTD., [1910] 2 K. B. 354; 
79 L.J.K. B. 1094; 103 L. T. 333; 11 Asp. M. L.C. 
625, C. A. 

1016. —- - -———.}The practice has been 
materially changed since the language of Ord. 
XVI. of the High Court Rules was altered to its 
present form. Before that alteration the decisions 
made it plain that Ord. XVI. applied only to 
joinder of parties & did not apply to joinder of 
causes of action. But it has been pointed out in 
Compatia Sansinena de Carnes Congeladas v. 
Houlder Bros. & Co., No. 1015, ante (& I think we 
are bound by that decision), that since the alteration 
in the language of Ord. XVI., the rule does apply 
to causes of action as well as to parties (BANKES, 5 +). 
—TimMEs CoLD STORAGE Co. v. LOWTHER & 
BLANKLEY, LOWTHER & BLANKLEY v. TIMES COLD 
STORAGE Co. & NEW ZEALAND SHIPPING Co., 
[1911] 2 K. B. 100, 107; 80 L. J. K. B. 001; 
104 L. T. 637, D. C. 

1017. -——-.]—In my opinion the altera- 
tion in r. 1 has made a considerable change in 
the practice. Before the alteration Ord. XVI. 
dealt merely with the joinder of parties in respect 
of the same cause of action, & not with the joinder 
of separate causes of action. Smurthwaite v. 
Hannay, No. 1013, ante, is clear upon that. Since the 
alteration it can no longer be said that Ord. XVI. 
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relates only to joinder of parties & not to joinder 
of causes of action (SWINFEN Eapy, L.J.).— 
OESTERREICHISCHH Export A. G. v. BRITISH 
INDEMNITY INSURANCE O©o., Lrp., [1914] 2 K. B. 
atte 756; 883 L. J. K. B. 971; 110 L. T. 955, 


1018. Joinder a matter of discretion. ]}—Pitfs. 
were eight members of a trade union called the 
Natio Union of Railwaymen. One was the 
president of the union, another was the general 
secretary, three were assistant secretaries, & three 
were members of the executive committee. The 
general secretary & the assistant secretaries 
received salaries from the union, & the other four 
received no salary, but were paid a fixed sum per 
day for expenses when engaged on the work of the 
union. Defts. were six members of a trade union 
called the Associated Society of Locomotive 
Engineers & Firemen. In June, 1915, at a meet- 
ing at which representatives of the railway com- 
panies & pltfs. & defts. as representatives of their 
respective unions were present, a request was 
made for a war bonus of 58. @ week to railwaymen, 
but this request was not granted. At a meeting 
in Oct. 1915, a war bonus of 5s. a week was granted 
to the men. In Oct. 1915, defts. made speeches 
at meetings of railwaymen in various places 
reflecting on the conduct of pltfs. at the meeting 
in June & stating that but for their conduct at 
that meeting the men would have got the bonus 
then. Pltfs. brought an action in respect of these 
statements. The statement of claim alleged that 
defta. conspired together to injure pltfs. by 
poplishing defamatory matter, & that in pursuance 

hereof they spoke & published of pltfs. & each of 
them in respect of their offices as officials of the 
union certain defamatory statements, & they 
claimed damages against defts. Nospecial damage 
was alleged or proved. The jury found that four 
of defts. had conspired to slander pltfs.; that 
all defts. slandered the pltfs.; & they assessed the 
damages for the separate slanders published by 
each of defts., but did not assess any damages on 
the conspiracy claim. Judgment was entered 
for pltfs. for the respective amounts awarded to 
them by the jury, & for a declaration that the 
four defts. had conspired to injure pltfs. by publish- 
ing oral defamatory statements of them :—Held: 
(1) the causes of action for conspiracy & for 
the separate slanders by each of the defts. were not 
improperly joined in one action, subject to the 
power of the judge to order separate trials of the 
different causes of action if in his opinion it would 
be embarrassing to try them all in one action; 
(2) each of pltfs. held an office of profit or of 
honour, & as the slander imputed to each miscon- 
duct in his office, the action was maintainable 
without proof of special damage; & (3) as damage 
was the gist of the cause of action for conspiracy 
the declaration was wrongly made. 

Whatever the law ma ve been at the time 
when Smurthwaite v. Hannay, No. 1018, ante, 
was decided, joinder of parties & joinder of causes 
of action are discretionary in thia sense, that, if 
they are joined, there is no absolute right to have 
them struck out, but it is discretionary in the court 
to do so if it thinks right (Pickrorp, L.J.).— 
THoMaAs v. Moore, [1918] 1 K. B. 555; 87 L. J. 
K. B. 677; 118 L. T. 298, O. A. 

1019. -}+~-There is no doubt that the 

ractice of the court varied very much 
the last fifty years & that the cases decided 
by the court are very difficult to reconcile. ... 
Originally, the view was taken by the court that 
you could not put into a writ separate causes of 
action by separate pltfs., & in 1894 or there- 
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abouts there was a series of cases which brought 
very prominently before the public & the courts 
the question whether that limitation was right 
in view of the complexity of present-day procedure 
& the desirability of limi ing the expenses of 
actions. The case of Smurthwaite v. Hannay, 
No. 1018, ante, brought the matter to the 
front. .. . The case went to the House of Lords, 
who adopted the view of Bowen, L.J., applying 
the old rules with regard to joinders of actions. 
A similar case occurred at the same time of a 
number of passengers suing the Peninsular & 
Oriental Company on the same writ, & there was 
a third case, & the attention which was called to 
this difficulty about a number of people having 
substantially the same cause of action involving 
one common question of law or fact led to an 
alteration in Ord. XVI., r. 1, which related to the 
persons who might be in the writ. . . . But while 
the Rules Committee, whose decisions have the 
force of law, altered r. 1 as to pltfs., they did not 
alter r. 4 as to defts. For some time there was a 
state of great confusion in the decisions. A series 
of decisions was given, which have now been held 
by this court to be erroneous & not to be followed, 
by courts which did not apparently appreciate 
that the alteration in Ord. XVI., r. 1, had made a 
difference. There were other decisions which 
a eat on the fact that while r. 1 as to pltfs. 

ad been altered, r. 4 as to defts. had not been 
altered. In my view the later decisions of the 
court have made certain things clear. One 
thing which I think is now clear on the decisions 
of the court is what was stated by Lord Stern- 
dale, M.R., in two or three of the recent decisions 
— that joinder is not now a matter of right but a 
matter of discretion (SCRUTTON, L.J.).—HoRwoop 
v. STATESMAN PUBLISHING Co., Lin. (1929), 98 
lL. J. K. B. 450, 452, 453; 141 L. T. 54, 56, 57; 
45 T. L. R. 237, C. A. 

1020. Right to relief in each plaintiff must be 
in respect of same transaction or transactions— 
& common question of fact or law should exist. }— 
A. pitf. in his statement of claim on his own behalf 
claimed damages from defts. who were directors 
of a company, for inducing him by fraud to pur- 
chase shares in the company, & stated in his par- 
ticulars of the alleged fraud (among other things) 
that defts. had declared & paid a dividend on the 
shares of the company when there were no profits, 
& he claimed in the same action on behalf of him- 
self & all the other shareholders of the company a 
declaration that the payment of the dividend as 
aforesaid was ulira vires & illegal & judgment 

ainst defts. for repayment of the amount of the 
dividend to the company :—Held: pltf. was not 
entitled under Ord. XVI., r. 1, to join both causes 
of action in one action, as the right to relief claimed 
in his personal capacity & the right to relief claimed 
by him as representing the shareholders did not 
arise out of the same transaction or series of 
transactions within the meaning of the rule above 
mentioned. 

It is obvious on the face of the rule that it was 
not thereby intended to allow any number of 
different pltfs. to join in one action any number 
of separate & different causes of action, but that 
it was intended merely to effect a modification 
of the old rule by which a limited liberty of joining 
pltfs. with separate causes of action should be 
conferred. The nature of the limitation is plain 
upon the face of the rule. It provides that “ all 
persons may be joined in action as pitfs. in whom 
any right to relief in respect of or arising out of 
the same transaction or series of transactions is 
alleged to exist, whether jointly, severally, or in 
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the alternative, where, if such persons brought 
separate actions, any common question of law or 
fact would arise.’”’ It is necessary that both 
these conditions should be fulfilled, that is to say, 
that the right to relief alleged to exist in each pltf. 
should be in respect of or arise out of the same 
transaction, & also that there should be a common 
question of fact or law, in order that the case may 
be within the rule. I mentioned during the argu- 
ment by way of illustration a case where persons 
having separate inheritances in a graveyard had 
separate rights of action in respect of disturbance 
of graves therein by one common act. think 
the rule might apply to such a case & they could 
oe join as co-pltfs. in one action (CHITTY, 


wd). 

I do not think that the rule means that the whole 
of a transaction must be involved in each of the 
causes of action joined. I think that, if there was 
a transaction or series of transactions in respect of 
which one pltf. was interested up to a certain point, 
& other pltfs. were interested, not only up to that 
point, but in respect of the entire transaction or 
series of transactions from beginning to end, under 
this rule they might join their separate causes of 
action in one action, because there would be one 
transaction or series of transactions in respect of 
which the various pltfs. all claimed a right to relief. 
Their remedies or damages might be different, but 
they would be claiming relief in respect of the 
same transaction or series of transactions 
(VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, IJ..J.).—STROUD v, LAWSON, 
[1898] 2 Q. B. 44, 51, 52, 63; 67 L. J. Q. B. 718; 
ers T. 729; 14 T. L. R. 421; 46 W. R. 626, 
O 


1021, —-— -+~In an action under sect. 7 
of the Conspiracy & Protection of Property Act, 
1875 (c. 88), brought by several members of an 
association of master builders at H., where there 
was a strike, against the officials of various trade 
unions there, pltfs. by their statement of claim 
alleged that defts., with the intention of com- 
pelling pltfs. & other members of the association 
to accept the terms of the unions, combined & 
conspired together to watch railway stations & 
other places where workmen imported by the 
association to replace the men on strike might 
happen to be, for the purpose of persuading those 
workmen not to work for pltfa. or any of them, 
or any other member of the association, & in 
furtherance of the said combination & conspiracy 
wrongfully did a series of overt acts therein 
specified for the purpose of persuading the work- 
men as aforesaid, by reason whereof pltfs. suffered 
damage :—Held: (1) the allegations in the state- 
ment of claim disclosed a joint cause of action, & 
even if it were not established that all the defts. 
had committed the acts complained of, judgment 
might be recovered against some or one of them ; 
(2) pltfs. could properly combine in bringing the 
action, inasmuch as the right to the relief claimed 
arose out of the same series of transactions & there 
was a common question of fact as well as law 
whether all the acts complained of were done in 

ursuance of a combination so as to render defts. 
jointly liable in respect of them. 

Interlocutory injunction granted against two of 
the defts. 

The next question is whether pltfs. can properly 
combine in bringing this action. That depends 
on the effect of the recent modification of Ord. 
XVI., r. 1. The meaning of that rule was con- 
sidered by the Court of Appeal in Stroud v. Lawson, 
No. 1020, ante, where Chitty, L.J., says: ‘It is 
nec that both these conditions should be ful- 
filled, that is to say, that the right to relief alleged to 
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exist in each pltf. should be in respect of or arise 
cut of the same transaction, & also that there 
should be a common question of fact or law, in 
order that the case may be within the rule.”’ I 
then ask, Are these two conditions fulfilled ? 
It seems to me that they are, because, first, the 
right to relief as alleged here to exist arises out of 
the same series of transactions; &, secondly, there 
is a common question of fact as well as law, namely, 
whether al] these acts were done in pursuance of 
a combination, so as to make defts. jointly 
responsible in respect of them (STIRLING, J.).— 
WALTERS ?. GREEN, [1899] 2 Ch. 696, 702; 68 
L. J. Ch. 730; 81 L. T. 151; 63 J. P. 742; 48 
W. R. 23; 15 T. L. R. 532. 

1022, ——— -+—-Pitfs., the two Universities 
of Oxford & Cambridge, claimed an injunction to 
restrain defts.,who were publishers of educational 
& other works, from publishing & selling books or 
publications bearing the titles ‘‘ The Oxford & 
Cambridge Publications’? or ‘‘ The Oxford & 
Cambridge Edition,’’ & from using the words 
‘“ Oxford & Cambridge,”’ so as to lead to the belief 
that the publications of defts. were publications of 
the Universities or of either of them, or issued 
from the University Presses. Defts. had published 
a series of books bearing the titles complained of 
by pltfs. :—-Held : the action arose out of the same 
series of transactions ; common questions of fact 
would arise, namely, the fact of publication & the 
fact that a belief would be induced that the 
publications of the defts. were those of the pltfs. ; 
therefore the conditions mentioned in Stroud v. 
Lawson, No. 1020, ante, as being necessary to bring a 
case within Ord. XVI., r. 1, were fulfilled; & 
consequently pltfs. were entitled to join in one 
action. 

There are two conditions to be satisfied : first, 
that the right to relief alleged to exist in each pltf. 
should be in respect of or arise out of the same 
transaction; &, secondly, that there should be 
a common question of fact or law (STIRLING, J.).— 
OxFORD & CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITIES v. GILL 
(GEORGE) & Sons, [1899] 1 Ch. 55; 68 L. J. Ch. 
34; 79 L. T. 3388; 47 W. R. 248; 15 T. LR. 21; 
43 Sol. Jo. 27. 

1023. —-— Whole transaction need not be 
involved in each of causes of action.]—-STRouD v. 
LAWSON, No. 1020, ante. 

1024. ‘* Transaction ’’ between two parties 

not necessarily implied—Action by debenture- 
holders against directors—Misrepresentations in 
prospectus.}—Four persons, each of whom 
separately took debentures on the faith of the 
statements in a prospectus & covering letter issued 
by the directors of a company, joined as co-pltfs. 
in an action against the directors, claiming dam- 
ages for misrepresentations contained in the 
prospectus & covering letter:—Held: as the 
several causes of action were the same & arose out 
of the same transaction, & were against the same 
defts., the action was properly constituted. 
_ I do not consider that the word “ transaction ”’ 
in the rule necessarily implies something taking 
place between two parties (BYRNE, J.).—DRINCQ- 
BIER v. WOOD, [1899] 1 Ch. 393; 68 L. J. Ch. 181; 
79 L. T. 548; 47 W. R. 252; 15 T. L. R218; 43 
Sol. Jo. 29; 6 Mans. 76. 

1025. ———  ‘‘Series of transactions.’’]—-Brp- 
FORD (DUKE) v. ELLIs, No. 1133, post. 

1026. Separate causes of action—Rellef claimed 
in personal & representative capacities—Not 








arising out of same transaction or series of trans- | 


actions.}—Stroup v. Lawson, No. 1020, ante. 
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1027. —_— Separate inheritances in graveyard— 
Disturbance of graves by one common act. ]— 
Stroup v. Lawson, No. 1020, ante. 

1028. Action by Universities to restrain 
use of words ‘‘ Oxford & Cambridge.’’}—OxFrorD 
& CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITIES v. GILL (GEORGE) & 
Sons, No. 1022, ante. 

1029. Plaintifis seeking individual relief— 
Investigation identical in each case.}—MARKT & 
Co., Lrp. v. Knicur S.S. Co., Lrp., SALE & 
FRAZAR v. KNIGHT S.S. Co., Lrp., No. 1011, ante. 

1030. Conspiracy & separate slanders. |— 
THOMAS v. MOORE, No. 1018, ante. 

1031. Action for libel.—Horwoop v. 
STATESMAN PUBLISHING Co., LTD., No. 1019, ante. 

1032. ——— Law previous to amendment of 
R. 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 1, in 1896—Action for libel 
—Persons not otherwise jointly interested.}— 
Under Ord. XVI., r. 1, an action for libel may be 
brought by two or more persons jointly, although 
they are not in partnership or otherwise jointly 
interested ; & in such a joint action a single verdict 
of 40s. having been returned for plts., the Court of 
Appeal refused, on the motion of deft., to disturb 
the verdict.—BooTuH v. BRISCOE (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 
496; 25 W. R. 838, C. A. 

1088. ——— -——— Action for several slanders— 
Some of one plaintiff, some of other.|—Two pltfs. 
joined in an action for slander, & delivered a state- 
ment of claim alleging several different slanders, 
some of one pltf., & some of the other :—Held: 
pltfs. were improperly joined, & they must elect 
which pltf. would proceed, & that so much of the 
statement of claim as related to the other pltf. 
must be struck out.—SANDERS v. WINDSMITH, 
[1893] 1 Q. B. 771: 62 1. J. Q. B. 404; 69 L. T. 
387. 

1034. ——— -——— Joinder of two owners of pro- 
perties—To restrain nuisance. |— Where two owners 
of distinct properties joined as pltfs. in a suit to 
restrain a nuisance, it was held a misjoinder ; but 
by consent the court heard the case as if distinct 
bills had been filed.—APPLETON v. CHAPEL TOWN 
PAPER Co. (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 276; 2 Char. Pr. 
Cas. 292. 

1035. ———- ——— Action by several holders of 
bills of lading—-Short delivery. ]|—SMURTHWAITE 
v. HANNAY, No. 1018, ante. 

1036. Claims arising out of same 
event.|—Practice : joinder in one suit of distinct 
causes of action. By r. 39 of the Rules of her 
Majesty’s Courts for China & Japan, where two 
or more distinct causes of suit are joined in one 
proceeding the court may order that different 
records be made up, or dismiss the suit :—Held: 
the language of the rule with regard to the 
dismis of such suits cannot be construed as 
impliedly authorising their institution. 

There is nothing in the Rules of the Courts of 
hina & Japan to warrant the joinder in one 
suit of different & distinct causes of action not 
being causes of action by & against the same 
parties. 

R. 339 enacts that in all matters not expressly 
provided for, the English procedure shall, as far 
as possible, be followed :—Held: a number of 
separate claims for damages arising out of the same 
event could not be joined in one proceeding, such 
a suit never having been maintainable in England. 

-PENINSULAR & ORIENTAL STEAM NAVIGATION 
Co. v. TSUNE KigIMA, [1895] A. C. 661; 64 1. J. 
P. C. 146; 73 L. T. 87; 11 T. L. R. 536; 8 Asp. 
M. L. C. 23; 11 BR. 6508, P. C. 

1037. Deaths from same act of 
negligence. }—Ord. III., r. 1, of the County Court 
Rules, 1889 (similar to R. 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 1), 




















——e 














Part XIX.—Parriss. 


does not authorise the joinder of the legal personal 
representatives of persons, whose deaths are alleged 
to have resulted from the same act of negligence, 
as pltfs. in an action to recover compensation, the 
cause of action in respect of the death of each 
pereon being separate.—CARTER v. RiaBy & Co., 
: 72 Q. B. 113; 65 L. J. Q. B. 587; 74 L. 7. 
744; 60 J. P. 581; 44 W. R. 566; 12 T. L. R. 
a 7038. 

» —~-~ -—— Separate torts—Several liability. 
——Claims for damages against two or more dette, 
in respect of their several liability for separate 
torts cannot be combined in one action. In an 
action against two defts. the statement of claim 
alleged that each of defts. by their several acts, & 
that defts. by their combined acts, obstructed plté.’s 
access to his premises, & claimed damages against 
them & each of them & an injunction :—Held : 
the action could not be maintained in this form & 
one of defts. must be struck out. 

Quere : whether the action could have been 
maintained if an injunction only had been claimed. 
—SADLER v. GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., [1896] 
A. C. 450; 65 L. J. Q. B. 462; 74 L. T. 561; 45 
W.R. 51; 12 T. L. R. 394, H. L. 

See, now, R.S.C., Ord. XVI., r. 1, p. 399, ante. 

1089. Persons with common interest & common 
grievance. ]|—BEDFORD (DUKE) v. Eis, No. 1133, 








post. 

1040. Joint cause of action—Against trade 
union officials.}—WALTERS v. GREEN, No. 1021, 
ante. 


1041. Security for costs—Joinder of Englishman 
& foreigner.]|—Where pltfs. join in an action, & 
one is unsuccessful, the successful pltf. is charge- 
able with the costs of joining the unsuccessful pltf. 

In an action in which an Englishman & a 
foreigner are pltfs., deft. cannot require the 
foreigner to give security for costs.—D’ HORMUSGEE 
& Isaacs v. GREY (1882), 10 Q. B. D. 13; 52 
L. J. Q. B. 192. 

1042. Costs—Judgment for one plaintiff—Ap- 
portionment.|}—D’HorMusGEE & Isaacs v. GREY, 
No. 1041, ante. 

10438. -]—Two pltfs. joined in 
one action, claiming for separate & distinct causes 
of action. The case was referred, with power to 
the arbitrator to enter judgment, the costs of the 
cause to abide the event. The arbitrator found 
in favour of one pltf. & against the other, & entered 
judgment accordingly. On an application to 
review taxation of costs :—Held: the successful 
pitf. was entitled to recover from deft. the whole 
of his general costs of the action, & deft. was only 
entitled to recover from the unsuccessful pltf. the 
costs occasioned by joining such pltf.—Gort 
(VISCOUNT) v. ROWNEY (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 625; 
55 L. J. Q. B. 541; 54 L. T. 8173; 34 W. R. 696; 
2T. L. R. 782, C. A. 

1044. -}—Where four pltfs. are 
rightly joined, only one of whom succeeded, the 
successful pltf. is entitled to only one-fourth of the 
common costs from deft.—KEEN v. TOWLER 
(1924), 41 T. L. R. 86. 

1 ——— Husband & wife. }—Pltfs., 
husband & wife, were in a motor car owned by the 
husband & driven by the son, when deft.’s motor 
car collided with them. Thereupon, husband & 
wife acting by the same solicitor, brought an action 

inst deft. The action was tried before a jury 
who found both drivers negligent. Judgment was 
entered for the wife against deft. with costs, as 
she was not identified with the negligence of the 
driver, but for deft. with costs against the husband, 
who was affected by the negligence of his son, his 
agent, the driver. On taxation, the taxing- 
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master gave the wife the whole of the general 
costs of the action, while against the husband he 
gave deft. only the extra costs occasioned by 
joining the husband as pltf. The taxing-master 
said that in the absence of a special order by the 
judge he was bound by Gort v. Rowney, No. 10438, 
ante, to give only the measure of costs which he had 
given to the deft. :—Held: (1) the wife’s claim 
to costs depended on her liability, if any, to her 
solicitor, & that must depend on the nature of the 
retainer & the case must be referred back to the 
taxing-master to report what retainer or retainers 
plitfs.’ solicitor had, & in what capacity they were 
given; (2) the system of taxation adopted by the 
master here was wrong, in that it did not give deft. 
any costs of defence against the unsuccessful 
pitf.’s claim.—TrErRRY v. GouLpD (No. 2) (1924), 
69 Sol. Jo. 212, OC. A. 

1046. Withdrawal of one plaintiff—Verdict 
in favour of continuing plaintiff.|—K1nG v. SUNDAY 
PICTORIAL NEWSPAPERS (1920), Lrp., No. 1740, ante. 

1047. ——— Separate actions by husband & wife 
—As owners of two houses—lInterference with 
ancient lights.]}—Where defts. contemplated erect- 
ing premises which would if completed, it was 
alleged, interfere with the ancient lights of two 
messuages, one of which belonged to a husband & 
the other to his wife, separate actions were brought 
by husband & wife claiming (inter alia) an injunc- 
tion & damages. The title of the wife did not 
appear. On a motion for an injunction defts. 
admitted the right of pltfs., & had previously 
offered to amend their plans accordingly. They 
objected, however, to paying two sets of costs :— 
Held: if it should turn out that the wife was 
not entitled to her separate use, the taxing-master 
should disallow any extra costs occasioned by 
bringing two actions instead of one.—-HEIMBS v. 
NEWCASTLE CO-OPERATIVE Society (1897), 76 
L. T. 109. 

Probate actions.)}—See Exrecurors & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. X XITI., pp. 255, Nos. 3117 
et seq. 

~---—,]}—See, generally, Ord. LXV., r. 1, Part 
LXXXVI., post. 

1048. Duty of co-plaintiffs to act together. }— 
Co-pltfs. must act together, & cannot take incon- 
sistent proceedings. 

One of several co-pltfs. moved for liberty to 
take a state of facts into the master’s office, 
& proceed thereon apart from the rest. The 
motion was refused with costs.—WEDDERBURN v. 
WEDDERBURN (1853), 17 Beav. 158; 51 E. R. 
993. 

1049. .}—Three petitioners retained the 
same solicitor in an application to wind up a com- 
pany. The order was made, & subsequently two 
of the petitioners severed, & obtained an order of 
course at the Rolls to change their solicitor :— 
Held: the two petitioners had no right to act 
separately, & the order to change solicitors must 
be discharged.—Re NorwicH & NORFOLK PRo- 
VIDENT PERMANENT BUILDING Socrery (1874), 
22 W. R. 856. 

1050. .}—A motion was brought by some 
of the pltfs. in this action, asking that deft. might 
be ordered to pay certain trust moneys into court 
to the credit of the action, on the ground that he 
had admitted in his defence that the moneys 
had been in the hands of W., of whom deft. was 
executor & legal personal representative :—Held : 
the motion could not be made by some of the pitfs. 
independently of the others, but they must all 
concur.—Re WRIGHT, KIRKE v. NORTH, [1895] 
2 Ch. 747; 65 L. J. Ch. 873; 73 L. T. 396; 44 
W. R. 125; 18 R. 849. 
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Sect.3: Sub-sects. 1,2, 8 & 4.] 
Secr. 3.—SUBSTITUTION OR ADDITION OF 
PLAINTIFF. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 8. Where an action has been com 
menced in the name of the wrong person as plaintiff, or where 
it is doubtful whether it has been commenced in the name of 
the right plaintiff, the Court or a Judge may, if satisfied that 
it has been so commenced yd a bond fide mistake, and that 
it is necessary for the determination of the real matter in dispute 
so to do, order any other person to be substituted or added as 
plaintiff upon such terms as may be just. 


1051. ‘‘ Bon& fide mistake ’’—Must exist. }—Be- 
quest on the death of testator’s daughters without 
issue to the persons who would be entitled under 
the statute if testator had then died intestate. 
Administration action brought in the lifetime of 
the daughters, & before they had had any issue, 
by persons who would then be next of kin if the 
daughters were dead without issue :—Held: 
(1) pltfs. had only an expectation & not an interest, 
& were not entitled to maintain the action; 
(2) leave to add a daughter as co-pltf. would be 
refused. 

A pltf. can only be added where there has been 
a bond fide mistake.—CLOWES v. HILLIARD (1876), 
4Ch. D. 413; 46 L. J. Ch. 271; 25 W. R. 224. 

1052. May be of law or of fact.|—A share- 
holder in a company brought an action on behalf 
of himself & the other shareholders against the 
company’s solicitors & vendor to set aside an alleged 
secret & fraudulent contract, & to recover a large 
sum of money for the company from their solicitors, 
the company being joined as defts. instead of 
pitfs. A demurrer to the statement of claim by 
defts., other than the company, on the ground that 
the action could only be maintained by the com- 
pany, was allowed, but pltf. obtained leave to 
amend his writ & statement of claim by adding the 
company as pltfs., the production by him of any 
authority from the company to sue in their name 
being held to be unnecessary. As pltf. charged 
fraud against the demurring defts., the question 
whether their costs of the demurrer should be paid 
by him was reserved till the trial of the action. 

Bond fide mistake includes a mistake of law as 
well as of fact.—DuUcCKETY v. GOVER (1877), 6 
Ch. D. 82; 46 L. J. Ch. 407; subsequent proceed- 
ings, 25 W. R. 455. 

1053. .}-Where a bond fide mistake 
of law or of fact has been made in commencing 
an action in the name of the wrong person as 
pltf., the court has jurisdiction under Ord. XVI., 
r. 2, to order another person to be substituted as 
plitf., even after it has been decided that the 
original pltf. has no right of action.—HUGHES v. 
Pump House Hore. Co. (No. 2), [1902] 2 K. B. 
485; 71 L. J. K. B. 803; 87 L. T. 359; 60 W. R. 
677, C. A. ‘ 

1054. Where no cause of action in original 
plaintiff—Jurisdiction to order substitution. ]— 
Huaues v. Pume House Horer Co. (No. 2), 
No. 1053, ante. 

1055. Substitution of one plaintiff for another. ]— 
The declaration contained two counts: the first 
was for damages for breach of an agreement 
whereby pltf. let certain furniture to deft.; & the 
second was for money awarded by a valuer to be 
ae by deft. to pltf. for damage done by deft. to 

he furniture. The agreement in the first count 
was made by C., trustee for pltf. (who was then a 
married woman), with deft., & pltf. was not a 
arty toit; but she was a party to the submission 
arbitration on which the second count was 
founded, & C. was not. Plitf. having obtained an 
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order by the master, under the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vict. c. 76), s. 84 
so ad 0. tea pe Hela th ate ad 
power to make the order, & he had properly 
exercised his discretion in making it. 

The application was, to add a pltf. under 
sect. 34 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852. 
The master had jurisdiction to entertain it. At 
first counsel was under an impression that the 
declaration contained only one count, viz. upon 
the agreement. If that had been the case, the 
agreement having been made with C., if pltf. had 
been allowed to add that gentleman as a co-plt?., 
it is clear that another amendment would have 
been required at the trial; so that we should have 
been asked to make one amendment with a 
certainty that another amendment must be asked 
for at a subsequent period, viz. to strike out the 
other pltf. This would in effect have been askin 
us to do indirectly that which the legislature h 
advisedly declined to give us power to do, viz. to 
substitute one pltf. for another upon the record ; 
& in that case 1 certainly should have thought 
that the order ought not to have been made. ut 
it now appears that there is a second count in the 
declaration—a count upon an award (BRETrT, J.).— 
DE GENDRE v. BogarDus (1872), L. R. 7 O. P. 
409, 418; 41 L. J.C. P. 107; 26 L. T. 733; 20 
W. R. 663. 

1056. PlaintifZ not oreated for first time.]— 
Where an action is commenced in the name of a 
pee mans his representative cannot be substituted 
as pltf. 

‘The practice is the same as before the R. S. C., 
1883, came into force. 

In my opinion that rule [Ord. XVI., r. 2] means 
that, where an action has been commenced between 
two living parties by a living pltf., & the living 
pltf. afterwards turns out to be the wrong person, 
an application may be made to the court, & the 
court can substitute another person for the living 
pltf. or may add another person as co-pltf. as the 
case may be. But it does not justify the court in 
creating a pltf. in an action for the first time 
(RUSSELL, J.).—TETLOW v. ORELA, LTD., [1920] 2 
Ch. 24; 89 L. J. Ch. 465; 123 L. T. 388. 

1057. Court will not go into merits of case on 
application.}—On an application under R. 8. C., 
1883, Ord. XVI., r. 2, for leave to amend by 
adding a pltf., the court will not go into the merits 
of the case, though, if they can see on the face of 
it that the claim is a perfectly idle one, they will 
not give leave. 

A. & C. were desirous of restraining B. from 
building contrary to a restrictive covenant entered 
into with a predecessor in title of theirs by B.’s 
predecessor in title ; but, owing to a mistaken idea 
that the conveyance to C. was prior in date to 
the covenant, A. was made sole pltf. in an action 
to restrain B. as above. It appeared that B. had 
a defence against A. on the ground of a former 
union of the titles to their respective properties, 
the covenantor himself, who was B.’s immediate 
predecessor in title, having, after the date of the 
covenant, purchased from the original covenantee 
the property which he afterwards sold to A.’s 
immediate predecessor. Both these defects having 
been discovered, A. applied, under Ord. XVI., 
r. 2, for leave to add C. as a pitf.:—Held: there 
had been ‘ a bond fide mistake ”’ within the mean- 
ing of the rule, & consequently, the leave ought 
to be given, but upon the terms that, if it should 
appear at the trial that A. could not maintain the 
action, but C. could, A. should pay the costs of 
the action up to the date of amendment, & O. 
should only be entitled to such relief as he could 
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have claimed if he had commenced a fresh action 
at that date; & A. was to pay the costes of the 
application in any event.—AYsCOUGH v. BULLAR 
(1889), 41 Oh. D. 841; 58 L. J. Ch. 474; 60 
L., T. 471; 87 W. R. 520, 0. A. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—THE APPLICATION. 


Time & mode of.}—See R. S. C., Ord. XVI., 
r. 12, p. 431, post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—TERMS ON WHICH APPLICATION 
GRANTED. 


Costs, generally, see 1k. 8S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 1, 
Part LXXXVI., post. 

1058. Payment of costs.J—WuHitTt v. LONDON 
GENERAL OMNIBUS Co., No. 1075, post. 

1059. ——— & expenses.|—VaAL pr TRAVERS 
ASPHALTE PAVING Co., Lrp. v. LONDON TRAMWAYS 
Co., Lrp., No. 1071, post. 

1060. Added party entitled to such relief 
as existing at date of amendment.|—Ayscouai vv. 
BuLLAR, No. 1057, ante. 

1061. —-—~.}—-A.-G. iv. 
WATERWORKS Co., No. 1062, post. 








PONTYPRIDD 





SuB-sEcT. 4.—PARTICULAR CASES. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XVI., r. 2, p. 404, ante. 

Admiralty actions in personam.]—See ApmMI- 
RALTY, Vol. I., p. 172, No. 834. 

1062. Addition of Attorney-General.|—By the 
Pontypridd Waterworks Act, 1892 (c. cviii), s. 4, 
deft. co. were authorised to make & maintain a 
reservoir & certain filter beds, service tanks, 
conduits or lines of pipes, & other works in the 
county of Glamorgan therein mentioned. Sect. 10 
provided that if the works authorised were not 
completed within the time thereby limited the 
powers of the deft. company should cease, ‘‘ pro- 
vided that for the protection of the Pontypridd 
& Ystradyfodwg Local Boards . . . the following 

rovisions shall have effect (namely)”’; & then 
ollowed provisions imposing certain obligations 
upon the deft. company with reference to the 
quantity and quality of the water to be supplied 
to the districts of the two local boards. On 
Sept. 13, 1906, pltf. council, who were the suc- 
cessors in interest of the Ystradyfodwg Local 
Board, commenced an action in their own name 
against deft. company to enforce by mandatory 
injunctions the provisions of sect. 10. Deft. com- 
pay by their defence alleged (inter alia) that 
hey would object that pltf. council’s statement of 
claim disclosed no cause of action. On Nov. 6, 
1907, after notice of trial had been given, pltf. 
council obtained an order giving them liberty to 
amend their writ & statement of claim by adding 
the Attorney-General as a co-pltf. on their relation. 
The order provided that ‘‘ all questions as to the 
terms upon which such amendments ought to be 
allowed be left to the judge at the trial of this 
action, when defts. are to be at liberty to raise 
such preliminary objections as they may think 
fit.” The Attorney-General was accordingly added 
as a co-pltf. :——Held: (1) sect. 10 of deft. com- 
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pany’s Act did not confer upon the pltf. council 
any statutory power to sue in their own name, 
& that the only person who could sue was the 
Attorney-General ; (2) the liberty given to amend 
by the order of Nov. 6 must be upon the terms that 
pltf. council should pay to deft. company their 
costs of the action up to & including that order, 
& the Attorney-General should only be entitled 
to such relief as he could have claimed if the action 
had been commenced at the date on which he was 
added as a party.—A.-G. v. PONTYPRIDD WATER- 
WORKS Co., [1908] 1 Ch. 888; 77 L. J. Ch. 237; 
98 L. T. 275; 72 J. P. 48; 24 T. L. R. 196; 86 
L. G. R. 897. 

Whether Attorney-General necessary party to 
proceedings, see CROWN Pracricy, Vol. XVI, 
pp. 488, Nos. 3701 et seq. 

1063. Action commenced in name of dead 
person—Representatives not substituted.]—Where 
an action is commenced in the name of a dead 
man, his representatives cannot be substituted as 
pltis.—CLay v. OxForD (1866), L. R. 2 Exch. 54 ; 
4H. &C. 690; 86L. J. Ex. 15; 15 L. T. 2863 12 
Jur. N.S. 944; 15 W. R. 109. 

1064. -——.]—TETLOW v. ORELA, LTD., 
No. 1056, ante. 

1065. Plaintiff incapacitated through illness. }— 
Pitf. in an action subsequent to the institution of 
the proceedings, and during the progress of the 
action, became incapacitated through illness, and 
was unable to comply with an order for discovery 
obtained by deft., on an application by pltf. :— 
Held: the pleadings could be amended by adding 
the pltf.’s brother, who was well acquainted with 
the subject-matter of litigation, as pltf.’s next 
friend, to carry on the action on his behalf.— 
CARDWELL (LORD) v. TOMIINSON (1885), 54 
L. J. Ch. 957; 52 L. T. 746; 33 W. R. 814. 

1066. Amendment defeating Statute of Limita- 
tions.]—Pltf., suing as assignee of a debt, issued 
a writ for money lent, without having given notice 
of the assignment to deft.; & he afterwards 
applied to amend his writ by adding the assignor 
as a party to entitle him to sue. Between the 
date of the issue of the writ & the application to 
amend, the Statute of Limitations had barred the 
remedy, & a judge at chambers had given pltf. 
unconditional leave to amend the writ as of the 
date of its issue :—Held: pltf. ought not to be 
allowed to make such amendment, as it would 
take away from deft. a defence which had already 
accrued to him by virtue of the statute, & would 
change the substantial rights of the parties. 
HUDSON v. FERNYHOUGH (1889), 61 L. T. 722, 
D.C.; affd. on appeal (1890), 34 Sol. Jo. 228,C. A. 

1067. ———.]|——-The court will not, under Ord. 
XVI., r. 2, allow a person to be added as pltf. to 
an action if thereby the defence of the Statute of 
Limitations would be defeated.—_MABRO v. EAGLE 
STAR & BRITISH DOMINIONS INSURANCE Co., LTpD., 
[19382] 1 K. B. 485; 101 L. J. K. B. 205; 146 
L. T. 488, C. A. 

1068. Action for breach of agreement & on 
award—-Agreement entered into between plaintiff’s 
trustee & defendant—Plaintiff party to submission 
but not to agreement—-Addition of trustee.}—A 
declaration contained two counts: the first was 
for damages for breach of an ement whereby 
plité. let certain furniture to deft.; & the second 
was for money awarded by a valuer to be paid by 
deft. to pltf. for damage done by deft. to the 
furniture. The agreement in the first count was 
made by C., trustee for pltf. (who was then a 
married woman), with deft., & the pltf. was not a 
party to it; but she was a party to the submission 

arbitration on which the second count was 
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Sect. 3.—Substitution or addition of plaintiff: Sub- 
sect. 4. Sects. 4 & 5: Sub-sect. 1.) 


founded, and C. was not. Pltf. having obtained 
an order by the master, under the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 34, to add C. as a 
pitf. :—Held: the master had power to make the 
order, & he had properly exercised his discretion 
in making it. 

At first counsel was under an impression that 
the declaration contained only one count, viz. 
upon the agreement. If that had been the case, 
the agreement having been made with C.. if pltf. 
had been allowed to add that gentleman as a 
co-pltf., it is clear that another amendment would 
have been required at the trial; so that we should 
have been asked to make one amendment, with a 
certainty that another amendment must be asked 
for at a subsequent period, viz. to strike out the 
other pltf. This would in effect have been asking 
us to do indirectly that which the legislature had 
advisedly declined to give us power to do, viz. 
to substitute one pltf. for another upon the 
record; & in that case I certainly should have 
thought that the order ought not to have been 
made. But it now appears that there is a second 
count in the declaration—a count upon an award 
(BRETT, J.).—-DE GENDRE v. BOGARDUS (1872), 
L. R. 7 C. P. 409, 4138; 41 L. J. C. P. 107; 26 
L. T. 733; 20 W. R. 663. 

1069. Administration action by possible next of 
kin—No vested or contingent interest—Addition of 
beneficiary. }}—_CLOWEs v. HILLIARD, No. 1051, ante. 

1070. Action by shareholder against company’s 
solicitors & vendor—Company joined as defendants 
instead of plaintifis.}—DuUCKETT v. GOVER, No. 
1052, ante. 

1071. Action by contractors to vestry for damage 
to pavement—Contractors liable for maintenance 
of pavement—Addition or substitution of vestry 
as plaintiffs.|—Pltfs. contracted with a vestry to 
pave a public road with asphalte & to keep the 
pavement in repair for fifteen years, the pavement 
when laid to be the property of the vestry. 
Shortly after the pavement was completed, defts., 
acting under statutory powers, laid down a tram- 
way along the pavement, but su constructed & 
maintained their tramway as to occasion un- 
necessary damage to the pavement. It being 
doubtful whether an action, commenced by pltfs. 
against defts. on the above facts, was brought in 
the name of the right pltfs., the court, under 
Ord. XVI., r. 2, ordered the vestry to be added or 
substituted as pltfs., on the terms that the vestry 
was to be indemnified by the original pltfs. for 
all costs & expenses.— VAL DE TRAVERS ASPHALTE 
PAVING Co., LTp. v. LONDON TRAMWAYS Co., 
Lrp. (1879), 48 L. J. Q. B. 312; 40 L. T. 133; 
43 J. P. 462. 

1072. Action by tenant for life on agreement 
for lease—No power of leasing in tenant for life— 
Addition of remaindermen.|—An action was 
brought to compel defts. specifically to perform 
an agreement into which they had entered to 
accept a lease of a coal mine from pltf. When the 
agreement was centered into, & when the action 
was commenced, it was supposed that pltf. was 
tenant for life of the property under the will of 
her busband, & that she Pad a power of leasing. 
After notice of trial had been given pltf. died, & 
her executor obtained the common order of 
revivor. After this it was discovered that pité. 
was tenant for life of the property under her 
marriage settlement, & that she had no power of 
leasing. She had signed the agreement ‘for 
myself & those entitled after me,’ though this 
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did not appear in the statement of claim. The 
persons entitled in remainder, of whom the 
executor was one, desired to adopt the action & 
to be added as co-pltfs., alleging that the agree- 
ment had been entered into with their knowledge 
& approbation :—Held: the remaindermen must 
be added as co-pltfs. with the executor in his 
representative capacity. 

The object of the provisions of the rules was, 
not that a party’s case should be so framed as to 
succeed, but that it should be so framed that it 
can be adjudicated upon by the court, whether in 
his favour or against him (Fry, J.).—LONG v. 
CROSSLEY (1879), 138 Ch. D. 388; 39 L. J. Ch. 
168; 41 L. T. 7938; 28 W. R. 226. 

1078. Action to restrain breach of restrictive 
covenant—-Predecessor in plaintiff’s title both 
covenantor & covenantee—Addition of person 
interested with separate right to enforce covenant. ] 
—AYSCOUGH v. BULLAR, No. 1057, ante. 

1074. Action to enforce agreement in restraint of 
trade—After assignment of business to company- 
Addition of company.]—Pltfs. in March, 1886, 
employed deft. as a brewer’s traveller, under an 
agreement restraining deft. from becoming em- 
ployed in the sale of beer, spirits, tobacco, or 
cigars within a limited area for two years after 
leaving pltfs.’ service, without pltfs.’ written 
consent. Pltfs. in March, 1887, assigned their 
business of brewers, with the goodwill, to a com- 
pany, agreeing verbally with the company that 
they should employ pltfs.’ travellers. Deft. 
entered the company’s service, & left them in 
Sept. 1887, & became employed in a similar 
business. Plitfs. brought an action against deft. 
for injunction :—-Held: (1) the benefit of the 
restrictive agreement passed to the company with 
the goodwill, & pltfs. were merely trustees thereof 
for the company; (2) leave might be given to 
pltfs. at the trial to add the company as co-pltfs. 
without putting pltfs. on terms as to costs; 
(3) pltfs.’ consent to deft.’s entering the service 
of the company (independently of its not having 
been in writing) was not a release of the restrictive 
agreement for the future.—SHOWELL v. WINKUP 
(1889), 60 L. T. 389. 

See, generally, TRADE, Vol. XLIII., pp. 39, 
Nos. 387 ef seq. 

1075. Action by reversioner to restrain nuisance 
——-House rendered unfit for habitation by erection 
of garage—Addition of tenant./—A nuisance of 
noise & smell from a garage is not a ‘‘ permanent ”’ 
injury to the reversion, & accordingly an action 
brought by the reversioners alone is not main- 
tainable. 

Where the gist of the action was whether the 
house in question had been rendered unfit for 
habitation by the erection of the garage, as no 
new cause of action was sought to be substituted, 
an amendment on the usual terms as to costs was 
allowed in order to add a tenant as co-pltf.— 
WHITE v. LONDON GENERAL Omnibus Co. (1914), 
58 Sol. Jo. 339. 

1076. Action by mortgagee of devisee—Devisee 
only entitled to equitable estate—Legal estate in 
trustees.}—-BLAKE v. DONE, No. 53, ante. 


Sect. 4.—COUNTERCLAIM OR SET-OFF WHERE 
CO-PLAINTIFF IMPROPERLY JOINED. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVL, r. 8. Where in an action any person has 
been improperly or unnecessarily joined as a co-plaintiff, and 
a defendant has set up a counterclaim or set-off, he may obtain 
the benefit thereof by establishing his set-off or counterclaim 


Part XIX.—Partvizs. 


as against the parties other than the co-plaintiff so joined, 
notwithstanding the misjoinder of such plaintiff or any pro- 
ceeding consequent thereon. 


Set-off & counterclaim.}—Sce PLEADING, Part 
XITII., p. 182, ante. 

Misjoinder & non-joinder of parties.]—See 
R. 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 11, p. 423, post. 


Srct. 56.—JOINDER OF DEFENDANTS. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 4. All persons may be joined as defen- 
dants against whom tho right to any relief is alleged to exist, 
whether jointly, severally, or in the alternative. And judgment 
may be given against such one or more of the defendants as 
may be found to be liable, according to their respective Habilities, 
without any amendment. 


Peet eae not be necessary that every 
defendant shall be interested as to all the relief prayed for, or 
as to every cause of action included in any proceeding against 
him; but the Court or a Judge may make such order as may 
appear just to prevent any defendant from being embarrassed 
or put to expense by being required to attend any proceedings 
in which he may have no interest. 





— - r.6. The plaintiff may, at his option, 
join as partics to the same action all or any of the persons 
severally, or jointly and severally, liable on any one contract, 
including parties to bills of exchange and promissory notes. 


1077. Effect of amendment of R. 8S. C., Ord. 
XVI., r. 1—On R. §. C., Ord. XVI, Yr. 4.\—PItf. 
was injured by a collision between two vehicles, 
& brought an action against the respective owners. 
The statement of claim alleged that the injury 
to pltf. was caused by the joint negligence of the 
two defts., & it also alleged in the alternative 
negligence on the part of each deft. causing the 
injury. No application was made to strike out 
either of defts., & the case went to trial. The 
jury found negligence on the part of deft. first 
named on the record, & negatived negligence on 
the part of the other deft. The judge entered 
Judgment for pltf. against the first-named deft. 
& judgment for the successful deft., with costs in 
each case. The judge further ordered that the 
costs so payable by the pltf. should be included 
in the costs recoverable from the first-named deft. 
On appeal :—Held: (1) after verdict & judgment 
it was too late to object to the jurisdiction to try 
the action on the ground that torts were alleged 
severally against the two defts.; (2) in an action 
of tort tried with a jury, in which relief is claimed 
against two or more defts. in the alternative, there 
is jurisdiction to direct that costs payable to a 
successful deft. should be included in the costs 
recoverable by pltf. from an unsuccessful deft. 

After the alteration of r. 1 of Ord. XVI., follow- 
ing on the decision in Smurthwaite v. Hannay, 
No. 1013, ante, the joinder, in an action of tort, of 
defts. against whom the right to any relief, in respect 
of or arising out of the same transaction, is claimed, 
whether jointly, severally, or in the alternative, is 
authorised by r. 4 of the Order. 

It is said that there is a distinction in this 
respect between the law applicable to torts & 
that soy jones to contracts, but I cannot see any 
reason for such a distinction. R. 4 of Ord. XVI. 
does not suggest such a distinction, while the 
wording of other rules of the same Order, as for 
instance r. 7, is applicable to a claim for repara- 
tion of a wrong done (CoLLins, M.R.).—BULLOCK 
v. LONDON GENERAL OMNIBUS Co., [1907] 1 K. B. 
264; 76 L. J. K. B. 127; 95 L. T. 905; 23 
T. L. R. 62; 61 Sol. Jo. 66, C. A. 
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1078. ——- —-—.]-—Pltfs., who were export 
merchants carrying on business in Vienna, brought 
an action against two insurance companies upon 
certain policies of marine insurance on goods. 
One of the companies was registered as a limited 
company in England & the other in Scotland. 
The policies were in identical form, & were drawn 
up at Antwerp in the French language & were 
signed by a common agent for both companies. 
Each policy was for a certain amount upon goods 
carried in a named ship, & it stated that the 
undersigned insured respectively the amounts 
stated by each of them at the foot thereof. At 
the foot each company was stated to insure in 
halves for the total sum insured, & against the 
name of each company, who were described as of 
London, was placed a figure representing one-half 
of the total amount insured. The companies had 
a common office & a common secretary in London, 
& in all letters written by them to pltfs.’ solrs. 
relating to the matter the London office was 
described as the head office of the companies. 
Pitfs. served the writ upon the English company 
within the jurisdiction, & obtained an order 
giving them leave to issue & serve a concurrent 
writ on the Scottish company in Scotland under 
Ord. XL., r. 1 (g). The Scottish company applied 
to set aside upon the ground that they were not 
‘“proper parties’’ to the action, the cause of 
action against cach company being different :— 
Held : under Ord. XVI., r. 4, the Scottish company 
could be joined as defts. in the action, & therefore 
they were proper parties to the action within the 
meaning of Ord. XI., r. 1 (9), & the order was 
rightly made. 

It is said that the defts. could not, before the 
alteration in 1896 in Ord. XVI., r. 1, have been 
joined in the same action under Ord. XVI., r. 4, 
& that the alteration which was made in 1896 
in r. 1 has not the effect of allowing defts. to be 
joined under r. 4, as it only applies tor. 1. ... 
With regard to the contention that the alteration 
is only inr. 1 & not inr. 4, I may first cite what 
Lord Herschell said in Smurthwaite v. Hannay, 
No. 10138, ante: ‘ Ord. XVI., r. 1, purported 
to deal merely with parties to an action, & has, 
I think, no reference to the joinder of several 
causes of action.” He says: It cannot be 
doubted that whatever construction is put upon 
the rule I have been considering must be applied 
equally to r. 4 of the same Order.’’ So that in 
his view the rules of Ord. XVI. are a code dealing 
with the joinder of parties, & whatever construc- 
tion is placed upon r. 1 ought to be applied also 
tor. 4. It followed that if a different construction 
is now placed upon r. 1, a similar construction 
must now be placed upon r. 4 (SWINFEN EFapy, 
L.J.).OESTERREICHISCHE EXPORT A.-G. _ v., 
BRITISH INDEMNITY INSURANCE Co., Lip., [1914] 
2K. B. 747, 755, 756; 83 L. J. K. B. 971; 110 
L. T. 955, C. A. 

1079. R.S.C., Ord. XVI., rr. 1, 4 & 7, construed 
liberally.|—In modern practice Ord. XVI., rr. 1, 
4, 7, must be construed liberally, & where there 
is a substartial & bond fide allegation of joint or 
several tort in respect of what is in effect the 
same transaction or series of transactions, all 
parties alleged to have participated in the tort 
may be made defts. to the action.—Re Brcx, 
ATTIA v. SEED (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 335; 118 
L. T. 629; 34 T. L. R. 286, C. A. 

1080. Rules applicable to both contracts & torts.] 
—BULLOCK v. LONDON GENERAL OMNIBUS Co., 
No. 1077, ante. 

1081. Joinder a matter of discretion.]—A person 
cannot be joined as a deft. to a counterclaim 
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against whom an alternative cause of action only 
is alleged. 

It is discretionary in the court to say whether it 
will or will not allow a deft. to be added even 
though the cause of action alleged against him 
may be a different cause of action from that 
alleged against his co-defts. (BANKES, J.).— 
Toms CoLp STroraGeE Co. v. LOWTHER & 
BLANKLEY. LOWTHER & BLANKLEY v. TIMES COLD 
STORAGE Co., & NEW ZEALAND SHIPPING Co., 
[1911] 2 K. B. 100; 80 L. J. K. B. 901; 104 
L. T. 687; 55 Sol. Jo. 442, D. C. 

1082. ———.|--THOMAS v. Moorg, No. 1018, ante. 

1088. ---In an action against a company 
by one of their managing directors for’ an injunc- 
tion to restrain them from removing him & for 
damages for breach of an a ge pees regarding 
his employment as director pltf. alleged that his 
co-directors had conspired to remove him, & he 
applied for leave to add them as defts. with 
consequential amendments in his statement of 
claim :—Held: (1) though since the decision in 
Comparia Sansinena de Carnes Congeladas v. 
Houlder Brothers & Co,, Ltd., No. 1015, ante, the 
 agehen to join defts. under Ord. XVI., r. 4, extends 

cases where the causes of action are different, 
the court retains its discretion in allowing such 
joinder ; (2) in the exercise of such discretion & 
without prejudice to pltf.’s right to bring a separate 
action the application must be refused in view of 
the facts that (a) the case against the company 
would only involve construction of documents 
while the claim against the directors would require 
a lengthy trial with witnesses; (b) if the claim 
against the company succeeded the joinder of the 
co-directors would be unnecessary, while if it 
failed the claim against the co-directors would fail 
also; (c) such joinder would serve no_ useful 
purpose, but would embarrass defts. & greatly 
increase the expense; (d) if the co-directors were 
joined the company might rightly apply to have 
the claim against them first heard.—GOWLAND v. 





GOWLAND (WILLIAM) (1916), Lip. (1919), 147 
L. T. Jo. 252. 
1084. -|}—Under Ord. XVI., r. 4, which 





provides for the joinder of defts., pltf. is entitled 
to join several defts. in respect of several & distinct 
causes of action subject to the discretion of the 
court to strike out one or more of defts. if it thinks 
it right to do so. As a general rule where claims 
by or against different parties involve or may 
involve a common question of fact bearing suffi- 
cient importance in proportion to the rest of the 
action to render it desirable that the whole of the 
matters should be disposed of at the same time, 
the court will allow the joinder of pltfs. or defts., 
subject to its discretion as to how the action 
should be tried. Pltf. entered into a contract 
with the B. company to supply them with certain 
printed cards which should conform to certain 
specimens supplied to him by them. In order to 
carry out that contract he entered into a contract 
with the W. company to supply him with the 
cards which he had agreed to supply, & paid for 
them. The cards were duly sent the B. com- 

any by the W. company by the direction of pltf., 

ut the B. company refused to accept them on 
the ground that they did not conform to the 
specimens supplied by them to the pltf. Pitt. 
brought an action against the B. company and the 
W. company claiming as against the former the 
price of the goods sold & in the alternative as 
against the W. company damages for breach of 
contract in not supplying the cards in accordance 
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with the specimens. The B. company and the 
W. company made separate applications to the 
master to have their respective names struck out 
as defts., which he refused, & his decision was 
affirmed by the judge. On appeal :—Held: the 
court had a discretion as to allowing the joinder 
of the two defts., & as there was a common question 
of fact to be tried, namely, whether the cards were 
in accordance with the specimens supplied, the 
court would in the exercise of that discretion allow 
the two defts. to be joined in one action.— PAYNE 
v. BRITISH TIME RECORDER Co., Lrp., & CURTIS, 
Lrp., [1921] 2 K. B.1; 00 L. J. K. B. 445; 124 
L. T. 719; 37 T. L, R. 295, C. A. 

1085. Joinder of unconnected claims or claims 
on. historically connected.}—Ord. XXV. of the 
Rules of 1883, although in form abolishing de- 
murrers, has merely substituted other modes of 

rocedure by which the objects of a demurrer, 50 
ar as it served a beneficial purpose in obtaining 
a Agate | decision of the point at issue, can now be 
attained. 

Where the cause of action against one deft. is 
totally disconnected with that against the other 
defts., except so far as it arises out of an incident 
in the same transaction there is a misjoinder, & 
it is not the case contemplated by Ord. XVIII., 
r. I. 

Solicitors who were made parties with other 
defts. to an action, the statement of claim in which 
showed no reasonable cause of action as against 
them :—Held: entitled under Ord. XXV., r. 4, 
to an order dismissing the action as against them 
with costs, & striking their names out of the pro- 
ceedings. 

To make solicitors or others parties to an action 
without seeking any relief against them, except 
payment of costs or discovery, is vexatious. 

To. bring into one claim distinct causes of action 
against different persons, neither of them having 
anything to do with the other (& only historically 
connected in the way I have suggested) is not 
contemplated by Ord. XVIII., r. 1, which 
authorises the joinder, hot of several actions 
against distinct persons, but of several causes of 
action (LORD SELBORNE, C.).—BURSTALL ». 
BEYFus (1884), 26 Ch. D. 35, 89; 653 L. J. Ch. 
565; 50 L. T. 542; 32 W. R. 418, C. A. 

1086. Objection to joinder—-May be raised by 
motion.]|—GREENWOOD v. GREENWOOD & ARMI- 
TAGE, No. 1112, post. 

Joint tortfeasor—Generally.|—See Torr, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 9765 et seq. 

—— Judgment against.|—See Tort, Vol. XLII, 
pp. 976, Nos. 73 et seg. 

1087. Libel. }—1In an action for libel 
by pltf. against three defts. A., B.,& C., A., one of 
the joint owners, & B. the publisher, of the news- 
paper containing the libel, delivered a joint 
defence traversing all the allegations in the state- 
ment of claim, & pleading fair comment. OC., the 
other joint owner of the newspaper & the writer 
of the libel, delivered a similar defence, & counter- 
claimed for a libel published by pltf. against him. 
At the trial, the jury found a verdict for pltf. with 
£110 damages & they apportioned the damages, by 
permission of the judge, between the three defta., 
£100 against C., & £5 each against A. & B.; they 
also found a verdict of sixpence damages on the 
counterclaim for deft. C.:—Held: the jury had 
no power to sever the damages, & the judgments 
entered in accordance with verdict should he set 
aside & a new trial directed.—Dawson v. 
M‘CLELLAND, [1899] 2 I. R. 486, O. A. 

—— —— ——.]—See, also, LIBEL & SLANDER, 
Vol. XXXII., p. 176, Nos. 2171-2174. 
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SUB-SECT. 2.—ALTERNATIVE RELIEF. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XVI, r. 7. Where the plaintiff is in doubt as 
to the person from whom he {a entitied to redress, he may, in 
such manner aa hereinafter mentioned, or as may be pre- 
scribed by any spectal ordcr, join two or more defendants, to 
the intent that the question as to which, if any, of the defendants 
herr and to what extent, may be determined as between all 

See, also, Sub-sect. 8, post. 

1088. Rule applicable to both contract & tort.) 
~-BULLOCK v. LONDON GENERAL OMNIBUS CO., 
No. 1077, ante. 

1089. Each defendant putting blame on other— 
Joinder of both.]—It is possible that in the present 
case the firm in England & the firm in Austria 
might have cast the liability on each other, & s0 
framed their case that whoever was made sole deft. 
might have succeeded by showing that the whole 
responsibility was on the other. I think that 
r. 7 (Ord. XVI.] was intended to meet such a case. 
But then comes the question whether the same 
principle can be adopted where one of the parties 
is resident abroad? It is clear that he could 
not be sued in this case except for the special 
r. (g) of Ord. XI., r. 1. I think we could not 
possibly have had a better case to show the 
expediency of such a rule (GRANTHAM, J.).— 
MASSEY v. HEYNES (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 830, 337; 
59 L. T. 470. 

1090. ——— ———.]—THE W. H. Ranpatt, No. 
1195, post. 

1091. Alternative relief against one, incon- 
sistent with relief prayed against other.J—In an 
action for trespass by pltf. who was a lessee of W., 
deft., in his defence & counterclaim, to which he 
made W. a party, claimed a right of way by grant 
from W. prior to pltf.’s lease, & prayed a declara- 
tion of his rights, & an injunction, & damages 
against pltf.; & in the alternative he prayed an 
indemnity & damages against W. Pltf. amended 
his claim & made W. a deft., & prayed an injunction 
& damages against the original deft., & in the 
alternative damages against W. W. demurred 
both to the counterclaim & the amended claim. 
The Vice-Chancellor held that the counterclaim 
was bad in not showing a cause of action against 
W., & W.’s demurrer was allowed, & that the 
amended claim was bad, because it prayed 
inconsistent alternative relief against the original 
deft. & W. On appeal :—Held: W. was properly 
made a deft. to the amended claim under Rules of 
Court, 1875, Ord. XVI., r. 3 [see, now, R. S. C., 
Ord. XVI., rr. 4, 7], which is not confined to cases in 
which the alternative relief prayed against one 
deft. is consistent with that prayed against the 
other. The demurrer to the amended claim was 
therefore, overruled. CHILD v. STENNING (1877), 
5 Ch. D. 695; 46 L. J. Oh. 528, C. A. 

1092. Principal & agent—Principal disputing 
agent’s authority—Contract by agent to take 
debentures.|—In an action brought by a company 
against L. & T., the claim stated that L., through 
T., who professed to be, & in fact was, the agent 
of L., contracted to take a certain number of 
debentures in pltf. company, which contract L. 
had failed to perform; & that L. denied that T. 
was authorised by him to make the contract. 
Pltfs. prayed for specific performance of the con- 
tract or for damages against I. ; or in the alterna- 
tive, if it should appear that T. had no authority 
to act as L.’s agent, then for specific performance 
& damages against T. T. having applied to have 
judgment entered up in his favour, or to have 
his name struck out as deft.:—Held: under the 
circumstances stated in the claim, pltfs. were 
entitled to join L. & T. as defts., & to claim 
alternative relief against them.— HONDURAS INTER- 
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OcEANIC Ratu. Co. v. Leravern & Tucker (1877), 
2 Ex. D. 801; 46 L. J. Q. B. 391; 36 L. T. 46; 
25 W. R. 310, C. A. 

1093. Work & labour & materials 
supplied.J}—The action was brought originally 
against the Blyth Theatre company alone, to 
recover a sum of £189 Ils. 6d. for work done & 
materials supplied in connection with the defts.’ 
theatre at Blyth. The statement of claim alleged 
that the work was done & the materials supplied 
at the request of the company by their agent, H., 
the architect employed by defts. in building the 
theatre. By their defence the company denied 
(amongst other things) that they or their econ 
requested pltf. to supply materials or do work as 
alleged in the statement of claim, & also set u 
other defences immaterial to be stated in detail. 
Thereupon pltf. took out a summons for leave to 
add H. as a deft. to the action, & an order was 
made, dated Jan. 29, 1902, giving pltf. liberty to 
amend the writ, adding the name of H. as a deft. to 
the action, & to amend the statement of claim by 
claiming in the alternative against H. the same sum 
as that claimed against the company, & in further 
alternative claiming the same sum against H. by 
way of damages for breach of warranty of authority 
to order the work & materials, & the question of 
costs of & incident to the application was reserved. 
The writ & statement of claim were amended 
accordingly. The company put in an amended 
defence, alleging that H. had no authority to 
employ pltf. H., by his defence, denied that he 
was the agent of the company, & set up other 
defences identical with those set up by the com- 
pany. 

Deft. H. was made a deft. under the powers 
conferred by Ord. XVI., rr. 7 & 11. The former 
rule provides that, ‘‘ where pltf. is in doubt as to 
the person from whom he is entitled to redress, he 
may... join two or more defts., to the intent 
that the question as to which, if any, of the defts. 
is liable, & to what extent, may be determined as 
between all parties.’’ Previously to the Judicature 
Act, 1873, there was no power to join two persons 
as defts. in this way, either at law or in equity, 
but under the present rules it has been held that 
an action in such a form as the present is one 
capable of being maintained, & that any deft. to 
such an action is a proper party to it. uestions, 
however, of a similar kind to that now under con- 
sideration arose & had to be dealt with by the 

Yourt of Chancery prior to the Judicature Act, 1873, 
for it was the rule of that court that all persons 
materially interested in the subject-matter of the 
suit ought in general to be made parties as pltfs. 
or defts., so that the court might be enabled to do 
complete justice by deciding upon & settling the 
rights of all persons interested (STIRLING, L.J.).— 
SANDERSON v. BLYTH THEATRE Co., [1903] 2 K. B. 
538, 534, 541, 542; 72 L. J. K. B. 761; 89 L. T. 
159; 562 W. R. 388; 19 'T. L. R. 660, C. A. 

1094. ——— Agent entering into charter-party for 
loading with cargo—Claim against charterer for 
failure to load—Against agent for breach of 
warranty of authority.]}—In an action against 
defts. for breach of warranty of authority, it 
appeared that they had assumed to act as agents 
in entering into a charter-party for loading pltfs.’ 
vessel with a cargo which was not supplied. Pitfs., 
being in doubt as to whether defts. had or had not 
authority, applied to add the alleged principals as 
defts. :—Held: pltfs. were entitled to do so on the 
authority of Honduras Ry. Co. v. Tucker, No. 1092, 
ante, & Massey v. Heynes, No. 1089, ante, which are 
not affected by the decision of the House of Lords in 
Smurthwaite v. Hannay, No. 1018, ante,—BENNETTS 





eT EAT 


410 


Sect. 5.—Joinder of defendants: Sub-sects. 2 & 3.) 


& Co. v. McIuwraiTH & Co., [1896] 2 Q. B. 464; 
65 L. J. Q. B. 632; 75 L. T. 145; 54 W. R. 7; 
12 T. L. R. 616; 8 Asp. M. L. C. 176; 1 Com. Cas. 
441, C. A. 

1095. ———_ Action against agent—Principal 
brought in as third party by agent—Added at 
trial.}—Pltfs. alleged that defts., purporting to 
act on behalf of a foreign principal, M. of Lisbon, 
sold to them 1,000 tons of locust beans at £7 per 
ton f.o.b. fare, & that defts. did not carry out 
the contract, whereby pltfs. suffered damage. 
Alternatively, pltfs. said that defts. had no 
authority to contract as agents for M., & were 
guilty of a breach of warranty of authority in 
purporting to do so whereby the pltfs. suffered 
damage. JDefts. alleged that they entered into 
the contract as agents for C., a produce merchant 
of London, by whose instructions the contract was 
made in the name of M. They brought in (. as a 
third party, claiming that in the event of their 
being held lable to pltfs. they were entitled to be 
indemnified by C., inasmuch as by virtue of an 
agreement between them they acted as his selling 
agents, & it was in that capacity that they entered 
into the contract in question. (. denied that 
defts. were authorised to enter into the contract 
in question either in his name or in that of M., 
& he alleged that by the agreement between them 
defts. were appointed his selling agents for certain 
articles only, which did not include locust beans, 
that defts. were not authorised to enter into any 
contract on his behalf unless it was approved by 
him, & that in the case of the contract in question 
it has not been approved by him. 

When the action came on for hearing, counsel 
for pltfs. applied for leave to join C. as a deft. 
on the ground that from correspondence which 
had recently been disclosed it appeared that he 
was the real principal. They referred to Ord. 
XVI., rr. 11, 13.—The judge allowed pltfs. to add 
C. as a deft. without service of the writ, & to amend 
their points of claim accordingly. In the result 
the Judge gave judgment for pltfs. for damages 
against C., with costs since the amendment; 
judgment for defts. against pltfs., with costs; & 
judgment for (. against defts., with costs up to 
amendment.— HUGHES (H. A.), LTp. v. Cook (A.) 
& Co., [1918] W. N. 145. 

1096. Negligence causing injuries — Relief 
Claimed jointly, severally, or in alternative. ] 
BULLOCK v. LONDON GENERAL OMNIBUS Co., 


No. 1077, ante. 
Relief claimed in alternative.]—A 





1097. 
*bus belonging to T. upset owing to a wheel being 
wrenched off by tramlines belonging to C. so that 
pitf., a passenger, was injured. In an action 
against T. & C. in the alternative the judge non- 
suited pltf. as against T., & the jury found in favour 
of C. after evidence had been called by pltf. to 
prove that the "bus was sound & that the accident 
was due to a defect in the tramline :—AHeld: 
there was some evidence of negligent driving, & 
the onus lay on T. to prove that the ’bus was sound 
& the attempt of pltf. to prove in the first trial 
that the "bus was sound was no objection to 
granting him a new trial.—LiL.y v. TILLING (T.), 
Lrp. & LONDON Country CounciL (No. 1) (1912), 
57 Sol. Jo. 59, C. A. 

1098. Liability in alternative in contract—Con- 
tract & bill of lading.}—ComMPaNia SANSINENA 
DE CARNES CONGELADAS v. HOULDER Bros. & 
Co., ILrp., No. 1015, ante. 

1099. Price of goods sold—-Damages for 
not supplying goods in accordance with specimens. ]} 
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—-PAYNE v. British TIME RECORDER Co., Lrp., & 
Curtis, Lrp., No. 1084, ante. 

1100. Joinder as defendant to counterclaim— 
Claim for relief in one of two inconsistent alterna- 
tives.}—A person cannot be joined as deft. to a 
counterclaim against whom there is only a claim 
for relief in one of two inconsistent alternatives.— 
EVANS v. Buok, Buck v. Evans (1876), 4 Ch. D. 
432; 46 L. J. Ch. 157; 25 W. R. 392. 

1101. Joinder of third party as defendant to 
counterclaim.]—Pltf. brought an action against 
deft. for the price of goods sold & delivered, the 
contract being one to deliver goods f.o.r. at P. 
Station for transmission to deft. at Exeter. 
Deft., by his defence, pleaded, first, that pltf. failed 
to deliver the goods in good condition, &, therefore, 
did not fulfil his contract; & secondly, that if 
he did deliver them in good condition, he com- 
mitted a breach of an implied term of his contract 
so to pack the goods that they should be reason- 
ably fit to stand the ordinary risks of transit 
by rail. He also raised the same point against 
pltf. by way of counterclaim, & claimed damages. 
To that counterclaim he joined the G. W. Ry. Co. 
as defts., & alleged against them that the goods 
having been delivered to them at IP. Station in 
good condition, they, in breach of their duty 
as carriers, so treated them that when they 
arrived at their destination they were in bad 
condition; & claimed damages against them. 
He further pleaded that if the goods at the date 
of their delivery to the railway company were 
in a good condition he claimed to recover damages 
against them, & alternatively, in the event of its 
being found that the goods at the date of their 
delivery to the railway company were in bad 
condition, he claimed to recover damages against 
the pltf. On an application by pltf., the judge at 
chambers refused to order that the counterclaim, 
in so far as it joined the railway company as defts. 
to the counterclaim, should be struck out. On 
appeal :—Held: the claims were not strictly 
alternative, so as to be mutually exclusive; but 
the relief claimed against the railway company 
was sufficiently ‘‘ connected with the original 
subject of the cause or matter’’ within the 
Judicature Act, 1873, s. 24 (3), to enable the claim 
against the railway company to be joined with the 
claim against pltf.—SMITH v. BUSKELL, BUSKELI, 
v. SMITH & GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., [1919] 2 
K. B. 362; 88 L. J. K. B. 985; 121 L. T. 301; 
35 T. L. R. 5233; 63 Sol. Jo. 589, C. A. 

1102. Trial of action—Dismissal of one defen- 
dant at close of plaintiff’s case.]—Pltf. claimed 
damages for negligence against either or both 
of two defts. There was no evidence against one 
of the defts. at the close of pltf.’s case, who 
applied to be dismissed from the action :—Held: 
the application must be refused, for the evidence 
of the other deft. might raise a case against the 
applicant.—-LIPMAN v. Fox (1911), Yearly Supreme 


Court Practice. 

11038. Plaintiff? showing prima facie 
case.]—Plitfs., who were injured in a collision 
between a motor lorry, in which they were pas- 
sengers, & a motor car, brought an action in the 
county court claiming damages, making the 
owners of both vehicles defts. under Ord. III., 
r. 5, of the County Court Rules [substantially a 
reproduction of R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 7]. Pitfs.’ 
evidence appeared to make it probable that the 
driver of the car rather than the driver of the 
lorry was to blame, but they could do no more 
than state what they observed just before the 
collision occurred. Their evidence did not affirma- 
tively or conclusively show that the driver of the 
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lorry was not to blame. At the close of pltfs.’ 
case counsel for the owner of the lorry submitted 
that there was no evidence against him, & the 
county court judge took this view & dismissed 
that deft. from the action. The case then pro- 
ceeded against the other deft., whose witnesses 
threw all the blame on the driver of the lorry, & 
the county court judge found that the driver of 
the car was not negligent & accordingly entered 
judgment for the second deft. :—Held: as a state 
of facts was proved by pltfs. from which the reason- 
able inference to be drawn was that primd facie one 
if not both of defts. was negligent, the county court 
judge should not have dismissed the first deft., the 
owner of the lorry, from the action at the close 
of pltfis.’ case, but should have heard the case 
against both defts. before coming to a decision; & 
therefore that there must be a new trial.—Hum- 
MERSTONE v. LEARY, [1921] 2 K. B. 664; 90 L. J. 
K. B. 1148; 125 L. T. 669; 37 T. L. BR. 7113; 65 
Sol. Jo. 606, D. C. 

Judgment against one or more of several defen- 
dants.}—See Part IV., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 8, I., ante. 

Costs.|—See RK. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 1, Part 
LX XXVI., post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—PARTICULAR CASES. 


ae R. 8S. C., Ord. XVI., rr. 4-7, pp. 407, 409, 
ante. 

Joinder of defendants in court’s discretion.]— 
See Sub-sect. 1, ante. 

Joinder of causes of action.]—See R. S. (., 
Ord. XVIII., PLEADING, p. 140, ante; KR. S.C, 
Ord. XVI., r. 1, p. 399, ante. 

Misjoinder & non-joinder.]— See Sect. 10, post. 

Alternative relief.J|—See Sub-sect. 2, ante. 

1104, Causes of action technically different— 
Subject-matter of complaint against defendants 
substantially same—Several liabilities based on 
different grounds.|—The power to join several 
defts. in the same action for the purpose of claiming 
relief ee them severally or in the alternative 
under Ord. XVI., r. 4, is not confined to cases in 
which the causes of action alleged as against the 
several defts. are exactly identical, but extends 
to cases where the subject-matter of complaint 
as against the several defts, is substantially the 
same, although the causes of action as against them 
respectively are, technically, different in form, & 
the several liabilities alleged against them respec- 
tively are to some extent based on different grounds. 

By a contract between H. Bros. & Co., who 
were the owners of a line of steamers, & pltfs., 
who were exporters of frozen meat, carrying on 
business at Buenos Ayres, H. Bros. & Co. agreed 
to carry from the Argentine to Europe frozen 
meat to be shipped from time to time by pitfs. 
on certain named steamers belonging to H. Bros. 
& Co. or on other suitable steamers in addition to 
or substitution for the named steamers. It was 
subsequently agreed that frozen meat should be 
shipped by pltfs. on an additional steamer, pro- 
cured by H. Bros. & Co., which was called the 
Devon & belonged to another company, for carriage 
from Bahia Blanca to England on the terms of the 
first-mentioned contract. This meat was accord- 
ingly shipped, & the master of the Devon signed 
bills of lading in respect of it. In an action brought 
by pltfs. in respect of damage to this meat alleged 
to have been caused by the unseaworthiness of the 
Devon, pitfs. joined as defts. H. Bros. & Co. & 
the owners of the Devon, claiming against the 
former on the terms of the before-mentioned con- 


41] 


contract & against the latter upon the bill of 
lading :—Held: the defts. were rightly joined.— 
Compafta SANSINENA DE CARNES CONGELADAS 
v. HouLDER Bros. & Co., Lrp., [1910] 2 K. B. 
354, 355; 79 L. J. K. B. 1094; 103 1. T. 3333; 11 
Asp. M. L. C. 525, C. A. 

1105. Companies—Claim against company & 
directors—Improperly issued prospectus—Joinder 
of personal representative of deceased director. |— 
Where an action is brought by a shareholder 
against the company & its directors for relief in 
respect of an improperly issued prospectus, the 
fact that the relief claimed against the several 
defts. may differ in detail is no ground for objection 
that the action is bad as joining separate causes of 
action against separate defts., for in substance 
there is only one cause of action, namely, the 
improper issue of the prospectus. Neither is it 
improper to join in such an action the legal 
personal representatives of a deceased director 
alleged to have been a party to the issue of the 
prospectus. 

Quere: whether the maxim “ actio personalis 
moritur cum persona’’ applies in the case of a 
deceased director who may have incurred liability 
eee the Directors’ Liability Act, 1890 (c. 64), 
s. 3. 

Gower v. Couldridge, No. 1115, post, & Thompson 
v. London County Council, No. 1117, post, explained. 
—FRANKENBURG Vv. GREAT HORSELESS CARRIAGE 
Co., [1900] 1 Q. B. 504; 69 L. J. Q. B. 147; 81 
LL. T. 684; 44 Sol. Jo. 156; 7 Mans. 347, C. A. 

1106. ——— Claim against company & co- 
directors—Removal of managing director-—-Breach 
of agreement.]|—-GOWLAND v. GOWLAND (WILLIAM) 
(1916), Lrp., No. 1083, ante. 

1107. ——— Claim against promoters & directors 
—Conspiracy to defraud—Breach of duty.}—In 
an action against the promoters & directors of a 
company the statement of claim alleged that all 
defts. had been guilty of a conspiracy to defraud, 
in pursuance of which they had carried out certain 
purchases & loans, whereby pltf. was damnified, 
& further that defts., who were directors, in 
carrying out the purchases & loans, acted negli- 
gently & recklessly & in breach of their duty as 
directors :—Held: the claims were properly joined. 
Gower v. Couldridge, No. 1115, post, distinguished.— 
KENT COAL EXPLORATION Co., Lirp. v. MARTIN 
(1900), 16 T. L. R. 486, C. A. 

~- — Actions & proceedings by & against com- 
panies generally.|}—See CoMPANIES, Vol. IX., 
pp. 665, Nos. 4426 et seq. 

1108. Defamation — Separate slanders — Con- 
spiracy.]—Pltf. was engaged by H. to act at a 
theatre of which D. was lessee & manager. In 
an action brought by him against H. & D. in 
respect of an alleged slander spoken by one deft. 
on one occasion & by the other deft. on another 
occasion, & also in respect of an alleged con- 
spiracy between them wrongfully to dismiss him 
from his employment :—Held: these claims could 
not be joined in one action.—PoPrE v. HAWTREY 
(1901), 85 I. T. 263; 17 'T. L. R. 717, C. A. 

1109. ——— Joint & separate slanders—-Con- 
spiracy.]—-THOMAS v. Moor, No. 1018, ante. 
Award & judgment therein.|}—See LIBEL 
& SLANDER, Vol. XXXII., p. 176, No. 2172. 

Costs.J—See LIBEL & SLANDER, Vol. 
XXXITI., pp. 176 et seq. 

1110. Discovery—& costs—Joinder not  per- 
mitted for purposes of.]—BURSTALL v. BEYFUS, 
No. 1085, ante. 

Joint & several Iiability—Of partners.]—See 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI_., pp. 374, Nos. 506 et 
seq. 
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Sect. 6.—Joinder of defendants : 
Sect. 6.] 


Sub-sect. 8. 


Bankruptcy of some or one defendant. }— 
on BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 1014, Nos. 8275- 

76. 

- Breach of trust. |—See Trusts & TRUSTEES. 
Vol. XLIII., pp. 1027, Nos. 4663 et seq. 

1111. Marine insurance—Claim st co- 
underwriters for separate amounts—Underwriting 
companies in England & Scotland.}—OzstTeEr- 
REICHISCHE Export A. G.v. BRITISH INDEMNITY 
INSURANCE Co., Lrp., No. 1078, ante. 

Negligence.}—See Torts, infra. 

1112. Partners—Claim against purchaser of 
business & receiver—Measure of relief against one 
ascertained by relief against other.|—Pltf. was one 
of two parties in a partnership dissolved by con- 
sent, there being a considerable sum due to pitf. 
for capital. The second deft. as attorney & agent 
was appointed to realise the partnership assets. 
Six months later the agents sold the business to 
the first deft. for a consideration which included 
(inter alia), the payment of the debts & lia- 
bilities of the dissolved partnership. In an action 
claiming payment of the amount due in respect of 
capital to pltf. from the first deft. & damages for 
negligence & breaches of duty in selling the busi- 
ness, & an account against the agent, the first 
deft. moved to strike out the statement of claim 
unless pltf. elected against which deft. he would 
proceed :—Held: (1) the court could deal with 
the matter on motion; & (2) as the only con- 
nection between the two causes of action against 
defts. was that the measure of relief granted 
against one may have to be ascertained by the 
relief granted against the other, pltf. must elect.— 
GREENWOOD v. GREENWOOD & ARMITAGE (1908), 
100 L. T. 68 ; 58 Sol. Jo. 61. 

Joint & several liability to third parties. |. 
gh PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 874, Nos. 506 
et seq. 

1113. Sale of goods—Liabilities arising under 
separate contractse—Common question of fact— 
Whether goods in accordance with specimens 
supplied.|—PAYNE v. BrRiTIsh TIME RECORDER 
Co., Ltp., & Curtis, Lrp., No. 1084, ante. 

1114. Shipping—-Damage to goods caused by 
unseaworthiness of ship—Claims in contract & 
bill of lading.}—ComMPpaf1a SANSINENA DE CARNES 
CONGELADAS v. HounpER Bros. & Co., LTn., 
No. 1104, ante. 

1115. Torts—Claim for tort alleged against some 
defendants—Joinder with claim for separate tort 
against all.}—Where several defts. are sued, a 
claim for damages in respect of a tort alleged 
against some of them cannot be combined with 
a claim for damages in respect of a separate tort 
alleged against all—GoOWER v. COULDRIDGE, 
[1898] 1 Q@. B. 848; 67 L. J. Q. B. 251; 77 L. T. 
707; 46 W. R, 214; 14 T. L. R. 165; 42 Sol. Jo. 
197, C. A. 

1116, ——— Separate & distinct causes of action 
—Independent torts.}—Pitf., T., was the pro- 

rietor of the Cambridge Daily News, & of the 

usiness, goodwill, & effects of a newspaper pro- 
prietor & publisher carried on at the Cambridge 
Daily News Office, Cambridge. Pitf. commenced 
the business in 1888 & he continued in possession, 
working same, until March, 1897. Fr. J. K., 
C. 8. K., & the deft., W. J. K., were mortgagees 
of the newspaper & business. In 1897 litigation 
commenced between K. & pitf., & the pltf. was 
restrained from interfering with K.’s possession 
of or trespassing upon the Cambridge Daily News 
offices at Cambridge & from otherwise interfering 
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with the said business. The litigation ultimatel 
resulted in the redemption of the property by pitf. 
In Sept. 1898, deft. company was incorporated for 
the purpose of establishing, printing, & publishing 
the Cambridge Gazette. Deft. K. was a director 
of the company, holding 100 shares in the same. 
Pltf. commenced the present action against the 
company & K. & eged in his statement of 
claim that deft. K. had, while in possession of his, 
pltf.’s, business as mortgagee, become possessed 
of various trade secrets belonging to pltf.’s 
business & of the names of pltf.’s customers, that 
deft. K. upon the redemption of the said business 
had been instrumental in promoting deft. com- 
pany for the purpose of starting a rival newspaper 
& acquiring the benefit of pltf.’s business & the 
goodwill thereof, & that defts. were endeavouring 
& threatening to induce the members of pltf.'s 
staff to break their contracts with pltf. & enter 
deft.’s service & hold themselves out as carrying 
on pltf.’s business, & further, that defts. falsely 
represented to various persons that they were 
carrying on pltf.’s business. Pltf. claimed dam- 
ages against defts. & also injunctions to restrain 
them from (1) soliciting or endeavouring to obtain 
the custom or goodwill of the Cambridge Daily 
News; (2) representing to pltf.’s customers so as 
to deceive them that deft.’s business was formerly 
pltf.’s business or a continuation of the same; & 
(3) inducing pltf.’s employees to break their 
contract of service with pltf. Deft. K. now moved 
for an order that the said action should be dis- 
missed as against him unless within seven days 
after such order pltf. should amend his statement 
of claim & particulars either (a) by striking out the 
name of deft. company as a deft. to the action, 
or (b) by striking out all allegations as to acts done 
by deft. K. otherwise than jointly with or as a 
director of the deft. company, & limiting the relief 
claimed against deft. K. to relief in respect of acts 
done by him jointly with or as a director of the 
deft. company. Counsel for the motion contended 
that defts. could not be joined in the one action 
as the causes of action against the defts. were in 
respect of separate torts, & relied on Sadler v. 
The Great Western Railway Co., No. 1038, ante, & 
Thompson v. The London County Council, No. 1117, 
post. Counsel for pltf. argued that this case was 
distinguishable from those cited, for in them the 
tort was committed by independent persons, 
whereas in the present case the two torts were in 
effect the same continued tort, the company having 
been formed for the purpose of continuing K.’s 
tort, & being in fact his agent or successor; & 
that the case came directly within Ord. XVI, r. 4. 
In this case I have the guiding rule laid down 
by Smith, L.J.,in Thompson v. The London County 
Council, where he says: ‘‘ Now, I take the law 
to be settled by the House of Lords that Ord. XVI. 
has relation to the joinder of parties, & not to the 
joinder of causes of action.” He was there no 
doubt particularly referring to what was said in 
Sadler v. The Great Western Railway Co., where 
the same thing is said rather more at length. 
Apply that rule to this case. This is an action for 
an injunction, but it is founded on tort; there is 
no doubt about that. As regards anything done 
before the incorporation of the company, K. & 
K. only can be the tortfeasor, therefore there is 
a separate action against him up to that time. 
Then when the company was incorporated he may 
have acted as director or agent of the company. 
If in that ie ened he has committed any of the 
alleged torte he can be joined with the company, 
& that is not objected to, but if he has committed 
any tort separately, pitf. cannot join him as a 
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deft., for if he joins him he is then joining different 
causes of action, which, according to the cases 
cited, he cannot do. Then it is said that the forma- 
of the company was part of the fraud which K. 
committed, & that the company was formed in 
order to enable that tort to be continued, but to 
my mind the fact that after the formation of the 
company K. continued the tort is not a justifica- 
tion for joining the causes of action. I shall grant 
an order in the terms of the notice of motion 
(KekKEWICH, J.).—TAYLOR v. CAMBRIDGE GAZETTE 
Co., Lrp. & KILNER (1899), 43 Sol. Jo. 604. 

mee -}~—Pltfs. brought an 
action against defts. for negligently excavating 
near pltf.’s house, & thereby damaging it. Defts. 
in their defence denied liability, & attributed tho 
damage wholly or in part to the negligence of a 
water company in leaving their water main in- 
sufficiently stopped. On an application by pltfs. 
to add the water company as defts. :—/Held: the 
causes of action against defts. & the water company 
being in respect of separate torts, though the 
resulting damage might be the same in each case, 
the water company could not be joined as defts.— 
THOMPSON v. LONDON OouNTY CouNciL, [1899] 
1 Q. B. 840; 68 L. J. Q. B. 625; 80 L. T. 512; 
ATW. R. 433 3 43 Sol. Jo. 379, C. A. * 

1118. ——— Joint cause of action—-Employers’ 
action against trade union officials—Watching & 
besetting.J—-WALTERS v. GREEN, No. 1021, ante. 

1119. Claim jointly, severally, or in alterna- 
tive—Collision between vehicles causing personal 
injury.]—BULLOcCK v. LONDON GENERAL OMNIBUS 
Oo., No. 1077, ante. 

1120. Joint or several tort—Same trans- 
actions or series of transactions./—Re Bk&cx, 
ATTIA v. SEED, No. 1079, ante. 

Joint tort-feasors, generally.|—Sce Tort, 
Vol. XLII., pp. 975, Nos. 53 et seq. 

Trust—Proceedings in respect of breach. ]— Sce 
Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., pp. 1027, Nos. 
4467 et seq. 

1121. Way—Damage & nuisance caused by 
wrongful use—Claim against occupiers of two sets 
of premises.]|—PItf. had a right of way over a 
certain lane. Defts. were severally the occupiers 
of two sets of premises approached by the lane, 
& the pltf. alleged that the heavy traffic brought 
by them along the lane caused vibration which 
caused cracks to appear in his house, that the 
noise of the wagons creaking & grating on his 
garden wall constituted a nuisance, that the 
surface of the lane was cut up & his right of 
way interfered with, & that on two occasions 
his wall had been knocked down by the wagons. 
Pitf. claimed an injunction & damages against 
both defts.:—Held: the action could not be 
maintained in this form, & one of defts. must be 
struck out.—MuUNDAY v. SOUTH METROPOLITAN 
ELectric Liagut Co., Lrp., & New Gutra PERCHA 
Co., Lrp. (1913), 29 T. L. R. 346 ; 57 Sol. Jo. 427. 

1122. Law before alteration of R. 8S. C., Ord. 
XVI., r. 1, in 1896—Separate causes of action. }— 
SADLER v. GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., No. 1038, ante. 

11 238. » }—Under Ord. x VI. 9 r. ] 9 
before Oct. 1896, separate causes of action against 
different defts. could not be joined, but at that 
date the rule was altered so as to permit, under 
certain restrictions, such a joinder. Ord. XVI, 
r. 1, of the Rules of the Lancaster Palatine Court, 
which waa identical with Ord. XVI., r. 1, of the 
Supreme Court as it originally stood, was not so 
amended; but Ord. LVII., r. 2, of the Palatine 
Oourt Rules provides that: ‘‘If in any case it 
shall be found that the procedure & practice in 
respect of actions, or of other matters in the court 
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is not in any particulars fully & adequately 
provided for by the Rules for the time being in 
force in the court, the course of ihaperipea & 

ractice for the time being adopted in the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice shall be 
followed in those particulars.” — 

In an action in the Palatine Court, where 
separate causes of action against several defts. 
were joined, one of defts. applied to have his name 
struck out for misjoinder :—Held: Ord. LVII., 
r. 2, did not automatically alter Ord. XVI., r. 1, 
of the Palatine Court Rules, so as to introduce 
the practice of the High Court; & the applicant 
was therefore entitled to have his name struck 
out as a deft. to the action. 

We must deal with this case as being governed, 
as in my opinion it is, by Ord. XVI., r. 1, in 
the old form, & that being so, pltfs. were not 
entitled to join these separate causes of action 
against the bank & the other defts. (QSWINFEN 
EKapy, M.R.)—HARE SPINNING Co. v. LHIGH, 
[1919] 1 Ch. 260; 88 L. J. Ch. 124; 120 L. T. 547, 
CU. A. 


Secr. 6.—TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, AND AD- 
MINISTRATORS SUING OR SUED IN REPRE- 
SENTATIVE CAPACITY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVI.,r.8. Trustees, executors, and adminis- 
trators may sue and be sued on behalf of or as representing 
the property or estate of which they are trustees or representa- 
tives, without joining any of the pereonh beneficially interested 
in the trust or estate, and shall be considered as representin 
such persons; but the Court or a Judge may, at any stage o 
the proceedings, order any of such persons to be made parties 
elther in addition to or in lieu of the previously existing 
parties. 

This Rule shall apply to trustees, executors, and adminis- 
trators sued in proceedings to enforce a sccurity by foreclosure 


, or otherwise, 


The references which foliow the cases included in 
this section are, unless otherwise indicated, to TRUSTS 
& Trustees, Vol. XILITI., & Extcutrors & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vols. XXIII. & XXIV. 

1124. Rule only applicable where executor or 
trustee in fact represents beneficiaries—-Not where 
beneficiaries have grounds for impeaching trans- 
action—Judgment not operating as estoppel.}— 
In 1918, C., an executor & trustee, who bore the 
same names as his father, testator, who had died 
in 1908, mortgaged to deft. company, for his own 
purposes & without the knowledge of his mother 
who was his co-executor & co-trustee, leasehold 
houses which had been assigned in 1907 to testator 
by whom the leases, or an attested copy, & the 
assignments had been registered at the Land 
Registry, & they bore a red ink indorsement to 
that effect. The executors had also been regis- 
tered as proprietors of the houses in question & 
were described in the register as ‘‘ executors ’’ of 
testator. When obtaining the loan C. produced 
the documents which his father had registered, 
but did not produce the probate of his father’s 
will or the land certificates, & fraudulently repre- 
sented himself to be the person to whom the 
leases had been assigned. The company advanced 
the money to C. without inspecting the register, 
believing that he was the absolute owner of the 
leageholds, & in executing the mortgages C. in 
fact personated his father. Upon the instalments 
falling into arrear the company made inquiries 
of OC. & obtained the land certificates from him, 
é& discovered that he was one of two executors & 
had pcersonated his father, but he assured the 
company that the money was borrowed for 
exeocutorship purposes. The company then com- 
menced foreclosure p ings against the 
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executors, C. & his mother, for whom C., without 
her authority, entered an appearance. The 
statement of claim alleged that the mortgage 
money had been raised by the executors for 
executorship purposes & had been duly executed 
by C. as executor & with the knowledge & consent 
of his mother, & alternatively that the two 
executors had been guilty of fraud. No defence 
was delivered & the subsequent proceedings were 
served at an address for service given by C., 
which was not the address of his mother’s residence, 
& she did not have any actual cognisance of them. 
The company obtained judgment, &, after the 
order for foreclosure absolute was made, the 
company was entered on the Land Kegister as 
proprietor of the leaseholds in question, & put the 
property up for sale. The children of testator, 
other than C. who, subject to their mother’s life 
interest, were, with C., the ultimate beneficiaries 
under testator’s will, then commenced this action 
for a declaration that the mortgages & foreclosure 
order were invalid as against them. New trustees 
of the will had been appointed before the trial 
of the action & were co-pltfs.:—Held: pltf. 
beneficiaries were not in fact represented by the 
executors in the foreclosure action & were not 
bound by the judgment therein or, by virtue of 
R.S.C., Ord. XVI., r. 8, estopped from establishing 
their rights. 

R. 8S. C., Ord. XVI, r. 8, applies where the 
executor or trustee in fact represents the bene- 
ficiaries whose interests it is his duty to protect, 
but does not apply where the beneficiaries have 
solid grounds for impeaching a transaction between 
a fraudulent executor or trustee & plaintiff.— Jc 
DE LEEUW, JAKENS v. CENTRAL ADVANCE & 
DISCOUNT CORPN., [1922] 2 Ch. 540; 91 L. J. Ch. 
617; 127 L. T. 350. 

Effect of res judicata as estoppel, see ESTOPPEL, 
Vol. XXI1., pp. 159 et seq. 

1125. Trustees—Beneficiaries claiming to have 
Sale transaction declared as mortgage—Trustees 
made nominal defendants—Necessity to be co- 
plaintifis.}—An objection as to parties raised by 
a deft.—where other defts. who were trustees had 
the legal estate, & the claim was by beneficiaries 
under the trust to have a transaction, purporting 
to be a sale, declared to be a mortgage, with power 
in the trustees to redeem—that such deft. trustees 
ought to be co-pltfs. with the beneficiaries, was 
successfully sustained at the trial, although not 
raised in the defence of the objecting deft. 

R.S8.C., Ord. XVI., rr. 11 & 12, are not applic- 
able to such a case.—-FRANKLIN v. FRANKLIN 
(1915), 60 Sol. Jo. 43. 

1126. Unregistered association. ]—An action 
was brought against an unregistered association 
for the hire of articles supplied, & a representation 
order was obtained against the committee of the 
association directing that they should defend the 
action on behalf of all the members. Pitfs. 
claimed to join as defts. to the action certain 
persons in whom property belonging to the 
association was vested as trustees. In their 
statement of claim they made it clear that the 
trustees were only being sued in that capacity, 
& that no claim was being made against them 
personally for either the money debt or the costs 
of the action :—Held: as under the circumstances 
no inconvenience or embarrassment could result 
from such joinder of the trustees, pltfs. were 
entitled to join them.—IpEAL Firms, Lp, »v. 
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RicHarpDs, [1927] 1 K. B. 374; 96 L. J. K. B. 
161; 1386 L. T. 295; 43 T. L. R. 7; 70 Sol. Jo. 
1138, C. A. 

1127. Partition action.}—Four married 
women were, under a legal devise contained in 
the will of testator who died in 1877, entitled in 
equal shares to his freehold, copyhold, & customary 
& chattel real estates. By the settlements made 
on the marriages of each of the ladies, all of whom 
married in testator’s lifetime, certain personalty 
to which they were respectively entitled had been 
assigned to trustees of each settlement upon trust 
for the lady for life for her separate use without 

ower of anticipation &, after her decease, for 

er husband for his life, &, after the decease of 
the survivor, upon trust for the children of the 
marriage as the parent or the survivor should 
appoint, & in default of appointment, for the 
children, as to sons at twenty-one, & as to 
daughters at twenty-one or marriage, with the 
usual hotchpot clause & powers of advancement 
& maintenance. Each settlement contained the 
usual limitation in default of children to the lady 
if she survived her husband, & if she died in his 
lifetime to her appointees, or next of kin in default 
of appointment. Each settlement contained 
several covenants by the husband & wife with 
the trustees of the settlement, that the other or 
future acquired real & personal property of the 
wife should be subject to the same trusts as the 
trust fund settled, & that the husband & wife 
would assure the same to the trustees upon those 
trusts, but no trust for sale was contained in any 
of the settlements. No assurance had been made 
of any of the shares in the devised property on 
the trusts of the settlements. This action had 
been instituted by the husband of one of the 
married women & by the two surviving trustees 
of the settlement of that marriage, one of whom 
was also a trustee of the three other settlements, 
against the other trustees of the other settlements 
& the married women & the other three husbands 
for a partition or sale. No child of any of the 
marriages was made a deft. & the statement of 
claim contained no reference to them. 

By the decree dated April 15, 1878, inquiries 
were directed (inter alia) who were the persons 
interested in the real estates, & in what shares, & 
for what estates & interests, & whether the shares 
of any such persons were included in any & what 
settlements, & who were the present trustees of 
such settlement, & who were the covenantees & 
whether they were parties to the action. The 
other inquiries usual on a partition decree were 
directed, & the common order made that in case 
it should appear that all persons interested were 
parties to the action, the estates should be sold. 
In working out these inquiries it became necessary 
to determine whether the children of the respective 
marriages should be made parties or served with 
notice of the decree. 

The chief clerk referred the question to the 
judge. 

I have frequently decided that in such cases 
the trustees represented the children sufficiently 
for all purposes of the action; Ord. XVI., r. 7, 
supplements the Partition Act, & it is unnecessary 
that any of the children should be made parties 
or served with the decree (JESSEL, M.R.).—Goop- 
RICH v. MARSH, [1878] W. N. 186. 

1128. —— -}+—In an action for sale & 
partition, pltfs. were trustees for sale of two- 
thirds of certain leasehold property, & defts. were 
trustees for sale of the remaining third part after 
the death of a tenant for life. The cestuis que 
trust not being parties :—Held: trustees for sale 
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sufficiently represented their cestuis trust, & 
a sale & partition were directed without notice 
to the parties beneficially interested.—STAGE v. 
GAGE (1878), 8 Ch. D. 451; 47 L. J. Ch. 608; 38 
L. T. 848 ; 26 W. R. 605. 

129. -}—Rules of Court enabling 
trustees to represent their beneficiaries in an 
action apply to an action under the Partition 
Acts, 1868 & 1876.—Simpson v. DENNY (1878), 
10 Ch. D. 28; 27 W. R. 280. 

1130. ——— -]—Trustees for sale under a 
will of an undivided share sufficiently represent 
that share, apart from persons beneficially 
interested therein, for the purposes of the par- 
tition clauses.— DARLINGTON v. DARLINGTON 
(1926), 70 Sol. Jo. 778. 

Repeal of Partition Acts, scc, now, Law of 
Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), Sched. VII. 

Abolition of legal estate in undivided shares, 
see Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 1 (6). 

——— Proceedings by & against trustees—Right 
of trustee to sue.J—See Vol. XLIII., p. 791, 
Nos. 2290-—22?5a. 

—— — — Liability to be sued.] 
p. 792, Nos. 2296-2299. 

When cestuis que trust must be parties. ] 
— See Vol. XLITI., pp. 792-795, Nos. 2300-2321. 
—--- Effect of refusal or inability of one 
trustee to join.]—See Vol. XLIII., p. 795, Nos. 
2322 -2325. 
Proceedings by & against cestuis que trust.]} 
-See Vol. XLITI., pp. 797-799, Nos. 2339-2366. 
Appointment of trustees by court—Parties 
to application.|—See R. 
LXVII., post; Vol. XLITTI., p. 693, Nos. 1281-1293. 

— ~— Costs of legal proceedings.|—See Vol. 

XLITI.. pp. 818 et seq. 
reach of trust—Proceedings in respect of.] 
—-See Vol. XLIII., pp. 1027-1030. Nos. 4663-4708. 

-- -Administration by court—On whose applica- 
tion order for payment into court made.]—wSce 
Vol. XLII, p. 846, Nos. 2921-2933. 

Payment out of fund in court.]—Sce 
Part XXVII., post, & Part LX XI., Sect. 2, post. 
Contribution or indemnity from co-trustees 
—Acquiescing cestul que trust necessary party.] 
se Vol. XLIII., pp. 1000, 1010, Nos. 4409, 4503 
et seq. 


eee meer 








See Vol. XLITI., 
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Trustees with power of sale—Whether 
beneficiaries necessary parties to application. ]— 
Sce MINES, Vol. X XXIV., p. 637, Nos. 338-347. 
—— Trustee Act.|—See R. S. C., Ord. LIVB., 
Part LXVII., post. 
--—— Administration & execution.]}—See KR. S.C., 
Ord. XVI., rr. 32-47, pp. 439-446, post. 








Trustees in bankruptcy—Actions, etc., by & 
against.|—-See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 971 
et seq. 


Executors & administrators—Parties in actions 
against.|—See Vol. XXIV., pp. 729-731, Nos. 
7559-7584. 

Parties in actions by.]—See Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 717-719, Nos. 7440-7464. 

Parties in administration actions. ]—Sce 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 751-766, Nos. 7794-7965. 














—— By creditors.|}—See Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 809-812, Nos. 8391-8437. 
Administration actions by creditors.] 


Sce Vol. XXIV., pp. 806, Nos. 8352 et seq. 
Administration pendente lite.]— See Vol. 
XXITI., pp. 200, Nos. 2354 e¢ seq. 
—— Unclaimed stock & dividends.|—See Vol. 
XXIITI., ay 298, Nos. 3585-3586; REVENUE, 
Vol. XXXIX., pp. 310-312, Nos. 853-886. 
Actions by & against.]—See Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 716 et seg. 
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——— Payment out of fund in court.}]—See 
Part XXVII., post, & Part LXXI., Sect. 2, post. 

—— Payment into & out of court.|—See Vol. 
XXIV., pp. 688-591, Nos. 6215-6257. 
Payment into court on admission of assets. ] 
—See Vol. XXIV., pp. 713-715, Nos. 7397-7425. 
Redemption of mortgage on death of 
mortgagor. |— See MoRTGAGE, Vol. X X XV., pp. 346, 
Nos. 889 ef seq. 
Liability on contract of deceased—Joinder 
in action for breach.]—See Vol. X XIV., pp. 630- 
631, Nos. 6577-6579. 
Deceased trustee—Action for breach of 
trust.|—-See Vol. XLIII., pp. 1029-1030, Nos. 
4695-4708. 

Indorsement of writ.J—See ht. S. C., Ord. 

III., rr. 4, 5, p. 270, anie. 

—-— Joinder of claims.]—See ht. S. C., Ord. 
XVIII., r. 5, PLEADING, p. 143, ante. 
Denial of representative capacity of—As 
defence. |—-See R. S. C., Ord. XXT., r. 5; PLEAD- 
ING, p. 162. 

Foreclosure or sale—Parties to proceedings. ]— 
See Mortaace, Vol. XXXV., pp. 558, Nos. 2894 
et seq. 

















SEcT. 7.—PERSONS SUING OR SUED ON BEHALF 
OF THEMSELVES AND OTHERS. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVI, r.9. Where there are numerous persons 
having the same interest in one cause or matter, one or more of 
such persons may sue or be sued, or may be authorised by the 
Court or a Judge to detend in such cause or matter, on behalf 
or for the benefit of all persons so interested. 


Actions by & against Trade Unions, see TRADE 
& TRADE UNIons, Vol. XLIIT., pp. 125, Nos. 1277 
et seq. 

1131. Rule compared with R. S. C., Ord. XVI., 
r. 1.]}—Pltfs. shipped goods on a general ship of 
defts. for a voyage from New York to Japan. 
Before arriving at its destination the ship was 
sunk by a Russian cruiser on the ground that 
she was carrying contraband of war, & both 
ship & cargo were lost. In the writs in the 
present actions pltfs. were respectively described 
as suing ‘‘on behalf of themselves & others 
owners of cargo lately laden on board the S8.S. 
Knight Commander,” & the writs were indorsed 
with a claim for ‘‘ damages for breach of contract 
& duty in & about the carriage of goods by sea.”’ 
A letter written by pltfs.’ solicitors to defts.’ 
solicitors on the day of the issue of the writs 
stated that pltfs. were suing on behalf of them- 
selves & forty-four other persons, firms, or com- 
panys (whose names were given) who had shipped 
goods on board the ship :—Held: upon the writs 
as they stood, pltfs. & those whom they purported 
to represent were not ‘“ persons having the same 
interest in one cause or matter ’’ within the mean- 
ing of Ord. XVI., r. 9, & the pltfs. were not entitled 
to bring representative actions; (2) shippers of 
goods in a general ship could not have ‘ the same 
interest in one cause or matter’’ within the 
meaning of that rule, & the writs were incapable 
of being so amended as to enable plitfs. to maintain 
representative actions. 

(Per BUCKLEY, J., dissenting) the writs should 
be amended by describing pltfs. as suing on behalf 
of themselves & all others the owners of cargo 
lately laden on board the S.S. Knight Commander, 
not being shippers of goods which are contra- 
band of war, the indorsements amended by 
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asking for a declaration that defts. were liable 
to the pltfs. & to those on whose behalf they sued 
for breach of contract &/or duty in & about the 
carriage of goods by sea. 

No representative action can lie where the sole 
relief sought is damages. 

Nothing could be more striking than the con- 
trast between the language of this rule & that of 

Ord. XVI., vr. 1. The reason is obvious. In 
cases under r. 1 all the parties have the status 
& responsibilities of ordinary litigants, & pltfs. 
are such by their own consent. In representative 
actions it is wholly different. Pltf. is the self- 
elected representative of the others. He has not 
to obtain their consent. It is true that conse- 
quently they are not liable for costs, but they will 
be bound by the estoppel created by the decision. 
The differences from the point of view of the deft. 
are equally striking. Those in whose behalf the 
action (so far as it is a representative action) is 
brought are not responsible for the costs, & are 
not subject to the ordinary liabilities of litigants 
in respect of discovery, etc. The language of the 
rule appears to me to present no difficulties of 
construction & to make clear the limitations of its 
scope. They answer in all respects to what one 
would expect from the considerations to which I 
have referred. The essential condition of a repre- 
sentative action is that the persons who are to be 
represented have the same interests as the pltf. 
in one & the same cause or matter. There must 
therefore be a common interest alike in the sense 
that its subject & its relation to that subject must 
be the same (FLETCHER MOULTON, I..J.).—MARKT 
& Co., Lrp. v. Knicut S.S. Co., Lrp., SALE & 
FRAZAR v. KNIGHT S.S. Co., LTp., [1910] 2 K. B. 
1021, 1039; 79 L. J. K. B. 939; 103 L. T. 369 ; 
11 Asp. M. L. C. 460, C. A. 

1182. Whether rule confined to persons possess- 
ing or claiming beneficial proprietary rights. ]— 
By Ord. XVI., r. 9, where there are numerous 
persons having the same interest in one cause or 
matter, one or more of such persons may be sued, 
or may be authorised by the court or a judge to 
defend, in such cause or matter on behalf or for 
the benefit of all persons so interested :—Held: 
the expression ‘‘ the same interest in one cause 
or matter ’”’ only extends to persons who have or 
claim some beneficial proprietary right which 
they are asserting or defending in the cause or 
matter. 

Pitf. in this case sues for damages, & the action, 
assuming it to lie at all, as to which we pronounce 
no opinion, is founded on tort. The old Court of 
Chancery had no jurisdiction to grant relief in 
such an action; &, although its rules as to parties 
to actions or suits maintainable in it have now to 
be applied in all Divisions in the High Court, when 
exercising the old jurisdiction of the Court of 
Chancery, the rules ought not to be construed as 
creating a jurisdiction in one Division which was 
never exercised by any court in the country before 
the rules were made (LINDLEY, L.J.).—TEMPERTON 
v. RUSSELL, (1893] 1 Q. B. 435; 62 L. J. Q. B. 
300 ; 68 L. T. 425; 573. P.518; 41 W. R. 321; 

9T. L. R. 304; 37 Sol. Jo. 303; 4 R. 302, C. A. 

1133. ——— Existence of common interest suffi- 
cient.}—Ord. XVI., r. 9, which provides for 
persons suing or being sued as representing a 
class, is not confined to persons who have or claim 
some beneficial proprietary right which they are 
asserting or defending. To justify a person 
suing in @ representative character, it is enough 
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that he has a common interest with those whom 
he claims to represent. 

Several pltfs. sued on behalf of themselves 
& all others the growers of fruit, flowers, 
vegetables, roots & herbs, within the meaning of 
the Covent Garden Market Act, 1828, to enforce 
various preferential rights to stands in the markets, 
which they pain, to have been given to the 
class of growers by the Act. Deft. was the lord 
of the market :—Held: without prejudging the 
construction of the Act pltfs. had an interest in 
common, & the deft. was not entitled to have the 
action stayed either on the ground that pltfs. 
had no beneficial proprietary right, or that the 
joinder of pltfs. claiming separate & different rights 
under the Act, both personally & as representing 
a class, would embarrass or delay the trial. 

The language of Ord. XVI., r. 1, is very wide. 
It must cover the case of several creditors, joining 
as co-pltfs. in a creditor’s action. Their debts 
are separate, & just as much or just as little “a 
series of transactions ’’ as the separate grievances 
of which the growers in this action complain 
(LORD MACNAGHTEN ).—BEDFORD (DUKE) v. ELLIS, 
[1901] A.C.1; 70 L. J. Ch. 102; 83 L. T. 686; 
17T. L. R. 139, H. L.; affg. 8S. C. sub nom. ELLIS 
v. BEDFORD (DUKE), [1899] 1 Ch. 494, C. A. 

11384. Whether rule applicable to actions of 
TEMPERTON v. RUSSELL, No. 1132, ante. 

1135. .j—Pltfs. sued defts. who were 
officers of a guild, on their own behalf & on behalf 
of all the other members of the guild for damages 
for an alleged libel alleged to be contained in a 
newspaper owned & managed by the guild. The 
guild was an unregistered voluntary association, 
comprised of about 15,000 members, & was 
regulated by rules & governed by a committee. 
Plitfs. applied under Ord. XVI., r. 9, for an order 
that defts. be appointed to represent all other 
members of the guild :—Held: the case did not 
come within Ord. X VI., r. 9, & the order ought not 
to be made. 

Quwre: whether Ord. XVI, r. 9, is applicable 
in actions in tort. 

I asked during the course of the argument 
whether there is any authority in the case of an 
action of tort, because this is pure tort, for the 
application of this rule [Ord. XVI., r. 9] & no case 
has been referred to, & so far as I know there is no 
case in the books in which it has been done 
(SWINFEN Eapy, L.J.).—MERCANTILE MARINE 
SERVICE ASSOCIATIONS v. Toms, [1916] 2 K. B. 
243; 85 L. J. K. B. 311; 114 L. T. 124, 0. A. 

1186. Whether rule applicable where damages 
sole relief sought.|—MarkT & Co., Lrp. v. KNIGHT 
S.S. Co., Lrp., SALE & FRAZAR v. KNIGHT S.S. 
Co., Lrp., No. 1181, ante. 

1187. .}~—In an action by five named pltfs. 
on their own behalf & on behalf of all the under- 
ground & surface workmen employed at defts.’ 
colliery on three specified days, pltfs. alleged that 
on those days the safety lamps in use at the 
colliery were not in accordance with statutory 
requirements, that they were insufficient in 
number, & were not properly examined, that in 
consequence the workmen, having justifiably 
refused to go to work, lost wages & were entitled 
to damages. In a second action against another 
colliery company the claim of men whose wages 
depended upon the amount of coal gotten was 
separated from the claim of all other underground 
workers & surface men, & two named plitfs. sued 
on their own behalf & on behalf of the class they 
respectively represented. The alleged statutory 
breach of duty in this case consisted in not having 
@ weighing machine in a suitable place. 
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case defts. pleaded that the action was not main- 
tainable in the form in which it was brought. In 
each action the claims of pltfs. were divisible under 
three heads: (1) the claims founded on common 
interest for declarations upon matters in which 
the classes represented were alleged to have a 
common interest ; (2) claims for damages by the 
individually named pltfs.; (3) claims for damages 
by the individual members of the classes repre- 
sented. On questions of law raised by the 
pleadings & ordered to be disposed of before trial 
of issues of fact :—Held: pltfs. were entitled to 
sue in a representative capacity as regards claims 
that came within (1) & (2), but not as regards the 
claims for damages by the individual members of 
the classes represented. Leave to amend. 

(Per ScRUTTON, L.J., dissenting) there was no 
common interest in the declarations sought 
sufficicnt to entitle pltfs. to sue in a representative 
capacity.—-JONES v. Cory Bros. & Co., LID., 
THOMAS v. GREAT MOUNTAIN COLLIERIES Co. 
(1921), 56 L. Jo. 302 ; 152 L. T. Jo. 70, C. A. 

1188. Position of parties represented.]|—MarkT 
& Co., Lrp. v. KNIGHT S.S. Co., Lrp., SALE & 
FRAZAR v. KnicuT S.S. Co., Lrp., No. 1131, ante. 

1189. Persons to be represented must have 
same interests as persons representing—In one & 
the same cause or matter.}—MARKT & Co., LTD. 
v. Knicut S.S. Co., Lrp., SALE & FRAZAR v. 
KNIGHT S.S. Co., Lrp., No. 1131, ante. 

1140, — - -}—The essential condition of 
a representative action is that the persons who are 
to be represented have the same interests as the 
person representing them in one & the same cause 
or matter (FRASER, J.).—HARDIE & LANE, LTD. 
v. CHILTERN, [1928] 1 K. B. 663, 664, 678; 96 
L. J. K. B. 773, 1040; 188 L. T. 14; 43 T. L. BR. 
477, 709; 71 Sol. Jo. 664, C. A. 

1141. Selection of representatives — Trial of 
general right.J—A Court of Equity, in directing 
an issue for the trial of a question in which a variety 
of parties are interested, of necessity, as all cannot 
be intrusted, selects those persons whom it thinks 
most proper to be intrusted with the conduct 
of the defence, &, if the case require it, permits the 
other party to be present tosee that the defence is 
properly conducted; & it is, therefore, no ground 
of complaint by any individual, that he is bound 
by an issue to which he was not a party, in the 
sense of being a party intrusted with the conduct 
of such defence.— MALONE v. MALONE (1841), 
S Cl. & Fin. 179; West, 637; 6 Jur. 177; 8 
E.R. 71, H. L. 

1142. -}—A suit was instituted in 
the Court of Chancery by pltfs. on behalf of them- 
selves & all other occupiers of lands & tenements 
within Epping Forest, against, amongst others, 
the lord of a manor within that forest & two 
grantees from that lord of part of the wastes of 
the manor. Pltfs. claimed to be entitled to rights 
of common over the wastes of the manor, & alleged 
that the lord of the manor in question inclosed or 
authorised the inclosure of large portions of the 
waste, so as to interfere with the rights of common, 
& had granted other portions of the waste to 
persons who made similar inclosures, & that such 
persons were too’ numerous to be made parties to 
the suit, but were sufficiently represented by the 
two grantees made defts. thereto. A decree was 
made establishing the right of common claimed, 
& granting an injunction. After the Judicature 
Acts came into operation the same pltfs. filed a 
supplemental statement of claim against another 

antee from the same lord, seeking to have the 

enefit of the decree against him, & an injunction : 
—Held: (1) on demurrer, deft. was bound by the 
P.P.—14 
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decree in the suit so that he could not litigate the 
right of common thereby established ; (2) the ro- 
ceedings for enforcing the decree against him 
were not purely supplemental, but in the nature 
of original proceedings. 5 

Where one multitude of persons are interested 
in a right, & another multitude of persons are 
interested in contesting that right, & that right 
is a general right—& it is utterly impossible to try 
the question of the existence of the right between 
the two multitudes on account of their number— 
some individuals out of the one multitude might 
be selected to represent one set of claimants & 
another set of persons to represent the parties 
resisting the claim, & the right might be finally 
decided as between all parties in a suit so con- 
stituted (JESSEL, M.R.).—LONDON (Ciry) SEWERS 
Comrs. v. GELLATLY (1876), 3 Ch. D. 610; 45 
L. J. Ch. 788 ; 24 W. R. 1059. 

1143. Judgment binding on members of class 
represented. |—-MALONE v. MALONE, No. 1141, ante. 

1144. ———.]—-LONDON (CiTy) SEWERS COMRS. 
v. GELLATLY, No. 1142, ante. 

1145, ——.]—In an action commenced by a 
bondholder on behalf of himself & all other bond- 
holders, pltf. obtained an order for a receiver. 
One of the bondholders represented by pltf., 
being dissatisfied with the order, applied for leave 
to appeal :—Held: the order having been made 
in favour of the class to which applicant belonged, 
& having been obtained by pltf., who represented 
him in the action, he could not appeal against it. 
Semble: the proper course for the dissentient 
shareholder to pursue was to apply to the court 
below to be made a deft. to the action.— WATSON 
v. CAVE (No. 1) (1881), 17 Ch. D. 19; 44 L. T. 40; 
29 W. Rh. 433, C. A. 

1146. —-—.]}—-This is a representative action 
in which a judicial decision on any question of 
construction or other matter arising in the action 
will bind all the members of the class represented 
by pltf. Rules of court provide for this. But if 
pltf. cannot compromise without the sanction of 
the court (Ord. XVI., r. 9a), still less can he 
voluntarily give away any of the rights to which the 
persons whom hc represents are admittedly 
entitled. He cannot elect on their behalf to take 
less than they are admittedly entitled to. Each 
individual member of the class has a separate right 
to elect, when the facts are known (COZENS- 
Harpy, M.R.).—e CALGARY & MEDICINE Hat 
LAND Co., Lrp., PIGEON v. CALGARY & MEDICINE 
Hat LAanp Co., Lrp., [1908] 2 Ch. 652, 659; 78 
L. J. Ch. 97; 99 L. T. 706; 16 Mans. 36, C. A. 

1147. —-—.]—Marxt & Co., rp. v. KNIGHT 
S.S. Co., Ltp., SALE & FRAZAR v. KNicuHT S.S. Co., 
Lrp., No. 1131, ante. 

1148. .]——The action was brought by E. P., 
suing on behalf of herself & fifty-seven other married 
women teachers, against defts. It was dismissed 
with costs to be taxed & paid by E. P., & liberty 
was given to defts. to apply as to whether the order 
for payment of costs should bind both pltf. & all 
those persons on whose behalf she sued. They 
had all made contributions towards the costs, 
& their names & addresses had been given to defts. : 
—Held: the teachers whom pltf. represented had 
actively supported the litigation, & were bound 
by the decision of the court, but they were not 
parties to the action, & the court had no juris- 
diction to make an order for payment of costs by 
them.—PRIcE v. RHONDDA URBAN DISTRICT 
CounclL, [1923] W. N. 228; 1380 L. T. 156; 58 
L. Jo. 199; 87 J. P. Jo. 567. 

-}—See, generally, ESTOPPEL, Vol. XXI., 
p. 190, Nos. 374-378. 
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Sect. 1.-—Persons suing or sued on behalf of themaelves 
and others: Sub-sect. 2.) 
SUB-SECT. 2.—PLAINTIFFs. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 9, p. 415, ante. 

1149. Amendment making plaintiffs sue on 
behalf of others—Whether parties or frame of 
record altered—Availability of dispositions taken 
in original suit.]—Upon a bill filed by two persons, 
pewholders in a chapel, & members of the con- 
cregation, &, in virtue of certain offices which 
they held, entitled to be trustees of the chapel, 
on behalf of themselves, & all other persons 
interested as such pewholders & members except 
defts., against the other persons entitled to be such 
trustees, & against the person in whom the legal 
interest in the lease was vested, alleging that the 
lease of the chapel was held upon an exclusive 
trust for religious service according to the doctrines 
& discipline of the Church of Scotland, charging 
defts. with introducing preachers into the pulpit 
who were not ministers of the Church of Scotland, 
& with other acts in violation of the trusts, & 
praying that defts. might be compelled to perform 
the trust, the court granted the relief prayed; 
holding, first, that, upon the evidence in the cause, 
the alleged trust was sufficiently made out; 
secondly, that the acts complained of amounted to 
a breach of trust; &, thirdly, that the record was 
Beery framed with a view to the object of the 
suit. 

An amendment making pltfs. in the original bill 
sue on behalf of themselves & all other persons 
having the same interest does not alter the parties 
or the frame of the record that depositions taken 
in the original suit cannot be used in the amended 
suit.— MILLIGAN v. MITCHELL (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 
72; 71. J. Ch. 37; J Jur. 888; 40 E. R. 852, 
I.. C.3; previous proceedings (1833), 1 My. & K. 
446, LC. 

1150. Bondholders—Action by bondholder on 
behalf of himself & all other bondholders. ]—In a 
representative action by pltf. on behalf of himself 
& all other bondholders :-—J/eld : on motion, that 
a dissentient bondholder—it not appearing that 
there were any others who dissented—should be 
added as deft., but not in a representative 
character. Such applications should, in general, 
be by summons in chambers. In an interlocutory 
application with which some of the parties to the 
action who had no interest in such application 
were not served, an order nisi was made to be 
binding on the absent parties three days after 
service unless they showed cause.—WILSON vw. 
,HURCH (1878), 9 Ch. D. 552; 39 L. T. 413; 26 
W. R. 735. 

1151. --—- ——-.]--Watson v. CAvE (No. 1), 
No. 1145, ante. 

1152. — -.}—Pltf., a bondholder of a 
railway company, sued ‘‘on behalf of himself 
& all the bondholders of the company other than 
deft. B.,” but did not obtain an order under 
Ord. XVI., r. 9, that B. should be sued as repre- 
Sonne all bondholders who dissented from pltf.’s 
claim. 

One of the bondholders took out a summons 
whereby he stated that neither pltf. nor deft. B. 
properly represented the interests of himself & 





certain other bondholders, & applied to be made — 


deft. :--Held : applicant was entitled to be made a 
deft., to represent the bondholders dissentient — 
from pltf.’s view.—FRASER v. Cooper, HALL & — 


Co. (1882), 21 Ch. D. 718; 51 L. J. Ch. 575; 46 
L. T. 371; 30 W. R. 654, 

1158. ——- ——-.| —Bawrrite v. Great Nortu- 
WEsT CENTRAL Ky. Co., No. 720, ante. 
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1164, ——- -——~.}—Saracossa & MEDITHR- 
RANEAN Ry. Co. v. COLLINGHAM, No. 1189, post. 

1155. Class of public—Action on behalf of 
growers of produce—No beneficial proprietary rights 
—-Nominal plaintiffs wronged in individual capacity.] 
—BEDFORD (DUKE) v. ELLIS, No. 1133, ante. 

1156. Club—-Action by member on behalf of 
himself & all other members—-Against committee 
of club.]—An action was brought by a member 
of a club, ‘‘on behalf of himself & all other 
members ’’ of such club, ‘‘ except deft.,’”’ against 
the committee of the club, charging them with 
breaches of trust in making profits out of contracts 
entered into by them on behalf of the club. 

Tho defence stated, in paragraph 16, that, after 
the commencement of the action, a special general 
meeting of the club was summoned to ascertain 
whether any of the members except pltf. approved 
the institution of the action. Paragraph 17 
stated that the mecting was held, & a resolution 
passed expressing confidence in the committee. 
Paragraph 18 stated that, under these circum- 
stances, the members other than pltf. had ratified 
& confirmed all the acts of defts. complained of 
by pltf.; & that, even if the action could other- 
wise be maintained, which defts. denied, it could 
not now be maintained by pltf. on behalf of him- 
self & all other members of the club except defts. 
Paragraph 20 stated that, inasmuch as the matters 
complained of were, in any event, matters relating 
to the internal management of the club, & matters 
in respect of which the majority of the members 
could bind & control the minority, pltf. could not, 
under these circumstances, maintain the action. 
Thereupon plitf., underr. 3 of Ord. X XIV., delivered 
a ‘‘ confession of defence,” in which he confessed 
the defence stated in paragraphs 16, 17, 18 & 20, 
& signed judgment against dcfts. for his entire 
costs of the action. Deft. moved to set aside that 
judgment & dismiss the action :—Held: this was 
not a case in which it was proper for pltf. to avail 
himself of r. 3 of Ord. X XIV., inasmuch as it was 
not a case in which the plea of a ground of defence 
that had occurred since action brought amounted 
to a waiver of the pleas founded on matters which 
had occurred before the commencement of the 
action. The parties assenting, the action would be 
dismissed, with costs since confession, & without 
costs down to the delivery of the confession ; 
pltf. to pay the costs of the present motion.— 
JIARRISON v. ABERGAVENNY (MARQUIS) (1887), 
57 L. T. 360. 

Actions & proceedings by & against clubs 
& members.]—See, generally, CLuBS, Vol. VITI., 
pp. 519 et seq. 

Commons—a<Actions relating to.|—Sce CoMMONS, 
Vol. XI., p. 47, Nos. 649-663. 

Companies—Actions & proceedings by & against. ] 

-See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 665 ef seq. 
Representative actions.|—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. IX., pp. 670-673, Nos. 4461-4484. 

In whose name action taken.]—See Com- 
"ANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 666-678, Nos. 4430-4484. 
Joinder of parties.J|——See COMPANIES, Vol. 
X., pp. 678-675, Nos. 4485-4501. 

1187. Contract—Joint contract—Action by co- 
contractor on behalf of all co-contractors—Against 
other parties to contract.}—Under R. S. O., Ord. 
XVI., r. 9, where a contract has been jointly made 
by numerous persons as co-contractors, one of the 
-0-contractors may, in a representative capacity, 
mn behalf & for the benefit of all the co-contractors, 
tue the other parties to the contract.—-JANSON 

PROPERTY INSURANCE Oo., Lip. (1913), 30 
T. L. R. 49; 58 Sol. Jo. 84; 19 Com. Cas. 36. 
Copyholds — Parties in action to establish 
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manorial custom.]—See CoryHoLps, Vol. XIIL, 
p. 31, Nos. 281-282. 

Creditors — Administration actions by.}—See 
EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 807, Nos. 8362 et seq. 
Bankruptcy of plaintiff pending 
cage Pa Bankruptcy, Vol. V., p. 1010, 
No. 8242. 

Debenture-holders’ actions—Parties.J—See Com- 

PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 806-807, Nos. 5114-5128. 
tay of proceedings by plaintiff in repre- 
sentative capacity—After judgment.]—Sce Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., p. 809, No. 5162. 
-|—See, also, R. S. C., Ord. LI., r. In., 
Part LVII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 3, post; Ord. LIa., 
Part LVIII., post; Ord. LV.,r.2 (16), Part LX XI., 
Sect. 1, sub-sect. 3, post. 

Freeman—Action to establish rights in corporate 
propemy.1 — See Locau GQovERNMENT, Vol. 

XXIII., p. 93, No. 6380. 

1158. Master & servant—Action by workmen 
against employers for breach of statutory duty— 
On behalf of themselves & other workmen— 
Classes of workmen having common interest. ]|— 
JONES v. Cory Bros. & Co., Urp., THOMAS v. 
GREAT MOUNTAIN COLLIERIES Co., No. 1137, ante. 

1159. Shipping—Action by part owner of ship 
for freight & dues—On behalf of himself & other 
owners.]}—A writ was issued by pltf. ‘‘ on behalf 
of himself & numerous parties having the same 
interest,’’ under Ord. XVI., r. 9. The claim was 
by pitf., on behalf of himself & the other owners of 
a ship, against defts. for freight & dues for the use 
of the ship. 

Defts. applied to add the names of the other 
owners as pltfs., under Ord. XVI., r. 18, on 
the ground that the case was not within rv. 9, & 
also in order that defts. might have the liability 
of the other owners, as pltfs., for costs :—Held : 
the action was rightly brought by a single pltf. 
under r. 9, & the case was not within r. 13.—DE5 
Harr v. STEVENSON (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 318; 45 
ati Q. Lb. 575; 24 W. R. 367; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 

1160. Action by shippers of goods on general 
ship—On behalf of themselves & other owners of 
cargo on same ship—Writs incapable of amend- 
ment.|—Markr & Co., Lip. v. KNIGHT S.S. Co., 
Lrp., SaLE & FRAzaAR v. Knicnt S.S. Co., Lrp., 
No. 1131, ante. 

1161. Subscription to fund—dAction by some 
members of church building committee on behalf 
of themselves & other members—Against former 
member of committee.]—An action was brought 
by five of the members of a church building com- 
mittee, on behalf of themselves & the other 
members of the committee, against a former 
member of the committee, claiming an account of 
all moneys received & paid by him in respect 
of the Church Building d during the period 
of his membership. The fund was raised 
by voluntary subscriptions; seventeen persons 
having constituted themselves into a committee to 
receive subscriptions for the purpose of improving 
the church of the parish, & to apply the moneys 
thus collected :—Held: the members of the com- 
mittee en; mere agents of the subscribers, the 
action could not be maintained by some of the 
agents against others. But even if all the sub- 
scribers were suing, the action could not be main- 
tained in the absence of the Attorney-General. 

Quere: whether the action could be main- 
tained without the certificate of the Charity Com- 
missioners.—STRICKLAND v. WELDON (1885), 28 
Ch. D. 426; 54 L. J. Ch. 452; 62 L. T. 247; 33 
W. R. 545. 
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1162. ——— Subscription given on faith of mis- 
representation—Action by subscribers on behalf 
of themselves & all other subscribers—-_No common 
interest or grievanoe.]—In the first action O. had 
claimed the delivery up by deft. W. of books 
& lists containing names & addresses of persons 
to whom pltf. had through deft., his confi- 
dential secretary for that purpose down to June, 
1914, issued vouchers for admission to the Royal 
Inclosure at the Ascot Race Meeting, of which 
documents, after having removed & kept them, 
pitf. alleged deft. had made unwarrantable & 
improper use. The documents had, after the 
hearing of a motion in the action, been delivered 
up. The second action was a representative action 
brought by three pltfs. on behalf of themselves 
& all other subscribers to the W. Fund to recover 
voluntary subscriptions for the benefit of W. as 
being induced by misrepresentation. W. received 
in May, 1917, a letter from C. advocating a fund 
which he understood was being raised for W. It 
was alleged that W. had sent out lithographed 
copies of this letter inviting subscriptions to the 
fund to persons whose names & addresses he had 
obtained from the lists of persons who had received 
vouchers for the Royal Inclosure at Ascot Races, 
many of whom had sent subscriptions. C., on 
learning of the issue of the circular, had published 
a statement of his disapproval :—Held: the docu- 
ments the subject of the first action not having been 
rightfully in deft.’s possession at the commence- 
ment of that action, deft. was liable for the costs ; 
in the second action, pltfs. had failed to establish 
false misrepresentation by W. inducing pltfs. 
to make the gifts. It could not be said that the 
contributions had been for a non-existing object, 
&, even assuming that there had been misre- 
presentation, the donors to the W. Fund had not 
that common interest & common grievance which 
were the essential conditions of representative 
actions under Ord. XVI., r. 9, & the second action 
must be dismissed.—CHURCHILL (VISCOUNT) v. 
WHETNALL, ABERCONWAY (LORD) v. WHETNALL 
(1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 524; 119 L. T. 34. 

Trade unions—-Actions by.]—-See TRADE & 
TRADE Unions, Vol. XLIII., pp. 125-126, Nos. 
1277-1284. 

1163. Unincorporated body--Suing by its chair- 
man-—Addition of limited company as plaintiffs— 
Action for libel.]J—The Home Secretary made an 
order sanctioning an increase of taxi-cab fares in 
London & the drivers’ trade union instructed 
debts., who were printers, to print a circular stating 
that the proprietors, with their usual greed & 
rapacity, were claiming the whole of the increase. 
Deits. printed the circular, & delivered 4,000 
copies to the trade union. Thereupon pltfs., who 
were (1) an unincorporated body of taxi-cab 
owners, suing by their chairman, & (2) a limited 
company also owning taxi-cabs, brought an action 
against defts. for libel, & moved for an injunction 
to restrain them until the trial from publishing the 
circular. At the hearing of the motion the evi- 
dence was that no further order had been given 
to the defis., & vay did not intend to print an 
more copies :—Held: as the injunction would, 
in the circumstances, do no good, & as there was 
a question whether the issue of the circular was 
not privileged, & as it was doubtful whether the 
action was properly framed, the motion must be 
refused. 

Again, the action appears to be wrongly framed. 
The first pltfs. are an unincorporated body suing 
by their chairman, & it is doubtful whether this 
is within the Rules or can be cured by the addition 
of the other pltfs. There are at least serious doubts 
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Sect. 7.— Persons suing or sued on behalf of themselves 
and others: Sub-sects. 2,38 ~ *~ 


whether the action would be maintainable at the 
trial & it is irregular for the purposes of the notice 
of motion (YOUNGER, J.).—LONDON MoToR CAB 
PRoprRiIgTorRS Assocn. & BRITIsH Moror CaB 
Co., Lrp. v. TWENTIETH CENTURY PREss (1912), 
Lrp. (1917), 34 T. L. R. 68, 69. 

1164. Unregistered soclety—Action by trustees 
on behalf of members—Nature of right to relief.]— 
By an underlease dated Aug. 22, 1912, the first 
floor premises in Lisle Street, Leicester Square 
(which were held for a term of 21 years by a 
lease dated June 24, 1912), was demised to a society 
for a term of 3} years from June 24, 1912, with a 
right of renewal. The society was not registered 
as @ company or trade union or a friendly or in- 
dustrial provident society. It was in fact a 
club with over 2,000 members. The underlease 
contained the usual lessee’s covenants, & the 
counterpart was executed by a person purporting 
to act on behalf of the society who had not been 
appointed under seal. The head lease was for- 
feited in July, 1914, by the lessors for breach of 
covenants, & notice was given to the society to 
give up possession of the premises demised 
them. On July 24, 1914, the society commenced 
an action against the lessors of the head lease 
claiming an order vesting in them the premises 
for the residue of the term of the underlease with 
a right of removal under the Conveyancing & 
Law of Property Act, 1893 (c. 18), 8. 4. The writ 
was subsequently amended by making three persons 
who were trustees of the society sue on behalf of 
all the members of the society :—Held: the 
trustees as such had no status to sue, & the trustees 
were not underlessees & had no right to sue for 
a vesting order.—JARROTT v. ACKERLEY (1915), 
85 L. J. Ch. 185; 113 L. T. 371; 59 Sol. Jo. 509. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—DEFENDANTS. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 9, p. 415, ante. 

Proceedings against trade unions.]—Scee TRADE 
2 TRADE Unions, Vol. XLITII., pp. 126, Nos. 1285 
et seq. 

1165. Unincorporated aggregates of persons— 
Actions against facilitated—Authority to defend 
must be given by judge.}—In a common law 
action of debt for services rendered pltf. sued four 
named defts. ‘‘ on their own behalf & on behalf 
of all other members” of an unincorporated 
religious society, the majority of the members of 
which were resident abroad. After defts. had 
delivered a defence, pltf., with a view to binding 
the society & its property, issued a summons 
under Ord. XVI., r. 9, asking that the writ & all 
subsequent proceedings be amended by describing 
defts. as being ‘‘ sued on their own behalf & on 
behalf of all other members of” the society, & 
further asking that, ‘‘ as the members of the said 
order are numerous & the above-named defts. are 
some of them, they be directed to defend the action 
on behalf of or for the benefit of all persons so 
interested.’’ The four defts. were not trustees of 
the society, & pltf. did not claim by his writ any 
declaration of right as between himself & all the 
members of the society :—Held: the case did not 
fall within the provisions of Ord. XVI., r. 9, & 
pitf. was not entitled to an order making defts. 
representative of the society. 

I cannot help thinking that the intention of 
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Ord. XVI., r. 9, was to make the bringing of actions 
to enforce alleged rights as against an un- 
incorporated aggregate of people easier. There 
can be no doubt that there are very great difficulties 
in enforcing rights which come about in respect 
of such people. What Ord. XVI., r. 9, says 18: 
‘‘ Where there are numerous persons having the 
same interest in one cause or matter, one or more 
of such persons may sue or may be authorised by 
the court or a judge to defend in such cause or 
matter, on behalf or for the benefit of all persons 
so interested.” The rule as it stands does not 
purport to leave it to the mere will & choice, 
either of pltfs. or defts., nor does it purport to 
give a right in either of these cases of selection 
at the choice of the person who wishes to sue 
representative members of a society which is 
not incorporated at all. As I understand r. 9, 
it lies with the judge to give the authority, 
& it is only where the judge says, ‘“‘ This is 
a case in which I think that you, pltf., may 
properly sue the individuals that you propose to 
sue aS people proper to be authorised to defend 
in such cause or matter on behalf of or for the 
benefit of all the persons so interested,” that the 
order may be made. That has not occurred in 
the present case (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).— 
WALKER v. Sur, [1914] 2 K. B. 930, 934; 83 
L. J. K. B. 1188, 1190; 109 L. T. 888; 30T.L. R. 
171, C. A. 

1166. .J--The very object of 
this r. 9 was to facilitate the bringing of actions 
against unincorporated aggregates of persons. 
But in order to take advantage of it, the fact that 
pltf. or deft. sues or is sued on behalf of himself 
& others must be stated in the title to the action 
(LORD ATKINSON). 

The London Association for the Protection of 
Trade is not a corporate body, nor is it a partner- 
ship, nor again is it a creation of statute. Pltfs. 
were wrong in making it a deft. to the action. It 
appears, however, that the officials of the associa- 
tion were not anxious to raise what might be con- 
sidered a technical point, & an appearance was 
therefore entered by Sir Samuel Scott, an official 
& member, on behalf of himself & all other 
members of the association. This, too, was 
wrong. Sir Samuel Scott could not properly 
defend on behalf of himself & all other members of 
the association without an order of the court 
authorising him so to do. It may be said that 
this, too, was a technical matter. In my opinion, 
however, it was a matter of substance. Had 
Sir Samuel Scott applied to the court for leave to 
defend on behalf of himself & all other members 
of the association, the court would have had to 
inquire whether the case was within Ord. XVI., 
r. 9, in other words, whether the members of the 
association have a common interest within the 
meaning of that rule. Upon such an inquiry the 
nature & constitution of the association would 
have been of great materiality (LORD PARKER OF 
WADDINGTON).—LONDON ASSOCN. FOR PROTEC- 
TION OF TRADE v. GREENLANDS, Lrp., [1916] 2 
A. C. 15, 30, 38, 39; 85 L. J. K. B. 698; 114 
L. T. 484, H. L.; revag. S. C. sub nom. GREEN- 
LANDS, Limp. v. WILMsHURST & LONDON ASSOCN. 
FOR PROTECTION OF TRADE, [1913] 3 K. B. 507, 











ie. 

1167. Representation order only made where 
parties numerous — Whether five parties 
** numerous ’’——-Interests of parties not deter~« 
mined in their absence.]—Ord. XVI., r. 9, only 
authorises the court to make a representation order 
when the parties are numerous. 

Five parties are not numerous enough unless the 


Part XIX.—PaRtTIEs. 


amount in question is very small, or unless the 
court is satisfied that all the other parties wish 
the question to be determined in the presence of 
the one only. 

The interests of parties who could be added 
ought not to be determined in their absence either 
by the making of a representation order or by a 
decision without one (SARJANT, J.).—Re BRAY- 
Been BRAYBROOK v. Wricut (19186), 60 Sol. Jo. 

1168. Consent of persons representing interests 
of class—-Whether material.}—Ord. XVI., r. 9, 
does not alter or narrow the old Chancery Practice, 
under which persons could be selected as defts., 
as representing the interests of a class; the con- 
sent of such persons so to act is immaterial. A 
member of a trade union may properly apply & 
obtain an order authorising the president & 
. secretary of the union to be made defts., as repre- 
senting the members of the union, in an action to 
enforce a levy of sixpence upon the members for 
the benefit of pltf. under rules requiring such a 
levy to be made.—Woop v. McCartnuy, [1893] 
1 Q. B. 775; 62 L. J. Q. B. 373; 69 L. T. 431; 
41 W. R. 523; 9 'T. L. R. 4473 37 Sol. Jo. 478 ; 
5 R. 408, D. C. 

1169. Bondholders—<Action by bondholder on 
behalf of himself & others—Representation of 
dissentient bondholders—Party added as defendant. ] 
—H}RASER v. COOPER, HALL & Co., No. 1152, ante. 

1170. Unincorporated religious society—Action 
of debt against members—MajJority of members 
resident abroad. |—-WALKER v. Sur, No. 1165, ante. 

1171. Judgment—Persons authorised to defend 
cannot consent to judgment against them—Sub- 
mission to judgment on behalf of persons repre- 
sented.]—Persons authorised by the court to 
defend an action on behalf of others having the 
same interest cannot consent to judgment against 
them ; the proper course, in case there is no defence, 
is to submit on their behalf to judgment.—REEs v. 
RICHMOND (1890), 62 L. T. 427. 

Commons — Actions relating to.]— See Com- 
mons, Vol. XI., p. 47, Nos. 664-668. 

Trade unions—Actions against.]—See TRADE & 
TRADE Unions, Vol. XLIII., pp. 126, Nos. 1285 
el seq. 

Guild—Action for libel against officers—Un- 
registered voluntary association governed by com- 
mittee.J—See TrRaDE & TRADE UNIONS, Vol. 
XLIIT., p. 126, No. 1287. 





SUB-SECT. 4.—PRACTICE. 


1172. Whether representative character must be 
set out in title to action.|—Upon an application 
for leave to amend the writ of summons in a 
creditor’s action for administration of real & 
personal estate. 

Where it appears on the statement of claim that 
pltf. in such an action was suing on behalf of him- 
self & all other creditors, it is not necessary to 
amend the writ by the insertion of those words. 
The writ, however, as well as the statement of 
claim, ought to be intituled, according to the forms 
of statement in Appendix O., in the matter of the 
estate ; for the object of that heading is that the 
register should show what estate were affected 
by actions for administration (JESSEL, M.R.).— 
Eyre v. Cox (1876), 24 W. R. 317; 2 Char. Pr. 
Cas. 287. 

11738. ——_.]—A_ statement buried somewhere 
in the statement of claim, that pltf. is suing on 
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behalf of all the creditors of the testatrix, would be 
of no use. The statement sa to appear in the 
title of the action & then it will appear throughout 
that the action is a creditor’s action. I give leave 
to amend the statement of claim by adding to the 
title, a statement that pltf. is suing on behalf of 
all the other creditors (NORTH, J.).—Re TOTTEN- 
HAM, TOTTENHAM v. TOTTENHAM, [1896] 1 Ch. 628 ; 
eae J. Ch. 549; 74 L. T. 376; 44 W. R. 

Administration actions by creditors, see EXE- 
cuToRS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 807, 
Nos. 8362 et seq. 

1174. -J—LONDON ASSOCIATION FOR PRO- 
TECTION OF TRADE tv. GQREENLANDS, Lrp., No. 
1166, ante. 

1175. Names & addresses of persons repre- 
sented—Whether plaintiff compelled to give.]— 
Ord. XVI., r. 9, is borrowed from the Chancery 
Procedure in administration suits, where one 
creditor might sue for all. Its object is to avoid 
multiplicity of legal proceedings. No rule to 
which my attention has been called justifies me 
in ordering that the names & addresses of the 
persons, on whose behalf, under cr. 9, this action 
is brought, should be given (HUDDLESTON, B.).— 
LEATHLEY v. MCANDREW (ROBERT) & Co., [1875] 
W.N. 259. 

1176. Application by person represented to be 
added as defendant—By summons in chambers. |— 
WILSON v. CHURCH, No. 1150, ante. 

1177. —— -}--FRASER v. COOPER, HALL & 
Co., No. 1152, ante. 

1178. .}—The course to be taken by 
any one of the class who desires to intervene, is 
by summons asking to be made a deft. in person 
(Kay, J.).—May v. NEwTon (1887), 34 Ch. D. 














347, 349; 56 L. J. Ch. 313; 56 L. T. 140; 35 
W. R. 3863. 

1179. --—— Time for.]—WATSON v. CAVE (No. 1), 
No. 1145, ante. 

1180. .}+-—Two actions were brought 








raising the question of the amount of remunera- 
tion payable to the trustees of a railway company 
reorganisation scheme, in each of which actions 
pltf. sued on behalf of himself & all holders of 
certificates for bonds & shares under such re- 
organisation scheme. By an order made on 
July 15, 1881, in one of the actions, an inquiry 
was directed as to what sum, in addition to 
£6,000, in the statement of claim mentioned, was 
fit & proper to be allowed to defts. as a quantum 
meruit for their services in connection with the 
reconstruction of the railway company. Pltf. 
in the other action applied that he might be at 
liberty to attend such inquiry, & to contend that 
no further sum beyond the £6,000 ought to be 
allowed, & that he might, if necessary, be added 
as deft. to the action. The evidence on the 
inquiry was closed, & everything was complete 
for decision :—Held: it was not usual in a 
representative action to allow a person fairly 
represented to attend subsequent proceedings, 
unless such person was joined as a party to the 
action, & thereby made liable for costs; the court 
would not be justified in adding applicant as a 
deft. to the action, because not only had he 
supported the motion upon which the order 
directing the inquiry was made, but it was too 
late for him to come forward & thrust himself 
into litigation, especially when it was considered 
that the inquiry which he desired to attend was 
directed by an interlocutory order made so long 
ago, as to be incapable of being disturbed by 
on eee v. Lewis (1883), 48 L. T. 
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Sect. 7.— Persona auing or sued on behalf of themselves 
and others: Sub-sect. 5. Sects. 8, 9 & 10: 
Sub-sect. 1.] 


Scr-sectT. 6.—CostTs. 
See, generally, R. 8. C., Ord. LXYV., Part LX XVI, 
t 


ost. 
z 1181. Represented parties not Hable.]— Where 
pltfs. sue on behalf of themselves & others, the 
persons on whose behalf they sue are not liable to 
the costs of the suit.—ScoTtT v. PASCALL & ADAMS, 
Pascal. & ADAMS tv. Scotr (1847), 15 Sim. 559; 
16 T.. J. Ch. 327; 11 Jur. 550; 10 L. T. O. S. 241 ; 
60 FE. R. 736 ; affd. on appeal, 2 Ph. 890. 

1182, ———-.]—MarkT & Co., Ltb. v. KNIGHT 
S.S. Co., Ivmp., SALE & FRAZAR v. KNIGHT S.S. 
Co., Lrp., No. 1181, ante. 

1183. Words in order relieving plaintiff of 
personal liability not added.}—Where an action 
is brought by a pltf. suing on behalf of an un- 
incorporated body, the court in dismissing the 
action with costs will not insert words in the 
order relieving the pltf. of his personal 
to costs —COLLIs v. AMPHLETT, [1918] 1 Ch. 232; 
87 L. J. Ch. 216; 118 L. T. 466; 16 L. G. R. 229, 
C. A.; revsd. without affecting this point, [1920] 
A. C. 271, H. IL. 

1184. Contribution towards expenses of 
action.|—PRICE v. RHONDDA URBAN DISTRICT 
CounciL, No. 1148, anfe. 








Sect. 8.—POWER TO BIND ABSENT PARTIES 
BY COMPROMISE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XVIJ., r. 9A. Where in proceedings concerning 
a trust, 1 compromise is proposed and some of the persons 
jnterested in the compromise are not parties to the proceedings, 
but there arc other persons in the same interest before the 
Court and assenting to the compromise, the Court or a Judge, 
if satisficd that the compromise will be for the benefit of the 
absent persons, and that to require service on such persons 
Would cause unreasonable expense or delay, may ae the 
compromise and order that the same shall be binding on the 
absent ignore and they shali he bound accordingly, except 
Where the order has been obtained by fraud or non-disclosure 
of material facts. 


1185. Approval of court—Necessity for.}—Re 
CALGARY & MEDICINE Hat LAND Co., LTp., 
PIGEON v. CALGARY & MEDICINE TlAT LAND Co., 
Lrp., No. 1146, ante. 

1186. Service causing ‘‘ unreasonable expense 
or delay ’’—Not when all absent parties within 
jurisdiction.}—When all the absent parties are in 
England, requiring service on them will not cause 
‘‘ unreasonable expense or delay ” within R. S. C., 
Ord. XVI., r. 94.—Re SAPcoTE, Morrison v. 
SAPCOTE (1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 281. 

1187 Parties not bound in their 
absence.}—On the hearing of a summons in 1897 
to determine a question arising under a settlement 
two of the persons interested in the settlement 
were appointed to represent all those who were so 
interested :—Held: as all the beneficiaries were 
in England, & it would not have caused unreason- 
able expense or delay to have brought them before 
the court, the court could not bind them in their 
absence.—Jte SADLER’8 SETTLEMENT, CURTIS v. 
PURLIC TRUSTEE, [1923] W. N. 260. 

1188. Claim by residuary legatees against 
executor—Three out of seven legatees resident 
abroad—Approval of scheme for benefit of all 
parties—Shares of absent parties carried to separate 
accounts.}—Pltis. were four of the seven residuary 
legatees under the will of S. W., who died in 1899. 
Deft. was the surviving husband of testatrix, & 
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also the executor of her will. He was also entitled, 
under the trusts of the will to the income of the 
residuary estate during his life. The other three 
residuary legatees were not parties to the action, 
& were believed to be in America. 

Pitfs. claimed a declaration that a sum of 
£4,500 (or a moiety thereof), invested on mort- 
gage, formed part of the estate of testatrix ; 
& also administration, so far as necessary, of the 
personal estate of the testatrix. Deft. alleged 
that the whole of the £4,500 belonged to himself 
absolutely. The action now come on for trial, & 
deft. offered certain terms in settlement of all 
claims against himself whereby a sum of money 
would be equally divisible at once between. the 
seven residuary legatees. All parties were sui 
juris. 

The parties are well advised to settle. I think 
I can safely say that the compromise will be for 
the benefit of all parties, including the three 
absent parties, & J will make the order. An 
affidavit must be produced to the registrar that 
the absent parties are out of the jurisdiction, & 
are believed to be in America, & their shares will 
be carried to separate accounts. The costs of all 
parties will be paid out of the fund (FARWELL, J.). 
—RKe WRIGGLESWORTH, WILKINSON v. WRIGGLES- 
WORTH, [1901] W. N. 172. 

1188. Action on behalf of bondholders—Against 
trustees of bondholders and company—Scheme for 
benefit of all bondholders—Limitation of time as 
to claims by absent parties.J—An action having 
been brought on behalf of the holders of bonds 
payable to bearer), issued by a railway company, 
against the trustees for the bondholders & the 
company, the court in 1894 sanctioned a scheme 
for the compromise of the action, under which all 
the bondholders should receive a certain sum in 
respect of each bond delivered up to be cancelled, 
& ordered that the scheme should be binding on all 
the bondholders who were not parties to the pro- 
ceedings :—Held: the cout had jurisdiction to 
make an order on the holders of outstanding bonds 
whose names & addresses had not been discovered, 
to come in within a period of six months & accept 
the sum per bond, or be excluded from the benefit 
of the scheme.—SARAGOSSA & MEDITERRANEAN 
Ry. Co. v. COLLINGHAM, [1904] A. C. 1593 73 
L. J. Ch. 568; 52 W. R. 609; 20 T. L. R. 354; 
sub nom. COMPANIA DE LOS FERROCARRILES DE 
ZARAGOZA Vv. COLLINGTON, 90 L. T. 212, H. L.; 
revsg. S. C. sub nom. COLLINGHAM v. SLOPER, [1901] 
1 Ch. 769, C. A. 

Infants & persons under disability—Sanction of 
court to compromise.|—See HK. S. C., Ord. X XII., 
r. 15; INFANTS & CHILDREN, Vol. XXVIII, 
pp. 329, Nos. 1972 et seq. 


Sect. 9.—PROBATE ACTIONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 10. Subject to the provisions of the 
Act and these Rules, in all Probate actions tho rules as to 
parties, in use in the Court of Probate immediately before the 
ist November, 1875, shall continue to be in force. 


Ord. LXXI., r. 1. “ Probate actions’ include 
actions and other matters relating to the grant or recall of 
robate or of letters of administration other than common form 





The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to ExEecutors & ADMINIs- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIII. 

Practice of Probate Division.|—See Vol. X XIII., 
pp. 275, Nos. 8386 et seq. 


Part X]X.—ParRrTIEs. 


Proof in solemn form—Parties,J—Sce Vol. 
XXITI., pp. 115, Nos. 1101 et seg. 

Letters of tration—To whom granted. ]— 
See Vol. XXITI., pp. 142, Nos. 1423 et seq. 
Discretionary grants.J—See Vol. XXIII., 
pp. 170, Nos. 1874 et seqg.; pp. 177, Nos. 1971 et seq. 
Administration with will annexed.}—See 
Vol. XXITI., pp. 182, Nos. 2076 et seg.; pp. 189, 
Nos. 2177 et eed. 

Administration de bonis non.}—See Vol. 
XXITT., pp. 192, Nos. 2209 et seq.; pp. 195, Nos. 
2246 et seg. 

Administration durante minore state.}— 
See Vol. XXITI., pp, 195, Nos. 2257 et seq. 

-~z-—— Administration pendente lite.|—See Vol. 
XXITI., pp. 202, Nos. 2885 et seq.; pp. 203, Nos. 
2399 et seq. 

Grant to attorney of person entitled.]— See 
Vol. XXITI., pp. 205, Nos. 2425 et seq.; pp. 206, 
Nos. 2482 et seg. 
Administration ad colligenda bona.]—See 
Vol. XXITTI., pp. 208, Nos. 2460 et seq. 
Administration ad litem & representation 
of deceased parties.J}—See Vol. XXIII., pp. 212, 
Nos. 2510 et seg.; pp. 215, Nos. 2553 et seq. 
Grant limited to specific effects.]—See 
Vol. XXITII., pp. 217, Nos. 2586 et seq. 

Revocation of grant.]—See Vol. X XIII., pp. 247, 
Nos. 8026 et seq.; pp. 248, Nos. 3046 et seq. 























Sect. 10.—MISJOINDER AND NON-JOINDER OF 
PARTIES. 


SuB-sECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XVI.,r.11. No cause or matter shall be defeated 
by reason of the mis-joinder or non-joinder of parties, and the 
Court may in every cause or matter deal with the matter in 
controversy so far as regards the rights and interests of the 
parties actually before it. The Court or a Judge may, at any 
stage of the proceedings, either upon or without the application 
of either party, and on such terms as may appear to the Court 
or a Judge to be just, order that the names of any parties 
improperly joined, whether as plaintiffs or as defendants, be 
struck out, and that the names of any partics, whether plaintiffs 
or defendants, who ought to have been joined, or whose presence 
before the Court may be ate | in order to enable the Court 
effectually and completely to adjudicate upon and settle all 
the questions Involved in the cause or matter, be added. No 
person shall be added as a plaintiff suing without a next friend, 
or as the next friend of a plaintiff under any disability, without 
his own consent in writing thereto. Every party whose name 
is so added as defendant shall be served with a writ of summons 
or notice in manner hereinafter mentioned, or in such manner 
as may be prescribed by any special order, and the proceedings 
as against such party, shall be deemed to have begun only on 
the service of such writ or notice. 


1190. Object of rule—Case must be so framed 
as to permit adjudication.}—LONG v. CROSSLEY, 
No. 1072, ante. 

1191. Action not defeated by reason of non- 
joinder—Addition of parties.}—An objection that 
an action is defective for want of parties cannot 
now be taken by demurrer. The proper course 
for the party objecting is to apply by summons 
for an order that certain persons may be added as 
necessary parties. —-WERDERMANN v. SOcIMTE 
GENERALE D’ELectTriciT& (1881), 19 Ch. D. 246; 
45 L. T. 614; 80 W. R. 33, O. A. 

1192. —~—.]—The first paragraph sets up 
by way of defence, non-joinder of a necessary 
party & alleges that pltf. was a feme covert at the 
time of bringing the action; that is no defence 
(CAVE, J.).—ABOULOFF v. OPPENHEIMER (1882), 
30 W. R. 429; on appeal, 10 Q. B. D. 295; 52 
we Q. B. 1; 47 L. T. 3825; 31 W. R. 57, 
1193. —-- -——.]—-Where an action appears 
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to the court to be defective for want of parties, 
it is the duty of the court, underr. 11 of Ord. XVI., 
to order the necessary parties to be added. 

It is of the essence of the procedure since the 
Judicature Act to take care that an action shall not 
be defeated by the non-joinder of right parties 
(BOWEN, L.J.).—VAN GELDER, APSIMON & Co. v. 
SowERBY Bripgp Unirep ODistricr FLour 
Society (1890), 44 Ch. D. 374; 59 L. J. Ch. 583 ; 
63 L. T. 182; 38 W. R. 625; 6 T. L. R. 338; 7 
R. P. C. 208, C. A. 

1194, -]}—In order to properly under- 
stand the rule we must look at the whole of it. 
It begins by saying, ‘‘ No cause or matter shall 
be defeated by reason of the misjoinder or non- 
joinder of parties ’—that is the key to the whole 
section; if the court cannot decide the question 
without the presence of other parties, the cause is 
not to be defeated, but the parties are to be added 
so as to put the proper parties before the court. 
In the Court of Chancery actions were common 
enough in which one person represented & acted 
on behalf of many ; & if any one of the many could 
satisfy the court that the person appointed to 
represent them did not adequately represent the 
interests of the class, it was a reason for putting 
someone else in his place. It was said that the 
rule goes further, but can it be reasonably extended 
beyond this? Can it be said that the rule pre- 
vents pltf. from proceeding against a deft. without 
having to litigate with everybody who may be 
in any way affected, however indirectly, by the 
action? It appears to me that it does not 
(LINDLEY, L.J.).—Mosern v. MARSDEN, [1892] 
1 Ch. 487, 490; 61 L. J. Ch. 319; 66 L. T. 570; 
40 W. BR. 520; 36 Sol. Jo. 253, C. A. 

1195. --~— -——.]}Pltfs.’ barges, lying in 
barge roads, were damaged by being run into 
by the sailing barge W. H. R. shortly after she had 
been in collision with the steamship A. The owners 
of the W. H. R. commenced proceedings against 
the owners of the A. in respect of the damage 
to the W. H. #., but both the W.H. R. & the A. 
threw the blame on each other when written to 
by pltfs. in respect of the damage to the barges. 
Accordingly, pltfs. issued a writ against the 
owners of the W. H. R. & obtained an undertaking 
for bail. A few weeks later the owners of the 
A. admitted liability both for the collision with 
the W. H. R. & for the collision with the barges, 
but they declined to pay the costs of pltfs.’ action 
against the owners of the W. H. R. on the ground 
that, as there was no doubt that either the A. 
or the W. H. R. was liable, pltfs. ought to have 
waited to abide the result of the litigation between 
the respective owners of the W. H. R. & the A. 
To get their costs, therefore, pltfs. obtained an 
order from the assistant registrar adding the 
owners of the A. as defts. to the action already 
instituted against the owners of the W. H. RK. :— 
Held: the order striking out the owners of the A. 
as defts. was a misuse of the discretion of the 
court; the presence of the owners of the A. 
as defts. was necessary for the purpose of doing 
justice ; hin the principle 








& the case came wit 
laid down in Ord. XVI., r. 11, that no cause should 
be defeated by the non-joinder of parties. 

(Per Sorvutron, L.J., dissenting) that the 
matter was entirely within the discretion of the 
judge; but, for the guidance of practitioners in 
the Admiralty Court, the proper course to pursue 
when each of the proposed defta. put the blame on 
the other was to follow the common law rule & 
at once join them both as defta—TuHE W. H. 
RANDALL, [1928] P. 41; 97 L. J. P. 42; 188 L. T. 
459; 17 Asp. M. L. O. 397, OC. A. 
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Sect. 10.-—Misjoinder and non-joinder of parties: 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


1196. Discretion of court—As to addition of 
parties.)—Upon an application under Ord. XVI., 
r. ll, by deft. or defts. on the record, that other 
defts. be added, the court or judge may exercise 
a discretion, & the order will not be made unless 
it is shown that the non-joinder complained of 
will prejudice the parties to the action, or that 
the presence before the court of additional parties 
is necessary in order to enable the court effectually 
& completely to adjudicate upon & settle all the 
questions involved in the cause or matter.— 
Lepuc & Co. v. WaRD (1886), 54 I. T. 214. 

1197. Where an action is brought 
on & joint guarantee against one joint contractor 
only, the other being a foreigner resident out of 
the jurisdiction, deft. is not entitled as of right 
to have the other joint contractor added as a deft. 
under Ord. XVI, r. 11. 

Semble: under Ord. XVI., r. 11, the court has 
a discretion to order other defts. to be added, but 
such discretion ought to be exercised as nearly 
as possible in accordance with the principles upon 
which a pleain abatement, would before the Judica- 
ture Act, have succeeded or failed.—WILSON v. 
BALCARRES BROOK STEAMSHIP Co., [1893] 1 Q. B. 
422; 4R. 286; 41 W. R. 486; sub nom. WILSON, 
Son & Co. v. KILuick, 62 L. J. Q. B. 245; 68 
L.. T. B2,.C.. A. 





et es a 





1198. ——.] —THe W. H. RAnpDAIL, 
No. 1195, ante. 
1199. Stay of proceedings pending joinder.] 





~-JACKSON v. KRUGER, No. 1216, post. 

1200. .]/—One tenant in common of a 
reversion is entitled to maintain an action for 
injury to the reversion without joining his co- 
tenants as pltfs. 

Pleas in abatement being abolished, it can only 
be a question for the discretion of the judge at 
chambers whether the non-joinder of such co- 
tenants ought to be a ground for staying the 
action until they are joined (per CuR.). 

An action may be maintained by one tenant in 
common of a reversion for breach of a covenant 
running with the land, without joinder of his co- 
tenants in common as pltfs., where the severance 
of the reversion takes place after the demise.— 
ROBERTS v. HOLLAND, [1893] 1 Q. B. 665; 62 
L. J. Q. B. 621; 41 W. R. 494; 5 R. 370, D. C. 

1201, ——— -}—One of two joint con- 
tractors, who is sued alone, has not an absolute 
right to have the other joint contractor joined as 
a deft. ; & though as a general rule, when they are 
both within the jurisdiction, an order ought to be 
made that they shall both be joined as defts., 
yet the court or judge will properly refuse, in the 
exercise of their discretion, to make such an order 
when one of them cannot be found by pltf.— 
ROBINSON v. GEISED, [1894] 2 Q. B. 685; 64 
L. J. Q. B. 52; 71 L. T. 70; 42 W. R. 609; 38 
Sol. Jo. 601; 9 R. 555, C. A. 

1202. —-— Prize Court—Setting aside own 
decree. }|—Where substantial injustice would other- 
wise result, the Prize Court has an inherent power 
to set aside its own decrees of condemnation so as 
to let in bond fide claims by parties who have not 
been heard, & who have not had an opportunity 
of appearing. This power is discretionary & 
should not be exercised except where there would 
be substantial injustice if the decree were allowed 
to stand, & where the application has been 

romptly made.—THeE Borivar, [1916] 2 A. C. 

03; 85 L. J. P. 193; 114 L. TV. 1005; 13 Asp. 
M. L. C. 369, P. C. 
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1208. ‘‘Ought to have been joined ’’——In 
order to do complete justice.]—Ord. XVI., r. 18 
{[see, now, Ord. XVI., r. 11], provides that ‘‘ the 
court or a judge may .. . order that the name or 
names of any party or parties . . . who ought to 
have been joined, or whose presence before the 
court may be necessary in order to enable the court 
effectually & completely to adjudicate upon & 
settle all the questions involved in the action, be 
added.”’ 

An action was brought against the publisher of 
a newspaper for a libel contained therein, & after 
issue joined an application was made for leave to 
add the proprietor of the said newspaper as a co- 
deft. with the publisher :—Held: power to add 
the OO alts was given by the above rule. 

Semble : the words ‘‘ ought to have been joined ”’ 
in the rule are equivalent to ‘‘ ought in order to 
do complete justice.’—EDWARD v. LOWTHER 
(1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 417; 34 L. T. 255; 24 
W.R. 434; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 293. 

1204. Judgment not obtainable in absence of 
necessary parties. |}—That an equitable owner may 
commence proceedings alone, & may obtain 
interim protection in the form of an interlocutory 
injunction, is not in doubt; but it was always 
the rule of the Court of Chancery, & is, I think, 
the rule of the Supreme Court, that, in general, 
when a pltf. has only an equitable right in the 
thing demanded, the person having the legal right 
to demand it must in due course be made a party 
to the action: Danicll’s Chancery Practice, 7th ed., 
vol. i., p. 172. If this were not so, a deft. after 
defeating the claim of an equitable claimant might 
have to resist like proceedings by the legal owner, 
or by persons claiming under him as assignees for 
value without notice of any prior equity, & pro- 
ceedings might be indefinitely & oppressively 
multiplied. Further, under Ord. XVI., r. 11, no 
action can now be defeated by reason of the mis- 
joinder or non-joinder of any party ; but this does 
not mean that judgment can be obtained in the 
absence of a necessary party to the action, & the 
rule is satisfied by allowing parties to be added at 
any stage of a case (LORD CAVE, C.).—-PERFORM- 
ING RieuT SociEty, Lrp. v. LONDON THEATRE OF 
VARIETIES, Irp., (1924] A.C.1,14; 98 L. J. K. B. 
33; 1380 L. T. 450; 40 T. L. R. 523; 68 Sol. Jo. 
99, H. L. 

1205. Persons indirectly affected—-Not entitled 
to be added as parties.}—MosER v. MARSDEN, 
No. 1194, ante. 

1206. Person showing an interest in proceeding 
—Application to be added as party—Addition for 
benefit of all parties.|—Sir M. I". having taken out 
an originating summons asking for a declaration 
as to his right to certain property bequeathed by 
the will of his father, the late Sir J. F., M. M. F., 
a great-granddaughter of the testator, & the 
Dowager Lady F., the legal personal representative 
of the testator’s eldest son, appeared before the 
master & applied to be added as defts. to the 
summons on the ground that they were interested 
in the Property in question. No notice had been 
given that M. M. F. intended to appear, but a 
letter had been received from the solicitors for the 
Dowager Lady F. notifying an intention to apply 
to the master to be added as a deft. The question 
arose as to whether the applicants could apply 
of their own motion to be added as parties, it 
being suggested that the rules of the Supreme 
Court did not provide for such a case, & that 
Ord. XVI, r. if, only provided for the adding of 
persons, not already parties to the action, by the 
court either of its own motion or pita the applica- 
tion of a person already a party tothe action. The 
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question of procedure was adjourned to the judge, 
but in the meantime both applicants took out 
summonses formally applying to be added as 
defts. :—Held: according to the practice of the 
court, a person not a party to the proceedings can 
apply to be added as a party. It was for the 
benefit of all concerned that such a party should 
be added as early as possible, & the respective 
applicants would of course be joined at their own 
risk as to the costs occasioned by their joinder, 
& they should file affidavits showing shortly the 
grounds upon which their applications were 
based.—Re Fow er (1916), 142 L. T. Jo. 94. 

1207. Original parties agreed as to necessity 
for addition.}—Where the original parties to an 
action are agreed that certain questions will arise 
in the course of the litigation which will have to 
be determined as between themselves & other 
persons who are not parties to the action, the 
court has power, under Ord. XVI., r. 11, to add 
such persons as parties in order to enable the court 
effectually & completely to adjudicate upon & 
settle all questions involved in the cause or matter ; 
& a third party has no right to object to such 
parties being added, unless he can show that he 
will be wrongfully injured thereby. 

The lessee for a term of years under a lease 
containing a covenant to repair agreed with D. 
to sell & assign to him the residue of the term, he 
undertaking to indemnify the lessee, without 
mentioning her assigns, in respect of any breach 
of covenant. JD. entered into possession under 
that agreement, but no deed of assignment to him 
was executed, & upon the lessee’s death her 
executors, having distributed her estate, assigned 
for a nominal consideration the residue of the 
term to her son, who thenceforth received the rent 
from D. & paid it to the Jessors. At the expiration 
of the term the lessors sued the son for breach of 
the covenant to repair, & he claimed indemnity 
from, & brought in. PD. as third party. The 
action was referred to an official referce, who, 
upon the application of deft., made an order 
adding the lessee’s executors as defts. in order to 
enable them to claim indemnity from 1). Neither 
pltfs. nor the executors objected to this order 
being made, but D. opposed it:—Held: upon 
these facts, that the official referee in adding the 
executors as defts. rightly exercised his discretion 
under Ord. XVI., r. 11.—ByrNE v. BROWN & 
DIPLOcK (1889), 22 Q. B. D. G57; 58 L. J. Q. B. 
410; 60 L. T. 651; 5 T. L. R. 255, C. A. 

1208. Several disputes arising out of one subject- 
matter—Avoiding expense & delay of several 
trials.])—Cargo having been placed by the ship- 
owner in the custody of a warehouseman with 
notice of a lien for freight under the Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1894, s. 493, the consignees, who 
had no property in the cargo, but were mercly 
agents of the shippers for the sale of it, in order 
to obtain possession of it, deposited the amount 
of the freight claimed with the warehouseman with 
a notice to retain it under sect. 496 of the Act. 
The shipowner brought an action against the 
consignees for a declaration of title to the money 
so deposited, & an order for payment of it to him : 
~ Held : there was jurisdiction under Ord. XVI., 
r. 11, to order that the shippers of the cargo should 
be added as defts. in the action, in order that they 
might counterclaim against pltf. damages for 
short delivery & injury to cargo. 

I can find no case which decides that we cannot 
construe the rule R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 11, 
as enabling the court under such circumstances to 
effectuate what was one of the great objects of 
the Judicature Acts, namely, that, where there 
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is one subject-matter out of which several disputes 
arise, all parties may be brought before the court, 
& all those disputes may be determined at the 
same time without the delay & expense of several 
actions & trials (LoRD EsHER, M.R.).—MONT- 
GOMERY v. Foy, Morcgan & Co., [1895] 2 Q. B. 
321, 324: 66 L. J. Q. B. 18; 73 L. T. 123 43 
W. R. 691; 11 T. L. R. 512; 8 Asp. M. L. C. 
36; 14 R. 575, C. A. 

1209. Objection to addition by third party— 
When maintainable.}—BYRNE v. Brown & Dir- 
LocK, No. 1207, ante. 

1210. Interest of added parties—Introduction of 
new matter.]—Leave to amend by adding parties, 
implies liberty to introduce as much new matter 
as is requisite to show the interest of those parties. 
—-HAWKINS v. MILES (1823), 1 L. J. O. S. Ch. 76. 


SuB-SECT. 2.— PLAINTIFFS. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 11, p. 4238, ante. 

Joinder of plaintiffs.]—See Sect. 2, ante. 

Addition or substitution of plaintiff—Action 
commenced in name of wrong person or where 
doubtful if commenced in right name—Bona& fide 
mistake. |—See Sect. 3, ante. 

Bankruptcy—Actions, etc., by & against trustee 
in bankruptcy. |—-See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 871, 
Nos. 7954 et seq. 

Copyright—Joinder of plaintiffs.J)—See Copy- 
RIGHT, Vol. XIII., pp. 224-225, Nos. 642-648. 
Who may sue for infringement.]—See 
CopyRiGgHutT, Vol. XIII., pp. 216-217, Nos. 524-— 
538. 

Injunction—Parties.|—Sce, generally. INJUNC- 
TION, Vol. XXVITI., pp. 498, Nos. 960 e7 seq. 

Limitations of actions.}—See LIMITATIONS OF 
Actions, Vol. XX XITI., pp. 534, Nos. 1873 ef seq. 

Mortgage—-Foreclosure or sale--Addition of 
parties after decree. |—Sce MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., 
pp. 572, Nos. 3041 ef seq. 

Patents—Legal proceedings in respect of in- 
fringement.]—See R.S. C., Ord. LIII4., Part LXI., 
post; PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 773, Nos. 2523 et seq. 

Personal representatives—Parties in action by.] 
— See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 717, Nos. 7440 et seq. 

1211. Addition of plaintiff—Necessity for written 
consent of person to be added—Indemnity against 
costs.J}—A person cannot be added as a pltf. 
without his consent in writing, even although he 
be indemnified against costs.—TRYON v. NATIONAL 
PROVIDENT INSTITUTION (1886), 16 Q. B. D. 678 ; 
55 L. J. Q. B. 2386; 54 L. T. 167; 34 W. R. 398; 
2T. lL. R. 376. 

1212. Joinder as defendant on 
refusal.|—One or two joint promissee can main- 
tain an action on the contract, making the other 
joint promisee a co-deft. if, after tender of an 
indemnity against costs, he refuses to be joined 
as a co-pitf.—CULIEN v. KNOWLES, [1898] 2 Q. B. 


380; 67 L. J. Q. B. 821. 
12 -++Two applications 





























were made to the registrar, one for leave, under 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1914 (c. 59), s. 117, to add 
the name of B. T. as a pltf. in an action which 
had been commenced by the trustecs of M. B., a 
bankrupt, in the King’s Bench Division, & the 
other for a declaration that B. T. was a partner 
in the firm of M. & B. T. B.T. refusing his con- 
sent to be joined as a pltf. in the action, & yosery sk 
that he was not a partner, the registrar diamisse 
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the application under sect. 117, on the ground that 
he had no jurisdiction to deal with it by reason of 
the order of CAVE, J., of Jan. 1, 1884, & referred 
the application for a declaration to the judge. A 
fresh application under sect. 117 was accordingly 
made to the judge, & the two applications coming 
on together were heard in court, & the judge 
ordered that the application to join B. T. as a 
co-pltf. be adjourned in order that application 
might be made in the King’s Bench Division to 
join B. T. as a deft. in the action. The question 
of the jurisdiction of the Court of Bankruptcy to 
make a declaration of partnership & as to the 
propriety of exercising such jurisdiction was left 
open. 

Cullen v. Knowles, No. 1212, ante, applied.—He 
ToPER, lx p. TRUSTEES, [1920] B. & C. R. 101; 
89 L. J. K. B. 477. 

1214. ——- —-—.]—Though it is a 
condition precedent to the right of one of two joint 
contractors to join the other as deft. against his 
will in an action for a breach of the contract that 
he should first have offered him an indemnity 
against costs if he would join as pltf., yet there is 
an exception to that rule where the dissenting co- 
contractor has in fraud of pltf. & by collusion with 
deft. brought about the breach of contract com- 
plained of.—JoluNSON v. STEPHENS & CARTER, 
Lrp. & GOLDING (No. 2), [1923] 2 K. B. 857; 92 
a a K. B. 1048; 1380 L. T. 106; 68 Sol. Jo. 59, 

1215. ———- ———. Consent in writing of solicitor 
insufficient—-Though written & signed in party’s 
presence.|—R. 11 of Ord. XVI. provides that no 
person shall be added as a pitf., or as the next 
friend of a pltf., in an action ‘‘ without his own con- 
sent in writing thereto ’’:—Held: the consent 
must be the consent of the party himself in writing, 
& signed by him; & the consent in writing 
of his solicitor on his behalf, signed by the solicitor, 
though written & signed in his presence, would not 
be sufficient to bind him.—FricKER v. VAN 
GRUTTEN, [1896] 2 Ch. 649; 65 L. J. Ch. 828; 75 
L. T. 117; 45 W. R. 53; 40 Sol. Jo. 701, C. A. 

1216. -—— Stay of proceedings. ]|—Under 
Ord. XVI., r. 1], no person can be added as a 
pitf. to an action without his written consent. 
Pitf. brought an action upon a contract against 
deft., who insisted that one L. should be joined as 
a co-pltf. as being a party to the contract, or, in 
the alternative, that all proceedings in the action 
should be stayed until he was so joined :—Held: 
Inasmuch aa L. had not consented to have his name 
added as a co-pltf. he could not be joined as co- 
co-pltf., & the court had no right by a round-about 
process to make an order which would practically 
override the provisions of Ord. XVI., r. 11.— 
JACKSON v. Kritcer (1885), 54 L. J. Q. B. 446; 


mere T. 962. 
: —— -——.]—On an application to 
add a pltf. an affidavit as to the decumatantes 
making the amendment necessary is not always 
required, but a statement by counsel as to the 
nature of the case & as to the particular difficulty 
which has arisen may in some cases be sufficient. 
Although by Ord. XVI., r. 11, no person can be 
added as pltf. without his written consent, an order 
may nevertheless be made that a person be added 
as pltf. on production of his written consent within 
a certain period & that the action be stayed in the 
arenes 
ppeal by deft. from an order of the judge in 
chambers. The writ as originally issued a J aly 1, 














PRACTICE, 


1919, was between R. W. & J. B. J., & the claim 
indorsed thereon was as follows: ‘ Pltf.’s claim 
is for money due to him by deft. for the riding of 
his racehorses by F. L »» the apprentice of 

Itf.”’ Subsequently as it appeared that it was 

oubtful whether F. L. W., pltf.’s son, was not the 
proper party to sue, an application was made 
in chambers to amend the writ by adding F. L. W. 
as a pitf. Pltf. did not produce any affidavit, 
but his counsel stated the circumstances & the 
doubt that existed. The master gave pltf. liberty 
to amend the writ by adding the name of F. L. W., 
& to amend the indorsement on the writ so as to 
run: ‘ Pitfs.’ claim is for money due by deft. 
for the riding of his racehorses by pltf. F. L. W., 
the appentice of pltf. R. W.”’; pltf. to have two 
months to make the amendments. F. L. W. was 
serving in the Army in Mesopotamia at the time, 
& no written consent by him to be added as a pltf. 
had been obtained. The judge affirmed the order 
of the master, but added: ‘‘ & it is further ordered 
that pltf. may be at liberty to add F. L. W. as a 
pltf. without his written consent, the action by 
him to be stayed until his written consent is 
obtained.”’ Deft. appealed, contending, first, 
that the application to amend the writ could only 
be made upon affidavit, & that a mere statement 
by counsel was not sufficient ; &, secondly, that 
under Ord. XVI., r. 11, the written consent of the 
proposed pltf. was necessary before he could be 
added as a plitf., & that therefore the order of the 
judge was wrong inform. Deft. made an affidavit 
stating that all moneys due by him were paid by 
Messrs. Weatherby & Sons for his account. The 
order was varied on appeal. 

The proper order will be that F. L. W. should 
be added as a pltf. upon production of his consent 
in writing at the Central Office, & the order will 
be varied accordingly (BANKEs, I..J.).—W0OOTTON 
v. JOEL (1920), 36 T. L. BR. 198; 64 Sol. Jo. 256 ; 
55 L. Jo. 72, 73; 149 L. T. Jo. 85, C. A. 

218. ———_ ———. Trustee & cestui que trust— 
Adding trustee as co-plaintiff.}—The case of 
trustee & cestui que trus! is not excepted from the 
general rule of Ord. XVI.,r. 11,80 as to enable the 
court or a judge, upon the application of a cestut 
que trust to amend by adding his trustee as co- 
pltf. in an action in respect of the trust property, 
to dispense with the consent in writing of the 
trustee._—BESLEY v. LESLEY (1888), 37 Ch. D. 648 ; 
57 L. J. Ch. 464; 58 L. T. 510; 36 W. R. 604, O. A. 

1219. ——_- ——— Assignor & assignee of chose 
in action.]—In an action by the equitable assignee 
of a debt, or chose in action, an application under 
Ord. XVI., r. 2, to add the name of the assignor 
as pltf. will only be granted upon proof of his 
consent, or that he has been communicated with 
& all terms necessary for his protection from lia- 
bility offered to him.—TuRQUAND v. FEARON 
(1879), 4 Q. B. D. 280; 48 L. J. Q. B. 841; 40 
L. T. 191; 27 W. R. 396, D. C. 

1220. ——— Necessity for consent of plaintiff on 
record.j—A person cannot be added as pltf. in an 
action without the consent of the pltf. on the 
record. 

Semble: an application to carry on proceed- 
ings under Ord. XVII, r. 4, if made by summons, 
instead of by petition or motion of course, must be 
supported by evidence. 

our application to add pltfs. without the 
existing pltfs.’ consent was wrong, & your applica- 
tion by summons without evidence was wrong 
(NEVILLE, J. (arguendo)).—PHNNINGTON v. CALEY 
(1912), 106 L. T. 501. 

1221. No cause of action in original plain- 
tiff.|—The tenant for life of a trust fund brought 
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an action against the trustees to make them 
liable for an improper investment. The trustees 
by their defence alleged that they had made the 
investment in question at the ras Sage of pltf. 
Pitf. thereupon ig det for leave amend by 
adding as co-pltf. his son who had a reversionary 
interest in the fund, & the Vice-Chancellor 
made an order giving him leave. On appeal :— 
Held : the order must be discharged, for Ord. XVI., 
r. 11, does not authorise the allowing a pitf. 
who has no right to sue to amend by joining as 
co-pltf. a person who has such right.—WALCOTT 
vy. LYONS (1885), 29 Ch. D. 594; 54 L. J. Ch. 847; 
52 L. T. 399, C. A, 

Bona fide mistake.]—See Sect. 8, 
sub-sect. 1, ante. 

1222. Action by owner of equitable right— 
Joinder of person possessing legal right.]—At the 
trial of an action for infringement of patent the 
court held that pltfs. had no title to sue without 
joining other parties as co-pltfs. Pltfs. having 
elected to amend by adding these parties, the court 
gave defts. leave to amend their defence on certain 
terms as to costs. On an appeal by pltfs. from 
this order :—Held: there was no order against 
which they could appeal. 

Appeal dismissed on the ground that, pltfs. 
having elected to amend instead of having their 
action dismissed at the trial, there was no order 
against which they could appeal.—BowpeEn’s 














(EK. M.) Patents SynpbIcATE, Lrp. v. Smiru 
(HERBERT) & Co., [1904] 2 Ch. 122; 783 L. J. Ch. 
776, C. A. 

1223, —— ———.|— PERFORMING RIGHT 


Society, Lrp.v. LONDON THEATRE OF VARIETIES, 
Lrp., No. 1204, ante. 

1324. Amendment defeating Statute of 
ccna ake a UDSON v. FERNYHOUGH, No. 1066, 
ante. 

1225. ——— Action of tenant for life in agree- 
ment for lease—No power of leasing in tenant— 
Addition of remainderman.]—LONG v. CROSSLEY, 
No. 1072, ante. 

1226. Action by one tenant in common otf 
reversion—Injury to reversion—Whether joinder 
of other co-tenants essential.|—RoBERrtTs v. HoL- 
LAND, No. 1200, ante. 

1227. Action to restrain nuisance — 
Original plaintiff going abroad—-Addition not 
essential for effectual adjudication.]—In an action 
for an injunction to restrain defts. from using 
certain premises asa smallpox hospital, application 
was made by pltf. to join another person, with his 
consent, who was an inhabitant of the same neigh- 
bourhood, on the ground that since the action 
wes brought the original pitf. had given up his 
business, & was going abroad. Application refused 
on the ground that the cause of the action was 
injury to pltf.’3 own property only, & it was not 
necessary in order to enable the court effectually 
& completely to adjudicate upon & settle all the 
questions involved in the action that any other 
poreD should be added as pltf.—DALToN v. St. 

ARY ABBOTTS, KENSINGTON GUARDIANS (1882), 
47 L. T. 348. 

1228. ———- ———. Action by lessee & tenant— 
Addition of other tenants on original co-plaintiff 
refusing to continue.]—In an action by a company 
lessees for a long term of eleven houses, of which 
ten were unlet & in their possession when the writ 
was issued, & by their tenant of the remaining 
house as co-pltf., for an injunction & damages 
in respect of an alleged nuisance from noise; the 
tenant, after delivery of the statement of claim 
& notice of trial, refused to go on with the action 
as co-pltf. The other ten houses having in the 
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meantime been let, pltf. company applied at the 
trial for leave to amend by adding as co-pltfs. 
two of the new tenants, who consented to be added. 
Application granted as being within the discretion 
given by R. 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 11, of allowing 
the names of any parties, whether pltfs. or defte., 
‘‘ whose presence before the court may be neces- 
sary in order to enable the court effectually & 
completely to adjudicate upon & settle all the 
questions involved in the cause or matter,’’ to 
be added.—Iiousk Property & INVESTMENT 
Co. v. H. P. Horse Naru Co. (1885), 29 Ch. D. 
190; 54L. J. Oh. 715; 52 L. T. 507; 33 W. R. 562. 

1229. ——— Action for specific performance— 
Separate & identical covenants—Joinder of cove- 
nantees.|—Pltf. & two other persons conveyed 
to defts. certain pieces of land, & by the deed of 
conveyance defts. entered into a separate covenant 
with each of the vendors, his heirs & assigns, 
to make a road over the property conveyed, & to 
allow the vendors, their respective heirs, tenants, 
& assigns, to use the road. In an action, by pltf. 
alone, for specific performance of the covenant :— 
Held: the other two covenantees ought to be 
added as parties.—DIx ». GREAT WESTERN Ry. 
Co. (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 707; 54 L. T. 8380; 34 
W. R. 712. 

1230. ——— Action to enforce agreement in 
restraint of trade—After assignment of business 
to company—Addition of company.]—SHOWELL v. 
WINKUP, No. 1074, ante. 

Parties to agreement in restraint of trade, see, 
generally, TRADE, Vol. XLIII., pp. 39, Nos. 387 
et seq. 

1231. ——— Action by beneficiaries—Trustees 
made nominal defendants—Trustees added as co- 
plaintiffs.|—FRANKLIN v. FRANKLIN, No. 1125, ante. 

1282. ——— Bankruptcy of plaintiff after decree 
for partnership dissolution & accounts—Trustee 
in bankruptcy refusing to continue—Substitution 
of defendant as plaintiff—Trustee made defendant. | 
——In a partnership action, in which after judgment 
dissolving the partnership & ordering accounts to 
be taken, pltf became bankrupt & his trustee 
refused to continue the action, an order was 
made substituting deft. as pitf. in the action & 
making the trustee in bankruptcy of pltf., deft.— 
BURMAN v. HILL (undated), Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

1233. Striking out—Whether co-plaintiff entitled 
to withdraw—Interests of justice—Convenient 
prosecution of suit.}—An application, by a number 
of relators named in an information, to strike out 
the names of several of themselves, will not be 
granted, even though defts. will not be prejudiced ; 
unless it appears, either that, without the altera- 
tion, justice will be done, or that the suit cannot 
be so conveniently prosecuted if the alteration 
be not made.—A.-G. v. COOPER (1837), 8 My. & 
Cr. 258; 1 Jur. 790; 40 E. R. 923, L. C. 

1234. Costs.]—One of several co- 
plitfs. obtained an order giving pltfs. leave to amend 
their bill striking out his name on his giving security 
for the costs up to & including the summons. The 
bill was accordingly amended & was afterwards 
dismissed with costs for want of prosecution :— 
Held: on the appeal of one of the remaining 
pltfs. from both orders, that defts. ought not to 
be further troubled with the suit, but that the costs 
should extend to the time of the actual amendment 
as regarded the first-mentioned pltf., & that the 
order should be without prejudice to any question 
between the co-pltfs.—DRAKE v. Symes (1861), 
8 De G. F. & J. 491; 380 L. J. Ch. 858; 4 L. T. 
192; 7 Jur. N. S. 399; 9 W. KR. 427; 45 EB. R. 
968, L. JJ. 
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1235. ———- ——— 8 out co-plaintiff or co- 


plaintiffs & adding defendants—Security for costs.] 
—One of two co-pltfs. having refused to prosecute 
a suit commenced by his authority, liberty was 
given to the other co-pltf. to amend the bill by 
striking out the name of pltf. who refused to 
proceed with the suit, & making him a deft., on 
giving security to defts. for their costs up to the 
time of the application to amend; & pltf., so 
refusing, was ordered to pay the costs incidental 
to the amendment, & the costs of giving such 
security, as well as the costs of the application.— 
BROWN v. SAWER (1841), 3 Beav. 598; 10 L. J. 
Ch. 240; 5 Jur. 500; 49 BE. R. 285. 

1236. —— ——.}+—One of several 
co-pltfs. has no absolute right to withdraw from an 
action & have his name struck out. 

An application by one or more of several 
defts. to have all proceedings stayed as between 
one of several co-pltfs. & themselves, or to have 
that co-pltf.’s name removed from the record, on 
the ground that a compromise has been arranged 
to which the other co-pltfs. are not parties, is 
wholly irregular. 

In case of a difference between co-pltfs., the 
proper course is to make an order that the name 
of one of them should be struck out as pltf. & 
added as deft. But such an order will only be 
made on security being given for deft.’s costs.— 
Re MATHEWS, OATES v. MOONEY, [1905] 2 Ch. 460 ; 
74 L. J. Ch. 656; 93 L. T. 158; 54 W. R. 75. 

1 -+~—This action was 
brought by a second mortgagee & the mortgagor 
as co-pltfs. against first mortgagees & persons to 
whom the first mortgagees had contracted to sell 
the property under their power of sale, impeaching 
the proposed sale on the grounds that the power 
of sale had not arisen, or, if it had, then that the 
proposed sale was at an under-value. The action 
had duly proceeded & was ready for trial, when 
quite recently the second mortgagee transferred 
his second mortgage to the proposed purchasers, 
& thus ceased to have any further interest in the 
action, & the solicitors on the record for the two 
co-pitfs. stated that they were unable to prosecute 
the action further. Thereupon, the mortgagor 
made this application, asking that the name of the 
second mortgagee might be struck out as a co- 
ae &, if necessary, that he might be added as a 

eft. 

The proper form of order under the circum- 
stances is to give leave to amend by striking out 
the name of the second mortgagee as co-pltf. 
& adding him as a deft. ; but this can only be done 
on the terms of the mortgagor giving to the original 
defts. sufficient security for the costs of the action 
down to the present time. The costs of the 
present application & of the necessary amendments 
& of giving the security & any question of coste 
as between the former co-pltfs. will be reserved, 
to be dealt with at the tri (WARRINGTON, J.).— 
VIOLA v. HICKMAN, [1912] W. N. 109. 

1238 ——.}—The action was 
brought by seven pltfs. on behalf of themselves 
& all other the holders of debentures in deft. com- 
pany for the purpose of enforcing their security. 
On a motion for the appointment of a receiver 
on the ground that the security was in jeopardy, 
no order was made except as to costs. A state- 
ment of claim was then delivered asking for costs 
only. The further pleadings introduced matters 
of @ personal nature & allegations of misconduct 
against the board of directors. Two of pltfs. 
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then desired to withdraw from the action & 
took out a summons asking that their names might 
be struck off the record as pltfs. & added as defts. : 
—Held: the court had power to make the order 
in a proper case, where, as here, a paralysis of the 
action would take place if the order were not made. 
—Re KENT CoAaL CONCESSIONS, LTp., BURN 2. 
ae CoaL ConcEsSsIONS, Lrp., [1923] W. N. 328, 

As 

1289. ——_ —-—- —_—- Refusal to concur in 
appointment of new trustee.]—When one of two 
co-pltfs. refuses to concur in the appointment of a 
solicitor, there being no solicitor on the record, the 
proper course is for the remaining pltf. to apply 
in chambers for the sole conduct of the cause on 
a summons taken out in person against the refusing 
pltf. only ; & a motion to strike out the name of 
the refusing party as pltf. & make him a deft. will 
be refused.—BUTLIN v. ARNOLD (1864), 1 Hem. & 
M. 715; 3 New Rep. 687; 10 L. T. 95; 12 W. KR. 
571; 71 BE. R. 3138. 

1240. ——— Two creditors of insolvent appointed 
trustees—Action by one in joint names—Striking 
out name of other.|—Two creditors of an insolvent 
were appointed trustees under a composition deed. 
One of them never executed the deed, & the other 
brought an action of replevin in their joint names 
without the consent of the former. On an 
application by him to have his name struck out as 
a co-pltf., the court refused to interfere, there 
being no suggestion of fraud. EMERY v. MUCKLOW 
(1833), 10 Bing. 23; 2 Dowl. 735; 3 Moo. & S. 384; 
131 E. R. 813. 

1241. ——— Proceedings by person holding power 
of attorney—Taken in own name.]—JONES 
SALDANHA v. GURNEY, No. 1006, ante. 

1242, Whether one of two co-plaintifis 
struck out—To enable prosecution of right against 
other.]—In 1912 an action was brought by two 
co-pltfs., consisting of a German company & an 
English company, against defts. Pltfs. alleged the 
infringement of a certain patent, which had been 
vested in the German company & had afterwards 
by assignment become vested in the English com- 
pany. The decision of the court was against 
pitfs., & the action was accordingly dismissed. 
Before the declaration of war with Germany both 
the German company & the English company 
gave notice of appeal. It appeared that during 
two years of the six years in respect of which 
damages might be recoverable, the patent had 
been owned by the German company, & for the 
remaining four years by the English company. 
Respondents’ contention was therefore that there 
were two independent causes of action in respect 
of the two periods of ownership of the patent ; 
& that as the appeal by the German company 
could not be heard during the continuance of the 
war the appeal of the English company should be 
allowed to proceed without them :—Held: the 
appeal must be suspended till after the conclusion 
of the war; that it having been regarded as a 
convenient course that both claims should be com- 
bined in the same action & brought at the same 
time, they could not now be treated as having 
been brought separately ; & it was not practicable 
the respondents to ask that one of two co-appellants 
should be struck out, they themselves not having 
made any application to that effect. 

Neither of the co-pltfs. ask to be struck out. 
Neither of them would have a right to be struck 
out without an order of the court; & I never 
heard of a case in which a deft. was entitled to say 
to the court: ‘‘ Please strike out one of these two 
pltfs. in order that I may have a good right against 
the other one.’’ It seems to me that both the 
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pltfs. are co-pltfs. for better & for worse & they 
cannot act separately (LORD CozmNs-Harpy, 
M.R.).—ACTIENGESELLSCHAFT FUR ANILIN Fas- 
RIKATION IN BERLIN & MERSEY CHEMICAL WORKS, 
Lp. v. LEVINSTEIN, Lrp. (1915), 84 L. J. Ch. 842 ; 
112 L. T. 963, 964; 13 T. L. R. 225; 32 R. P.C. 
140, C. A. 

Solicitor acting without authority.]—See 
Soticirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 338, Nos. 3823 et seq. 
Instituting proceedings. ]—See 
ee aed Vol. XLII., pp. 339-841, Nos. 3834— 








Joining parties.}—See Soxicrrors, 
Vol. XLIT., pp. 342-343, Nos. 3857-3869. 
-—— Effect of.]—See Soxicrrors, Vol. 
XLIT., pp. 63-64, Nos. 551-567. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—DEFENDANTS. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XVI, r. 11, p. 423, ante. 

Joinder of defendants. ]— See Sect. 5, ante. 

Joinder & addition a matter of discretion. ]—See 
sha 5, sub-sect. 1, ante; Sect. 10, sub-sect. 1, 
ante. 

1248. Adding defendant—Consent of plaintiff— 
Whether essential.J—In an action on a bill of 
exchange against the acceptor, deft. sought to add 
the name of a company as defts., upon the follow- 
ing grounds: It was alleged by deft. that the 
acceptance was given for the purchase-money 
of a ship which he had agreed to purchase of pltfs. ; 
that in entering into the agreement for such pur- 
chase he had acted as a trustee for the company, to 
whom the ship was afterwards conveyed in pur- 
suance of the agreement, & that pltf{s. made 
fraudulent representations with regard to the ship, 
by reason of which the company had been put to 
useless expense, which they claimed to recover 
from pltfs. The court refused the application. 

I am quite clear... that the court ought not 
to bring in any person as deft. against whom the 
pitf. does not desire to proceed, unless a very 
strong case is made out, showing that in the 

articular case justice cannot be done without 

is being brought in (DENMAN, J.).—NORRIS v. 
BEAZLEY (1877), 2 C. P. D. 80, 85; 46 L. J. Q. B. 
169; 35 L. T. 846; 25 W. R. 320. 

1244, —— ——-- ——.]}-In an action for tort 
for injury sustained by pltf. through defts.’ 
negligence, defts. obtained an order under Ord. 
XVI., that third parties who it was alleged through 
their negligence had caused the injury should be 
added as defts. :—Held: defts. were not entitled 
to have such third persons made parties to the 
action. 

It appears to me repugnant to every principle of 
law & every notion of common sense, that a man 
can be forced to be a pitf. against his will, & be 
thus forced to sue another party whom he does not 
desire to sue, & whom he has not made a deft., 
by a proceeding had behind his back without his 
being served with a proper notice upon a summons 
orrule. If it were possible that a deft. could com- 
pel a pitf. to proceed against a second deft. as well 
as himself, at least it must be a preliminary con- 
dition that pltf. should be heard to object to such 
@® proceeding (COCKBURN, C.J.).—-HORWELL v. 
LONDON OMNIBUS Co., Lrp. (1877), 2 Ex. D. 365; 
ae J.Q. B. 700; 36 L. T. 687; 25 W. R. 610, 
1245, —— ———_ ———-.]-_-M. & R. entered into 
certain contracts with P. to build a mansion, & 
subsequently assigned to S. & Co. all their share, 
right, & interest in all moneys then or thereafter 
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to become due & owing under, or which should be 
or become payable by P. in respect of any matters 
connected with or arising out of the said con- 
tracts. In an action by S. & Co. against P. for 
an account & for payment of what was due to 
them under the said contracts, P. moved under 
Ord. XVI., r. 11, that M. & R. should be added as 
parties to the action:—Held: although the 
Queen’s Bench Division had the same jurisdiction 
as that exercised by the Chancery Division in 
actions taking the shape of a general dealing with 
the subject-matter, yet it was not within the 
simplicity aimed at in the Queen’s Bench Division 
to join the parties as defts., no relief being sought 
against them by pltfs., & the court would not join 
them as pltfs. without notice to them, & hearing 
them as to their interest & the terms on which 
the order should be made.—SanpERs & Co. v. 
PEEK (1884), 50 L. T. 680; 32 W. R. 462, D. C. 

1246. j-—G. & C. were the 
trustees of a settlement. C. died & X., his legal 
personal representative, lived in Ireland. M., the 
cestui que trust, brought an action against G., 
alleging a breach of trust by him & C. & claiming 
payment by G. of the amount lost by the breach. 
A third-party notice by which G. claimed con- 
tribution from the estate of C., & the order giving 
leave to serve it on X. in Ireland, were set aside by 
the Court of Appeal without prejudice to an 
application by G. under Ord. XVI., r. 11, to add 
X. as a deft. to the action. On the application 
to add X. being made, it was opposed by pltf. :— 
Held: X. ought not to be added as a deft. against 
pltf.’s wish.—_ MCCHEANE v. GyLEs (No. 2), [1902] 
1 Ch. 911; 71 L. J. Ch. 446; 86 L. T. 217; 50 
W. R. 387; 46 Sol. Jo. 359. 

1247. .}—A limited company 
brought an action for misfeasance against a 
director who was chairman of the company. 
Deft. applied that his co-directors might be added 
as defts., or that he might issue a nana Sahl 
notice, claiming contribution from them :—Held : 
where there was a joint & several liability, & pltf. 
elected to sue one person only, who was liable, he 
could not be compelled to sue the others, but he 
might issue a third-party notice. McCheane v. 
Gyles (No. 2), No. 1246, ante, followed.—CHALMERS, 
ae & Co., Lap. v. GUTHRIE (1923), 156 L. T. 
Jo. 382. 

1248. —— Person indirectly inte- 
rested.|}—MosER v. MARSDEN, No. 1194, ante. 

1249. Several disputes arising 
out of one subject-matter. }—-MONTGOMERY v. Foy, 
MorGAN & Co., No. 1208, ante. 

1250. No relief sought against 
third party. ]}—Pltfs. commenced an action against 
their agents, defts., claiming to have an account 
of the rents received by them on behalf of pltfs. 
Defts. had received a notice from a third party to 
discontinue paying the rents to pltfs. as the third 
party claimed to be entitled to them as tenant 
of the premises. On a summons by defts. asking 
that the third party might be added as a deft. to 
the action :—Held: no order could be made for 
adding the third party as deft. against whom no 
relief was sought, but leave was given to issue a 
third-party notice & to serve the same upon her.— 
Hoop Barrs v. FRAMPTON, KNIGHT & CLAYTON 
(1924), 69 Sol. Jo. 125. 

251. ——- Service on added defendant—Sum- 
mons asking for leave to add.}—An action was 
brought against three defts., claiming ~ 7 
in respect of their alleged conspiracy & false 
representations. Before the action could come 
on for trial one of defts. died. Administration 
was taken to his estate. Pltf. did not apply for 
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Sect. 10.—Misjoinder and non-joinder of parties: 
Sub-sect.3. Sect. 11: Sub-secis. 1&2.) 


an order of course to continue the proceedings 
against the administrator, but he obtained in 
chambers an order giving him leave to amend the 
writ & statement of claim by adding the adminis- 
trator as a deft., & by making allegations that 
the estate of the intestate had been benefited by 
reason. of the matters complained of in the action. 
The administrator was served with notice of the 
summons on which this order was made, but did 
not appear on the hearing, & the order was 
drawn up on the production of an affidavit of 
service of the summons on him. The order as 
drawn up was dated as of a day prior to the date 
of the filing of the affidavit. The writ & state- 
ment of claim, having been amended in pursuance 
of the order, were served on the administrator. 
He then entered a conditional appearance & moved 
to discharge the order for irregularity :—Held: 
the order had been regularly made. But the 
administrator ought not to have been served with 
the summons, & the order must be amended 
by striking out the affidavit of service. The 
order, however, must bear date the day on which 
the affidavit was filed.— ASHLEY v. TAYLCR (1878), 
10 Ch. D. 768; 48 L. J. Ch. 406; 39 L. T. 578; 
27 W. R. 228. 

1252. ——_—- -——— Person brought in as third 
party by defendant—Added at trial without 
service. }—HUGHES (H. A.), Ltn. v. Cook (A.) & Co., 
No. 1095, ante. 

Service of writ or notice.|—See 
R. 8. ©C., Ord. XVI., r. 11, p. 423, ante; r. 13, 


p. 433, post. 
1253. Persons jointly liable.|—It is the 
right of persons jointly liable to pay a debt to 
insist on being sued together. If, then, there are 
three persons so liable, & the creditor sues two of 
them, & those two make no objection, the creditor 
may recover judgment against those two. But 
should he afterwards bring a further action against 
the third, that third may justly contend that the 
three should be sued together. It is no answer to 
him to say that the other two were first sued & 
made no objection, for the objection is the objec- 
tion of the third, & not of the other two. Nor is it 
any answer to him to say that whatever he pays 
on the judgment against himself he may have 
allowed in account with the others, because he may 
fairly require, with a view to his right of account 
or contribution, to have the identity & the amount 
of the debt constituted & declared in one & the 
same judgment with his co-contractors. If, 
therefore, when the third is sued, & requires that 
the other two should be joined as parties, the 
creditor has to admit that be cannot join the other 
two because he has already recovered a judgment 
against them in the same cause of action, this is 
equivalent to saying that he has disabled himself 
from suing the third in the way in which the 
third has a right to be sued. I cannot think that 
the Judicature Acts have changed what was 
formerly a joint right of action into a right of 
bringing several & separate actions; & although 
the form of objecting, by means of a plea in abate- 
ment, to the non-joinder of a deft. who ought 
to be included in the action, is abolished, yet I 
conceive that the application to have the person 
#0 omitted included as a deft. ought to be granted 
or refused, on the same principles on which a plea 
in abatement would have succeeded or failed 
(Lord Carrns, C.).—KENDALL v. HAMILTON 
1879), 4 as Cas. 504, 615, 616; 48 1. J. Q. B. 

05; 41 L. T. 418; 28 W. R, 97, H. L. 
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1254. .]—Since the abolition of pleas 
in abatement, the proper course for a deft. desirous 
of raising the objection of the non-rejoinder as a 
deft., of some one jointly liable with him, is to 
apply by summons at chambers, supported by 
an affidavit stating the facts, & showing that the 
person alleged to be jointly liable is within the 
jurisdiction to have the action stayed.—Mac- 
ARTHUR v. Hoop & MILLAR (1885), Cab. & El. 
550, N. P. 

1255. -}—Where an action is brought 
against one ony of several joint contractors deft. 
is entitled as of right, under Ord. XVI., r. 11, to 
have his co-contractors joined as defts.—- PILLEY 
v. ROBINSON (1887), 20 Q. B. D. 155; 57 L. J. 
Q. B. 54; 58 L. T. 110; 36 W. R. 269, D. C. 

1256. -—-— -——. | WILSON v. BALCARRES BROOK 
STEAMSHIP Co., No. 1197, ante. 


























1257. -]—ROBINSON v. GEISEL, No. 
1201, ante. 
1258. -|}—Where a deft., who was 


sued upon a contract, showed a primd facie case 
that another was liable with him as joint con- 
tractor, the court, on deft.’s application, ordered 
that other person to be joined as a deft.-—-l' ARDELL 
TRACTION HAULAGE Co., LTp. v. BASSET (1899), 
15 T. L. R. 204, C. A. 

1259. -}—In an action on a joint 
contract against one only of the joint contractors 
the court has jurisdiction, without obtaining the 
consent of pltf., to make an order requiring pltf. 
to add the other joint contractor as a co-deft. 

Where, in an action on a contract against one 
deft. only, deft. shows reasonable grounds for 
believing that the contract was made with himself 
& another person as joint contractors, he has, in 
the absence of special circumstances showing that 
it should not be made, a priméd facie right to an 
order requiring pltf. to add that person as a co- 
deft. ; but the court will make the order without 
prejudice to the consideration at the trial of the 
question whether the contract was in fact joint, 
& will so frame it as to protect pltf. in regard to 
costs if it should appear that that other person 
ought not to have been joined. In such a case 
the fact that deft. desires to have his alleged joint 
contractor added as a co-deft. in order that they 
may thereupon bring a joint counterclaim against 
pitf. is regarded by the court as an additional 
ground for making the order. 

Fardell Traction Haulage Co. v. Basset, No. 1258, 
ante, followed, & form of order adopted.—NORBURY 
NatTzio & Co. v. GRIFFITHS, [1918] 2 K. B. 369 ; 
87 L. J. K. B. 952; 110 L. T. 90, C. A. 

1260. —-—— Joint & several liability—Third- 
party notice.]|—CHALMERS, GUTHRIE & Co., Lip. 
v. GUTHRIE, No. 1247, ante. 

1261. ——— Original parties agréed as to necessity 
for addition.J—BYRNE v. BROWN & DIPLOCK, 
No. 1207, ante. 

1262. —— Amendment altering character of 
action—Action against Lords of the Admiralty. ]— 
The court being asked to convert an action against 
the Lords of the Admiralty for an injunction in 
respect of alleged trespass into a maintainable 
action, by giving pltfs. leave to amend the writ 
by suing the Lords individually & adding as 
parties the servants of the Admiralty who were 
the trespassers, refused such leave & dismissed 
the action, but without prejudice to any action 
maintainable by pltfs.—RaALEIGH v. GOSOHEN, 
[1898] 1 Ch. 73; 67 L. J. Ch. 560; 77 L. T. 429; 
46 W. R. 90; 14T. L. BR. 36; 42 Sol. Jo. 46. 

1268. ——— Action for libel—Action against pub- 
lisher — Addition of proprietor.—EpDWarp 0», 
LOWTHER, No. 1203, ante. 








Part XIX.—PaRtTigEs. 


Parties in action for Hbel & slander, see LIBEL 
& SLANDER, Vol. XXXII., pp. 12 et seq. 

1264. ———._ Action t executors—Acci- 
dental omission—Limitation of action.}—In an 
action brought against three executors, the name 
of one appeared in the writ as H. instead of M. 
After the claim would have been barred by the 
statute as against M., who had acted as an executor, 
pitf. obtained an order to amend the writ by the 
substitution of M.’s name for H.’s:—Held: M. 
had been properly joined as a deft., & the case 
came within the discretion vested in a judge by 
Ord. XVI., r. 11.—CHALLINOR v. RopER (1885), 
18. I. R. 527, D. C. 

Parties in actions against personal representa- 
tives, see Exrecutors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. 
XXIV., pp. 729, Nos. 7559 et seq. 

1265. ———_ Collision action—Joinder of party 
admitting liability.}—-Tuz W. H. RANDALL, 
No. 1195, ante. 

~——— Admiralty actions in rem.]—See ADMIRALTY, 
Vol. a ve 158, Nos. 670 et seq. 

ternative relief.|—See Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2, 





ante. 
—-— Limitation of actions.J—See JT.im1TAaTION 
oF AcTIons, Vol. XX XII., pp. 535, Nos. 1880 et 


seq. 
Patent actions.]-—See R.S.C., Ord. LIITa., 

Part LXI., post; Patents & INVENTIONS, Vol. 

XXXVI., pp. 774, Nos. 2539 et seq. 

Principal & agent. }—See Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2, 











ante. 
Representative actions—Application by 
person represented to be added as defendant.]— 
See Sect. 7, sub-sect. 4, ante. 
Service out of the jurisdiction.]— See 
Rk. S. C., Ord. XI., Part XIII., ante. 

-——— Torts—Separate & distinct causes of 
action. }—See Sect. 5, sub-sect. 8, ante. 

—— Costs.}—See R. S. ©., Ord. LXYV., r. 1, 


ost. 
. 1266. Striking out —- Defendant improperly 
joined—Delivery of defence.]—-Where the court is 
of opinion that a deft. is an improper party 
to an action, it will order the name of such 
deft. to be struck out of the record before the 
hearing, under Ord. XVI., notwithstanding he 
may have filed his statement of defence.—VAL- 
LANCE v. BIRMINGHAM & MIDLAND LAND & IN- 
VESTMENT CORPORATION (1876), 2 Ch. D. 369; 
24 W. R. 454; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 296. 

—— Joinder of parties for purposes of dis- 
covery.|—See Discovery, Vol. XVIII., pp. 44, 
Nos. 24 et seg. 
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Sect. 11.—APPLICATIONS TO ADD, STRIKE 
OUT OR SUBSTITUTE. 


SuB-srEoT. ].—IN GENERAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XVI, r. 12. Any applications to add or strike 
out or substitute a plaintiff or defendant may be made to the 
Court or a Judge at any time before trial by motion or summons, 
or at the trial of the action in a summary manner. 


Joinder of plaintiffs.}—See Sect. 2, ante. 
Joinder of defendants.]—See Sect. 5, ante. 
ata or addition of plaintiff. |— See Sect. 3, 
ante. 
Representative actions. |— See Sects. 6, 7, ante. 
Addition & striking out on non-joinder or mis- 
joinder.}——See Sect. 10, ante. 
1267. Mode of application—-Not ex parte.|—An 
alteration in the parties to an action will not be 
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arte application.—TILDESLEY 
Ch. D. 277; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 
263. 


1268. -}+—An application to add a 
deft. to an action must not be made ez parte.—- 
Re CoLBEcK, HALL v. COLBECK (1887), 36 W. R. 
259. 


made upon an ew 
v. HARPER (1876), 








——— Application by person represented to be 
added as defendant.]—See Sect. 7, sub-sect. 4, 
ante. 

1269. Application by person not party.J—M. F. 
having taken out an originating summons asking 
for a declaration as to his right to certain property 
bequeathed by the will of his father, a great- 
granddaughter of the testator, & the Dowager 
Lady F., the legal representative of testator’s 
eldest son, appeared before the master & applied 
to be added as defts. to the summons on the ground 
that they were interested in the property in 
question. No notice had been given that the 
granddaughter intended to appear, but a letter 
had been received from the solicitors for the 
Dowager Lady F., notifying an intention to apply 
to the master to be added as a deft. 

The question arose as to whether the applicants 
could apply of their own motion to be added as 
parties, it being suggested that the R. S. C. did 
not provide for such a case, & that Ord. XVI., 
r. 11, only provided for the adding of persons, not 
already parties to the action, by the court, either 
of its own motion or upon the application of a 
person already a party to the action. The ques- 
tion of procedure was adjourned to the judge, but 
in the meantime both applicants took out sum- 
monses formally applying to be added as defts. :— 
Held: according to the practice of the court, a 
person not a party to the proceedings can apply 
to be added as a party, & it was for the benefit of 
all concerned that such a party should be added as 
early as possible, & that the respective applicants 
would of course be joined at their own risk as to 
the costs occasioned by their joinder, & that they 
should file affidavits showing shortly the grounds 
upon which their applications were based.-— 
Re FOwLeER (1916), 142 L. T. Jo. 94. 

1270. Evidence in support of application—-Con- 
sent of existing plaintiff.|—PENNINGTON v. CALEY, 
No. 1220, ante. 

1271. Application by some of several plaintiffs 
to be struck out — Remaining plaintiff respondent 
to summons.]—<An application by some of several 
pltfs. that the applicants might be struck out, 
the remaining pltf. being a respondent to the 
summons, is irregular & will be refused.—PARR v. 
GENERAL, ETC., SYNDI( ATE (1898), Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 





SuB-SEcT. 2.—TIME FOR APPLICATION. 


‘* At any time before trial by motion or sum- 
mons ’’—‘‘ Or at the trial in summary manner.’’] 
— See R. 8S. C., Ord. XVI, r. 12, supra. 

‘“At any stage of the proceedings.’ |— See 
R.S.C., Ord. XV1., r. 11, p. 423, ante. 

1272. ~-+—PERFORMING RIGHT SOCIETY, 
Lip. v. LONDON THEATRE OF VARIETIES, LTD., 
No. 1204, ante. 

1278. Necessity for prompt application—-Where 
no impediment spesegss SER objection by a deft. 
that other persons should have been joined as 
pitfs. should be made promptly, & may not be 
postponed till the hearing where no impediment 
exists to raising the objection at once.—SHEEHAN 
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Sect. 11.—A pplications to add, strike out or substitute 
Sub-sect.2. Sects. 12, 18, 14 & 15.] 

v. GREAT EASTERN Ry. Co. (1880), 16 Ch. D 

59; 50 L. J. Ch. 68; 43 L. T. 482; 29 W. R. 69 

1274. After delivery of defence.]—VALLANCE v. 
BIRMINGHAM & MIDLAND LAND & INVESTMENT 
CORPN., No. 1266, anfe. 

1275. At trial—Adding defendants—Assignee 0: 
defendant’s interest.J—Since the Judicature Act 
as before it, a pltf. in an action to restrain an 
alleged obstruction to ancient lights cannot obtain 
an injunction unless he proves substantial damages. 
An inquiry as to damages will not be directed 
where pltf. has opened a case of substantial damage 
& has failed to prove it. 

Order made at the trial to add as a co-deft. a 
person to whom deft. had assigned his interest 
pendente lite—KINO v. RUDKIN (1877), 6 Ch. D. 
160; 46 L. J. Ch. 807. 

1276. Adding plaintiffs..—In April, 1876, 
an agreement was entered into between pltfs. & 
deft. for the purchase by them of a patent. In 
Jan. 1877, pltfs. brought an action to have the 
agreement set aside on the ground of fraud. 
Deft., by his defence, denied the fraud; & by way 
of counterclaim claimed to have the agreement 
specifically performed. During the progress of 
the evidence it turned out that, a few days after 
the date of the agreement, pltfs. had transferred 
all their patent rights to a limited company. 
Upon the application of pltfs. at the trial of the 
action, the court allowed the pleadings to be 
amended, by adding the company as pltfs.— 
Ruston v. TOBIN (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 262. 














1277. -}—HousE PROPERTY & IN- 
VESTMENT Co. v. H. P. HORSE NAIL Co., No. 1228, 
ante. 

1278. ———.]—FRANKLIN v. FRANKLIN, 
No. 1125, ante. 

1279. Principal & agent. |—-H UGHEs (H. A.), 





LTD. v. CooK (A.) & Co., No. 1095, ante. 

1280. Adding or substituting plaintiff.)j— 
SHOWELL v. WINKUP, No. 1074, ante. 

1281. -J—WHITE v. LONDON GENERAL 
OMNIBUS Co., No. 1075, ante. 

1282. Adding parties becoming necessary— 
In further proceedings.]—Leave was given at the 
trial to amend the pleadings by adding any 
parties who might be necessary in any further 
proceedings.—BROWNE v. PETO (1899), as reported 
in a T. L. R. 131; on appeal, [1900] 2 Q. B. 653, 
C. A. 

12838. Judgment—Not after final Judgment.] 
A decree was made in 1875 against the Corpora- 
tion of Birmingham as the sanitary authority of 
Birmingham, granting a perpetual injunction to 
restrain them from allowing sewage to flow into 
a river, the injunction being suspended for five 
years to give the borough an opportunity to 
execute certain works. At the expiration of that 
period pltfs. desired to enforce the injunction, 
but in the meantime the Bb. T. & R. Board had 
succeeded to the rights & liabilities of the Corpora- 
tion of Birmingham in respect of the sewage. 
The Vice-Chancellor held that under Ord. XVI. 
liberty could be given to pltfs. to amend their bill 
by making the B. T. & R. Board parties. On 
appeal :—Held: such an amendment could not 
be made after final decree, & the decree could 
only be enforced against the board by an action. 
—A.-G. v. BIRMINGHAM CORPORATION (1880), 15 
Ch. D. 423; 43 L. T.77; 29 W. R. 127, ©. A. 

1284, ———- ——..]A party cannot be joined ag 
deft. in an action after tinal judgment.—Hrarp 
v. BORGWARDT, [1883] W. N. 178. 




















PRACTICE. 


1285. ——— After judgment pronounced—Before 
drawing up & entry.}—Where judgment in a fore- 
closure action had been pronounced but had not 
been drawn up & entered, & it was discovered that 
there were puisne mortgagees, leave was given 
under R. 8S. C., 1883, Ord. XVL., r. 11, to amend 
the writ & statement of claim by making the 
puisne mortgagees defts.—KEITH v. BUTCHER 
(1884), 25 Ch. D. 750; 53 L. J. Ch. 640; 50 L. T. 
203; 32 W. R. 378. 

1286. ——— After judgment passed & entered— 
Beneficiary’s action for administration—Omission 
to make executor party.|—This was a beneficiary’s 
action for the administration of the personal 
estate of a testator, & partition or sale of real 
estate devised by testator. Judgment had been 
passed & entered. In the prosecution of inquiries 
in chambers, it was discovered that an executor 
named B., who had not proved at first, had come 
in & proved, & ought therefore to have been a 
party. 

Counsel for pltf. moved to have the judgment 
& pleadings amended by adding B. as a deft. 

The judge considered that the better course 
was to make an order, that B. appearing by counsel 
& submitting to be bound by the judgment in the 
same manner as if he had been originally made 
a party to the action, further proceedings be 
carried on against him in the same manner as if 
he had been an original deft. to the actions.— 
Re Dracup, FIELD v. DRAcUP, [1892] W. N. 438; 
36 Sol. Jo. 327; sub nom. Re DRAmMpP, FIELD v. 
DRAmpP, 92 L. T. Jo. 355. 

Decree in Admiralty action.] 
Vol. I., p. 172, No. 834. 

1287. Whether on appeal—Action by assignee 
of debt.]—A firm of builders delivered to pltfs. a 
document in the following terms: ‘‘ Re Building 
Contract, South Lambeth Road. In considera- 
tion of money advanced from time to time we 
hereby charge the sum of £1,080, which will become 
due to us from J. R. on the completion of the 
above buildings, as security for the advances, & 
we hereby assign our interest in the above- 
mentioned sum until the money with added interest 
be repaid to you.’’ Pltfs. gave notice to the 
J. KR. named in the document, & brought this 
action against him to recover the amount :— 
Held: the document was not “ an absolute assign- 
ment (not purporting to be by way of charge 
only)’ within sect. 25 (6) of the Judicature Act, 
1873, & pltfs. could not recover in the action. 

No relief can be given to pltfs. in this action as 
it is constituted. It is admitted as between the 
parties to this action that considerably less than 
£1,080 is due to the pltfs. in respect of their 
advances. In theabsence of Smith & Co. [building 
contractors] the amount due from them to pltfs. 
cannot be ascertained. An account taken in 
this action of the advances would not bind Smith 
& Co. Nor could the matters in question, on the 
footing that pltfs. have a mere cquitable assign- 
ment, be finally determined in the absence of 
G. T. Smith, who has or seems to have had an 
adverse claim to the £1,080 under the documents 
of Aug. 18, 1896. Counsel was unquestionably 
right when he admitted that the pltfs.’ case failed 
unless it came within the 25th section. The 
trial has taken place, & it is not possible now to 
make any amendment by adding parties or 
otherwise (CuHiITry, L.J.).—DURHAM Bros. v. 
ROBERTSON, [1898] 1 Q. B. 765, 774; 67 L, J. 
Q. B. 484; 78 L. T. 438, C. A. 

1288. ——— Adding trade union trustees as 
defendants.|—-I must say that in my view the 


See ACTION, 








_ action was at the outset not properly constituted, 


Part XIX.—Partiss. 


the po in whom the funds of the association 
are legally vested not having been made parties 
to it. I have never known of an action of this 
kind in which the trustees or the company in 
whom the funds were vested, the misapplication 
of which was sought to be restrained, were not 
brought before the court. By Ord. XVI., r. 11, 
however, power is given to the court or a judge, 
upon such terms as may be deemed just, to add 
at any time the names of any parties, either as 
pltfs. or defts., who ought to be joined, or whose 
presence before the court may be necessary to 
enable the court effectually | & completely to 
adjudicate upon & settle all the questions involved 
in the action. That applies of course to the 
court of original jurisdiction ; but by Ord. LVIII., 
r. 4, the Court of Appeal has all the powers & 
duties as to amendment or otherwise of the High 
Court. It appears to me that under those rules 
the trustees have now properly been made parties 
to the action as defts. (STIRLING, L.J.).—HoOwpDEN 
v. YORKSHIRE MINERS’ Assocn., [1903] 1 K. B. 
308, 341; 72 L. J. K. B. 176; 88 L. T. 134; 19 
T. L. R. 193, C. A.; affd. sub nom. YORKSHIRE 
ees ASSOCN. v. HOWDEN, [1905] A. C. 256, 

Actions by & against trade unions, see TRADE & 
ies Unions, Vol. XLIII., pp. 125, Nos. 1277 
et seq. 


SEcT. 12.—AMENDMENT AND RE-SERVICE OF 
WRIT ON ADDED OR SUBSTITUTED DE- 
FENDANT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 18. Where a defendant is added or 
substituted, the writ of summons shall be amended accordingly 
and the plaintiff shall, unless otherwise ordered by the Court 
or a Judge, file a copy of the writ as amended and serve the 
new defendant with such amended writ or notice in Heu of 
service thereof in the same manner as original defendants are 
served and the proceedings shall be continued os if the new 
defendant had originally been made a defendant. 


Re-service of amended writ.]—See Part XI., 
Sect. 7, ante. 

1289. Dispensing with service & amendment. ]— 
Where two actions had been ordered to be con- 
solidated, on an application by pltf. to add new 
defts. to the consolidated action before trial, & 
to make W., one of the present defts., a party to 
the action in a representative character, the court, 
under Ord. XVI., ordered that the proposed new 
defts. should be added without service of any 
writ, & that W. be made a deft. in his representa- 
tive character without any further indorsement 
on any writ—such order to take effect unless the 
new defts. & W. should respectively show cause 
to the contrary within eight days after service 
thereof.—He WoRTLEY, CULLEY v. WoRTLEY, Re 
WORTLEY, HARVARD (HARWARD) v. STOREY (1876), 
4 Ch. D. 180; 46L. J. Ch. 182; 25 W. R. 295. 

1290. Death of plaintiff after leave obtained to 
add defendant—Service of original writ, order to 
carry on, & order adding new defendant.}—This 
action was commenced on July 17, 1880, by a 
sole pltf. against a sole deft. Plitf. died on 
Dec. 26, 1880, after delivery of statement of claim, 
& on Feb. 11, 1881, his executors obtained a 
common order to revive. Pltfs. had obtained 
leave to add a new deft., but the order was not 
drawn up. The Master of the Rolls directed 
copies of the original writ & the order to revive 
& the order adding the new deft. to be served upon 
him.— AUSTEN v. Brrp, [1881] W. N. 129. 
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Sect. 138.—PROCEEDINGS WITHIN AIR NAVIGA- 
TION ACT, 1920. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVI., vr. 184. (a) Where in any proceedings 
within s. 9 of the Air Navigation Act, 1920, against the owner 
of an aircraft or a person to whom an aircraft has boen demised 
let or hired out such owner or person is desirous of joining any 
person as defendant in such Soha ta pursuant to that section 
an application for that purpose shall be made by a summons. 

(0) Such application may and if the Court or Judge requires 
it but not otherwise shall be supported by an affidavit of the 
facts on which the applicant relies as entitling him to the order. 

(c) On the hearing of the summons the Court or Judge may 
88 a condition of the order require the applicant to give an 
undertaking to indemnify the plaintiff against the costs of and 
occasioned by the joinder of the other person as defendant and 
any costs which the plaintiff may be ordered to pay to such 
person and to abide by any order which the Judge at the trial 
or the Court or a Judge in the event of there being no trial may 
make as to any costs which such Judge or Court or Judge deem 
it reasonable that the applicant should pay to the plaintiff or 
the other person. Any such undertaking shall be embodied in 
the order made on the summons and a copy thereof shall be 
signed by the applicant. 

(@) Where a person is added as a defendant under this Rule 
the writ shall be amended accordingly and an amended copy 
thereof shall be filed and the added defendant shall be served 
with the amended writ or with notice in Heu of service thereof 
as the case may be and the proceedings shall be continued as if 
the added defendant had originally been made a defendant, 


Srecr. 14.—PARTNERS. 
See R.S.C., Ord. XLVITIA., Part LIV., post. 


Sect. 15.—INFANTS, 


R.S. C., Ord. XVI., r.16. Infants may sue as plaintiffs by 

their next friends, in the manner heretofore practised in the 
Chancery Division, and may, in like manner, defend, by their 
guardians appointed for that purpose. Married women may 
sue and be sued as provided by the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882. 
-—- ——-~— 18. oe ee a a Pear an 
appearance except by his guardian ad litem. o order for the 
appointment of much guardian shall be necessary, but the 
aaltcl tor applying to enter such appearance, shall make and 
file an affidavit in the Form No. 8 in Appendix A,, Part ITI., 
with such variations as circuinstances may require. 


— yr.19. Every infant served with a 
petition or notice of motion, or summons in a matter, shall 
appear on the hearing thereof by a guardian ad litem in all 
cases in which the appointment of a special guardian is not 
provided for. No order for the appointment of such guardian 
shall be necessary, but the solicitor by whom he appears shall 
previously make and file an affidavit as in the last Rule 
mentioned. 

— —__--— ~ y,20. Before the name of any person 
shall be used in any action as next fricnd of any infant, or other 
arty, or a8 relator, such person shall sign a written authority 
o the solicitor for that purpose, and the authority shall be 
filed in the central office, or in the district registry if the cause 
or matter is proceeding therein, 


——_- ~~ — r.21. In ra ae “3 onatters he bie 

ny intant or person of unsound mind, whether so found by 
inquisition or nat: or person under any other disability, is a 
party, any consent as to the mode of taking evidence or as to 
any other procedure shall, if given with the consent of the 
Court or a Judge by the next friend, guardian, committee, or 
other person acting on behalf of the person under disability, 
have ibe game force and effect as if such party were under no 
disability and had given such consent. Provided that no such 
consent by any committee of a lunatic shall be valid as between 
him and the lunatic unless given with the sanction of the Lord 
Chancellor or Lords Justices sitting in Lunacy. 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to INFANTS & CHILDREN, Vol. 
XXVIII. ° 

Legal ae adage hae behalf of infant.]—See 
Vol, XXVIII., pp. et seq. 

By ee 4 Vrlend.|-—See Vol. XXVIII, pp. 
295-304, 312-315, Nos. 1512-1633, 1742-1788. 
Inquiry as to propriety of proceedings. }— 
See Vol. XXVIIL., pp. 300, 301, Nos. 1569-1593. 
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Sect. 15.—Infants. Sects. 16, 17 & 18.] 
By solicitor without next friend.]—See 

Vol. XXVIII., p. 804, Nos. 1634-1636. 
Proceedings as poor persons.|—See Vol. 
XXVIII., pp. 804, 305, Nos. 1637-1641. 

—— Concurrent actions.]/—See Vol. XXVIII, 
pp. 305, 306, Nos. 1642-1666. 
Effect of attainment of majority.}—See 
Vol. XXVILII., pp. 806-808, Nos. 1668~—1687. 

-—~ Judgment.}—See Vol. XXVIII., p. 808, 
Nos. 1688-1699. 
Relief in respect of defect in proceedings. ] 
aa Vol. XXVIII, pp. 308-310, Nos. 1700- 

—— Remedy against solicitor appointed by 
next friend.])—See Vol. XXVIII., p. 810, No. 1711. 
Costs.]}—See Vol. XXVIII., pp. 310-317, 
Nos. 1730-1815. 

Legal proceedings against infants.]—See Vol. 


XXVIITI., pp. 317 et seg. 
of infant.}—See Vol. 


—— epresentation 
XXVITII., pp. 317 et seq. 

———~ Guardian ad litem.]—<See Vol. X XVIII., 
pp. 318-320, Nos. 1821-1861. 

——— Service of writ, etc.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
IX. r. 4, p. 317, ante; Ord. XVI., r. 44, p. 445, 
post ; Ord. LV., r. 27, Part UXXI., Sect. 18, post ; 
Vol. XAAVIIT., pp. 320-821, Nos. 1863-1876 ; 
IIUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVIL., p. 391, No. 3859 


& Supp. 
Pleading.]—See Vol. XXVIII., pp. 321- 
323, Nos. 1877-1897. 

-—— Admission by failure to deny. ]—Sce R.S. C., 
Ord. XIX., r. 13, PLEADING, p. 38, ante. 
Proceedings in default of appearance. | 
See R. 8. C., Ord. XITI., r. 1, p. 385, ante; Vol. 
AXVITI., p. 323, Nos. 1898-1900. 

——— Discovery & Interrogatories.}|—See R.S. C., 
Ord. XXXI., rv. 29, p. 516, post; Discovery, 
Vol. XVIIL., p. 61, Nos. 177-181. 

Attainment of majority during proceed- 
ico Vol. XXVITI., p. 323, Nos. 1901-— 

——— Judgment.J—See Vol. XXVIII., pp. 323-- 
326, Nos. 1906-1940. 

~—-— Injunction.}—See Vol. XXVIII., p. 326, 
Nos. 1941~—1945. 
tan Appeal.]—See Vol. XXVIIT., p. 326, No. 


Costs.]—See Vol. XXVIII., pp. 326-328, 
Nos. 1947-1965. 

Special case.J—See It. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., 
r. 4, p. 523, post. 

_Compromises & consents.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
AXII., rr. 15, 16, Yearly Supreme Court Practice ; 
Vol. XXVIIT., pp. 329-8332, Nos. 1966-2005. 

Acquiescence & laches.|—See Vol. XXVIII., 
pp. 382-334, Nos. 2006-2012. 

Birth of infant after action commenced. ]—See 
Vol. XXVIII, p. 334, Nos, 2013-2016. 








eo ree 





























eae 


SECT. 16.—MARRIED WOMEN. 


R.S. C., Ord. XVI., r.16. . . . Married women may sue a d 
Rescues as provided by the Married Women’s Property Act, 


The references which aypear below are, unless 
AAV indicated, to HusBAND & WIFE, Vol. 
gal proceedings by & against married wome 
—Under Married Women’s Pro erty Act, 1882 
Capacity to sue or be sued.]—-Sce Vol. XXVITI., 
pp. 248-249, Nos. 2181-2190. 


PRACTICE. 


—_. —+_- Security for costs.]—See Vol. XXVII., 
pp. 249-250, Nos. 2191~2198. 

—-—- Actions in forma pauperts.}—See 
Vol. XXVII., p. 250, Nos. 2199-2201. 
Undertakings in damages.]—See 
Vol. XXVITI., P. 250, Nos. 2202-2205. 

hird-party procedure.]—See Vol. 
XXVII., p. 251, Nos. 2206-2207. 

—— Payment into court.}—See Vol. 
XXVII., p. 261, No. 2208. 

Damages recovered separate property. | 
— See Vol. XXVII., p. 261, Nos. 22098-2210. 

— —_—— Change of parties by marriage, etc.] 
—-See R. S. C., Ord. XVII., p. 462, poat. 
Limitation of actions.]——See Vol. 
XXVITI., p. 251, Nos. 2211+2212. 

——— Bervice when husband & wife both defen- 
dants.}]—See R. S. O., Ord. [X., r. 3, p. 317, ante. 
Joinder of causes of action.}—See R. 8. C., 
Ord. XVIII., r. 4, PLEADING, p. 143, ante; Vol. 
XXVII., p. 251, No. 2213. 

—-— Speotal case.]}—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., 
rr. 4, 5, p. 523, post. 

Restraint on anticipation or alienation. ]— 
See Vol. XXVII., pp. 101 et seq. 

—— Removal of restraint.|—-See Vol. 
XXVII., pp. 124 et sr 
Liability of e for ante-nuptial obliga- 
tions.]—See Vol. XXVII., pp. 176, Nos. 1442 


et seq. 

Contracts of wife during coverture.]—See 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 178, Nos. 1463 et seq. 
Cheques of married woman trader—Right 
to sue bank for dishonour of cheques.]—Sce 
BANKERS, Vol. III., p. 217, No. 552. 
Wrongs of wife during coverture.|—Sece 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 213, Nos. 1844 et seq. 
Separation agreements. ]|—See Vol. XXVII., 
pp. 219 et seq. 

-—— Discovery, interrogatories, etc.]—See Vol. 
XXVII., pp. 261-252, Nos. 2214-2210; &, 
generally, DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & INTERROGA- 
TORIES, Vol. XVIII. 

——— Compromise of actions.]—See Vol. XX VII., 
p. 252, No. 2220. 

Judgments against married women—Con- 
tracts during coverture.}—See Vol. XXVII., pp. 
252-253, Nos. 2221-22265 ; Appendix F., No. 18.. 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Ante-nuptial obligations, & torts 
during coverture.|—See Vol. XXVII., p. 258, 
No. 2226 ; Appendix F., No. Ic., Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

pee ke Under R. Ss. C., Ord. XIV. |—See Vol. 
XXVII., pp. 2538-254, Nos. 2227-2232; Ap- 
pendix F., Nos. 5A, 5B, Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

Vol. 
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——— Judgment for costs.]-—See 
XXVII., p. 254, Nos. 2233-2235. 

Execution—-Husband entitled or liable to.) 
—See Rh. S. C., Ord. XLII., r. 23, Part XLVII., 


Sect. 22. 

Property restrained from anticipa- 
tion. }—See Vol. XXVII., pp. 118, Nos. 951 et seq. 
——— Receivers.}—See Vol. XXVII., pp. 
254-255, Nos. 2286-2242. 

Garnishee proceedings.]—See Vol. 
XXVIIL., pp. 255-256, Nos. 2244-2247. 
———- Sequestration of property subjeot to 
restraint.]—-See EXxrcuTIon, Vol. XXI., p. 600, 
Nos, 1855-1857. 
—— Attachment & committal.}—See Vol. 
XXVII., p. 256, Nos. 2248-2250. 

——— Payment out of court—Afiidavit of no 
settlement.}|—See Vol. XX VII., pp. 256-257, Noa. 
2251-2268. 





























Part XIX.—Parties. 





—~--— fieparate examination. }— See, 
Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 167 (2). 
Costs.)—See Vol. XXVII., pp. 257-258, 
ange 0 arties by marriage, 
R. S. C., Ord. XVII., p. 462, eae 
Legal Bae wate between husband & wife— 
Remedies for protection of private proper. — 
See Vol. XXVII., pp. 258-259, Nos. 2278-2287. 
In tort.}—See Vol. XXVII., pp. 259-260, 
Nos. 2288-2296. 
In contract.J|—Ses Vol. XXVII., pp. 209, 
Nos. 1820 et seq. 
Ing as to ownership of property.] 
See Vol. XXVII., pp. 260-261, Nos. 2296-2303. 
Criminal proceedings between husband & wife.] 
—-See Vol. XXVII., p. 261. 
Rights & Habilities in bankruptcy proceedings.] 
—-See Vol. XXVII., pp. 261-262. 
Matrimonial causes.]—See Vol. XXVII., pp. 
262 et seq. 


now, 





etc. ]—See 
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Sect. 17.—LUNATICS on OF UNSOUND 


R. 6. C., Ord. XVI, r. 17. Where lunatics and persons of 
unsound mind not so found by inquisition might respectively 
immediately before the lst November, 1875, have sued as 

laintifis or would have been liable to be sued as defendants 
n any action or suit, they may respectively sue as plaintiffs 
in any action by their committee or next friend according to 
the practice of the Chancery Division, and may in like manner 
defend any action by their committees or guardians appointed 
for that purpose, 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to LUNATICS & PERSONS OF 
UNSOUND MIND, Vol. X XXIII. 

Jurisdiction of Chancery Division.}—See Vol. 
XXXITII., pp. 163 et seq. 

Parties—Actions by & against lunatics so found 
—The committee.]|—Sece Vol. XXXIII., p. 230, 
Nos. 1421-1432. 

Substitution of other committee or 
arth ait Vol. XXXITI., p. 231, Nos. 1433- 

—— Actions by & against lunatics not so 
found—Next friend.]}—See R. S. C., Ord. XVI., 
r. 20, p. 483, ante; Vol. XXXITI., pp. 231-282, 
Nos. 1439-1455. 

—— Quardians ad litem.)]—See Vol. 
XXXIII., pp. 232-234, Nos. 1456-1486. 
Foreign curator or tuteur.J—See Vol. 
XXXITII., pp. 284-285, Nos. 1487-1493. 

Change in capacity subsequent to commence- 
ment of proceedings.]}—See Vol. XX XIII., p. 237, 
Nos. 1530-1540. 

Change of parties.J}—See R. S. C., Ord. XVII, 
p. 462, post. 

Service on lunatic.]—See BR. S. C., Ord. IX., 
r. 5, p. 817, ante; Ord. XVI., vr. 44, p. 445, post ; 
Vol. XXXIII., pp. 235-286, Nos. 1494-1521; 
ge & WIFF, Vol. XXVII., p. 391, No. 

8. 

Default of <1 dae aa a R. S. C., Ord. 
XITI., r. 1, p. 385, ante. 

Dispute as to capacity.]—See Vol. X XXIII, 
p. 286, Nos. 1522-1526. 

Action not beneficial to lunatic.}—See Vol. 
XXXIII., pp. 286-287, Nos. 1527-1529. 

No admission in pleading by non-denial.|—Sce 
R. S. C., Ord. XTX., r. 13, p. 38, ante. 

Consent by person of unsound mind—As to 
mode of taking evidence or other procedure.] 
See R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 21, p. 483, ante; Vol. 
XXXIII., p. 234, No. 1478. 
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Compromise or settlement of action by lunatio— 
Money paid into court.}—See R. 8S. C., Ord. XXII., 
r. 15, Yearly Supreme Court Practice; Vol. 
XXXITI., p. 237, No. 1541. 

Discovery, Inspection & Interrogatories.|—See 
DIscovery, etc., Vol. XVIII., pp. 61-63, 119, 
188, Nos. 182-198, 686, 1378. 

Execution.|—See Vol. XXXIII., p. 238, No. 
1542; Execution, Vol. XXI., p. 423, Nos. 62-53. 

—— Charging orders.}—See Ex®cuTiIon, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 649, 650, Nos. 2279-2282. 

Special case.|—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXITV., 
rr. 4, 5, p. 5238, post. 

Committees & receivers.}—See Vol. XXXIII., 
pp. 189 et seq. 

Offences, penalties & proceedings.|—See Vol. 
XXXIII., pp. 270 et seq. 

Costs.|—See Vol. XXXIII., pp. 238 ef seq. 


mn nee re tae, 


SrcT. 18.—POOR PERSONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 22. Any person obtaining a certificate 
under this order shall be admitted to take or defend or be a 
party to any legal proceedings in the High Court of Justice 
(except bankruptcy proceedings and criminal causes or matters) 
as a poor poeen on the terms and conditions mentioned In the 
subsequent Rules of this Order. Provided that the following 
matters shall not be deemed to be criminal matters within the 
exception to this Rule, viz. :— 

(a) App one to the Court to order a Justice or Justices 

n Petty or Quarter Sessions to state a case. 

(b) Applications for certiorari, mandamus, or prohibition 

directed to such a Justice or Justices; an 


(c) The hearing of such cases stated and applications. 


— - — yr, 23. <A certificate under this Order 
means a certificate Issued by the Law Society or by any pro- 
vinclal Law Society (after Inquiry by a Committee spnoutce 
by the Society and approved by the Lord Chancellor and herein- 
after called the Committee), signed by two members of the 
Committee present at the inquiry and certifying— 


(1) that tho poor person {is not worth a sum exceeding 60. 
(excluding wearing apparel, tools of trade and the 
subject-matter of such proceedings), or in special 
circumstances a sum not exceeding 1002.; and 

(2) that the usual income from all sources of the poor person 
does not excecd 2/. na week, or in special circumstances 
a sum not exceeding 4/7. a week; and 

(3) in matrimonial causes where the wife is the poor pergon, 
in addition to (1) and (2), either— 

(a) that the poor person and her hueband are not 
worth the amount specified in (1), and that 
their joint income does not exceed the amount 
specified in (2), or 

(b) that it is reasonable in the circumstances that 
the poor person should be admitted to take 
defend or be a party to the prepeeaitge as a 
poor person; and if so whether the pro- 
ceedings are limited to such proceedings aa 
are necessary to enable the applicant to 
obtain security for her costs or are to extend 
to any, and what, further or other proceed- 
ings; and 

(4) that the poor person has reasonable grounds for taking 
or defending or being & party to -procpeaunge in the 
High Court or Court of Appeal; an 

(5) the name and address of the solicitor who has bern 
nominated and has consented to conduct the pro- 
ceedings on behalf of the poor person (hereinafter 
called the conducting solicitor). 


. 24. The Committee may requite any 
person claiming a certificate to make an affidavit or statutory 
declaration as to any facts upon which the claim fora certificate 
is based, 


we eee ett 





ee r.25. The certificate shall be filed by 
the conducting solicitor— 

(1) in the Central Office if the matter is proceeding or intended 
to proceed in London in the Chancery Division or 
King’s Bench Division ; 

(2) in the Principal Probate Registry if the matter is pro- 
ceeding or intended to proceed in London in the 
Probate Divorce and Admiralty Division ; 

(3) in the District Registry of the High Court if the matter 

| proceoding or intended to proceed in a District 
egistry. 
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Sect. 18.—Poor persons.} 


R.S.C., Ord. XVI.,r.26. Every certificate complying on the 
face of it with the requirements of Rule 28 of this Order and 
purporting to be signed as provided by that Rule shall be 
accepted by the Central Office or by the Registry as the case 


may be for the purpose of filing. 


_—__-__--_-_—__—. ry. 27. On the filing of the certificate there 
shall be issued to the Pilea a 4 solicitor a memorandum of 
such filing bearing the stamp of the office where such certificate 
is filed and in all subsequent proceedings the production of such 
memorandum shall be sufficient evidence that a certificate in 
accordance with Rule 23 of this Order has been duly filed. 


——_____----_—_-—-—-. rp. 28. (1) No court fee shall be payable in 
respect of the filing of the certificate nor in respect of the memo- 
randum to be issued under Rule 27 of this Order and after such 
filing the poor person named in the certificate shall not be liable 
for any court fees and unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise 
order no poor person shall be liable to pay costs to any other 
party or be entitled to receive from any other party any profit 
costs or charges. 

(2) Except as provided by this Order no solicitor or counsel 
shall take or as to take or seek to obtain any payment fee 
profit or reward for the conduct of the proceedings or for out-of- 
pocket or office expenses and any solicitor or counsel so doing 
shall be guilty of contempt of court. 

(3) If any such payment fee profit or reward shall be made 
given or promised the certificate may be ordered to be taken off 
the file in which case the poor person shall not afterwards be 
admitted in the same proceedings as a poor person unless other- 
wise ordered. 

(4) The Committee may from time to time allow such pay- 
ments of money to be made by the poor person to the solicitor in 
respect of out-of-pocket expenses (not including office expenses) 
as they may consider just. 

(5) The Committee may require a poor person in a matrimonial 
cause or in any other proceedings where in the opinion of the 
Committee the special circumstances so require to deposit with 
them or as they shall direct in order to cover the out-of-pocket 
expenses of the conducting solicitor any sum of money not 
exceeding in the first instance the sum of 6/., and if such deposit 
shall in relation to the proceedings be found insufficient such 
further sum as the Committee may direct. Every sum so 
deposited shall be utilised by the Committee only for the pay- 
ment to the solicitor of any out-of-pocket expenses (not including 
office expenses) properly incurred in the course of the proceedings 
and any surplus shall be repaid to the poor person. 


——--—--————-— r. 29. The Court or a Judge may at any 
time (and whether or not any application be made by any Law 
Society or by any person for that purpose) discharge the certifi- 
cate and direct it to be taken off the file and arvana a4 the poor 
person shall not be entitled to the benefit of this Order in any 
proceedings to which the certificate relates unless otherwise ordered. 

(2) The Committee may discharge the certificate at any time 
before it has been filed, whether or not any application be made 
for its discharge. 


r. 30. (1) Nopoor person nor any solicitor 
conducting the proceedings for him shall discontinue settle or 
compromise such proceedings without the leave of the Court or 
a Judge or of the Committee. 

(2) No poor person shall discharge any solicitor or counsel 
acting for him without the leave of the Court or a Judge, or, in 
the case of a solicitor, the Committee, 

(3) No solicitor or counsel acting for a poor person shal] be 
at liberty to discontinue his assistance unless he satisfies the 
Court or a Judge, or, in the case of a solicitor, the Committee 
that he has reasonable ground for so discontinuing. 


r. 31. (1) If and whenever the poor person 
(or in matrimonial causes when the wife is the poor person she 
or her husband) becomes possessed of means beyond those 
stated in the certificate, the poor person shall forthwith and 
from time to time report the matter to the conducting solicitor. 
(2) When the matter comes to the notice of the conductin 
solicitor whether by means of such report or otherwise, he sha 
core report It in writing to the Committee which nominated 
Ta, 





neal 
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——---———_I. 831A. In matrimonial causes every petition 
and answer shall be drawn by a barrister and signed by hiv and 
roofs of the witnesses shall be furnished to him with the 
nstruction to draw the petition or answer, 


r. 31B. Costs ordered to be paid r 
poor person shall be taxed, In taxing such costs the Taxing 
Master may allow any out-of-pocket expenses (but not office 
expenses) properly incurred in the course of the proceedings 
Where it appears to the Court or a Judge that the spec al 
Eee ma tences oe error it, the Court or a Judge may 
orde 8 oats shall include pr 

Oe taoteee to oaene, profit costs and charges, but 


—————-—-——-——- ¥, 810, The Courtora Jud 
be paid to the conducting solicitor out of any money econo 
by the poor person, or may charge in favour of the conducting 
solicitor upon any real or personal property recovered by a poor 





anne 





PRACTICE. 


person such sum in respect of costs (not including fees of counsel) 
as would have been allowed to the solicitor on taxation between 
himself and his client if he had been retained by hia client in the 
ordinary manner (less such amount as may be recovered from 
any other party), or such other sum in respect of costs as to the 
Court or Judge may seem fit, provided that the total amount 
so to be paid out for profit costs, or so charged upon the said 
roperty for profit costs, shall not in either case exceed one- 
ourth of the amount or value recovered and remaining after 
ine conuction therefrom of all proper disbursements made by 
é solicitor. 


R.S8.C., Ord. XVI.,r.31D. Every notice of motion or sum- 
mons on behalf of a poor person (except an application for the 
discharge of his solicitor) shall be signed by his solicitor, and it 
shall be the duty of such solicitor to take care that no application 
be made without reasonable cause. 

—_—--—_—___—-—- r. 81pD. (1) Where proceedings to which a 
eee person is a party are ordered to be transferred to a County 
ourt, the proper officer of the Supreme Court shall, on the 
application of the conducting solicitor and on the filing of a 
copy of the order, send by post to the Registrar of the County 
Court the certificate admitting the party as a poor person, 

(2) Where a person has proceeded tn a County Court as a 

pour person, there shall be no appeal as a poor person from the 
ounty Court to the High Court without the leave of the Judge 
of the County Court or of a Divisional Court of the High Court. 


(3) Where such leave has been granted, the conducting 
solicitor shall file with the proper officer of the Supreme Court 
the certificate admitting the party as the poor person and either 
a certificate that such leave has been granted in the Count 
Court or a copy of an order of the High Court granting such 
leave, and thereupon a memorandum of such filing shall be 
issued to the conducting solicitor and the provisions of this 
Part of this Order shall apply. 


—_—_—_—__-_—__—_—— r. 81x. There shall be no appeal as a poor 
person to the Court of Appeal by any one admitted to take or 
defend or be a party to any legal proceedings under the Rules 
of this Order without leave of the Court or of the Judge before 
whom the matter is heard or of the Court of Appeal. 

—_—__—______——- r, 31F. If any person who has not taken, 
defended or been a party to any legal proceeding as a poor person 
in the High Court and any party to proceedings in a Court other 
than the High Court from which an appeal lies direct to the 
Court of Appeal shall be admitted on an appeal] to the Court of 
Appeal as a poor person on obtaining a like certificate as is 
provided by the HRules of this Order for the High Court and 
upon such certificate being filed in the Central Office the pro- 
visions of the preceding rules shall mutatis mutandis apply to all 
proceedings in the Court of Appeal. 


-~-——-— ry, 314. Nothing in the Rules of this Order 
shall operate as a stay of aon proceedings unless so ordered by 
the Court or a Judge or by the Court of Appeal. 


—-—--—— yr. 31H. Rules 22 to 314 (inclusive) of this 
Order shall apply to (a) proceedings for divorce or other matri- 
monial causes, and (b) procecdings on the Crown side of the 
King’s Bench Division. 


Proceedings by poor persons in District Regis- 
tries —- Under Matrimonial Causes Acts.]—See 
R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXVA., p. 531, post. 

Remittal of action to county court.]—See 
oa Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 485, Nos. 351- 

Discharge of solicitor—Poor persons suing for 
divorce—Disclosure of petitioner’s letters inciting 
wife to commit adultery.|—-See HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., Supp. 

Matrimonial causes —- Pauper suitors. ]|—See 
HusBaND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 477, Nos. 
5050-5052 ;x Supp. (PINK v. PINK (1930). 

1291. Whether court has discretion—Costs of 
previous action in respect of same subject-matter 
unpaid.}—Where a plitf., having failed in one 
action, commences a second action for the same 
matter, the second action must be stayed until 
the costs of the first action have been paid. 

In such a case a judge properly exercises his 
discretion in refusing the pltf. leave to sue in 
forma pauperis. 

It was a matter within the discretion of the 
judge of the court below, the court of first instance, 
whether he would refuse or grant the permission 
to sue in forma pauperis (LORD HERSCHELL).— 
M‘CABE v. BANK OF IRELAND (1889), 14 App. 
Cas. 413; 59 L. J. P. ©. 18; 611. T. 416; ~~ 
W. R. 257, H. L. 











Part XIX.—PARTIEs. 


——.}~—See, now, R. 8S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 22, 
p. 485, ante. 

1292. Party with no cause of action—Not 
entitled to sue as poor person.]—A party is not 
entitled to sue in forma pauperis, if, on his own 
affidavit, the court can see that he has no cause of 
action.—Re CoBBETT (1858), 27 L. J. Ex. 199; 
sub nom. Ex p. CoBBETT, 8 H. & N. 155; 30 
L. T. O. S. 322; 22 J. P. 99; 4 Jur. N.S. 145; 
6 W. R. 282; 157 KB. R. 425. 

th now, R. 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 23 (4), p. 435, 
ante. 

1298. Means of poor person—‘‘Not worth a 
sum exceeding ... ’’—-Ascertainment of means.] 
—I think that the expression ‘“ worth £25” 
means, not that a man actually has £25, but 
what a banker means when he says in answer 
to an inquiry that a customer is good for £25.... 
Suppose a man says, ‘“‘I have £40, but I have a 
family to support & I want the £40 for them,” 
is that any answer? The rule does not make a 
computation between a man’s possessions, but 
simply calls attention to his possessions, meaning 
thereby what he is good for at the time (BUCKLEY, 
L.J.).—Kypp v. LIVERPOOL WATCH COMMITTER, 
[1908] W. N. 26; 24 T. L. R. 257; 7275. P.118; 
52 Sol. Jo. 223, C. A. 

1204. Annuity subject to restraint— 
Restraint capable of removal.]—A married woman 
in receipt of a yearly income of £52 without power 
of anticipation obtained an ex parte order for 
leave to prosecute in formé pauperis an action in 
which she was sole pltf. Upon the application of 
the defts. to dispauper her :—Held: the married 
woman was not a person ‘“‘ not worth £25 ” within 
the meaning of Ord. XVI., r. 22, & must be dis- 
paupered. 

Now this lady is in possession of that annuity, 
& it is an annuity to which a restraint attaches by 
reason of the contract contained in the marriage 
settlement ; but it must not be lost sight of that 
under comparatively recent legislation it is com- 
petent for a judge of this division, if he thinks it 
is for the benefit of the married woman, so far to 
release or remove that restraint as to enable her 
to charge her interest notwithstanding that she is 
so restrained, &, therefore, although in terms it is 
a contractual & operative restraint, the fact must 
not be left out of sight that it is a restraint which 
is capable of being removed if & so far as removal 
be for the benefit of the married woman; it is 
therefore a restraint qualified to that extent... . 

It is my duty to dispauper her & I must make 
an order to that effect, & inasmuch as defts. have 
been compelled to take these proceedings for the 
purpose of getting the order set aside, the costs 
of this application must be theirs in any event 
(EVE, J.).—Re ATKIN’S TRUSTS, SMITH v. ATKIN, 
[1909] 1 Ch. 471, 475; 78 L. J. Ch. 307; 99 L. T. 
877; 583 Sol. Jo. 61. 

1295. Valuable crops on farm-—Restraint 
on sale or removal.|—A farming tenant who has 
valuable crops on his farm, but no other property, 
will not be admitted to defend in formd pauperis, 
although he has in the suit been restrained from 
selling or removing the crops.—RIDGWAY v. 
EDWARDS (1874), 9 Ch. App. 148; 29 L. T. 906; 
22 W. R. 288, C. A. 

1296. Increased means of poor person—Applica- 
tion to dispauper—Costs of application.]—Re 
ATKIN’s TRusTS, SMITH v. ATKIN, No. 1294, ante. 

1297. Beyond those stated in certificate. |— 
The Poor Persons Rules should contain a definite 
& imperative obligation on every person admitted 
to sue or defend as a poor person to inform the 
court of any change in his income or assets which 
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would take him out of the class of persons for 
whom the Poor Persons Rules were intended 
(McCarpig, J.).—CooPER v. MIRRON (1927), 43 


T. L. R. 683. 

Duty to report to conducting solicitor 
—Report by solicitor to committee.)|—See, now, 
R.S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 31, p. 436, ante. 

1298. ‘* Proceedings in the High Court of 
Justice ’’—Election petition——Costs.]—An unsuc- 
cessful candidate at an election of guardians of 
the poor for a parish having been admitted to 
take proceedings as a poor person under Ord. 
XVI., rr. 22—31, presented a petition under the 
Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, & the Local 
Government Act, 1894, to have it determined that 
two of the successful candidates had not been 
duly elected & that petitioner & another un- 
successful candidate had been duly elected in 
their stead. Petitioner did not give security for 
costs pursuant to sect. 89 of the Act of 1882 as 
amended by the later Act. On an application by 
one of the successful candidates in that behalf :— 
Held: petitioner not having given security, the 
petition should be struck off the file, on the 
ground (1) that sect. 89 of the Act of 1882 in 
proving that petitioner should give security for 
costs was imperative & absolute & applied equally 
whether a petitioner had or had not been admitted 
to take procecdings as a poor person under the 
Rules; or (2) the proceedings which petitioner 
was seeking to take in so far as they took place 
before the election court would not be ‘“ pro- 
ceedings in the High Court of Justice’? within 
the meaning of r. 22, from the costs of which alone 
&® poor person was exempted; (3) the costs for 
which a petitioner was required to give security 
by sect. 89 included costs from which a poor 
person was not exempt.—EVERETT v. GRIFFITHS 
(No. 2), [1923] 1 K. B. 1380; 92 L. J. K. B. 293 ; 
128 L. T. 350; 87 J. P. 49; 21 L. G. R. 121, 
D.C.; affd. on other grounds, [1923] 1 K. B. 138, 
C. A.; subsequent proceedings, [1924] 1 K. B. 941. 
Appeal to House of Lords—Costs.]—See 
Nos. 1304-1308, post. 

1299. Right of audience of person admitted as 
poor person—Former practice.|—A person who 
has been admitted to suc as a pauper, but to 
whom no counsel has been assigned, is entitled to 
be heard in person.—TUCKER v. COLLINSON (1886), 
16 Q. B. D. 562; 55 L. J. Q. B. 224; 54 L. T. 
263; 34 W. R. 354; 27. L. R. 313, C. A. 

See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XVI., xr. 23, p. 435, ante. 

1300. Compromise of proceedings—Fraudulent 
conspiracy to cheat solicitor of costs.|—In an 
Admiralty action for wages pltfs. & defts. com- 
promised the action by payment to each of pltfs. 
of a certain sum in discharge of the claim & costs. 
Pitfs. left the country without paying their 
solicitors’ costs :—Held: by the Court of Appeal, 
as there was no evidence that the parties had 
made the settlement with the intention of depriving 
pitfs.’ solicitors of their lien for their costs, defts. 
ought not to be ordered to pay plitfs.’ taxed costs. 

The general rule is correctly laid down in 
Chitty’s Archbold’s Practice (13th ed.), p. 143, 
where, after some observations on the subject of 
solicitor’s liens, it is said: ‘‘So the court will 
exercise it,’’ that is, its equitable interference to 
enable the solicitor to proceed in the action for 
his costs, ‘‘ though no such notice,”’ that is, of his 
lien, ‘‘ has been given in cases where it is clearly 
made out that there has been some collusion or 
fraudulent conspiracy between the parties to 
cheat the solicitor of his costs. But unless such 
notice has been given, or there has been such 
collusion or fraudulent conspiracy, the client, 














438 


3.——Poor persons. Sect. 19: Sub-asect. 1.] 


although he sues in forma pauperis, May com- 
promise with the other party & give him a release 
without the intervention of his solicitor, & the 
solicitor in such a case can afterwards look to his 
client only for payment, & cannot proceed in the 
action’? (LINDLEY, L.J.).-—THE Hope (1888), 8 
P. D. 144, 146; 62L. J. P. 63; 49 L. T. 158; 32 
W. R. 269; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 126, C. A. 

~ @¢ now, R.S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 80, 
p. 436, ante. 

Costs.I—- See Soticirors, Vol. XLIT., pp. 257, 
Nos. 2901 et seq. 

1301. Appeal in form& pauperis—Costs 
incurred before making of order for leave to 
appeal.|—An order for leave to appeal in forméd 
pauperis takes effect only from the date at which 
it was made; costs therefore incurred before that 
date are not affected thereby.— LEVINE v. SERLING, 
[1914] A. C. 665; 83 L. J. P. C. 295; 111 L. T. 
365, P. O. 

1302. ——— Unsuccessful appeal—Sum paid 
into court by respondents.}—Appellant appealed 
in forma pauperis from a decision of the county 
court, on an application to redeem weekly pay- 
ments under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. 
A sum to which pitf. was entitled by weekly pay- 
ments had been paid into court. On the appeal 
being dismissed :—Held: appellant would not be 
ordered to pay custs.—CosTELLO v. BROWN (1924), 
182 L. T. 149, C. A. 

1308. Frivolous & vexatious appeal— 
Abuse of process.J|—The court has discretion to 
order an unsuccessful appellant, although a poor 
person, to pay costs, if the appeal is so frivolous 
& vexatious as to amount to an abuse of the 
process of the court, but will not exercise that 
discretion against such an appellant when there 
is no evidence of misconduct on his part in respect 
of the appeal.—Drummonp v. HERVEY (1927), 
138 L. T. 200; 44 T. L. R. 14, D. OC. 

1304. Appeal to House of Lords—Taxation. ] 
—On taxation of a pauper appellant’s costs of a 
successful appeal, the fees of the House & the fees 
of counsel are to be disallowed, & the solicitor is 
to have his costs out of pocket with a reasonable 
allowance to cover office expenses, including 
clerks, etc.—JOHNSON v. LINDSAY & Co., [1892] 
A. C. 110, H. L. 

1305, ———- ——— Liability of impecunious litigant 
who retains solicitor.}-—Where an impecunious 
person is allowed to appeal to the House of Lords 
in forma pauperis, the Rt. S. C. not being applicable, 
& there being no rules or practice of the House 
prescribing the assignment of a solicitor to a 
pauper appellant, or regulating the liability of 
such appellant for costs as between him & his 
solicitor, the contract between the pauper appellant 
& his solicitor must be taken to be the ordinary 
one, so that from the moment of the retainer of 
the solicitor by him, so long as the retainer holds 
good, although he has no means to pay, he is 
liable to pay costs in the same way as any other 
impecunious litigant who employed a solicitor 
would be liable—He RAPHAEL, Ha p. SALOMON, 
[1899] 1 Ch. 853; 68 L. J. Ch. 309; 80 L. T. 226; 
47 W. R. 330; 43 Sol. Jo. 299; on appeal, 68 
L. J. Ch. 765; 81 L. T. 479, C. A. 

1306. Costs not awarded in pauper 
cases.}—Upon an application that an unsuccessful 
appellant in forméd pauperis should be ordered to 
pay respondent’s costs on the ground that he had 
not applied to have counsel assigned to him, but 
had instructed & paid counsel to argue the appeal, 
& that it was evident that he was possessed of 
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means :—Held: there were no facts with regard 
to appellant’s means before their lordships, & 
that even if it had been shown upon davit 
that he had paid counsel's fees it would not have 
been a sufficient ground to order him to pay the 
respondent’s costs.—NIBROTH v. BoILEAU (1886), 


27. L. R. 478, H. I. 

1307. ~}—We [House of Lords] 
do not give costs in a pauper case (LORD 
HALsBury, L.C.).—WYMAN v. Paterson, [1900] 
A. C. 271, 2892, H. L. 

1808. —— ———.]—The Scots Act of 1424, 
c. 45, which, dealing with pauper cases, gives to 
the successful party costs, does not apply to the 
practice of the House of Lords which had been 
established for many years & could not be altered 
because of an early Scots statute which had not 
in contemplation an appeal to the House of Lords. 
The House of Lords has power under the Appellate 
Jurisdiction Act, 1876, s. 11, to regulate its own 
procedure, & the rule that no costs are given in 
poe cases should be adhered to (LORD CAVE).— 

‘ALINDEN v. Nimmo (JAMES) & Oo., Lrp., [1920] 
A.C. 39; 88. J. P. C. 1381; 121 L. T. 585; 88 
Sol. Jo. 722; 12 B. W. C. CO. 293, H. L. 

1309. ——— Judgment with costs against pauper 
in default—Reinstatement for trial—Terms.|—A 
person admitted to sue in formd pauperis against 
whom judgment with costs has been obtained at 
the trial for default of appearance is not entitled 
as a matter of course to have the action reinstated 
for trial without payment of costs.—JACOBS v. 
CrusHA, [1894] 2 &: B. 37; 63 L. J. Q. B. 5286; 
70 L. T. 5624; 42 W. R. 387; 88 Sol. Jo. 337; 
9 R. 392, C. A. 

—— Husband’s Hability for wife’s costs— 
Successful appeal from order of Justices.|— See 
HUSBAND & WIFH, Vol. XXVII., p. 570, No. 6292. 
Wife’s costs—Whether payment or security 
ordered.]|—See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., 
p. 423, Nos. 4289-4292. 

Order for costs in matrimonial suits. |— 
See HusBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 477, 
Nos. 5050-5052 ; Supp. 

Costs of King’s Proctor.]|—See HUSBAND 
& Wire, Vol. XXVII., pp. 486-487, Nos. 5165- 
5167, 5184. 

1810. Taxation of costs—Costs out of pocket 
only—-No allowance in respect of solicitor’s re- 
muneration of counsel’s fees.|—Where pltf. sues 
in formd pauperis, & obtains a verdict, whatever 
be the amount recovered, nothing is to be allowed 
on taxation of costs in respect of fees to pltf.’s 
counsel or by way of remuneration for the services 
of pitf.’s attorney.—DooLy v. GREAT NORTHERN 
Ry. Co. (1854), 4 E. & B. 8414; 30. L. R. 110; 
119 E. R. 131; sub nom. DEWLEY v. GREAT 
NORTHERN Ry. Co., 24 L. J. Q. B. 25; 24 L. T. 
QO. S. 182; 1 Jur. N.S. 228; 3 W. R. 76; subdbse- 
quent proceedings (1860), 2 KH. & KE. 576. 

1811. -}—Under R. S. C., 1883, 
Ord. XVI., rr. 24, 25, 26, 27, 31, a successful pltf. 
in an action in forméd pauperis tried before a Judge 
& jury is entitled upon taxation as against deft. 
to costs out of pocket only, & cannot be allowed 
anything for remuneration to his solicitor or fees 
to counsel.—-CARSON v. PICKERSGILL & SONS 
(1885), 14 Q. B. D. 859; 54 L. J. Q. B. 4843; 52 
L. T. 950; 49 J.P. 612; 38 W.R. 589; 1T.L. BR. 
400, C. A. 

1312. ——~ Reasonable allowance to cover 
office expenses.|}—JOHNSON v. LINDSAY & Co., 
No. 1804, ante. 

1318. «-+—Where pltf., suing as 
& poor person, has recovered judgment with costes, 
& the defts. have not acted unreasonably within 
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R, 8, C., Ord. XVI, r. 30, in defending the action, 
the taxing master can the out-of-pocket 
expenses under Ord. XVI., r. 80, having regard to 
Ord. XVI., r. 29, & defts. must pay the sum 
allowed under that head, no more. The 
practice of allowing a reasonable sum for office 
expenses & clerks’ time, which was approved in 
appeals in formd pauperis has been applied to 
actions by yoo persons, & there seems to be no 
reason for doubting its correctness. 

Johnaon v. Lindsay & Co., No. 1804, ante, applied. 
—-LANDI v. CaRL Kosa Opera Co., Lrp., [1919] 
W.N. 278, 282, n. 

1814. Security for costs—Right to appeal not 
made subject to.}—A party who has sued or 
defended in forma pauperis in the court below is 
entitled to appeal as a peup without either giving 
scien for costs or obtaining special leave so to 
appeal, 

cannot think that the right of appealing in 
forma pauperis can be made subject to the limita- 
tion of giving security for costs; for if it were, 
the practical result would be that a pauper could 
never appeal (WRIGHT, J.).—B1GGs v. DAGNALL, 
[1895] 1 Q. B. 207; 64 L. J. Q. B. 221; 15 R. 
252, D. O. 

Discharge of previous order made 
on ground of poverty—-Leave to appeal in forma 
pauperis obtained subsequently. |—An order in the 
usual form requiring an appellant to give security 
for the costs of the appeal on the ground of poverty, 
& containing a stay of proceedings until security 
is given, ceases to operate if, within the time 
limited for giving security, appellant obtains an 
order for leave to prosecute the appeal in formd 
pauperis.— WILLE v. ST. JOHN, [1910] 1 Ch. 701; 
79 L. J. Ch, 239; 102 L. T. 383; 26 T. L. R. 405 ; 
54 Sol. Jo. 457, C. A. 

See, also, SoLicrrors, Vol. XLII., p. 258, Nos. 
2919, 2920. 

Appeals.|—-See, now, R. S. (., Ord. XVI., 
rr. 31H, 31F, p. 486, ante; &, generally, Part 
LXXVII., post. 

1816. Leave to appeal—Former practice.] 
—When a party has obtained the common order 
to sue in formd pauperis at any stage of the suit, 
it will carry him through all subsequent stages ; 
& no special order is required to enable him to 
appeal without payment of a deposit.— DRENNAN 
v. ANDREW (1866), 1 Ch. App. 800; 14 L. T. 30; 
14 W. R. 444, L. C. 

1317. ——— ——— Application by party who 
has not previously sued or defended as poor person.) 
—Where a party who has not sued or defended as 
a pauper in the court below applies for leave to 
appeal in formd pauperis, the court will follow by 
analogy Ord. XVI., rr. 22, 23 & 24, & not the old 
practice as to such appeals. 

A married woman suing without a next friend, 
her husband not being a party, applied for leave 
to appeal in forma pauperis :—Held: her husband 
as well as herself must make the affidavit required 
by r. 22.—e RoBeERtTs, Kirr v. ROBERTS (1886), 
33 Ch. D. 265; 35 W. R. 176, C. A. 

1318, —— ———- ———- ———-.}_-Application for 
leave to appeal in formd pauperis to the Court of 
Appeal by a party who has not sued or defended 
in forma pauperis inthe court below must be made 
ex parte to the Court of Appeal. Upon such 
an application the provisions of Ord. XVI, rr. 22, 
23, 24, as to proceedings by or against paupers, 
must be followed by analogy, as though they were 
in terms made applicable to appeals.—z parte 
GOLDBERG, [1893] 1 Q. B. 417; 62 L. J. Q. B. 127; 
68 L. T. 142; 41 W. R. 210; 9 T. L. RB. 162; 37 
Sol. Jo. 174; 4 R. 232, C. A. 
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1819. Certificate of independent 
counsel.]—Petition for special leave to ea hie an 
forma pauperis refused on the merits. It was 
explained that in accordance with English practice, 
so far as the same was applicable, the absence of a 
certificate signed by independent counsel, that is 
who had not appeared in the court below, was 
not in itself a sufficient ground for a local Court 
of Appeal refusing leave to appeal in similar form 
from the court of first instance.—MITCHELL v. 
NEw ZEALAND LOAN Co., Ex p. MITCHELL, [1904] 
A.C. 149; 731.3. P.0.17; 89 L. T. 83, P. C, 

1820, —- —-—- -——- ——-.]Deft., against 
whom judgment has been given in the court of 
first instance & who applies for leave to appeal 
against that judgment in forma pauperis, must be 
treated as being in the position of a person desirous 
of ‘‘ suing” in formd pauperis within the mean- 
ing of Ord. XVI., r. 23, & must therefore produce 
an opinion of counsel that he has reasonable 
grounds for proceeding._—MERRIMAN v. GEACH, 
[1913] 1 K. B. 37; 82 L. J. K. B. 87; 107 L. T. 
703; 57 Sol. Jo. 146. 

1821. —_-- Application for—-To whom 
made.]—In an action for negligence pltf. suing as 
@& poor person, recovered £10 damages before 
Bray, J., & a jury. She applied ex parte to the 
Court of Appeal tor leave to appeal. Her ground 
of appeal was that Bray, J., had wrongfully with- 
drawn from the jury certain items of special 
damage :—Held: under Ord. XVI., vr. 8lc, it was 
optional to apply for leave to appeal either to the 
judge before whom the matter had been heard, 
as to the Court of Appeal, there was no precedent 
for an application to the Court of Appeal before 
applying to the judge who heard the matter, & 
the court in hearing the aoe application, must 
not be taken to be establishing a precedent. It 
was better that application should be made to the 
judge who presided at the trial, as he had all the 
facts before him. As the court with the present 
case had heard the application, it would decide 
the matter, & on its merits the application must 
be refused.—-CArELL v. KussEeLL (1915), 140 
L. T. Jo. 68, O. A. 

1322. ——— Application by respondent for leave 
to appear as poor person—-Opinion of counsel. }— 
Respondent to an appeal will be allowed to appear 
in forma pauperis to resist the appeal without 
producing an opinion of counsel.—HANDFORD v. 
CLARKE (GEORGE), Lrp., [1907] 1 K. B. 181; 
76 L. 3. K.B. 76; 96 L.T. 175; 23 T. L. R. 127 5 
51 Sol. Jo. 100; 9 B. W. C. C. 186, C. A. 

Appeal to House of Lords—cCosts.]— See 
Nos. 1304-1308, ante. 

Appeal from County Court.|—Sce CoUNTY 
JourTS, Vol. XIII., p. 533, No. 847. 
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SnctT. 19.--ADMINISTRATION AND EXECUTION 
OF TRUSTS, ETC. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—APPOINTMENT OF PERSON OR 
PERSONS TO REPRESENT UNASCERTAINED 
HEIR-atT-LAW, NEXT-oF-Kin, CLASS, ETO. 


R.S, C., Ord. XVI., r. 32. (a) In any case in which the right 
of an heir-at-law, customary heir, or the next-of-kin or a class 
shal] depend upon the construction which the Court or a Judge 
may put upon an instrument, and it shall not be known or shall 
be difficult to ascertain who is or are such heir-at-law, customary 
heir, or next-of-kin or class, and the Court or Judge shall con- 
sider that in order to save expense or for some other reason it 
will be convenient to have the questions of construction deter- 
mined before such helr-at-law, customary heir, next-of-kin, or 
class shall have been ascertained hy means of inquiry or other- 
wise, the Court or Judge may appoint some one or more persons 


440 


Sect. 19.— Administration and execution of truste, 
etc.: Sub-sect. 1.) 


to represent such helr-at-law, customary heir, next-of-kin, or 

, and the judgment of the Court or Judge in the presence 
of such persons shall be binding upon the heir-at-law, customary 
heir, next-of-kin, or class so represented. 


(6) In any other case in which an heir-at-law, or customary 
heir, or any next-of-kin or a class shall be interested in any 
proceedings the Court or Judge may, if, having regard to the 
nature and extent of the interest of such persons or any of 
them, it shall appear expedient on account of the difficulty of 
ascertaining such persons, or in order to save expense, appoint 
one or more poron: to represent such heir, or to represent all 
or any of such next-of-kin or class, and the judgment or order 
of the Court or Judge in the presence of the persons so appointed 
shall be binding upon the persons so represented. 


Persons suing & sued on behalf of themselves 
Stance R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 9, p. 415, 
ante. 

Trustees, executors & administrators—Suing & 
sued in representative capacity.}—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XVI., r. 8, p. 413, ante. 

Originating summons for partial administration 
by executors, etc.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 3, 
Part LX X1., Sect. 14, post. 

Administration of deceased’s estate by court— 
Representative parties.J—See Exrcurors & AD- 
AN ace Vol. XXIV., p. 763, Nos. 7921— 

Necessary parties.—See Exrcurors & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 753-763, 
Nos. 7813-7920. 

Administration of trusts—Proceedings by & 
against trustees.}—See Trusts, Vol. XLIII., 
pp. 791-796, Nos. 2290-2338. 

Proceedings by & against cestuis que trust. |] 
——See Trusts, Vol. XLIII., pp. 796-799, Nos. 
2339-2366. 

Administration of trusts by court.]—See Trusts, 
Vol. XLIII., pp. 836 et seq. 

Companies—Actions & proceedings by & against. ] 
——See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 665 et seq. 

1328. Rule not applicable where members of 
class ascertained.}—This was an originating 
summons to determine on the construction of a 
will whether the members of a class, who were 
all ascertained, took per capita or per stirpes. 
The summons was taken out by a beneficiary, 
whose interest it was to contend that the parties 
took per stirpes. Defts. were executors, one of 
whom was beneficially interested in contending 
that the parties took per capita. No one else had 
been served. A difficulty was raised that sufficient 
parties were not before the court. 

The judge said as all the parties were ascertained 
he could not, under Ord. XVI., r. 32, appoint 
the persons before the court to represent the sub- 

The difficulty was overcome in this case by 

counsel on either side now receiving instructions 
from parties nor previously before the court. 
_ he judge said the proper course to adopt was 
in the first: instance to serve the executors only, 
applying in chambers to have it ascertained who 
were the parties interested, & who ought to be 
served.—Re GARDINER, JONES v. GARDINER, 
[1887] W. N. 59. 

1324. Class of which no member in existence— 
Sufficiently represented by trustees — Unborn 
children.}—Lands were devised to testator’s 
widow for life, & after her decease to all & every 
the lawful children of his son W. J. living at the 
time of the widow’s decease or thereafter to be 
born, as tenants in common & their respective 
heirs & assigns. After the death of the widow, 
W. J. being in possession of the lands, a partition 
action was brought in Feb. 1882, to which the ten 
existing children of W. J. were parties. At the 





PRACTICE. 


request of the parties the judge made an order for 
sale. When the order came to be drawn up, the 
registrar took the objection that under sect. 3 
of the Partition Act, 1868, the court could only 
make an order for sale where a decree for partition 
might have been if that Act had not been passed 
& that in this case no decree for partition could 
have been made, because as it was possible that 
further children might be born to W. J. the ten 
existing children were not entitled in aliquot shares. 

The judge then referred to R. S. C., 1883, Ord. 
LI., r. 1, enabling the court to order a sale of real 
estate if in any cause or matter relating to real 
estate it should appear necessary or expedient so 
to do. Counsel being unable to satisfy his Lord- 
ship that it was necessary or expedient that the 
land should be sold, the judge declined to make 
any order, except that the costs should be taxed 
& paid by a receiver who had been appointed 
in the action, out of income as it came to his hands 
& that further proceedings should be stayed with 


liberty to apply generally.—MILES v. JARVIS 
(No. 2), [1888] W. N. 208; 50 L. T. 48; 52 
L. J. Ch. 796. 

1825. ——-_ -—-—- --—..}+-Testator devised & 


bequeathed his real & personal estate unto & to 
the use of trustees, upon trusts for the benefit 
of his wife for life; from & after her death, the 
surplus rents were to be accumulated for the 
purpose of paying off mortgages on the real estates ; 
& upon the expiration or other determination 
of the period of accumulation, but subject to 
the life interest of the wife, the trustees were 
directed to convey to the real estates to the use 
of G. in tail male; but if G. should be then dead, 
to the use of the person who should then be the 
first heir male of the body of G., with remainder 
to the use of the person who for the time being 
should be entitled to the dignity & title of Earl 
of Cardigan in tail male, with remainder to the 
use of testator’s right heirs. By a codicil testator 
revoked the devise of the estate tail to G., & 
devised the said estates, after the death of his wife, 
to R. in tail male, ‘‘ with all the limitations as 
in my said will mentioned.” R., with the consent 
of the wife, as protector of the settlement, had 
executed a disentailing deed of £100,000. Consols 
in court representing proceeds of sale of the settled 
estates, & the trust for accumulations having now 
come to an end by the payment off of all the 
mortgages, R. claimed to be absolutely entitled 
to this fund, subject to the wife’s life interest. 
On a petition for payment out of this fund by the 
wife & her incumbrancers with the consent of 
R. :—Held: (1) as petitioners & R. together were 
claiming immediate relief, on the ground that 
between them they were now absolutely entitled 
to this £100,000 Consols, the question was ripe for 
decision, & the court had jurisdiction to decide 
it; & all necessarily unascertained persons were 
sufficiently represented by the trustees of the will ; 
(2) on the quceuon of construction, that R. was 
now entitled to a vested equitable estate in tail 
male in remainder expectant upon the decease 
of testator’s wife, & the subsequent estates had 
been barred by the disentailing deed, being estates 
to take effect in a certain event after, if not in 
defeasance of, the vested estate in tail male of R., 
& that the £100,000 Consols in court could be 
paid out to petitioners —CARDIGAN (LADY) v. 
CurRzON-HOWE, [1901] 2 Ch. 479 ; 70 L. J. Ch. 763 ; 
49 W. R. 715; 17 T. L. BR. 655; 465 Sol. Jo. 652. 

1826. —— ———.]—The court has no power 
fo appoint a person to represent a class of which 
there is no member in existence, e.g. unborn 
children. 
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Upon a summons to determine the construction 
& effect of a settlement, unborn children who take 
an interest under the trusts are sufficiently repre- 
sented by the trustees.—Re WHITING’S SETTLE- 
MENT, WHITING v. DE RuTZEN, [1905] 1 Ch. 96; 
74 L. J. Ch. 207, C. A. 

1327. Next-of-kin of living person. ]— 
The circumstances were such that it was impossible 
to make her next-of-kin parties, because she 
being alive, her next-of-kin under the Statutes of 
Distribution were necessarily an unascertained 
class. ... Ha necessitate rei they, being an un- 
ascertained class, & a class that could not be 
represented by an individual member of it at 
the time, were according to the law of the court, 
not depending on my statutes, represented by 
the trustees (Cuirry, J.).—-FUSSELL v. DOWDING 
(1884), 27 Ch. D. 237, 240; 53 L. J. Ch. 924; 51 
L. T. 382; 32 W. R. 790. 

Heir-at-law—Unascertained—Decree in redemp- 
tion action not delayed.}—Sce MortTcaGcs, Vol. 
paeerniands pal No. 899. 

—— ether necessary party—Administration 
by court.]|—See R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 45, p. 445, 
post; ExrcuTtors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. 
XXIV., p. 760, Nos. 7883-7885. 

1828. Next-of-kin—-Who may be appointed to 
represent—Legal personal representatives of last 
surviving executor & trustee.J—An originating 
summons was taken out by the legal personal 
representatives of the last surviving executor & 
trustee of testator who died in 1842, for determin- 
ing whether, in the events which had happened, 
& upon the true construction of the will, testator’s 
residuary personal estate was undisposed of & 
went to his next-of-kin. It had not been ascer- 
tained who now represented testator’s next-of- 
kin, & it would not be possible to ascertain them 
without an inquiry. Deft. was a person claiming 
to be entitled under the will as a residuary legatee : 
—Held: the court had power under Ord. XVI., 
r. 32 (a), to appoint pltfs. to represent the next-of- 
kin of testator for the purpose of determining the 
question of construction arising under the will 
before the next-of-kin were ascertained ; & such 
appointment was made accordingly.—Re HAKF, 
POWNALL v. PRYOR, [1895] W. N.116; 99 L. T. Jo. 
284; 30 L. J. N.C. 487. 

1829. ——— Whether representative order bind- 
ing on all—Next-of-kin with distinct & independent 
interest in another capacity.}—A person not a 
party to an action or summons, nor technically 
bound by the judgment but fully cognisant of the 
proceedings who stands by & deliberately takes 
the benefit of a decision on the construction of 
a will under which a particular fund is distributed 
is estopped by his conduct, where the circumstances 
are identical, from re-opening any of the questions 
covered by the former judgment by means of a 
fresh action or summons relating to another fund 
under the same will, though claiming in respect of 
a different interest. 

An order appointing some one to represent a 
class, such as next-of-kin, is not binding on one of 
the next-of-kin who has a distinct & independent 
interest in another capacity.—Re LART, WILKIN- 
SON v. BLADES, [1896] 2 Ch. 788 ; 65 L. J. Ch. 846 ; 
75 L. T. 175; 45 W. R. 27; 40 Sol. Jo. 653. 

Notice of Judgment to those not made parties 
~—Rectification of settlement at instance of wife.] 
——See SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XL., p. 541, No. 840. 
Whether necessary parties—Administration 
by court.}—See ExrecuTrors & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 760, 761, Nos. 7886-7893. 

1330. Devisees—Disputed will—‘‘ Class.’’ ]}—This 
was an action for a declaration that, by virtue of 
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the will of J. N. & of the will of A. S., pltf. was 
absolutely entitled to certain freehold & leasehold 
properties, & for a receiver, an injunction, & 
accounts. Upon the trial, it appeared that pltf. 
had taken out administration cum _ testamento 
annexo to A. 8., & that proceedings with reference 
to her will were now pending in the Probate 
Division; & it was suggested that, in case her will 
should be set aside & another will of hers should 
be admitted to probate, certain persons not before 
the court might be interested as devisees of the 
estate which was the subject-matter of the present 
action; & it was suggested that these persons 
ought to be represented at the hearing. 

The question is whether the devisees in question 
formed a “class”? within Ord. XVI., r. 32, 80 as 
to enable the court to appoint some person to 
represent them. All the parties wish to have the 
matter decided at once; &, under the circum- 
stances, I will appoint pltf. to represent the 
devisees, if any, of A. S., for the purpose of deciding 
the construction of J. N.’s will; but it will be 
better to treat the present application as if the 
question has been submitted to the court by a 
special case (STIRLING, J.).—e NAasH, Re SPENCE, 
LEwIs v. DARBY, [1893] W.N.99; 95 L. T. Jo. 134. 

Legatees—Whether necessary parties—Adminis- 
tration by court.|—See Exrecutors & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 761-762, Nos. 7894— 
7906. 

Residuary legatees & devisees—Whether neceés- 
sary parties — Administration by court.]—See 


ExEecutTors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
p. 762, Nos. 7907-7916. 
Appointees, annuitants & remaindermen— 


Whether necessary parties—Administration by 
court.|—See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. 
XXIV., pp. 762-763, Nos. 7917-7920. 

1831. Where no unreasonable expense or delay 
in bringing beneficiarles before court—Bene- 
ficiaries not bound in their absence.]—Re SADLER’S 
SETTLEMENT, CURTIS v. PUBLIC TRUSTEE, No. 1187, 
ante. 

1382. Representation of distinct interests by 
several persons—-Form of order.]—The action was 
for execution of the trusts of a will under which the 
following persons & classes had distinct interests 
dependent upon the construction of a reversionary 
gift: (1) the heir-at-law; (2) the next-of-kin ; 
(3) children of the heir who had died before 
the period of distribution; (4) children of the 
heir living at that period; (5) children living 
at that period of next-of-kin who were then 
dead; (6) children of next-of-kin who had sur- 
vived their parents & died before the period 
of distribution. The only parties before the 
court belonged to class 5; & there was evidence 
that it would be difficult to answer inquiries as 
to 1, 2,3 & 4. On motion for judgment it was 
directed that persons should be appointed at 
chambers to represent, for the purpose of deter- 
mining the questions of construction, the persons 
& classes numbered 1, 2, 3 & 43; inquiries as to 
5 & 6, & if it should ease that there were any 
persons within class 5, & that they had all since 
died, or that there were any persons within class 6, 
then the like direction as to those classes respec- 
tively ; the chief clerk to certify with respect to the 
above matters independently in the first instance. 

The reversionary gift raised a distinct interest 
in H. R. P., who had gone to California in 1848, 
two years before testator’s death, & had not been 
heard of for twenty years past. Pltf. was the 
actual legal personal representative of testator. 
The judgment directed that if it should appear that 
H. R. P. survived testator & had no legal personal 
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representative, a person should be appointed at 
chambers to represent his estate for the purposes 
of the action.——Re PEerrirr’s ESTATE, CHESTER v. 
PHILLIPS (1676), 4 Ch. D. 230; 46 L. J. Ch. 95; 
25 W.R. 211. 

1333. Stay of inquiries pending construction 
of will.}—In this case an administration decree 
had been made directing class inquiries. An order 
had been made in chambers appointing six persons 
to represent six different eee: Counsel for 
ee now stated that some of the inquiries directed 

y the decree would be unnecessary on a certain 
construction of the will, & asked what was the 
proper course to adopt to obtain the decision of 
the court on the construction of the will. 

The best course will be to take out a summons 
to stay the inquiries which, on pltfs.’ view of the 
case, will be unnecessary, & then adjourn it into 
court (JESSEL, M.1t.).—BEALE v. Ruston, [1878] 
W.N. 179. 

1834. Proceedings by petition.J—Ord. XVI., 
r. 9A (see, now, R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 32 (a)), 
provides that, in any case in which the right of 
an heir-at-law or the next-of-kin, or a class being 
unascertained, shall depend upon the construction 
which the court may put upon an instrument, & 
the court shall consider it will be convenient to 
have the question of construction determined 
before such person or class shall have been ascer- 
tained, the court may appoint some one or more 
person or persons to represent the unascertained 
individual or class, & the judgment of the court 
in the presence of such representative shall be 
binding on the party or class represented. In the 
present case a petition was before the court for 
the determination of the rights of various parties 
under a settlement, & it was asked that, under the 
above rule (Ord. XVI., r. 94), petitioners might be 
appointed to represent one class of next-of-kin, 
& that respondents might be appointed to repre- 
sent another class. The registrar of the day 
pointed out that all the preceding rules of the 
order referred to proceedings by “action” & 
suggested that as the word ‘‘ judgment ’’ only was 
used in the rule in question, it could not have been 
intended to cover an application by ‘‘ petition.” 
The Vice-Chancellor, however, stated that he had 
himself framed the rule, & there was nothing in 
the use of the word ‘‘ judgment ”’ nor was there 
any intention to limit the application of the rule 
to proceedings by action.—Re GORDON’S SETILE- 
MENT (1879), 23 Sol. Jo. 682. 

1835. Costs—Allowance as between solicitor & 
client—Construction of will—Three classes of issue 
represented.|—On an adjourned summons for the 
decision of the court as to the construction of a 
will, three classes of issue were interested under 
the will, & representation orders had been made in 
respect of each class:—Held: costs must be 
allowed as between solicitor & client.—Re DavizEs, 
JENKINS v. DAVIES (1801), 64 L. T. 824. 
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SUB-SECT. 2.—JUDGMENT OR ORDER TO PERSON 
ENTITLED WITHOUT SERVING REMAINDER OF 
CLASS. 


A. fesiduary Legatee or Next-of-Kin. 


R, 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 38. Any residuary legatee or next- 
of-kin entitled to a judgment or order tor the administration 
of the personal estate of a deceased person, may have the same 
without serving the remaining residuary legatees or next-of-kin. 


PRACTICE. 


See ExecuTors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. X XIV.., 
pp. 760, 762, Nos. 7886—7893, 7907-7916. 


B. Legatee and Person Interested in Proceeds 
of Real Estate. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 34. Any legatee interested in a legacy 
charged upon real estate, and any person interested in the 
proceeds of real eatate directed to be sold, and who may be 
entitled to a judgment or order for the administration of the 
estate of a deceased person, may have the same without serving 
oe legatee or person interested in the proceeds of the 
estate. 


See Exiecu rors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 761-762, Nos. 7894—7906. 


C. Residuary Devisee or Heir. 


R. S. C,, Ord. XVI, r. 35. Any residuary devisee or heir 
entitled to the Hke judgment or order, may have the same 
without serving any co-residuary devisee or co-heir. 


See ExEcuTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 760, 762, Nos. 7883-7885, 7907-7916. 

Heir not necessary party to execute trusts of 
will.}—See R. S. C., Ord. XVI., rv. 45, p. 445, post. 


D. Cestur que trust. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVL, r. 86. Any one of several cestuls que 
trust under any deed or instrument entitled to a judgment or 
order for the execution of the trusts of the deed or Instrument, 
may have the same without serving any other cestu que trust. 


Proceedings by or against cestuis que trust.} 
See Trusts, Vol. XLIII., pp. 796-799, Nos. 2339 - 
2366. 

Administration of trust by court.]/—See TRusTs, 
Vol. XLITI., pp. 836, Nos. 2824 et seq. 

Action by beneficiaries for breach of trust.]— 
See Trusts, Vol. XLIII., pp. 1026, 1029, Nos. 
4660-4662, 4684-4694. 





3.—ACTIONS FOR PROTECTION OF 
PROPERTY-—W ASTE. 


R. S, C., Ord. XVI., r. 37. In all cases of actions for the 
prevention of waste or otherwise for the protection of property, 
one person may sue on behalf of himself and all persons having 
the same interest. 


SURB-SECT. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—ADMINISTRATION OF ISTATE OR 
EXECUTION OF TRUST ON APPLICATION OF 
EXECUTOR, ADMINISTRATOR OR TRUSTEE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XVI, r. 38. Any executor, administrator, or 
trustee entitled thereto may have a judgment or order against 
any one legatee, next-of-kin, or cestul que trust for the admini- 
stration of the estate or the execution of the trusts. 


See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. X XIV.., 
pp. 751, Nos. 7704 et seq.; Trusts, Vol. XLITI., 
pp. 836 et seq. 


5.—ADDING PARTIES AND CONDUCT 


OF ACTION. 


R. 8. 0., Ord. XVI., r. 39. The Court or a Judge may require 
any person to be made a party to any action or proceeding, 
ant may give the conduct of the action or proceeding to suc 
person as he may think fit, and may make such order in any 
particular case as he may think just for placing the defendant 
on the record on the same footing in regard to costs as other 
partite {paving & common interest with him in the matters 
n question. 


1886. Adding parties.}—A married woman filed 
a bill by her next friend, making her husband a 


SUB-SECT. 


Part XIX.—PARTIES. 


co-pitf. against an executor de son tort, in respect 
of a legacy left to her separate use. After adminis- 
tration to the testator in the cause had been taken 
out, she amended her bill by stating that fact, & 
making the administrator a party. On demurrer 
to the amended bill :—Held: the administrator 
was properly made a party by amendment. 

It is the constant practice of this court to give 
liberty to amend by making the personal repre- 
sentative a party even when administration had 
not been taken out (Woop, V.-C.).—BEARDMORE 
”. GREGORY (1865), 6 New Rep. 23; 2 Hem. & M. 
491; 34 L. J. Ch. 892; 12 L. T. 264; 11 Jur. 
N.S. 363; 13 W. R. 674; 71 HE. R. 654. 

See, also, ExEcuToRS & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXI1V., pp. 764, 765, Nos. 7940-7948. 

Conduct of administration action.]—Scee ExEcu- 
aoe & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 779 
et seq. 








To whom given—On consolidation of 
actions.|—-See ExkrEcuTtors & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIV., p. 780, Nos. 8100-8105. 

—— Stay of first suit on decree obtained in 
subsequent suit.]}—See Exmoutors & ADMINIS8- 
oe Vol. XXIV., pp. 780, 781, Nos. 8106- 

—— Loss of right to conduct.}— See ExEcuTORS 
& ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., p. 781, Nos. 
8120-8181. 

Control of administration action by creditors. |— 
See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 814, 815, Nos. 8470-8480. 

Administration of trust by ‘court—Who may 
apply for administration.}—See Trusts, Vol. 
XLIII., pp. 837, 888, Nos. 2832-2885. 

Joinder of plaintiffs. |—See Sect. 2, ante. 

Joinder of defendants.}—See Sect. 5, ante. 

Substitution or addition of plaintiffs.]—See 
Sect. 3, ante. 

Misjoinder & non-joinder of parties.|—See 
Sect. 10, ante. 





A ee rege 


SUB-sEcT, 6.—-SERVICE OF NOTICE OF JUDGMENT 
OR ORDER. 


A. In General. 


R. §, C., Ord. XVI., r. 40. Wherever, in any action for the 
administration of the estate of a deceased person or the execution 
of the trusts of any deed or instrument, or for the partition or 
gale of any hereditaments, a judgment or an order has been 
pronounced or made— 

(a) Under Order XV.; 

(b) Under Order XXXITI.; 

(c) Affecting the rights or interests of persons not parties to 

the action ; 


the Court or a Judge may direct that any persons interested In 
the estate or under the trust or in the hereditaments, shall be 
served with notice of the Judgment or order; and after such 
notice such persons shal] be bound by the proceedings, in the 
same manner as if ey had originally been made parties, and 
shall be at liberty to attend the proceedings under the judgment 
or order. Any person so served may, within one month after 
such service, apply to the Court or Judge to discharge, vary, or 
add to the Judgment or order. 


sala of writ.}—See R. S. C., Ord. IX., p. 312, 
ante. 

Substituted service.|—-See RK. S. C., Ord. X., 
p. 829, ante; R. 8S. O., Ord. LV., r. 35, Part 
LX XI., Sect. 20, sub-sect. 4, post. 

Service out of the jurisdiction.|—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XI., p. 388, ante. 

ater jon for an account.|—See R. S. C., 
Ord. -» p. 896, ante. 


Issues, inquiries & accounts.|/—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XXXITII., p. 516, post. 
Judgment or order administration action— 


“On whom bindi 
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-}—See Executors & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 799, Nos. 8292 et seq. 
Proceedings under—Service of decree. ]— 
See Exrecurors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 783, Nos. 8144 et seq. 

Who entitled to attend.}—See ExxEcvu- 
TORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., p. 784, 
Nos. 8152-8154. 

Effect of service of decree—Persons not parties 
to action.]|—See ExEcUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXTIV., pp. 788, 799, Nos. 8195, 8295-8296. 

Dispensing with service & substituted service. }— 
—See R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., r. 35, Part LX XI., Sect. 
20, sub-sect. 4, post. 

1887. ‘‘ Any persons interested ’’ — Persons 
interested at date of judgment.]—Trustees ap- 
pointed after decree obtain at the Rolls an order, 
as of course, to attend the proceedings :—Held: 
such a case is not within 15 & 16 Vict. c. 865, 
a. 42, r. 8, & this order discharged for irregularity. 

The rule with respect to the service was founded 
on the previous section, where service was to be 
made on quasi parties; but the service of the 
decree was only on parties who, at the time, were 
necessary parties; & therefore if that was the 
rule, this was not a case in which pltf. might, if he 
chose, obtain such an order as this to attend the 
proceedings at the expense of the estate. It 
might be quite right that the trustees should 
attend the proceedings, but that must be decided 
by the judge before whom the cause was, on an 
application, & on notice, when the court would 
make such order a8 was necessary (KINDERSLEY, 
V.C.).— COLYER v. COLYER (1863), 1 New Rep. 385; 
9 Jur. N.S. 294; 11 W. RR. 355, 356. 

1338. Surviving partner—Legatee’s action 
for administration.|—This was a legatee’s action 
for administration. Testator had been engaged 
in partnership business. The chief clerk had 
found the amounts of testator’s separate & partner- 
ship debts. The action came on on further con- 
sideration. Application was made on behalf of 
pltf. that distribution of the assets in payment 
of partnership debts should be postponed, & that 
leave should be given to pltf. to serve the surviving 
partner with notice of the order, under Ord. XVI, 
r. 40, in order that he might be bound by the 
proceedings, & have an opportunity of contesting 
the findings. 

A lease of a colliery had been granted to testator 
& his then partners, one of whom was now alive. 
The landlord had carried in a claim for future 
rent. The chief clerk found that all rent due up 
to Jan. 1, 1886, had been paid. He took out 
& summons to have his claim allowed as a debt. 
It was now asked on his behalf that some note 
of his claim might appear on the order made on 
further consideration, it being admitted that he 
could not rank as an immediate creditor or stay 
the distribution of assets among creditors. 

I refuse at this stage of the proceedings to post- 
pone the distribution of the assets among joint 
creditors after satisfying the separate creditors ; 
I consider Ord. XVI., r. 40, does not apply, the 
surviving partner not being a person interested 
in the estate. 

With respect to the summons by the lessor, the 
order on further consideration should contain a 
note that all rent & liabilities under the lease 
having been paid & discharged up to Jan. l, 
1886, & defts., the executors, not asking to have 
any part of the assets appropriated, the court 
does not think it fit to make such appropriation 
or make any order as on the lessor’s summons, 
except that respondents’ costs be costs in the 
action. Inasmuch as the lessor has not had 














444 


Sect. 19.—Administration and execution of trusts, 
etc.: Sub-sect. 6, A., B.,C.,D. & E.; sub-sects. 
7 & 8.) 

notice of the proceedings in chambers I do not 
make him pay costs of his summons (NorTH, J.).— 
Re FRANCE, FRANCE v. CLERKE, [1886] W. N. 167. 
1389. Purchaser of part of estate in which 
plaintiff not interested.}—In an action for adminis- 
tration, judgment for administration was delivered 
on June 2, 1883, & in Nov. 1884, notice of the 
judgment was served by pltfs., under an order of 
the court, on P.,a purchaser of part of testator’s 
estate in which pltfs. were not interested. He 
was not a party to the action, & it did not appear 
from the judgment how he was affected. In 
order to ascertain his position, he entered an 
appearance on Nov. 22, 1884, under Ord. XVI., 
r. 41. On finding that he was not affected by 
the judgment, he served notice of motion on 
pltfs. that the order directing service might be 
discharged for irregularity. that the service might 
be declared irregular & set aside, that the appear- 
ance entered by him thereupon might be vacated, 
& that the costs of the application & consequent 
on the service might be paid by pltfs. The motion 
was ordered to stand over, & P. was kept in the 
proceedings till the hearing on further considera- 
tion, when the Vice-Chancellor refused to give 
him any costs. On appeal :—Held: P. was not 
a person who ought to have been served under 
Ord. XVI., r. 40, & the service was irregular; P. 
was right in appearing to the notice, his appearance 
must be vacated, & pltfs. must pay the costs in 
both courts, including the costs of appearance & 
all costs consequent on the service.—Re SYMONS, 

BETtTs v. BETTs (1886), 54 L. T. 501, C. A. 





1340. - —— Creditor not party to action.]—fe 
SCHWABACHER, STERN v. SCHWABACHER, No. 1349, 
post. 


1841. Rule only applicable when service neces- 
sary to make order binding.]—D., the residuary 
legatee of Y., brought her action for administra- 
tion of Y.’s estate against R., the surviving 
executor. Y. had been the surviving executrix 
of her husband. V., one of the residuary legatees 
of the husband, shortly afterwards, brought her 
action against R. as sole deft., for administration 
of the husband’s estate, alleging breaches of trust 
by Y., & asking administration of her estate if R., 
as her representative, did not admit assets to pay 
what should be found due from her estate to the 
husband’s estate. On Feb. 28, 1885, V. moved 
for judgment. There was no evidence before the 
court that Y. was indebted to her husband’s 
estate, or that she had been guilty of wilful neglect 
& default. R., by his counsel, admitted that she 
was so indebted, & he submitted to a judgment 
directing an account of personal estate of the 
husband which she had received, or but for her 
wilful neglect or default might have received, with 
an inquiry as to balances in her hands, & directing 
administration of her estate. It appeared that, 
from information R. had received, he felt sure 
that Y. would be found a debtor to her husband’s 
estate, & that wilful default would be established 
against her, & that it was not advisable to incur 
the expense of contesting these points at the 
hearing. D., on June 26, 1885, moved before the 
judge, under Ord. XVI., r. 40, to discharge or 
vary the judgment of Feb. 1885. This motion 
was refused on the ground that D. had not been 
served with the judgment. D. appealed from this 
refusal & also apied for leave to appeal from the 
judgment :—Held: (1) leave cannot be given to 
a residuary legatee to appeal from a decree made 


PRACTICE. 


against the executor at the suit of a creditor, as 
the executor completely represents the estate for 
the purposes of such a suit, & the residuary legatee 
could not be made a party to the suit, & the case 
is quite different from one where leave to appeal 
is applied for by a person who, though not accord- 
ing to the present practice a necessary party to 
the suit, would have been a proper party to it; 
(2) the application of June, 1885, to vary the 
judgment was not supported by Ord. XVI., r. 40, 
the case not falling within that rule, which only 
applies to cases where service of an order is neces- 
sary in order to make it binding, whereas here the 
order was binding without service, & D. was not 
a proper person to be served; (3) although R. 
might have acted injudiciously in submitting in 
Feb. 1885, to an order which went further than 
any order that could have been made adversely 
on the materials before the court, the order could 
not be discharged unless the court was satisfied 
that R. had submitted to it fraudulently in 
collusion with V., & in this case the court was 
satisfied that R. had acted bond fide.—Re YOUNGS, 
DoGGETT v. REVETT, Re YOUNGS, VOLLUM v. 
REVETT (1885), 30 Ch. D. 421; 53 L. T. 682; 33 
W. R. 880, C. A. 

1342. Transmission of interest—Marriage of 
person served—Service on trustees of marriage 
settlement.}—A person served with the decree after- 
wards married :—Held : the proper way of bringing 
the trustees of her marriage settlement before the 
court was by service of the decree.—WHITE v. 
STEWART (1866), 35 Beav. 304; 55 E. R. 913. 

1343. ——— Bankruptcy of person served— 
Service on trustee in bankruptcy. ]—Action by some 
of the beneficiaries against the trustees & executors 
of the will, of whom A. was one, for administration 
of testator’s estate, commenced in July, 1881. A 
few days before issue of the writ, A., who was 
also beneficially interested in part of the estate 
as tenant for life, presented a petition for liquida- 
tion of her affairs, under which J., very shortly 
after the issue of the writ, in which A. had been 
named as a deft., was appointed trustee. J. was 
served with notice of the administration judgment 
& obtained leave to attend the proceedings. In 
1887, J. became bankrupt & W. was appointed in 
his place as trustee in the liquidation of A. A 
petition of course under Ord. XVII., r. 4, for an 
order to carry on proceedings between the con- 
tinuing parties & W. having been presented by the 
persons having the conduct of the action, the 
registrar objected to make the order on the 
ground that the effect would be to place as formal 
deft. on the record a successor in interest to a 

erson who had not himself been made a deft. 

e suggested that W. could either attend without 
any order, or should be served with notice of the 
proceedings under Ord. XVI., r. 40. 

Counsel applied to the court, & submitted that 
the proper course was to proceed by petition of 
course under Ord. XVII., r. 4, & not by the more 
costly form of procedure under Ord. XVI., r. 40. 

The judge, having ascertained that it had not 
been the practice on transmission of the interest 
of a person not actually pltf. or deft., but only 
bound by service of notice of the judgment, to 
bring the successor before the court by order on 
petition of course, held that the procedure under 
Ord. XVI., r. 40, & not that under Ord. XVIL., 
r. 4, was applicable to the case, & accordingly 
directed W. to be served with notice of the judg- 
ment in the action.—Re Wicks, WICKs v. WICKs, 
[1888] W. N. 9. 

Change of parties by marriage, death or bank- 
ruptey.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XVII., p. 462, post. 





Part XIX.—ParrtTIEgs. 


B. Appearance by Person Served. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVI, r. 41. It shall not be necessary for any 
person served with notice of any judgment or order, to obtain 
an order for liberty to attend the proceoun 8 under such 
judgment or order, but such person shall be at liberty to attend 
the proceedings upon enter ng an appearance in the central 
office in the same manner, and subject to the same provisions, 
as a defendant entering an appearance. 


See, generally, R. S. C., Ord. XII., p. 376, ante. 

1344. Appearance by person wrongly served— 
Costs. ]|—Re Symons, BETTs v. BETTS, No. 1339, ante. 

1845. Where no appearance entered by person 
served—Whether service of notice of hearing on 
further consideration necessary./—As a general 
rule persons served with notice of a judgment or 
order under Ord. XVI., r. 40, who have not entered 
an appearance, need not be served with notice of 
the hearing on further consideration. 

In an action by one beneficiary against the 
trustees of a will, the usual judgment was given 
for administration & execution of the trusts of 
the will. This judgment was served upon the 
other beneficiaries under Ord. XVI., r. 40. None 
of them entered an appearance :—Held: it was 
not necessary to serve them by filing or otherwise 
with notice of the hearing on further consideration, 
the order asked for not requiring them to pay 
money or otherwise affecting them personally.— 
Re ROoOuFe, Tyson v. JOHNSON (1894), 70 L. T. 
624; sub nom. Re ROLFE, FYSON v. JOHNSON, 
38 Sol. Jo. 457; 8 KR. 335. 

1346. —— Personal relief for payment of 
money.]—When notice of an administration 
judgment has been served on parties interested, 
& afterwards, on further consideration, it is desired 
to obtain an order against them personally for 
payment of money, they should be served with 
notice of the action having been set down for 
further consideration, even though they have not 
obtained an order to attend the proceedings.— 
Rte REES, REES v. GEORGE (1880), 15 Ch. D. 490 ; 
49 L. J. Ch. 568. 

Debenture-holders’ actions—Whether debenture- 
holders entitled to attend proceedings.|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., p. 807, No. 5126. 








C. Entry of Memorandum of Service. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 42. A memorandum of the service 
upon any person of notice of the judgment or order in any 
action under Rule 40 shall be entered in the central office upon 
due proof by affidavit of such service. 


Copy of certificate of Central Office to be left at 
chambers.|—See R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 31, Part 
LXXI., Sect. 19, post. 


D. Form of Notice of Judgment or Order. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 43. Notice of a judgment or order 
served pursuant to Rule 40 shall be entitled tn the action and 
there shall be endorsed thereon a memorandum in the Form 
No, 28 in Appendix G, 


Appendix G., Form No. 28.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


E. Service on Infant or Person of Unsound 
Mind. 

R. 8S. C., Ord. XVL, r. 44. Notice of a judgment or order on 
an infant or person of unsound mind not so found by inquisition 
shall be served in the same manner as a writ of summons in an 
action. 


Service of writ, etc., on infants.]—See R. S. C., 
Ord. IX., r. 4, p. 317, ante; R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., 
r. 27, Part L I., Sect. 18, post; INFANTS & 
CHILDREN, Vol. XXVIIIL., pp. 320, 321, Nos. 1863- 
1876; Hussanp & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 391, 
No. 3859, & Supp. 
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Service of writ, etc., on lunatics & persons of 
unsound mind.]—See KR. S. C., Ord. IX., rv. 5, 
. 817, ante; Lunatics & PERSONS oF UNSOUND 

IND, Vol. XXXIII., pp. 235, 236, Nos. 1494- 
a ; Husspanp & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 391, 
‘Oo. 3858. 


SUB-sSECT. 7.—HEIR NOT NECESSARY PARTY 
TO EXECUTE TRUSTS OF WILL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 45. In any cause or matter to execute 
the trusts of a will it shall not be necessary to make the heir- 
at-law a party, but the plaintiff shall be at liberty to make the 
heir-at-law a party where he desires to have the will established 
against him. 


See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. X XITII., 
XXIV., pp. 113, 760, Nos. 1067, 7883-7885. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—REPRESENTATION OF ESTATE OF 
DECEASED PERSON WHERE NO LEGAL 
PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVI, r. 46. If in any cause, matter, or other 
proceeding it shall appear to the Court or a Judge that any 
deceased person who was interested in the matter in question 
has no legal personal representative, the Court or Judge may 
proceed in the absence of any person representing the estate 
of the deceased person, or may appoint some person to represent 
his estate for all the purposes of the cause, matter, or other 
proceeding, on such notice to such persons, if any, as the Court 
or Judge shall think fit, either spccially or generally by public 
advertisement, and the order so made, and any order conse- 
quent thereon, shall bind the estate of the deceased person in 
the same manner in every respect as if a duly constituted legal 
personal representative of the deceased had been a party to the 
cause, matter, or proceeding. 


Administration ad litem & representation of 
deceased parties—Jurisdiction to grant.]—See 
eo Vol. XXIIT., pp. 209-210, Nos. 2484— 
2495. 

When granted.|—See ExgEcuTors, Vol. 
XXITT., pp. 210-212, Nos. 2496-2509. 

——— To whom granted.]—See ExecutTors, Vol. 
XXITII., pp. 212-213, Nos. 2510-2518. 

—-— When representation dispensed with.]— 
See ExeEcuTors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 2138-214, Nos. 
2519-2532. 

Effect of grant.]—See ExrcurTors, Vol. 
XXITI., pp. 214-215, Nos. 2533-2547. 
Form of consequent orders.|—See EXEcU- 
ToRS, Vol. X XIII., p. 215, Nos. 2548-2552. 

— —— Citation or notice.|—See Exgecurors, Vol. 
XXITI., p. 215, Nos. 2553-2555. 

1347. ——— Application of rule to petitions.|— 
On the hearing of a petition relating to the dis- 
position of a trust fund, it appeared that A. had 
an interest in it which might be asserted. <A. died 
in the United States, having by his will appointed 
B. his executor, who proved the will there, but not 
in this country. Counsel appeared at the hearing. 
The court at the hearing, under the Chancery 
Amendment Act, 1852 (c. 86), appointed B.’s 
counsel to represent B.’s estate.—HEWITSON v. 
TODHUNTER (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 76; sub nom. 
HEWETSON v. TODHUNTER, 20 L. T. O. S. 153; 1 
W. R. 78. 

1348. ———.]—-The power given to the 
court by Ord. XV., r. 13 (Ireland), of appointing 
‘‘in any action or suit ’’’ a person to represent the 
estate of a deceased person who has no legal 
personal representative can be exercised in the 
case of a petition.—Re WaLuis’ Trusts, Ex p. 
WALLIS (1888), 23 L. R. Ir. 7. 
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Sect. 19.— Administration and execution of trusts, 
etc.: Sub-sect. 9. Pari XX. Sects. 1 & 2: 
Sub-sect. 1.] 


SUB-SECT. 9.—APPEARANCE IN RESPECT OF CLAIMS 
OF PERSONS NoT PARTIES TO CAUSE OR 


MATTER. 


R, 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 47. In any cause or matter for the 
administration of the estate of a deceased poreen: no party 
other than the caecutor or administrator shall, unless by leave 
of the Court or a Judge, be entitled to appcar either in Court 
or in chambers on the claim of any person not a party to the 
cause or mattcr against the estate of the deceased person in 
respect of any debt or liability. The Court or a Judge may 
direct or give liberty to any other ay to the cause or matter 
to appear, cither in addition to or in the place of the executor 
or administrator, upon such terms as to costs or otherwise as 
they or he shall think fit. 


See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
p. 784, Nos. 8152-8154. 

1349. Discretion of court—Impeding progress 
of business—Creditor’s action—— Substantial creditor 
refused leave.]—An order had been made in a 
creditor’s action for accounts & inquiries & the 
administration of the estate of S. <A creditor 
whose debt had been admitted for £10,000 applied 


Part XX.—Third- 


SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL, 


eyes Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925, s. 39. 
(1) The court or judge shall have power to grant to any defen- 
dant in respect of any equitable estate or right or other matter 
or equity, and also in respect of any legal estate, right or title 
claimed or asserted by lim-—— 

(a) all such relict against any plaintiff or petitioner as the 
defendant has properly claimed by his pleading, and 
as the court or judge might have ae prea in any suit 
instituted for that purpose by that defendant against 
the same plaintiff or petitioner; and 

(¥) all such relief relating to or connected with the original 
subject of the cause or matter, claimed in like manner 
against any other person, whether already a party to 
the cause or matter or not, who has been duly served 
with notice in writing of the claim pursuant to rules 
of court or any order of the court, as might properly 
have been granted against that person if he had been 
made a defendant to a cause duly instituted by the 
same defendant for the like purpose. 

(2) Every person served with any such notice as aforesaid 
shall thenceforth be deemed a party to the cause or matter 
with the same rights in respect of his defence against the claim 
a8 if he had been duly sued in the ordinary way by the defendant. 


1350. Object of third-party A sera — Pre- 
vention of same question being litigated twice. ]— 
The object of Ord. XVI., rr. 17-21 [see, nov, 
Ord. XVIA.], is to prevent the same question 
being tried twice over where there is any sub- 
stantial question in dispute between pltf. & deft. 
which is also in dispute between either of them & 
a third party.— SwANSEA SHIPPING Co., Lrp. v. 
DuNCAN (1878), 1 Q. B.D. 644; 451. J. Q. B. 638; 
re re T. 879; 25 W. R. 233 ; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 345, 





13851. ——— -}—Fintay & Co. v. Scorr & 
Son, No. 1375, post. 
1852. —--—- -----.]—Re Satmon, Priest v. 


UPprpLeBy, No. 1454, post. 

353. —-~—.}—The object of the Act was 
not only to prevent the same question being liti- 
gated twice, but to obviate the scandal which 
sometimes arose by the same fen being 





differently decided by different juries (BLAcK- 

BURN, J.).—-BENECKE v. Frost (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 

419, 422; 45 L. J. Q. B. 693; 34 L. T. 728. 
1854. —— Prevention of multiplicity of actions.) 
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for leave to attend the proceedings at his own 
expense, or that he might at his own expense be 
supplied by the defts.’ solicitors with a copy of the 
list of claims lodged in the action & copies of 
affidavits relating thereto, & that the defts. might 
be directed to give him notice of all proceedings 
to be taken under the order in reference to claims 
against the estate :—Held: there was no powcr 
under the rules to give leave; this was a matter 
for the discretion of the court under the general 
power of the judge to manage the business in his 
own chambers; general leave to attend the 
proceedings would impede the progress of business 
in chambers & ought not to be given; applicant 
might, if he desired to do so, make a her 
application for leave to contest any particular 
claim ; & he ought to be supplied by defts. with copies 
of the affidavits & the list of claims at his own 
expense.—Re SCHWABACHER, STERN v. SCHWA- 
BACHER, [1907] 1 Ch. 719; 76 L. J. Ch. 399; 96 
L. T. 564; 51 Sol. Jo. 326. 

Creditors’ actions for administration—-Parties in.] 
—See Exrecutors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. 


XXIV., pp. 809 et seq. 


Party Procedure. 


—The general scope of the third-party procedure 
is to deal with cases where, by applying it, all the 
disputes arising out of a transaction as between 
pltf. & deft., & between deft. & a third party, can 
be tried & settled in the same action. In a case 
where there will remain a dispute arising out of the 
transaction which cannot be tried in the same 
action, but must form the subject of another action, 
so that in the result there must be two actions, 
the judge will rightly exercise his discretion by 
declining to give directions (LORD EsHeEr, M.R.).— 
BAXTER v. FRANCE (No. 2), [1895] 1 Q. B. 591, 593 ; 
64 L. J. Q. B. 3387; 72 L. T. 183; 43 W. R. 341; 
14 R. 265, C. A. 

1855. ——— —--—- Saving of expense. |—J think it 
is important to keep clearly in mind what the third- 
party procedure is. Pltf. has a claim against a 
deft. Deft. thinks if he is liable he has a claim 
over against a third party. With that matter 
between deft. & the third party pltf. has obviously 
nothing to do. He is not concerned with the 
question whether deft. has a remedy against some- 
body else. His remedy is against deft. But deft. 
is much interested in getting the third pay bound 
by the result of the trial between plti. & himself, 
for otherwise he might be at a great disadvantage if, 
having fought the case against pltf. & lost, he had 
then to fight the case against the third party 
possibly on different materials, with the risk that 
a different result might be arrived at. The object 
of the vara & procedure is then in the first 
plate to get the third party bound by the decision 

etween the pltf. & the deft. In the next place it 
is directed to getting the question between the 
deft. & the third party decided as soon as possible 
after the decision between pltf. & deft., so that 
deft. may not be in the position of having to wait 
a considerable time before he establishes his right 
of indemnity against the third party, while all the 
time pltf. is enforcing his Judgment against deft. 
Thirdly, it is directed to saving the extra exponse 
which would be involved by two independent 
actions. With these objects in view the third- 


Part XX.—Tuirp-Partry PROCEDURE. 


party order usually provides that the third party 
may appear at the trial between the plitf. & deft. 
(SCRUTTON, L.J.). 

I respectfully agree with the view expressed in 
McCheane v. Gyles, No. 1858, post, that the Judica- 
ture Act, by which the third-party procedure was 
created, treata that procedure ‘as analogous 
to @ cause instituted by deft. as pltf. against the 
third party.’’ It is clear that the service of the 
third-party notice does not constitute the person 
on whom it is served a deft. to the action, but it 
seems to me that it does make him a deft. ad 
the person serving the notice (EVE, J.).—Bar- 
CLAY’S BANK v. Tom, [1923] 1 K. B. 221, 223, 224, 
225; 92 L. J. K. B. 846; 128 L. T. 558, OC. A. 

1856. —— Getting third party bound by decision 
between plaintiff & defendant.|—BarcLay’s BANK 
v. Tom, No. 1355, ante. 

13 Decision between defendant & third 
party soon after decision between plaintiff & defen- 
dant.]—BARCLAyY’s Bank v. Tom, No. 1355, ante. 

1358. Nature of third-party procedure—Analo- 
gous to cause instituted by defendant as plaintiff 
against third party.J—The Act [Judicature Act, 
1878, 8. 24] treats the third-party procedure as 
analogous to @ cause instituted by deft. as pltf. 
against the third party (CozmNs-Harpy, L.J.).— 
McCCHEANE v. GyYLEs, [1902] 1 Ch. 287, 301; 71 
L. J. Ch. 183; 86 L. T. 1; 50 W. R. 376; 46 
Sol. Jo. 175, C. A.; subsequent proceedings, [1902] 
1 Ch. 911. 

1859. 
No. 1855, ante. 

1860. Effect of failure to issue third-party notice 
—Workmen’s Compensation Act.J—Where an 
injury to a workman is caused in circumstances 
creating a legal liability in a person other than his 
employer to pay damages in respect thereof, & the 
wor n has received compensation under the 
Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906 (c. 68), 
from his employer, the employer is entitled, under 
sect. 6 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906 
(c. 58), to bring an action against such third party 
for an indemnity, notwithstanding that he has 
not served upon such third party the notice of his 
claim as required by rr. 19 & 24 of the Workmen’s 
Compensation Rules, 1907 to 1911. The only 
effect of not giving such notice is that the third 
party is not bound by the decision in the arbitra- 
tion in the county court, & that the employer has 
to prove his claim strictly against such third party. 
—-NETTLEINGHAM & Co. v. POWELL & Co., [1913] 
3K. B. 209; 82 L. J. K. B. 911; 108 L. T. 912; 
29 T. L. R. 577; 57 Sol. Jo. 593; 6 B. W. CO. C. 
478, CO. A. 

1861. Proceedings by originating summons.}]— 
A third-party notice is not applicable to pro- 
ceedings by originating summons.—ZIte WILSON, 
A.-G. v. WOODALL (1890), 45 Ch. D. 266; 60 
L, J. Ch. 101; 68 L. T. 100; 39 W. R. 58, U. A. 
-}—See, now, R. 8. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 2 (2), 
p. 4538, poat. 

Misfeasance proceedings in winding up—Applica- 
tion of third-party procedure by analogy—Service 
of notice on reholders by directors. !|—wSee 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 907, No. 6198. 











--—-.] --BARCLAY’S BANK v. Tom, 





SEcT. 2..-WHEN LEAVE TO ISSUE AND SERVE 
THIRD-PARTY NOTICE GRANTED. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL—DISCRETION OF 
COURT. 


R.8.0., Ord. XVIa., 7.1. (1) Whero in any action a defendant 
Claims as against any person not already a party to the action 
(in this Order called the third party), 


44.7 


(a) that he is entitled to contribution or Indemnity, or 


(b) that he is entitled to any rellef or remedy relating to or 
connected with the original subject-matter of the 
action and substantially the same as some relicf or 
remedy claimed by the plaintiff, or 

(c) that any question or issue relating to or connected with 
the said subject-matter is substantially the same as 
gome question or issue arising between the plaintiff 
and the defendant and should properly be determined 
not only as between the plaintiff and the defendant 
but as between the plaintiff and defendant and the 
third party or between any or either of them, 

the Court or Judge may give leave to the defendant to issue and 
serve a ‘‘ third-party notice.’’ 


1862. Discretion to grant or refuse leave—Intro- 
duction of third person tending to prejudice or delay 
plaintiff.j—An application was made in these 
actions, on appeal from the master. The first 
of these actions was brought by principals against 
their agent for an account; the second was for 
breach of contract. The defence in the second 
action was that M. was an agent of pltfs. in the 
first action, & entered into the contract under their 
authority. The master had ordered that S. should 
be bound by the sum that M. should be held liable 
to pay W., & that W.should be a party to the first 
action. The latter part of this order was now 
appealed against by W. 

It was certainly never intended by the Act 
| Judicature Act, 1875] that a pltf. should be mixed 
up in a matter with which he had nothing to do. 
It was quite right that S., should be bound by the 
amount that M. should be held liable to pay to 
W., but what has W. to do with the other action ? 
What was chiefty in the mind of the framers of 
the Act when this section was inserted, were 
matters of suretyship. We used to have cases in 
which, an action having been brought against a 
surety on a bond, & the sum recovered, the whole 
question had to be tried afresh. That was the 
primary object of the section; but I see that it 
goes further than that. I shall not bring W., 
into what may be an intricate question (QUAIN, J.). 
SELIGMAN v. MANSFIELD, WHITE v. MANSFIELD, 
[1876] W. N. 240. 


1368. ———.]—The court has power to 
order a notice to be served upon a third person, 
if there is one question common to all the parties, 
though the whole question to be tried between 
pitf. & deft. is not the same as that which would 
arise between deft. & the third person. But the 
exercise of the power is discretionary; & if the 
introduction of the third person will tend to 
prejudice or delay pltf., leave will not be given to 
serve the notice.— BOWER v. HARTLEY (1876), 1 














Q. B. D. 652; 46 L. J. Q. B. 126; 24 W. R. 
941, C. A. 
1364. .J—If deft. makes out a primd 


facie case that a substantial question in the action 
brought against him by pltf. will also be involved 
in the determination of his claim against the 
third person, he will be entitled to the order, 
unless the effect of introducing such third person 
would be to embarrass or delay pltf.—SwaNnsHAa 
SHIPPING Co., LTD. v. DUNCAN (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 
644; 45 L J.Q. B. 688; 35 L. T. 879; 25 W. R. 
233; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 346, C. A. 


1365. —— -}—The exercise of the power 
of allowing a deft. to issue a notice to a third 
party, under Ord. XVI., r. 18 [see, now, Ord. 
XVIA.], is a matter of discretion; & where the 
court sees that the introduction of a third party 
will tend to prejudice & cause additional expense 
to pltf., leave to issue the notice will not be given. 
—ASSOCIATED HomE Co. v. WHICHCORD (1878), 
8 Ch. D. 457; 47 L. J. Ch. 652; 38 L. T. 602; 
26 W. R. 774. 
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Sect. 2.—When leave to issue and serve third-party 
notice granted: Sub-sects. 1,2 & 3.] 


1866. ——— .}—The provisions contained in 
Ord. XVI. in favour of the deft. are to be made 
use of in such a way as not to cause delay or 
embarrassment to pltf.; therefore where the 
granting of leave to a deft. to serve a third-party 
notice under r. 18 of the Order would unfairly 
hamper the pltf., the court in the exercise of its 
discretion ought to refuse to grant such leave.— 
WyE VALLEY Ry. Co. v. Hawes (1880), 16 
Ch. D. 489; 50 L. J. Ch. 225; 48 L. T. 715; 29 
W. R. 177, C. A, 

1367, ——-~ -+-A deft. has no right, without 
the leave of the judge, to bring in a third party 
to the action, & the judge may, if he thinks it 
desirable, give such direction as he thinks proper 
for having the question determined. If, as far 
as he can judge, joining the third party will cause 
embarrassment in the conduct of the action, he 
may, in the exercise of his discretion, leave deft. 
to enforce his rights against the person sought to 
be joined as third party by bringing a new action 
(LINDLEY, L.J.).—CoORRIE v. ALLEN (1883), 48 
L. T. 464, 468, C. A. 

1368. .]—This was an application by 
defts. for leave to serve a third-party notice out 
of the jurisdiction. The application was originally 
made cx parte; but by direction of the judge 
ee been adjourned for the attendance of 
pltf. 

The action was brought to compel defts. to 
register pltf. as the owner of certain shares. 
Defts. had received notice from a person resident 
at Colorado not to register pltf., as the shares in 
question had been transferred to him. 

This is not an application for leave to inter- 
plead ; & I doubt whether it is a claim for in- 
demnity within the rule as to a third-party notice. 
But if it is within the rule I cannot make the 
order in this case against the wish of pltf., as it 
would be tying up his action for three months. 
Whether defts. can interplead is a matter about 
which I express no opinion (MaTHEw, J.).— 
HUTCHISON v. COLORADO UNITED MINING Co., 
[1884] W. N. 40; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 225. 

1869. -——- ----.]—Iff in any particular case it 
appeared that it would be embarrassing to bring 
in a third party & to have the right to contribution 
or indemnity determined in the action, it is open 
to a master or judge to refuse to sanction that 
course (MATHEW, L.J.).—-LEVI v. ANGLO-CONTI- 
NENTAL GOLD REEFS OF RHODESIA, Lrp., [1902] 
2 K. B. 481, 483; 71 L. J. K. B. 789; 86 




















rs he 557; 50 W. RK. 625; 18 T. L. R. 720, 
1370. -—— Objection met by judge on 


application for directions.]—Pltf. says that she 
ought not to be embarragsed by the introduction 
into the action of another person who may take a 
different line of defence. My opinion certainly is 
that a pltf. ought not to be embarrassed by the 
desire of defts. to have the whole question of their 
liability decided at once. But that objection is 
to be met by the judge when application is made 
for direction as to the proceedings. It is the 
duty of the judge to see that nothing is done to 
cause additional expense or difficulty to pltf. 
(Corron, L.J.).—CARSHORE v. NORTH KASTERN 
Ry. Co. (1885), 29 Ch. D. 344, 346; 54 L. J. Ch. 
eee L. T. 232; 33 W. R. 420, ©. A. 

F ~~ ——— —-~ .]-—GREVILLE v. 
aoe ee post. cele 

d-party directions.;}—See R. S. ©., Ord. 
XVIA., r. 7, p. 454, post. oo 
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SuB-SECT. 2.—DEFENDANT ENTITLED TO 
CONTRIBUTION. 


See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XVIa., r. 1 (1), p. 447, 
ante; &, generally, CONTRACTS, Vol. XII., pp. 536, 
Nos. 4456 et seq. 

Contribution enforceable in general principles of 
justice—Independent of contract.}—See EQuiry, 
Vol. XX., p. 285, No. 439. 

Adjoining owners.}—See BounpDARIgs, Vol. 
VII., p. 306, Nos. 279, 282, 283. 

Co-directors—Right of contribution.]|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. IX., p. 129, Nos. 680-682. 

Relations inter se.]—See CoMPANIES, Vol. 
IX., pp. 470, Nos. 3083 et seq. 

Co-insurers —- Guarantee policy.] 
ANCE, Vol. X XIX., p. 410, No. 3228. 

Fire insurance.|—Sece INSURANCE, 
XXIX., pp. 339, 340, No. 2740. 

Co-mortgagors.]|}—See GUARANTEE, Vol. XX VI., 
p. 119, No. 843. 

Co-owners.}—See REAL PROPERTY, Vol. 
XXXVIII., p. 691, No. 339 ; Trusts, Vol. XLIILI., 
p. 917, No. 3577. : 

Co-owners of ships.]—See SHIPPING & NAVIGA- 
TION, Vol. XLI., pp. 201, Nos. 388 et seq. 

Co-partners. |}—See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XX XVI., 
pp. 374, 442, Nos. 506 et seg., 1091 et seq. 

Co-sureties.J—See Brris oF ExcHANGE, Vol. 
VI., pp. 414, 415, 479, Nos. 2684-2686, 3036, 3037; 
GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., pp. 139, Nos. 1025 ef seq. 

Co-tenant—Money spent on repairs.|—See Con- 
TRACTS, Vol. XII., p. 533, No. 4429; REAL 
PROPERTY, Vol. XXXVIII., p. 691, No. 339. 

Co-trustees.]—See Trusts, Vol. XLIII., pp. 1010, 
Nos. 4503 ef seq. 

Separate trusts for maintenance. ]—Sece 
Trusts, Vol. XLIII., p. 788, No. 2271. 

In bankruptcy.]—See Bankruptcy, Vol. 
1V., pp. 238, 234, Nos. 2188-2190. 

Collisions at sea.|—Sce SHIPPING & NAVIGATION, 
Vol. XLI., pp. 787, 788, 798, 799, Nos. 6480- 
6485, 6589-6597. 

Joint contractors.}—See ConTractT, Vol. XILI., 
pp. 536, Nos. 4456 et seq. 

1872. Joint tortfeasors—Third-party procedure 
not applicable to claims by one tortfeasor against 
another. }—In an action of tort, for injury sustained 
& damages suffered by pltfs. through defts.’ 
negligence, defts. obtained, on an ex parte applica- 
tion, liberty to issue a notice under Ord. XX., 
r. 18, claiming to be entitled to contribution or 
indemnity or relief over against the corporation of 
Dublin, who, as defts. alleged, caused the accident : 
—Held: upon motion by the corporation to 
rescind the ex parte order, defts. were not entitled 
to bind the corporation by such notice & the 
order should be set aside.—RIcE v. ALLIANCE GAS 
Co. (1883), 12 L. R. Ir. 172. 

——.]—See, also, SHIPPING & NAVIGATION, Vol. 
XLI., pp. 798, 799, Nos. 6589-6597 ; Torts, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 979, Nos. 95 et seg.; Tramways, Vol. 
XLIII., p. 344, No. 39. 

Purchasers of land in lots from building society 
—Land subject to mortgage.J|—See BUILDING 
SocieTigs, Vol. VII., p. 463, No. 57. 





See INSUR- 
Vol. 

















SUB-SECT. 3.—DEFENDANT ENTITLED TO 
INDEMNITY. 


See, now, R. 8. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 1 (1), p. 447, 
ante; GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. XAXVL, 
pp. 222 et seq. 


Part XX.—TuHrrp-Party PROcEDURE. 


Distinction between guarantee & indemnity.]— 
See GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. X XVI, p. 11, 
Noa. 12, 18. 

Distinction between indemnity & maintenance 
of action.}—See GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. 
XXVI., p. 221, No. 1746. 

1378. pe to indemnity arising after action 
brought.}|—Leave may be given to deft. to serve 
notice of claim for indemnity on a third party, 
under R. S. C., 1883, Ord. XVI., r. 48 [see, now, 
Ord. XVIA., r. 1 (1)], whether the indemnity has 
been given after or before action brought.— 
EpIson & SwAN UNITED ELEcTRIC LigHTr Co. v. 
HOLLAND (1886), 33 Ch. D. 497; 656 lL. J. Ch. 
124; 6565 L. T. 587; 3 RR. P. C. 395; Grirrimn’s 
PATENT CASES (1884-1886), 86; sub nom. EDISON 
Evectric Lieut Co. v. JABLOCHKOFF ELECTRICITY 
Co., 35 W. R. 178. 

Right to indemnity from contract express or 
implied—Or from relationship of parties.]—Sce 
GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., pp. 222, 
Nos. 1747 ef seq. 

Right to indemnity by statute.|—See GUARANTEE 
& INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., p. 230. No. 1791. 

Validity of indemnity.|—See GUARANTEE & 
INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., pp. 230, 231, Nos. 1792- 
1799. 

Extent of liability of indemnifler. |—See GuUARAN- 
THE & INDEMNITY, Vol. X XVI., pp. 233, Nos. 1821 
et seq. 

Enforcement of liability to indemnify.]—Sce 
GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., pp. 242, 
Nos. 1886 et seq. 

Assignability of indemnity.J—See GUARANTEE 
& INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., p. 231, Nos. 1800— 
1802. 

Proof of indemnity.|—See GUARANTEE & IN- 
DEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., pp. 232, 233, Nos, 18038- 
1820. 

Discharge of indemnity.}—See GUARANTEE & 
INDEMNITY, Vol. XX VI., pp. 244, Nos. 1904 ef seq. 

Admiralty.}—See Shipping, infra. 

Agency——Reimbursement & indemnity of agent 
by principal.j—See AGENcyY, Vol. I., pp. 528, No. 
1862 et seq. ; Supp. 

Banker & customer—Right to indemnity arising 
from relationship of.]—See GUARANTEE & IN- 
DEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., pp. 227, 228, Nos. 1780- 
1786. 

Bankruptcy—Bankrupt’s right of indemnity— 
Availability for creditors.|—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. V., p. 673, Nos. 5957-5958. 

Cestui que trust.|—See Trustees, infra. 

Clubs—Indemnity to committee or trustees. ]— 
See CLusBs, Vol. VITI., p. 514, Nos. 56—59. 

Collision at sea.|—See Shipping, infra. 

Company—Claims for indemnity against. ]—Sec 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 930, Nos. 6371-6374. 

- Shares of.|—See Shares of company, ?nfra. 

Conduct or representation—Indemnity in respect 
of acts done on faith of.J—Sece GUARANTEE & 
INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., pp. 226, 227, Nos. 1173- 
1778. 

1374. Contract & sub-contract.]—In an action 
for non-acceptance of goods defts. pleaded (among 
other things) that they bought as brokers for 
principals, A. & B., as pltfs. knew, & that the 
goods were not according to contract, & were 
herefore refused by defts. & A. & B. respectively. 
Defts. served notices on A. & B. under Ord. XVI., 
r. 18, of the Judicature Act [see, now, Ord. XVIA., 
r. 1 (1)] claiming an indemnity from them, as the 
goods were ordered on their behalf. It was 
admitted that the clause as to quality was the same 
as between plitfs. & the defts., on the one hand, & 
defts. & A. & B. on the other :—Held: the notice 


P.p.—15 
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had been properly given, & the court would, under 
r. 21, give directions as to the mode of trial. 
Order made in the case that A. should be at liberty 
to appear & contest the question of quality, being 
bound by the result of the trial. Question of costs 
reserved till after the trial—BENECKE v. FROST 
(1876), 1 Q. B. D. 419; 45 L. J. Q. B. 698; 34 
I.. T. 728; 24 W. R. 669; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 32. 

1375. -}+This was an appeal by pitfs. 
from an order of the District Registrar of Man- 
chester, giving defts. leave to issue & serve a notice 
upon Messrs. D. & A., claiming indemnity over 
against them, pursuant to Ord. XVI., r. 48 
(see, now, Ord. XVIA., r. 1 (1)]. 

The action was brought for damages for false 
representation & breach of warranty on the sale 
to pltfs. by defts. of fourteen carding engines. 
The carding engines in question were bought by 
defts. from D. & A., & sent by the latter, at tho 
request & without inspection by defts., direct to 
gar at Bombay, in performance of a contract 

etween defts. & pltfs. identical in its terms with 
that between defts. & D. & A. 

T shall affirm the registrar’s order. I think that 
this is @ case which comes within the words of the 
rule, & that it is a claim to indemnity against a 
person not a party to the action. There are two 
contracts here; but it is apparent that whatever 
would be the result of an action on one contract 
would be the result of an action on the other. 
The whole scope of these rules as to third-party 
procedure shows that that is the case to which 
they are intended to apply. I think it is plain 
that this is purely a case of indemnity... . 
Here the registrar has, in his discretion, refused to 
make the order ex parte, & has made it only after 
notice to pltf. & his being heard. That being so, 
pltf. is entitled to appeal against the order for leave 
to serve the notice. 

I will only add that as at present advised, I 
think that it is an extremely reasonable course for 
a master, district registrar, or chief clerk, to decline 
to make the order for leave to serve a notice upon 
a third party in the absence of pltf., & to direct 
that he should be served with notice of the applica- 
tion; & that, if pltf. does appear & oppose the 
order being made, he has a perfect right to appeal 
against the order. It seems to me to be a saving 
of expense, to be reasonable, & to be a course by 
which the question may be decided as well as it 
could be under the summons for directions 
(PEARSON, J.).—FINLAY & Co. v. Scotr & Son, 
[1884] W. N. 8, 9; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 222. 

1376. -J—A deft., in order to join a third 
party on the ground of indemnity under Ord. 
XVI., r. 48, [see, now, Ord. XVIa., vr. 1 (1)], must 
be entitled to such indemnity by reason of con- 
tract, express or implied. 

Pitf., a cargo owner, brought an action to recover 
damages for injuries caused to the cargo by the 
alleged unseaworthiness of the defts.’ ship. Defts. 
had chartered the ship from her owner, subject, 
as they alleged, to a warranty of seaworthiness :— 
Held: the mere fact that, if pltf. recovered dam- 
ages against defts., defts. would probably be 
entitled, in the circumstances, to recover the 
same amount from the shipowner, was not sufficient 
to enable them to join the shipowner as a third 
party to the action.—-SppLLer v. BristoLt STEAM 
NAVIGATION Co. (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 96; 53 
L. J. Q. B. 322; 32 W. R. 670; sub nom. SPILLER 
v. BRISTOL STEAM NAVIGATION Co., 50 L. T. 419; 
5 Asp. M. Iu. C. 228, C. A. 

——.]—See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 1 (1), 
p. 447, ante; GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. 
XXVI., pp. 222, Nos. 1747 et seg. 
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Sect. 2.—When leave to issue and serve third-party 
notice granted: Sub-sects. 3 & 4.] 


Contribution. ]—See Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

Insurance—Action for work under suing & 
labouring clause—Underwriters as third parties. }— 
See INSURANCE, Vol. X XIX., p. 298, Nos. 2444- 
2445. 

—— Motor car insurance—Bringing in insurance 
company as third party. ]—See NEGLIGENCE, Supp. 
Re-insurance.|—Sce Re-insurance, infra. 

Joint tortfeasors.}—See Sub-sect. 2, ante. 

1377. Landlord & tenant—Assignment of lease 
—Assignor’s right to indemnity—Dispute as to 
extent of assignee’s liability. /—In an action against 
the personal representatives of a deceased lessee 
on @ covenant to repair in the lease, deft. having 
obtained leave to serve a third party by notice 
on an assignee of the lease, applied for directions 
under S. C. Ir., 1891, Ord. AVI., vr. 53 :—Held: 
as the third party was not lable for any breach 
of covenant prior to the assignment, pltf. had 
reasonable grounds for objecting to the question 
of the liability to indemnify deft. for subsequent 
breaches being tried in the action, & the third 
party should be dismissed. 

If the third party objects, it is unnecessary for 
him to serve notice to be dismissed, as the court 
has power to dismiss him on the hearing of the 
application for directions.—GREVILLE v. HAYES, 
[1894] 2 1. R. 20. 

1378. -—In an action by a 
lessee against his assignee to recover sums paid by 
the lessee for rent, damages, & costs in a previous 
action brought against him by the lessor & his 
own costs of such previous action, deft. admitted 
his liability for the sums paid for rent & damages, 
but brought in a further assignee as third party, 
who admitted his liability to indemnify deft. The 
court decided that pltf. was entitled to recover 
portions of the amount paid by him to the lessor 
for costs of the previous action, & also pltf.’s own 
costs of same :—Held: pltf. was entitled to recover 
from deft. his costs of the present action, including 
orders as to third party as between solicitor & 
client, & deft., in addition to the amounts paid 
by him, was entitled as against the third party to 
his costs of action & the third-party proceedings, 
those of the actions to be taxed as between solicitor 
& clicnt, but having regard to the fact that they 
were payable by the third party.—WILEY v. 
SMITH, [1804] 1 I. R. 153. 

_ ', @lso, LANDLORD & TENANT, 
Vol. XXXI., pp. 412, Nos. 5587 et seq. 
—— Lessee’s liability to assignee. ]—Sce 
LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., p. 419, No. 
0650. 























Relations of underlessees inter se—Con- 
tribution.]—See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XX X., 
p. 497, Nos. 1580-1563. 

-——— Action for breach of quiet enjoyment— 
Against whom maintainable.|—Sce LANDLORD & 
TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 130, Nos. 2742 ef seq. 

——— Breach of covenant to repair in underlease 
—-Covenant in underlease similar or subject to that 
in original lease.|—See GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, 
Vol. XXVI., pp. 237, 238, Nos. 1847-1849. 
Restrictive covenants—Who may be sued 
in action to restrain breach.]|—See LANDLORD & 
TENANT, Vol. XXXI.. pp. 174, Nos. 1072 et seq. 

Master & servant—Workmen’s Compensation 
Act—Employer’s right to indemnity from third 
party.}—See MasTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., 
pp. 496, Nos. 4094 et seg. 

Money paid under compulsion of law—lIn- 
demnity in respect of.}—See GUARANTEE & IN- 





PRACTICE. 


DEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., pp. 225, 226, Nos. 1766- 
1771. 

Mortgage—-Assignment of equity of redemption 
—-Assignee’s right to indemnity.]—See MORTGAGE, 
Vol. XXXV., p. 359, Nos. 1018-1020. 

Patents—Covenant to indemnify defendant. ]— 
See PATENTS, Vol. XXXVI, p. 776. No. 2561. 

Receivers & managers—Right of indemnity.]— 
See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pP; 801, 802, Nos. 5079— 
5084; PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., p. 489, No. 
1584; RECEIVERS, Vol. XXXIX., p. 94, Nos. 
1114-1118. 

Receivers appointed by court—Indemnity con- 
fined to assets in court’s control. }—Sce GUARANTEE 
& INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., p. 234, No. 1827. 

Re-insurance—Independent contract.]—Sce IN- 
SURANCE, Vol. X XIX., p. 48, Nos. 107, 108. 

—— Guarantee policy.]—See INSURANCE, Vol. 
XXIX., p. 409, Nos. 3221-3222. 

Relationship of parties—Right to indemnity 
arising from.]—Sce GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, 
Vol. XXVI., pp. 222, Nos. 1747 et seq. 

Request or order—Implied right to indemnity in 
respect of acts done at.J—-See GUARANTEE & 
INDEMNITY, Vol. XX VI., pp. 223, Nos. 1750 et seq. 

1879. Sale of goods—Purchase of specific chattel 
from seller with no title—Action by true owner 
against purchaser for recovery—Whether purchaser 
entitled to bring in seller as third party.]—Wherc, 
a purchaser having bought a specific chattel from 
a seller who had no title to it, an action is brought 
by the true owner against the purchaser for its 
recovery, the right of the purchaser to get back 
the price that he has paid is pot a right of in- 
demnity & the seller cannot be brought in as a 
third party to the action.—MARTEN v. WHALE, 
[1917] 1 kK. B. 544; 86 L. J. K. B. 5443; 115 
I. T. 921; 33 T. L. R. 1423; affd. on appeal, 
[1917] 2 K. B. 480, C. A. 

1380. Sale of land—Action for specific per- 
formance by vendor against purchaser & auctioneer 
—Unauthorised representation by auctioneer. ]— 
An action by a vendor against the purchaser of 
a house & premises, & the auctioneer who adver- 
tised & sold them, for specific performance of the 
contract or damages. The purchaser stated that 
he was induced to purchase the property in con- 
sequence of the advertisement in the newspapers 
inserted by the auctioneer, representing that the 
purchase-moneys would be allowed to remain on 
mortgage. The representation was alleged to 
have been unauthorised, & the purchaser applied 
by summons under R. S. C., 1883, Ord. XVL., 
r. 55 [see, now, Ord. XVIA., r. 1 (1)], for leave to 
serve his co-deft.—the auctioneer—with a notice 
claiming indemnity from him against the claim 
of the vendor :—Held: this was not a case for 
indemnity within r. 55, & the summons must be 
dismissed.—CATTON v. BENNETT (1884), 26 Ch. D. 
ree ; 53 L. J. Ch. 685; 50 L. T. 883; 32 W. R. 

8d. 

Set-off—Whether plea available to indemnifier. ] 
~——See GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., 
p. 244, Nos. 1898-1902. 

Shares of company—tTransfer effected by forgery 
—Service of transferee in action by original share- 
holder against company. ]}—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., 
p. 1144, Nos. 8090-8091. 

—— Liability of purchaser to indemnify owner 
against calls.]—See COMPANIES, Supp. 

1881. Shipping—Action by cargo owner for 
injuries caused by unseaworthiness of ship—Ship 
chartered by defendants subject to warranty of 
seaworthiness—Joinder of shipowner as third 
party.]—-SPELLER v. BRISTOL STEAM NAVIGATION 
Co., No. 1376, ante. 





Part XX.—THIRD-PARTY PROCEDURE. 


1882. ——— Action against charterers for failure 
to unload as contracted—Cargo sold to third party 
after execution of charter-party—Contract as to 
loss & demurrage with third party.J—An action 
was brought by shipowners against defts. for not 
having unloaded pltis.’ ship at the port of discharge 
pursuant to the terms of the charter-party, which 
stipulated that the ship should be discharged at 
port of delivery ‘‘as customary.” After the 
execution of the patter party defts. sold the cargo 
to D., who contracted that the cargo should be 
taken ‘‘ from over the ship’s side as fast as the 
captain can deliver,” failing which it was to be 
resold at the defts.’ discretion, D. being liable for 
‘‘any loss, demurrage, or other expenses arising 
therefrom.’’ The ship arrived, & D. took delivery 
of the cargo :—Held: leave ought not to be given 
to defts. to issue a third-party notice under Ord. 
XVI., r. 48 [see, now, Ord. XVIa., r. 1 (1)], against 
D., as the contract by D. as to loss & demurrage 
was not a contract to indemnify defts. against 
their liability to pltfs. under the charter-party.— 
CONSTANTINE & Co. v. WARDEN & Sons & DOBELL 
& Co. (1895), 73 L. T. 450; 44 W. R. 162; 12 
T. L. R. 33; 8 Asp. M. Jl. ©. 100; 40 Sol. Jo. 49. 

1383. —-— Claims against charterers by owners 
of cargo—Agreement as to indemnity between 
shipowners & charterers—Bringing shipowners in 
as third parties.]—A charter-party provided that 
the shipowner should keep the charterers in- 
demnified to the same extent as the shipowncr 
would be indemnified by the Protection & In- 
demnity Club, in which the ship was entered, 
against claims & risks covered by such Indemnity 
Club. Such claims & risks included damage to 
goods & loss consequent on seizure. The vessel 
was scized, as trading with an enemy, & the claims 
were made against the charterers by the owners 
of goods on board :—Held: the charterers were 
not entitled to bring in the shipowner as a third 
party, the liability of the charterers to the owners 
of the goods & of the shipowner to the charterers 
not being necessarily the same or dependent on 
the same _  considerations.—DUNN v. CURRIE 
(DONALD) & Co. & BUCKNALL Bros. (1901), 6 
Com. Cas. 118. 

Shipment of goods likely to cause damage 
or delay.J—See SHIPPING & NAVIGATION, Vol. 
XLI., pp. 314, 315, Nos. 1749-1755. 

Collision at sea—Right of tow to Join 
owners of tug as third parties.|—See SuHippIna & 
NAVIGATION, Vol. XLI., p. 793, No. 6530. 
Liability of tug.]—See SHIPPING & 
NAVIGATION, Vol. XLI., pp. 703, Nos. 6531 et seq. 
Construction of indemnity 
clause.|—-See SHIPPING & NAVIGATION, Vol. XLI., 
pp. 793-795, Nos. 6540-6547. 

——— Liability of steamship owners to indemnify 
dock owners—Action against dock owners for 
damage caused by tow.]—See SHIPPING & NAVIGA- 
TION, Vol. XLI., p. 981, No. 8695. 

Third-party procedure in Admiralty.]—Sce 
eee Vol. 1., pp. 192, 193, Nos. 1075-1077 ; 
Supp. 

Statute—Right to indemnity arising by.|—See 
GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., p. 230, 
No. 1791. 

Surety—Right to indemnity against principal 
debtor.}—See GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. 
XXVI., PD. 122, Nos. 867 et seq. 

_—— xoneration from  Hability.] — See 
GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., pp. 126, 
Nos. 896 e€ seq. 

Surety entitled to apply for relief by way 
of indemnity—Threatened breach of administrator’s 
bond.]— See ExecutTors & ADMINISTRATORS, Supp. 
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Trustees—Administration of trusts—Trustees’ 
right to reimbursement & indemnity.]—See Trusts 
& TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., pp. 760, Nos. 2028 et 


seq. 

f Breach of trust—Indemnity from  co- 
trustees.]—See Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLITI., 
pp. 1011-1013, Nos. 4521-4534. 

—— Indemnity from beneficiaries. ]}—See 
Trusts & Trustees, Vol. XLIII., pp. 1013-1016, 
Nos. 4535-4564. 

Tug & tow.]—See Shipping, supra. 

Voluntary acts for benefit of another.]—Sce 
oo & INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., p. 226, 

o. 1772. 





SUB-SECT. 4.—DEFENDANT ENTITLED TO RELIEF 
OR REMEDY CONNECTED WITH ORIGINAL 
SUBJECT-MATTER & SUBSTANTIALLY THE SAME 
AS THAT CLAIMED BY PLAINTIFF. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XVIaA., r. 1 (1) (b), p. 447, 
ante. 

1384. Prima facie case—Trial of substantially 
same question also involved in claim against 
third party.|}—-Where deft. applies for leave to 
serve a notice upon a person not a party to the 
action, it is not necessary for him to show that 
his claim against such third person is identical or 
co-extensive with pltf.’s claim against himself. 
If deft. makes out a primi facie case that a sub- 
stantial question in the action brought against 
him by pltf. will also be involved in the determina- 
tion of his claim against the third person, he will 
be entitled to the order, unless the effect of intro- 
ducing such third person would be to embarrass 
or delay the pltf. 

Where it is primd facie shown that one or more 
such questions will be the same between the two 
sets of opponents, it will be no objection to the 
granting of the order that such question or ques- 
tions will not, as between both sets of opponents, 
be co-terminous in all their details & consequences, 
e.g. in the measure of damages, since the court or 
judge, upon the application for directions, has 
power to limit the mode & extent to which such 
third person is to be bound or made hable by the 
decision of such question or questions. 

Though the third person is bound, as to the 
correctness of the decision upon the question or 
questions in respect of which such notice is served, 
yet he can only be made liable on such decision, 
if, when sued in his turn by the deft., he fails to 
distinguish the nature or extent of his own liability 
to deft. from that of deft. to pltf. in respect of 
the subject-matter of such decision. 

Notice to a third person may be served out 
of the jurisdiction—-SwANSEA SHIPPING Co., 
Lrp. v. DuncAN (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 644; 45 
L. J. Q. B. 688; 35 L. T. 879; 25 W. R. 2333 3 
Asp. M. L. C. 345, C. A. 

1385. Issue not sufficiently identical.]— 
Actions having been brought by the owner in fee 
of two adjoining pieces of land against the respec- 
tive sub-lessees in possession in respect of waste 
committed by the digging of sand contrary to 
the terms of the superior leases, defts. obtained 
order ex parte to serve N., the intermediate lessee, 
with third-party notices. The orders were 
obtained on an affidavit that defts. claimed 
indemnity against the intermediate lessee under 
the covenants for quiet enjoyment contained in 
the sub-leases. These covenants were restricted 
in the ordinary way to disturbance by the original 
lessee & those claiming under her. PIltf. applied 
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Sect. 2.—When leave to issue and serve third-party 
notice granted: Sub-sects.4 &5. Sects. 3, 4, 
5, 6, 7,8 & 9.) 


to discharge the orders, & defts. for directions as 
to the mode of trial. Subsequently to pltf.’s 
notice of motion in each action, affidavits were 
filed by deft. setting out a claim to be indemnified 
by N. on the ground (1) that she had represented 
to him that he would have the right to dig out 
sand for the purpose of building on the land ; 
& (2) that the sub-leases contained clauses which 
amounted in each case to an implied covenant or 
warranty that such digging was lawful. Defts. 
in each action admitted that they had dug out & 
sold certain sand beyond what was necessary for 
building, & they brought the amounts received in 
respect thereof into court. The lease containing 
the restrictive covenant had determined since the 
acts complained of, so that: only damages could be 
granted in respect of them :—Held: the case 
against N. was neither a sufficiently good primd 
facie case, nor were the issues in it to a sufficient 
extent identical with the issues between the pltf. 
& deft. for the order bringing in N. to be sustained. 
—CORRIE v. ALLEN (1883), 48 L. T. 464, C. A. 

See, now, R. 8S. C., Ord. XVIa., vr. 1 (1) (8), (c), 
p. 447, ante. 

Object & nature of third-party procedure—Pre- 
vention of same question being litigated twice. }— 
See Sect. 1, ante. 

Discretion of court to refuse leave—Conduct of 
action embarrassed or delayed.]—Sece Sect. 2, 
sub-sect. 1, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—QUESTION OR IssUK RELATING TO 
SUBJECT-MATTER SUBSTANTIALLY SAME AS 
THAT BETWEEN PLAINTIFF AND DEFENDANT. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 1 (c), p. 447, ante. 


SrEcT. 3.—APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO ISSUE 


AND SERVE THIRD-PARTY NOTICE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XVIA., r.1. (2) The Court or Judge may give 
leave to issue and serve a “‘ third-party notice ’’ on an ez parte 
application supported by affidavit, or, where the Court or 
Judge directs a summons to the plaintiff to be issued, upon the 
hearing of the summons, 


Discretion of court to grant or refuse.}—Sce 
Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, ante. 

1386. Whether made ex parte.}—An application 
by a deft. for leave to serve a notice on a third 
party under Ord. XVI., r. 18 [sece, now, Ord 
XVIA., r. 1 (2)], ought to be made on notice to 
pltf. & not ex parte (HALL, V.-C.).—WyYE VALLEY 
Ry. Co. v. HAWES (1880), 16 Ch. D. 489; 50 
L. J. Ch. 220; 43 L. T. 715; 29 W. R. 177, C. A. 

1387. -}—Sembie: that notwithstanding 
the dictum of Haun, V.-C., in Wye Valley Ry. Co. 
v. Hawes, No. 1386, ante, third-party notices under 
Ord. XVI., r. 18 [see, now, Ord. XVIa., r. 1 (2)}, 
may be made ex parte & without notice to pitfi.— 
CORRIE v. ALLEN (1883), 48 L. T. 464, C. A. 
soe Bei iak may ig ar service on plaintiff 

. INLAY 0. V. 
No, 1376, pit v. Scotr & Son, 
Chancery Division for leave as issue & ae 
third-party notice under Ord. XVI., r. 48 [ see, 
now, Ord. XVIa., r. 1], need not be served on the 
pltf. in the first instance, but may be made ex 


e 














PRACTICE. 


It is always competent to the court or judge to 
require the pltf. or any other person to be served 
with the application.— Furness, Wituy & Co., 
Lrp. v. PICKERING, [1908] 2 Ch. 224; 77 L. J. Oh. 
615; 99 L. T. 142; 62 Sol. Jo. 551. 

Affidavit in support of ex parte applications. |— 
See, now, R. 8S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 1 (2), supra. 

Who may apply.}+—See R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., 
r. 1 (1), p. 447, ante; rr. 7, 11, pp. 454, 460, post. 

1390. ——— Plaintiff—Counterclaim raised by 
defence.|—The right given by Ord. XVI., r. 48 
[see, now, Ord. XVIA., r. 1], to a deft., who claims 
to be entitled to contribution or indemnity over 
against any person not a party to the action, to 
issue a third-party notice, is applicable to the 
case of a pltf. in an action against whom a counter- 
claim is raised by the defence, pltf. in such a case 
being in the position of deft. to the counterclaim. 
—LEv1 v. ANGLO-CONTINENTAL GOLD REEFS OF 
RHODESIA, Lrp., [1902] 2 K. B. 481; 71 L. J. 
K. B. 789; 86 LL. T. 857; 50 W. RR. 625; 18 
T. L. R. 7203 46 Sol. Jo. 632, C. A. 

Not alien enemy defendant.|—Sec ALIENS, 
Vol. II., p. 157, No. 272. 

Third party against fourth party.]—<See 
R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 11, p. 460, post. 

1391. Time for application—Not after action set 
down for trial.}—After his statement of defence 
had been delivered, the pleadings closed & the 
action set down for trial, a deft. took out a 
summons for leave to issue a notice to a third 
party :—Held: the application was made too 
Jate & must therefore be refused.—ASSOCIATED 
HomeE Co. v. WHICHCORD (1878), 8 Ch. D. 457; 
47 L. J. Ch. 652 ; 38 L. T. 602; 26 W. R. 774. 

1392. Must be made promptly—Within 
time limited for delivering defence—Before plead- 
ings closed.]—An application by a deft. for leave 
to issue a third-party notice under Ord. XVI. 
[see, now, Ord. XVIA.| should be made promptly ; 
the time contemplated by the order as that 
within which the application is to be made being, 
as @ general rule, within the time limited for 
delivering the defence, & at the latest before the 
pleadings are closed.—BIRMINGHAM & DISTRICT 
LAND Co. v. LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. 
Co. (No. 2) (1887), 56 L. T. 702. 

1893. Whether before delivery of defence. ] 
—An application for leave to serve a third-party 
notice made before a defence has been delivered 
is premature.—Re GILSON, GILSON v. GILSON, 
[1894] 2 Ch. 92; 63 L. J. Ch. 555; 70 L. T. 728 ; 
42 W. R. 425; 38 Sol. Jo. 307; 8 R. 382. 

Service of notice within time limited for 
delivering defence.}|}—See R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., 
r, 2 (2), p. 453, post. 

1394. Matters gone into on application—Not 
merits of action—Or validity of claim.]—On the 
application for leave to serve notice of claim for 
indemnity on a third party, the court will not go 
into any question as to the merits of the action 
or the validity of the claim for indemnity.— 
Epison & SwWAN UNITED ELEctTRIC LigutT Co. v. 
HOLLAND (1886), 33 Ch. D. 497; 56 L. J. Ch. 
124; 565 L. T. 687; 8 R. P. C. 395; Griffin’s 
Patent Cases (1884—-1886), 86; sub nom. EDISON 
ELECTRIC LIGHT Co. v. JABLOCHKOFF ELECTRICITY 
Co., 35 W. R. 178. 

















Sect. 4.—SETTING ASIDE ORDER GRANTING 
LEAVE—APPEALS. 


Directions on appearance of third party, sce 
R. 8. C., Ord. XVIA, rr. 7, 8, p. 454, ee 


Part XX.—TuHIRD-Party PRocEDURE. 


1895. Setting aside—Order made ex parte— 
Effect of appearance.|—If the notice [third-party 
notice] is wrong, no doubt, the parties are not 
precluded by their appearance [from contesting 
the hel aig of the notice] (BLACKBURN, J.).— 
BENECKE v. FRosT (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 419, 421. 

1396. At hearing of application for direc- 
tions. |--GREVILLE v. Ilavxes, No. 1377, ante. 

1397. Appeal—Plaintiff’s right of appeal—Order 
made on summons.|-—Fintay & Co. vy. Scott & 
Son, No. 1375, ante. 

——— Not where notice given to co-defendant— 
eg on summons for directions.}—See Sect. 14, 
post. 





SecT. 5.—FORM AND ISSUE OF THIRD-PARTY 
NOTICE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XVIA., r.2. (1) The notice shall state the nature 
and grounds of the claim or the nature of the question or issue 
sought to be determined and the nature and extent of any relief 
or remedy claimed. It shall be in accordance with the Form 
No. 1 or Form No. 14 in Appendix B, with such variations as 
circumstances may require, and shall be sealed and served on 
the third party in the same manner as a writ of summons is 
sealed and served. 


Form of notice.]|—See Appendix B., Nos. 1, 14, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


Sect. 6.—SERVICE OF THIRD-PARTY NOTICE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 2. (2) The notice shall, unless other- 
wise ordered by the Court or Judge, be served within the time 
limited for delivering the defence or, where the notice is served 
by a defendant to a counter-claim, the reply, and with it there 
shall be served a copy of the writ of summons or originating 
summons and of any pleadings delivered in the action. 


Service of writ of summons.]—See Part XI., 
ante. 
Substituted service.]—See Part XIT., ante. 
Service out of the jurisdiction—Of third-party 
notice.j—See Part XIII., Sect. 3, ante; Part 
NILI., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 10, B., ante. 
- Of counterclaim. |—See Part XTTI., Sect. 8, 





ante. 
Effect of service.]— See Sect. 7, post. 


SEcT. 7.—EFFECT OF SERVICE OF THIRD-PARTY 
NOTICE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XVIa., r. 3. The third party shall, as from the 
time of the service upon him of the notice, be a party to the 
action with the same rights in respect of his defence against 
any claim made against him and otherwise as if he had been 
duly sued in the ordinary way by the defendant. 


1398. Third parties not made defendants to 
action—Putting in statement of defence—Effect 
of third-party directions—Interrogatories. |—Persons 
who are served by a deft. with a third-party 
notice are not thereby made defts. within the 
definition of the word in the Judicature Act, 
1873, s. 100, nor do they become defts. by putting 
in a statement of defence. Lut where persons 
had been served with a third-party notice by deft. 
for the purpose of claiming an indemnity, & had 
obtained an order (1) that the question of in- 
demnity should be tried after the trial of the 
action ; and (2) that they should be at liberty to 
appear at the trial of the action & oppose pitf.’s 
Claim so far as they were affected thereby, & for 
that purpose to put in evidence & cross-examine 
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witnesses :—-Held: the third parties had been 
placed by the order in the position of defts., & 
had a right to examine pltf. by interrogatories.— 
EDEN v. WEARDALE IRON & Coat Co. (1887), 35 
Ch. D. 287; 56 L. J. Ch. 400; 56 L. T. 464; 35 
W. R. 507, C. A. 

1399. ——— Claim for injunction — Costs.]— 
EDISON & SwAN UNITED ELEcTRIC LIGHT Co. v. 
HOLLAND, No. 1445, poat. 

1400. Defendants quoad person § serving 
notice. }—_McCCHEANE v. GYLES, No. 1358, ante. 


1401. ——.]—BARCLAY’s BANK v. TOM, 
No. 1355, anite. 








SEcT. 8..-APPEARANCE BY THIRD PARTY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 4. The third party may enter an 
appearance in the action within eight days from service or 
within such further time as may be directed by the Court or 
Judge and specified in the notice ; 

Provided that a third party failing to appear within such 
time may apply to the Court or Judge for leave to appear, and 
such leave may be given upon such terms, if any, as the Court 
or Judge shall think fit. 


Form of entry.]—See Appendix A., Part II., 
No. 5, Yearly Supreme Court. Practice. 

Default by third party—In entering appearance 
or delivering pleading. |— See Sect. 9, post. 


SEcT. 9..—-DEFAULT BY THIRD PARTY. 


R.S.C., Ord. XVIA., r.5. If a third party duly served with 
a third-partv notice does not enter an appearance or makes 
default in delivering any pleading which he has been ordered 
to deliver, he shall be deemed to admit the validity of and 
shall be bound by any judgment given in the action, whether 
by consent or otherwise, and by any decision therein on any 
question specified in the notice; and when contribution or 
indemnity or other relief or remedy is claimed against him in 
the notice, he shall be deemed to admit his liability in respect 
of such contribution or {Indemnity or other relief or remedy. 


--—— r,6. Where a third party makes default 
in entering an appearance or delivering any pleading which he 
has been ordered to deliver and the defendant giving the notice 
suffers judgment by default, such defendant shall be entitled 
at any time, after satisfaction of the judgment against himself, 
or before such satisfaction by leave of the Court or Judge, to 
enter judgment against the third party to the extent of any 
contribution or indemnity claimed in the third-party notice, 
or by Jeave of the Court or Judge to enter such judgment in 
respect of any other relief or remedy claimed as the Court or a 
Judge shall direct ; 

Provided that it shall be lawful for the Court or Judge to set 
aside or vary such judgment against the third party upon such 
terms a3 may seem just. 


1402. Default of appearance—Payment by third 
party to plaintiff without knowledge of defendant 
—Liability for defendant’s costs.]—This was an 
application by deft. for an order for payment by 
the third party of the amount paid by deft. as the 
costs of defending the action. The action was 
brought for the recovery of unpaid calls on shares 
formerly held by the deft. in pltf. company. 
Deft.. by leave, served W., who was the transferee 
of the shares, with a third-party notice claiming 
to be indemnified by him against all liability in the 
action. Within a few days from the service of 
the third-party notice, W. paid pltf. company, 
without the knowledge of deft., the amount for 
which the action was brought. W. entered no 
appearance in the action. It was contended on 
behalf of the third party that deft. was not 
entitled to defend the action & charge the third 
peony with the costs of doing so, as an agent who 

ad defended an action could not maintain an 


action against his principal for the costs incurred 
in doing so. 
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Sect. 9.—Default by third party. Sect. 10.] 


Fiewp, J., ordered that the third party should 

ay the deft.’s costs of the action.— J ABLOCHKOFF 
ELHcrnic Licgut Co. v. McMurpo, [1884] W. N. 
94, 95. 


SEcT. 10.—THIRD-PARTY DIRECTIONS. 


R.S.C., Ord. XVIsA., r.7. (1) If the third party enters an 
appearance the defendant giving notice may, after serving 
notice of the intended application upon the plaintiff, the third 
party and any other defendant, apply to the Court or Judge 
for directions, and the Court or Judge may— 

(a) where the lability of the third party to the defendant 
giving the notice is established on the hearing of the 
application, order such judgment as the nature of the 
case may require to be entered against the third party 
in favour of the defendant giving the notice, or 

(b) if satisfied that there is a question or issue proper to be 
tried as between the plaintiff and the defendant and 
the third party or between any or either of them as to 
the liability of the defendant to the plaintiff or as to 
the Hability of the third party to make any contribution 
or indemnity claimed, in whole or in part, or as to any 
other relief or remedy claimed in the notice by the 
defendant or that a question or issue stated in the 
notice should be determined not only as between the 
plaintiff and the defendant but as between the plaintiff, 
the defendant and the third party or any or either of 
them, order such question or issue to be tried in such 
manner as the Court or Judge may direct, or 

(c) dismiss the application. 

(2) Any directions given pursuant to this Rule may be given 
either before or after any judgment has been signed by the 
plaintiff against the defendant in the action, and may be varied 
from time to time and may be rescinded. 

(3) The third party proceedings may at any time be set aside 
by the Court or Judge, 


-— r8. The Court or Judge upon the 
hearing of the application for directions may, if it shall appear 
desirable to do so, give the third party liberty to detend the 
action, either alone or jointly with the original defendant upon 
such terms as may be just, or to appear at the trial and take 
such part therein as may be just, and generally may order such 
proceedings to be taken, pleadings or documents to be delivered, 
or amendments to be made, and give such directions as to the 
Court or Judge shall appear proper for having the question and 
the rights and Nabilities of the parties most conveniently deter- 
mined and entorced and as to the mode and extent In or to 
which the third party shall be bound or made liable by the 
decision or judgment in the action, 





oe ee 





1403. Necessity for directions.|—No questions 
can be determined between a deft. & a third party 
brought into the action by deft. unless an order 
be obtained under Ord. XVI., r. 17 [see, nove, 
Ord. XVIA., r. 7], giving directions that such 
question shall be determined. The court has 
power under Ord. XVI., r. 21, [see, now, Ord. 
XVIa., r. 10] to order the third party so brought 
into the action to pay to pltf. the costs occasioned 
by his defence.—PILLER v. ROBERTS (1882), 21 
Ch. D. 198; 461. T. 527; 30 W. R. 595. 

1404. Discretion of court to grant or refuse 
directions.]—Deft. to an action served a third- 
party notice upon a co-deft., & afterwards took out 
a summons for directions upon which the judge 
at chambers refused to make any order :—Held : 
(1) the making of an order for directions was a 
matter of discretion; (2) the effect of the refusal 
of an order was to dismiss the person sought to be 
made a third party from being a third party, 
leaving him as he was before, simply a deft. in 
the action ; (3) as all the disputes between defts., 
In respect of the subject-matter of the action, 
could not be finally settled under the third-party 
notice, the judge exercised his discretion rightly 
in refusing an order; (4) as the question whether 
deft. was entitled to any indemnity from his co- 
deft. depended upon the true construction of a 
complicated Act of Parliament, the judge at 
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chambers was justified in refusing to give any 
order for directions.—BAXTER v. FRANCE (NO. 2), 
[1895] 1 Q. B. 591; 64 L. J. Q. B. 337; 72 L. T. 
183; 43 W. R. 341; 14 R. 263, C. A, 

1405. Court must be satisfied that proper 
question arising for trial—As to liability of third 
party.}—Where leave has been granted, under 
Ord. XVI., r. 48 [see, now, Ord. XVIA.], to serve 
a notice upon a third party, the court or judge 
must, nevertheless, before making an order upon 
a& summons for directions under Ord. XVI., r. 52, 
be satisfied that there is a question proper to be 
tried as to the liability of the third party. 

A lessor sued his lessee for breaches of covenants 
contained in the lease; the lessee had underlet 
by lease containing similar covenants, but not 
such as to amount to a contract by the sub-lessee 
to indemnify the original lessee against his lia- 
bility under the covenants of the head lease. The 
lessee obtained Icave to serve notice on the sub- 
lessee, & applied for directions :—Held: there was 
no question proper to be tried under Ord. XVI., 
r. 52 [see, now, Ord. XVIa.}, & the court would 
make no order.—PONTIFEX v. Foornp (1884), 12 
Q. B.D. 152; 583 L. J. Q. B. 821; 49 L. T. 808 ; 
32 W. R. 316. 

1406. ——.]-——-A.’s predecessor in 
title demised lands to B. in 1872, & covenanted to 
make a new street beside them. In 1890, A. 
demised adjacent lands to C., & in this lease C. 
covenanted with A. to complete & finish all new 
streets on lands abutting on these lands, so far as 
A. was bound tw do, subject to certain terms. L., 
by action against A., claimed damages for breach 
of the covenant in the lease of 1872. A. sought 
to join C. (under Ord. XVI., r. 49, R.S. C., 1891 
(Ireland)) as an indemnifying deft.:—Held: A., 
under the circumstances, was not entitled so to do. 
—Momris v. KENNEDY (1892), 30 L. R. Ir. 461. 

1407. When court will refuse directions—Plain- 
tiff embarrassed & delayed.|—In an action against 
defts. for non-delivery of certain iron rods of the 
quality contracted for, defts. proceeded to bring 
in H., a foreigner, as a third party, on the ground 
that they had contracted with him in respect of 
the iron rods so supplied & upon the same terms. 
It was not denied that the clause as to quality 
was the saine as between the pltf. & the defts. 
on the one band & the defts. & HU. on the other. 
Pitf., however, relied upon certain admissions made 
by defts. as regards the subject-matter of the 
contract, which showed that the action was, as 
between the pltf. & the defts., an undefended one. 
It further appeared that the case had already 
been set down for trial, & would be reached in a 
day or two. Upon application made by defts., 
to give directions as to the mode of trial :—Held : 
the court had power to consider whether the case 
was one in which a third party ought to be allowed 
to come in, & ought to refuse the application where 
the effect of such third party being introduced 
would be to embarrass & delay pltf.—SCHNEIDER 
v. Batr & Co. (1880), 50 L. J. Q. B. 389, C. A.; 
subsequent proceedings (188]), 8 Q. B. D. 701, C. A. 

1408. -|—CARSHORE v. NORTH 
EASTERN RaiLtway Co., No. 1370, ante. 

1409. Questions not identical.|—In 
an action against deft., a shipowner, to recover 
damages for injury to certain goods shipped on 
board his ship, to be carried from Newport to 
Montreal, caused by the unseaworthiness of the 
vessel, deft. sought to bring in the shipbuilder, 
who had built & delivered the ship at Sunderland, 
as a third party :—Held: deft. was not entitled 
to bring in the shipbuilder as a third party, on the 
ground that it would inconvenience & prejudice 
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the pltfs. at the trial, & the question of seaworthi- 
ness of the ship, as between the pltfs. & the deft. 
& the deft. & the shipbuilders, was not identical 
in point of time.—BLAINnA IRON Co. v. GARBUTT 
(1882), 46 L. T. 162. 

1410. ~-}+—-In an action for 
damage by collision brought by a vessel at anchor 
against a vessel in tow of a tug. the owners of the 
tug were made third parties, as defts. claimed to be 
indemnified by the owners of the tug against 
plitfs.’ claim on the ground that the improper 
navigation, if any, was that of the tug. An 
application for directions was subsequently made, 
& pltfs. thereupon asked that the third parties 
should be dismissed from the action on the ground 
that pltfs. would be embarrassed by the pro- 
cecdings between the defts. & the third parties :— 
Held: the third parties must be dismissed, as 
under the circumstances questions would probably 
arise between them & the defts. by which pltfs. 
might be embarrassed, as they were different from 
those upon which the action between pltfs. & 
defts. would turn.—THrE Bianca (1883), 8 P. D. 
91; 521. 3. P.563 48 1.1. 440; 31 W. RR. 954 ; 
5 Asp. M. Ju. C. 60. 

1411. Disputes not capable of final settle- 
ment —- Complicated questions.]—BAXTER  v. 
FRANCE (No. 2), No. 1404, ante. 

1412. Defendant admitting liability.]— 
This was a summons for directions by deft., who 
had given a third-party notice. The master had 
substituted the third party for deft. The action 
was brought for breach of contract in delivering 
iron that was not Swedish. Deft. had obtained the 
iron from W. & Co. & brought them in as third 
partics. 

W. & Co. had made a claim in respect of this & 
oe iron against a fourth party & had been 
paid. 

I see no reason why the third party should be 
forced as deft. upon the pltf., when the present 
deft. admits his liability. Under the circumstances 
of this case I cannot say that I am satisfied that 
there is no question to be tried as to the liability 
of the third party, & cannot, therefore, order that 
the deft. have judgment against him (FIELD, J.). 

No directions, deft. consenting to judgment as 
between himself & pltf. Kresh action to be com- 
menced against third party. 

It was subsequently held that directions should 
be given.— BELL & Co. v. VON DADETSZEN, [1883] 
W.N. 208. 

Indemnity not arising from contract.]— 
See Sect. 2, sub-sect. 3, ante. 

Discretion to grant or refuse leave to issue & 
serve notice. |—See Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, ante. 

1418. Effect of refusal to give directions—Third- 
party proceedings at end.|—Pltf. having sued for 
breach of contract in respect of goods, defts. 
brought in as a third party P., from whom they 
themselves had bought the goods. Defts. after- 
wards applied for directions as to the mode of 
having the questions in the action determined ; 
but the court refused to give any directions. 
Defts. delivered a claim to the third party, who 
in turn delivered to them a defence. The action 
having been tried between pltf. & defts., the latter 
delivered a reply to the third party, & gave notice 
of trial :—Held: the reply & notice of trial must 
be set aside, for it must be taken that the action 
came to an end as regarded the third party when 
the court refused to give directions.—SCHNEIDER 
v. Batr & Co. (1881),8 Q. B. D. 701; 501. J. Q. B. 
625; 45 L. T. 371; 30 W. R. 420, C. A. 

1414, —-— Co-defendant.]—-BAXTER  v. 
FRANCE (NO. 2), No. 1404, ante. 
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1415. —— Appeal.]—Cargo owners in- 
structed barge-owners to lighter their goods, &, 
as time pressed, to employ a tug. The tug was 
so negligently navigated by the servants of the 
tug-owners that the barge containing the goods 
was brought into collision with another barge, 
& the goods thereby damaged. In action by the 
cargo owners, as pltfs., against the barge-owners 
& the tug-owners as co-defts., the barge-owners 
were dismissed from the suit with costs to be paid 
by the cargo owners, but the tug-owners were held 
liable with costs for the damage sustained by the 
cargo owners, together with the costs to be paid 
by the cargo owners to the barge-owners. The 
tug-owners, by a third-party notice, served on the 
barge-owners, set up a contract of indemnity 
under which their customers agreed that the tug- 
owners should ‘‘ not be answerable for any loss 
or damage which might happen to, or be occasioned 
by. any barge. or its cargo, while in tow, however 
such loss or damage might arise,” & undertook 
to hold them harmless & indemnify them ‘‘ from 
any such loss or damage, & against the faults or 
defaults of their servants or any claim therefor 
by whomsoever made.” Under the issue raised 
between the co-defts. by the third-party notice, 
the barge-owners were adjudged responsible for the 
amount of the damage for which the tug-owners 
had been held liable together with the two sets 
of costs. Both defts. served notices of appeal ; 
but the appeal of the tug-owners was subsequently 
withdrawn :—Held: (1) the barge-owners could 
not appeal in respect of the decision in favour of 
pitfs. against the tug-owners, for they were not 
parties to that judgment, & not having paid the 
amount adjudged to be due by the tug-owners to 
the pltfs., they were not subrogated to their rights, 
&, if subrogated, they could not avail themselves 
of an appeal which the tug-owners had abandoned, 
nor could they rely on the third-party procedure 
under the Judicature Act, as no order had been 
made within the meaning of the R. S. C., Ord. 
XVIJI., r. 58 [see, now, Ord. X VIA. ], giving directions 
as to the mode in, or the extent to, which they 
were to be bound, or made liable, by the judgment 
against the tug-owners; (2) there was no privity 
of contract between pltfs., the owners of the 
damaged cargo, & the tug-owners, which would 
bind pltfs. to the conditions attached to the 
towage, & therefore, on the construction of the 
contract of indemnity as between the barge-owners & 
the tug-owners, the barge-owners not only could not 
bring an action against the tug-owners for any loss 
or damage which might happen to, or be occasioned 
by, any barge or its cargo, while in tow, but the 
contract assumed an existing liability against which 
the barge-owners had undertaken to indemnify 
the tug-owners, so that the barge-owners were 
liable for the damages recovered by pltfs. in the 
action brought against the tug-owners, together 
with the costs reasonably incurred by the tug- 
owners in defending such action, including the 
costs which pltfs. had been adjudged to pay the 
barge-owners, & which the tug-owners had been 
ordered to repay to pltfs.—THE MILLWALL, [1905] 
P. 155, 156; 741. J. P. 82; 53 W. R. 4713; 21 
T. L. R. 346; sub nom. GASELEE v. DARLING, 
THE MILLWALL, 93 L. T. 429; 10 Asp. M. L. C, 
113, C. A. 

Objection to notice taken on summons for 
directions—Notice on co-defendant claiming con- 
tribution. ]—See Sect. 14, post. 

1416. Whether directions given after judgment. ] 
—Where judgment has been obtained by a pltf. 
against a deft., under Ord. XITV., a judge cannot 
give directions as to the trial of the question of 
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Sect. 10.—-Third-party directions.] 
oo liability of a third party brought in under 
Ord. 


VI., ro 48 (see, now, Ord. XAVIA.).— 
RicH v. DARRETT (1884), 28 Sol. Jo. 513. 
1417, ——-.] —The action was brought upon a 


bill of exchange, drawn in June & due in Dec. 
1883, by the holder against the acceptor. Deft. 
applied for & obtained leave to serve a third-party 
notice upon H. on the ground that he accepted the 
bill in question for the accommodation of H. 
After service of the notice, but before appearance 
by the third party, pltf. obtained judgment against 
deft. upon a summons under Ord. XIV. The third 
party was not aware of this, & subsequently 
appeared pursuant to the notice. 

ll. having entered an appearance, there is power 
to deal with this application. The question is, 
whether he shows such facts as entitle him to 
defend. I think that he does; & I, therefore, 
refuse to give deft. leave to sign judgment against 
him. The summons asks in the alternative for 
directions. It was not intended by these rules 
lOrd. XVI., vr. 52. See, now, Ord. XVIA.] that 
an action should go on tu trial as between deft. & 
third party when the question between the pltf. & 
deft. has been determined. What was meant was 
that the question between deft. & the third party 
should be determined at the trial of the question 
between pltf. & deft. That cannot be done here, 
because there will be no trial between the pltf. & 
deft. (MATHEW, J.).—CAISTER v. CHAPMAN, [1884] 
W.N. 31; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 232. 

——— Against co-defendant. ]—See Sect. 14, post. 

.]—See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 7, 
supra. 

1418. Judgment against third party——-Where court 
not satisfied that proper question arising for trial.] 
—BELL & Co. v. VON DaDELSzEN, No. 1412, ante. 

1419. —— .}—Under Ord. XVI, vr. 52 
[see, now, Ord. XVI1A.], judgment against a third 
party who has appeared pursuant to a third-party 
notice, but, at the hearing of an application by 
deft. for directions, declines to state any defence, 
may be ordered, if the judge is not satisfied that 
there is any question proper to be tried as to the 
liability of the third party. Therule is consistent 
with the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 24 (3), & the 
Judicature Act, 1875, s. 24, & is not ultra vires. 
Such judgment under the rule may, since the 
Marricd Women’s Property Act, 1882 (c. 75), 
be ordered against. a married woman, third party, 
as a feme sole, declaring her separate estate charge- 
able even in respect of a liability created before 
that Act.---GLOUCESTERSHIRE BANKING Co. v. 
PHILLIPPS (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 583; 53 L. J. Q. B. 
493; 501. T. 360; 32 W. RR. 522, D.C. 

1420, ---- ——— Counterclaim by third party 
against defendant.|—The action was brought by 
mortgagee against mortgagor to recover £800 
principal & interest due on a mortgage of certain 
houses. Deft. had sold the equity of redemption 
of the houses to H., who covenanted to indemnify 
him against the principal & interest & against all 
actions, etc., on account of the same. Deft. had 
obtained leave to serve & had served H. witha 
third-party notice. 

The deft. asks me to say that the third party shall 
be bound by the judgment that is to be signed 
against him. .1 think that he ought not to be go 
bound. That the third party has a counter- 
claim against deft. is quite sufficient to prevent my 
ordering judgment to be signed against him for 
any sum. The thid party was unaware that a 
part of the price of these houses was not paid to 
deft. Whether that is a defence or not, the 
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question must be tried. But pltfs. must not be 
prejudiced; & they must have leave to sign 
judgment against deft. As to what directions 
should be given, I think that the most convenient 
course is to give none, but to set aside the third- 
party notice, without prejudice to an action by 
deft. against the third party, unless both parties 
consent to an issue (MATHEW, J.).—BOROUGH v. 
JAMES, [1884] W. N. 32; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 234. 

1421. What directions given—tLiberty to third 
parties to appear at trial—Taking such part in 
trial as judge shall direct—Liability to indemnify 
or contribute tried at or subsequent to trial.]— 
Where in an action for damages in respect of alleged 
injury to plitfs.’ premises, deft., claiming to be 
entitled to indemnity over against a person not 
a party to the action, had served such person with 
a third-party notice, & he had appeared thereto, 
the court, upon a summons for directions taken out 
by deft., gave the third party, who did not admit 
his liability, liberty to appear at the trial of the 
action & take such part as the judge should direct, 
& be bound by the result, & ordered the question 
of his liability to indemnify deft. to be tried at the 
trial of the action but subsequent thereto. 

In case a third party served with notice appears 
& admits his liability to indemnify, the court will 
give him leave to defend the action.—CoLEs v. 
Civin SERVICE SUPPLY ASSOCIATION (1884), 26 
Ch. D. 520; 53 L. J. Ch. 6838; 50 L. T. 1143 32 


—— —— ——.]—The third parties 
having entered appearances, an order was made 
that pleadings should be delivered as between deft. 
& them, that they should be at liberty to appear 
at the trial & take such part as the judge should 
direct, & that their liability to make contribution 
should be tried at the trial of the action, or sub- 
sequently thereto, as the judge at the trial should 
direct. Statements of claim were thereupon 
delivered by the deft. to the third parties, who 
denied liability to make contribution. 

On the action being tried judgment was given, 
upon the findings of the jury, for pltf. against deft. 
for £4,750 & for deft. against a third party for half 
that sum, & it was subsequently ordered that the 
third party should pay the costs of the third- 
party notice, half of the costs which deft. would 
have to pay to pltf. in the action, & half of the 
costs incurred by deft. to his own solicitors in the 
defence of the action. 

A subsequent application by the third party for 
judgment or a new trial was dismissed.—GERSON 
v. SIMPSON, [1903] 2 K. B. 197, 201 ; 72 1. J. K. B. 
603; 89 lL. T. 117; 51 W. R. 610: 19 T. LR. 
544; 47 Sol. Jo. 13; 10 Mans. 382, C. A. 

14238. Putting in evidence & cross- 
examining witnesses—Liability to indemnify tried 
after trial.}—EDEN 7. WEARDALE IRON & COAL 
Co.. No. 1398, ante. 

1424, —— Not to deliver defence—All 
grounds raised by defendants in bona fide defence.} 
—An action was brought against a railway com- 
pany to compel them to retransfer stock which 
pitfs. alleged to have been transferred out of their 
names by means of forged transfer deeds. The 
transferees were not made parties, but the company 
served them with third-party notices, claiming 
indemnity. The company, in their defence, set 
up all the grounds of defence that could be relied 
on against pltfs.’ claim. Some of the third parties 
desired to defend, & the judge gave them liberty to 
appear at the trial & take such part as the judge 
should direct. Two of them appealed from ‘*”. 
order, asking that they might be at liberty to 
deliver a defence, appear at the trial, & put in 
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evidence, & cross-examine pltfs.’ witnesses :— 
Held ‘ the third parties were not, under the old 
practice, necessary parties to the action, & as the 
compet had raised all proper grounds of defence, 
& was ond fide defending the action, the order 
gave the third parties all reasonable protection, 
& that the appeal must be dismissed, for that while, 
on the one hand, the court ought to take care that 
the third parties had full opportunity of secing 
that the questions in the cause were fairly tried, it 
ought, on the other hand, to take care that pltfs. 
were not embarrassed & put to expense by un- 
necessarily allowing persons, who were not 
necessary parties to the action, to take all the same 
steps as if they had been made defts.—BARTON v. 
LONDON & NortTH Western Ry. Co. (1888), 
38 Ch. D. 144; 57 1. J. Ch. 676; 59 1. 'T. 122; 
36 W. R. 4523 4 T. 1. R. 420, C. A. 

1425. —-—— Where third party admitting liability 
—Leave to defend.J—CoLes v. Civin SERVICE 
SUPPLY ASSOCIATION, No. 1421, ante. 

1426. —— —-— In name of defendant. |— 
In the present case resort, was had by deft. to 
third-party procedure; he made the mesne 
assignee third party, who made the ultimate 
assignee fourth party. The third & fourth parties 
admitting their respective obligations to in- 
indemnify, the master under Ord. XVI., r. 58 
[see, now, Ord. XVIA.,], gave the fourth party 
liberty to defend the action in the name of deft. 
Such an order is not unusual in the circumstances, 
the party defending defending pltf.’s claim against 
the original deft., not against himself (ATKIN, 
L.J.).—-MATTHEY v. CURLING, [1922] 2 A. C. 180, 
198; OL L. J. K. B. 598; 127 L. T. 247. 

1427. Setting up any defence 
open to defendant.J—-Where a third party has 
been properly brought in upon notice by deft.. he 
is entitled to sct up, as against pltf.’s claim, any 
defence which would have been available to deft. 

In this case the third party is admittedly one 
‘‘ against whom indemnity is sought,” & therefore 
is not beyond the limits of the rule. The terms 
of r. 49 (Ord. XVI1., see, now, Ord. XVIA.] clearly 
contemplate the possibility of such a person 
desiring to dispute the claim made by the pltf. 
against the deft.; & it may be very mateiial to 
the third party to be able to dispute it, since it is 
a condition precedent to one who indemnifies 
being called upon to satisfy the indemnity that the 
person indemnified has been obliged to pay. 
R. 53 [Ord. XVI., sce, now, Ord. XVIA.] puts it 
beyond doubt that the court or a judge, if it shall 
appear desirable, may give the third party liberty 
to defend the action—that is, in fact, may put 
him in the place of the deft. It is obvious that 
there may be cases where even without collusion, 
& a fortiori with collusion, it may not suit deft. to 
defend, & in such cases I think the third party 
should be allowed to take his place. In this case, 
therefore, I think the third party should have 
general leave to defend (LORD COLERIDGE, C.J.).— 
CALLENDER v. WALLINGFORD, YOUNG, THIRD 
ere (1884), 53 L. J. Q. B. 569, 570; 32 W. kh. 

91. 
1428, ——— ——_ Not to set up fresh defence— 
One set of costs. }|—In an action on a bill of exchange 
accepted by deft. in part payment of a ship sold 
to him by pltfs., the deft. pleaded that he bought 
the ship on behalf of & for the N. company ; that 
the ship was afterwards transferred to them; & 
that deft. was induced to make such purchase & 
to accept the bill by the fraudulent misrepresenta- 
tion & concealment of pltfs. with reference to the 
sale of the said ship ; & he set up by way of counter- 
claim, a claim against the pltfs. for damages for the 
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said misrepresentation & conccalment. The N. 
company having been served by the deft. with 
notice were allowed by the court to defend the 
action though not to plead any fresh defence, but 
only to support the existing counterclaim jointly 
with deft. by the same solicitor & counsel, & to be 
jointly liable with deft. for the costs of the action, 
& to be entitled to only one set of costs with deft. 
as against plifs.—-Norris v. BEAzuEY (No. 2) 
(1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 5155 36 L. T. 409. 

1429, —— -—_- ——- ———- ——..}+ Where an 
action was brought against a sheriff for wrongfully 
seizing the goods of pltf., the sheriff being in- 
demnified by the execution creditor, who was 
brought in as a third party, the court upon motion 
for directions made an order in the form adopted 
in Norris v. Beazley, Nv. 1428, ante, as follows: 
‘The third party admitting her liability, let her 
be at liberty to defend the action by the same 
solicitor & counsel as the deft., & be jointly liable 
with him for the costs of this action, & be entitled 
to only one set of costs with him as against the 
pltf., & be bound by any judgment the pltf. may 
recover against the deft. Tet no further pleadings 
be filed, pltf. to reply by joining issuc; & let the 
costs of this motion of all parties be reserved until 
the trial.’—MacBETH v. BULLER, [1895] 2 I. Tl. 
357. 

1430. 
not raised by defendant.|—WITIHAM v. 
No. 1462, post. 

1431. —-—— .}—A person who has 
been served by a deft. with a third-party notice 
is entitled to counterclaim against deft. 

Can he counterclaim against pltf. ? The answer 
is no, for such a counterclaim would have nothing 
to do with the issue in the action to which he is 
admitted as party. . . . Can he interrogate pltf. ? 
The answer is yes, if the object of the interrogatories 
is to show that pltf.’s claim against the deft. can- 
not be supported. ... I remember in ono case 
in which 1 was counsel the third party was on the 
same principle allowed to raise a defence on behalf 
of deft. which deft. would not raise on his own 
behalf. When it has been ascertained that deft. 
is liable to pltf. the next step is to try, in such 
manner as the judge may direct, the question 
between the deft. & the third party. Deft. says, 
‘* You owe me so much by way of contribution or 
indemnity.’”?> How may the third party defend 
himself ? Of course he may deny that he is under 
any such liability at all. But he may admit his 
liability & say that he has a cross-claim against 
the deft. which prevents any effective judgment 
being given against him (ScruTtTon, IJ..J.).— 
BARCLAY’S BANK v. Tom, [1923] 1 K. B. 221, 


Defence limited to points 
VANE, 




















224, 225; 192 L. J. K. B. 346; 128 L. T. 558, 
C. A. 
14382. ——- —-— Liberty to appear at trial— 


Decision of court as to indemnity to be binding. ]|— 
Enison & Swan UNITED ELECTRIC LIGHT Co. v. 
HIoLLAND, No. 1445, post. 

1433. Liability of third party to be tried 
soon after trial—Third party entitled to appear by 
counsel immediately after trial—Without obtaining 
directions as to pleadings, etc.J—An action was 
brought for specific performance of a contract. 
Deft. pleaded that he was not liable on the ground 
that he signed the contract as agent for another 
person. Deft. served a third-party notice on the 
other person who aprenred & took no further pro- 
ceedings. Deft. obtained an order that the 
question as to the liability of the third party should 
be tried as soon as might be after the trial of the 
action :—Held: (1) the third party might appear 
by counsel & have the question tried immediately 
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after the trial of the action, without having obtained 
directions as to pleading, or otherwise; & if deft. 
wished for such directions he should have taken 
steps to have them given; (2) on the evidence, on 
the question of liability, as between pltf. & deft., 
the deft. was liable, but deft. was to be indemnified 
by the third party, who was to pay the costs of the 
third-party proceedings between him & deft. ; 
but deft. having set up a defence which failed must 
pay the costs of the action.—BLORE v. ASHBY 
(1889), 48 Ch. D. 682; 58 L. J. Ch. 779; 611. T. 
7663; 38 W. RR. 141. 

1434. Counterclaim—By third party—Against 
original plaintiff.}—The court has no power to 
give a third party who has been served with notice 
by a deft., leave to file a counterclaim against the 
original pltf. 

(uare: whether there is jurisdiction to enable 
a third party to counterclaim against deft. who 
has given him notice.—EDEN v. WEARDALE [RON 
& Coat Co. (1884), 28 Ch. D. 3333 54 I. J. Ch. 
384; 51 1. T. 7263 383 W. R. 241, C. A. 























1435. ~|—BARCLAY’S BANK v. 
Tom, No. 1431, ante. 
1436. Against defendant.] —I¢pDEN v. 


WEARDATE TRON & Coan Co., No. 1434, ante. 








1437. —- —-- --—,J— BOROUGH v. JAMES, 
No. 1420, ante. 
1438. —-— -]—BARCLAY’s BANK v. 











Tom, No. 1431, ante. 

Counterclaim to counterclaim.]—Sce Srr-oFF & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 417, 418, Nos. 389— 
303. 

Discovery—By & against third parties.|—WSce 
Discovery, ETc., Vol. XVIII, pp. 57, 58, Nos, 144- 
147. 

Interrogatories—-By & against plaintifY & third 
party.|—-See Discovery, rrc., Vol. XVIII., pp. 
185, 186, Nos. 1367-1369. 





SEcT. 11.—PROCEEDINGS AT THE TRIAL. 


R.S. C.,Ord. XVIA., r.9. (1) Where the action is tried, the 
Judge who tries the action may, at or after the trial, enter such 
judgment as the nature of the case may require for or against 
the defendant giving the notice against or for the third party, 
and may grant to the defendant or to the third party any relicf 
or remedy which might properly have been granted if the 
third party had been made a defendant to an action duly 
instituted against him Oy the defendant : 

Provided that execution shall not be issued without leave of 
the Court or 1 Judge until after satisfaction by the defendant of 
the judgment against him. 

(2) Where the action is decided otherwise than by trial, the 
Court or Judge may, on application by motion or summons, 
make such order as the nature of the case may require, and, 
where the plaintiff has recovered judgment against the defen- 
dant, may order such judgment as may be just to be entered 
for or against the defendant giving notice against or for the 
third party. 


1439. Cross-examination of plaintifi’s witnesses 
by third party—Right to contest defendant’s 
liability.|——-A third party who has been served by 
a deft. & has obtained leave to appear at the 
trial is not a person directly affected by an appeal 
by pltf. within the meaning of Ord. LVIII., r. 2, 
& need not be served by pltf. with notice of the 
appeal; but deft., if he desires him to be served, 
ought to obtain leave of the court to serve him. 

It is stated that at the trial the third parties 
desired to cross-examine pltf.’s witnesses, but the 
judge refused to allow this to be done, saying that 
he would try the case as between pltf. & deft. 
first, & as between deft. & the third parties after- 
wards. If the judge meant that he would try the 
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question of the liability of deft. to pltf. over again 
as between deft. & the third parties, he was in 
my opinion going contrary to the intention of the 
Judicature Acts & the third-party rules... . I 
have come to the conclusion that the third parties 
are not directly affected by this appeal, & conse- 
quently the objection fails. 

I think, however, that the court ought not in 
the exercise of its discretion to hear the ap. —~ 
without the presence of the third parties. Deft., 
who wanted to have them here, ought to have 
applied to the Court of Appeal .. . for leave to serve 
them. If deft. should now make the application 
the court will be ready to assist him, but, as 
the presence of the third parties is wholly im- 
material to pltf., & is solely for the benefit of 
deft., deft. ought to pay the costs of the adjourn- 
ment, on the ground that he ought to have made 
the apphecation before (LORD Esitisr, M.R.).—Re 
SALMON, PRIEST v. UPPLeBY (1889), 42 Ch. D. 
351, 360, 3861; 62 L. T. 270; 38 W. RR. 150; 5 
T. L. R. 5838, CL. A. 

1440. Right to special jury.]—In the absence of 
any special directions given as to the manner of 
trial of a third-party issue, the judge who tries the 
original action has a discretion ; & may, when the 
original action has been tried by a common jury 
on deft.’s application (the third party having had 
no voice in the matter), adjourn the trial of the 
third-party issue in order to have the same tried 
by a special jury, if the third party so desires.— 
FISHER v. MOYNAGH (1912), 46 Ir. L. T. 187. 

1441. Appeal by plaintiff—Service of third 
parties with notice—Duty of defendant.]—Je 
SALMON, PRIEST v. UPPLEBY, No. 1439, ante. 

1442. Appeal by third party—No order giving 
directions as to mode & extent to which third 
parties to be bound by judgment. ]—THEe MILLWALL, 
No. 1115, ante. 


Secr., 12.—COSTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 10. The Court or Judge may decide 
all questions ot Costb, as between a third party and other parties 
to the action, and may order any one or more of them to pay 
the costs of any other, or others, or give such directions as to 
costs as the Justice of the case may require. 


See, generally, R. S. C., Ord. LXAYV., 
LXXXVI., post. 

1443. Court may decide all questions as to 
costs.]—The court has complete jurisdiction over 
costs of a third party, & even when the order, 
giving directions as to the mode in which the 
questions are to be tried, reserves all questions 
between deft. & the third party, including the 
question of costs, the court may order pltf. to pay 
the costs of the third party.— HANBURY v. UPPER 
INNY DRAINAGE BOARD (18838), 12 L. IB. Ir. 217. 

Payment of costs by third party—Under liability 
to indemnify.|—See GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, 
Vol. XXVI., pp. 235, Nos. 1832 ef seq. 

1444. Costs occasioned by defence. ]— 
PILLER v. ROBERTS, No. 1403, ante. 

1445. Costs of appeal & below—Action 
really fought by third party—Order against defen- 
dants & third parties. |—-Defts. to an infringement 
action served a third-party notice for indemnity 
upon the B. company, who were not parties to 
the action. The B. company appeared as third 
parties in the action, & admitted their liability 
to defts.; & the court ordered that they should 
have liberty to appear at the trial, & should be 
bound by the decision of the court on any question 
as to the indemnity arising between them & defts., 
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but not otherwise. The B. company were not 
made defts., & filed no pleadings, but they 
appeared at the trial as third parties, & the court 
gave judgment partly in favour of pltfs. & partly 
in favour of defts.; but made no special order as 
to the third parties. DPltfs. appealed, & after 
judgment had been given allowing their appeal, 
with costs against defts., pltfs. asked for an 
injunction & costs against the third parties (who 
had appeared on the appeal), &, if necessary, for 
an order to amend sv as to make them defts. :— 
H eld : (per Corton, J.J.) the court had no juris- 
diction to give a judgment against these third 
parties as if they were defts., & that it would be 
wrong after judgment on appeal to grant liberty 
to amend so as to enable the court to give relief 
against the third partics which was not asked for 
at the trial; (per LINDLEY, L.J.) the court had 
jurisdiction to grant the liberty to amend applied 
for, but that it should not be evereised in the 
present case; & (per Corron & Linpury, L.JJ.) 
under Ord. NVI, vr. SL [see, now, Ord. XVIA., 
r. 10), the court bad jumsdiction to order the 
third parties to pay the costs both of the appeal 
& below, & as the third parties had in reality 
fought pltfs. & failed, an order for the payment. of 
such costs must be made against them as well as 
against defts. 

A curious point has been raised after judgment 
in this case. Pltfs. now ask the court to treat 
the third parties in this action as if they were 
defts. to the action, not only to the extent of 
making them pay costs, but also to the extent of 
granting relief against them by way of injunction. 
That, however, would, I think, be wrong, because 
the third partics are not in reality defts. (COTTON, 
I..J.).— EDISON & SWAN UNITED ELecrric Light 
Co. v. HOLLAND (1889), 41 Ch. D. 28, 32; 58 
lh J. Ch. 5243 OL L. TI. 3823) 37 W. R. 6993 5 
Vo. R. 2904; OR. DP. C. 2438, C. A. 

1446. One-half of costs payable by defen- 
dant to plaintiff.}—Grrson v. Simpson, No. 1122, 
ante. 

1447. - -— Defendant’s costs—Solicitor & client. ] 
— (1ERSON v. SIMPSON, No. 11/22, ante. 

1448. —— Costs of third-party proceedings. ]— 
GERSON v. SIMPSON, No. 1422, ante. 

1449. Defendant paying costs of 
defence. ]— BLORE v. ASHBY, No. 14338, ante. 

1450. Payment of costs of third party— By 
plaintiff.|—LIANBURY v. UpPpER INNY DRAINAWE 
Boarp, No. 1443, ante. 

1451. —- - ———- Appearance to reduce damages 
to sum paid into court.}—A third party, who was 
under a contract to indemnify deft., obtained leave 
tu appear at the trial, & appeared accordingly, & 
succeeded in his object of reducing the damages 
to a sum already paid into court by deft. :—J/eld : 
not entitled to costs against pltf.— WILLIAM» v. 
SOUTH KASTERN Ry. Co. (1878), 26 W. KR. 352. 

1452. By defendant.]|—There is power to 
order a deft. to pay costs to a third party who 
appears in consequence of being served by deft. 
with a notice [see, now, Ord. XVIA., r. 10, supra).—- 
DAWSON v. SHEPHERD & GRIER (1880), 49 L. J. 
Q. B. 529; 42 L. T. 611; 28 W. RB. 805, C. A. 

1458. Solicitor & client costs—Justi- 
flable severance in defence.J]—In an action for an 
injunction against an adjoining owner & his 
builder to restrain an interference with light & 
for trespass, the builder severed in his defence 
from his employer & appeared separately at the 
trial, when an injunction was granted with costs 
against deft. the adjoining owner :—Held: under 
the circumstances, the builder was entitled to 
complete indemnity, & to an order for the pay- 
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ment of his solicitor & client costs by his co-deft.— 
Born v. TURNER, [1900] 2 Ch. 211; 69 L. J. Ch. 
593; 83 L. T. 148; 48 W. R. 697; 44 Sol. Jo. 502. 

1454. Refusal of costs—PlaintifY unsuccess- 
ful.]|—Deft. U. is attacked & sought to be made 
liable for an improper investment, & he says: 
‘‘“There are certain other persons who have 
executed a deed of indemnity to me with reference 
to this particular investment. I must tell them, 
otherwise I inay be in this difficulty, that I may 
be beaten (which is an event I must contemplate), 
& then I should have to sue them & try the whole 
case over again. Therefore I tell them I mean to 
fight, & if they like to come & assist me, or to 
take it out of my hands by admitting the in- 
demnity, they may. At any rate I give them 
fair notice under the order.’”? I do not say that 
he is not to do that. They think it right to come. 
They do not trust him, but would rather be present 
& watch From a prudent point of view no 
doubt they are right. They do come, & then deft. 
succeeds, & the third parties then say: ‘ But 
you have brought us here, & though you have 
succeeded & therefore there is no indemnity, you 
must pay our costs.”’ 1 do not think that is the 
meaning of the rule. 1 do not think the intention 
of the rule is that third parties should be brought 
in as defts. against whom a claim is made in any 
event, but as defts. against whom a claim is made 
in a contingent event which the party giving the 
notice of course knows, as also they know, may 
not occur. T do not think that | can make cither 
pltf. or deft. pay these costs. The result is that 
the third parties will have no costs (KEKEWICH, J.). 
-—-Re SALMON, Priest ». UppneRy (1889), 42 
Ch. D. 351, $58, 359; G2 L. T. 270; 5 T. L. R. 
315, 583, C. A. 

1455. — ——— Third party appearing & 
defending action separately.|--Where a third 
party, with no sufficient reason, appears & defends 
an action separately he must bear the costs of so 
doing, even though pltf. be unsuccessful in the 
action. -WILiAMS vv. BUCITANAN, ALEXANDER 
THirp Party (1891), 7 T. L. R. 226, C. A. 

1456. Payment of costs when fourth parties 
brought in.|—A master at chambers made orders 
that the third, fourth & fifth parties night appear 
at the trial of the action, & should be bound by 
the finding of the Jury. The orders proceeded to 
direct that all costs should be in the discretion 
of the judge at the trial. The jury found for 
defts.:—J//eld: there was no power given by 
Ord. XVI, rv. 17 to 21 [see, now, Ord. XVIA., 
rr, 10, 11J, to grant the costs of persons admitted 
to appear under those rules.~-YORKSHIRE WAGGON 
(‘o. v. NEWPORT & ABERCARNE COAL Co. (1880), 
5 Q. B. D. 268; 28 W. BR. 505; sub nom. YORK- 
suInE RAtTWwAY WAGGON Co. v. NEWPORT & 
ABERCARN, ETC., CoAL Co., 49 L. J. Q. B. 527 ; 
42 L. T. 367. 

1457. -J}—D. covenanted by deed that he, 
his heirs or assigns, would pay S. a royalty on 
coals which should be got from land purchased 
from 8., & which should be shipped for sale. D. 
did not execute the deed. Im an action on the 
covenant, D.’s representatives brought in his 
assigns as third parties, & they brought in fourth 
parties :—Held: on the facts, the deed afforded 
secondary evidence of a counterpart having been 
executed by D.; ‘shipped for sale’’ meant 
actually shipped for the purpose of sale; & defts. 
must pay the costs of third & fourth parties, there 
being no jurisdiction to throw those costs on the 
pltfs.—WITHAM v. VANE (1883), 32 W. R. 617, H. L. 

1458. -}—In an action against defts. who 
claim indemnity against a third party who obtains 
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an order in the presence of pltfs. against a fourth 
arty, directing delivery of pleadings & that the 
ourth party be at liberty to appear at the trial & 
be bound by the result, the court has jurisdiction 
under the third-party procedure to decide all 
questions of costs as between the parties to the 
action & the third & fourth parties, the rules 
applying not only to third parties but further 
parties :—JZeld: (1) pltfs. in the circumstances 
of having endeavoured to perpetrate a fraud on 
the fourth party must pay his costs. No order 
against pltfs. as to third party’s costs, the claim 
against them being one of indemnity ; (2) in the 
circumstances there ought to be no order as to 
costs as betwecn the third & fourth parties in the 
fourth-party proceedings.—KLAWANSKI v. PREMIER 
PETROLEUM Co., ETC., [1911] W. N. 94; 104 L. T. 
567; 55 Sol. Jo. 408. 
See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 10, 
p. 458, ante; r. 11, infra. 

1459. County Courts Act limiting right to 
recover costs—Not applicable between defendant 
& third party.J—In an appeal by deft. from an 
order of the master that the sum of £5 paid into 
court by the third party upon his interrogating 
the deft. should be paid out to him :—AHeld: 
County Courts Act, 1867, s. 5, did not apply as 
between a deft. & a third party, the costs were 
entirely in the discretion of the court under 
Ord. XVI., r. 54 [see, now, Ord. XVIa., r. 10], & 
judgment should be entered for deft. against the 
third party, with costs.—BATES v. BURCHELL, 
[1884] W. N. 108. 

Agent—Reimbursement & Indemnity by princi- 
Oe AGENCY, Vol. 1., pp. 328, Nos. 1862 
et seq. 

Landlord & Tenant—Assignment of lease— 
Assignor’s right of indemnity against assignee. |— 
See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 412, 
Nos. 5587 et seq. 

Lessee & underlessee—Covenant of in- 
demnity.}—Sec LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXX., 
p. 496, Nos. 1553-1555. 

Co-directors—Right of contribution between. |-- 
See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 129, No. 681. 

Co-sureties — Contribution inter se.|—WSee 
GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., pp. 139, 
Nos. 1025 et seq. 

Damages—Recovery of costs & expenses— 
Actions by & against third parties.|—See DAMAGEs, 
Vol. XVII., pp. 109, Nos. 209 et seq. 

Marine Insurance—Subrogation—Compensation 
paid to assured by third parties.|—Sce INSURANCE, 
Vol. XXIX., pp. 291, Nos. 2370 et seq. 
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Sect. 13.—FOURTH AND SUBSEQUENT PARTIES. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XVia., r. 11. (1) Where a third party makes 
as against any person not already a party to the action such a 
claim as is defined in Rule 1 of this Order, the provisions of this 
Order regulating the rights and procedure as between the 
defendant and the third party shall apply mutatis mutandis 
as between the third party and such other person, and the 
Court or Judge may give leave to such third party to issue a 
third-party notice, and the preceding Rules of this Order shall 
apply , mutatis mutandis, and the expressions ‘ third-party 
notice ’’ and “ third party” shall apply to and include every 
notice so issued and every person served with such notice 
respectively. 

(2) Where a person served with a notice under this Rule by a 
third party in turn makes such a claim as is defined in Rule 1 of 
this Order against another percon not already a party to the 
action, this Order as applied by this Rule shall have effect as 
regards such further person and any other further person or 
persons so served and 80 on successively. 


PRACTICE. 


1460. Right to bring in fourth party.]—A person 
added as deft. in an action under Ord. XVI., 
r. 17 [see, now, R. S. C., 1883, Ord. XVIA., r. 11), 
is not entitled under that rule to have another 
person, against whom he may have a claim, so 
Se ae v. BALFOUR (1877), 25 W. RK. 

11. 

1461. -+—In an action by a shipowner 
against the consignee of goods under a bill of 
lading to recover damages for delay in unloading, 
the deft. obtained an order to bring in a third 
party, viz. the London Banking Association, who 
had bought the cargo afloat. The court gave 
leave to the Banking Association to give notice 
to & bring in a fourth party to whom they had 
resold the cargo afloat.—FowLen v. KNooPp & 
LONDON BANKING Assocn. (1877), 36 L. T. 219. 

1462. -}+—Where defts. had served notice 
on a third party under Ord. XVI., r. 18 [see, now, 
R.S. C., 1888, Ord. XVIA., r. 11], the third party 
was allowed to serve a similar notice on a fourth 
party. A third party served with notice under 
Ord. XVI., r. 18 [see, now, R. S. O., 1883, Ord. 
XVIa., r. 11], was allowed to put in a statement 
of defence to pltf.’s statement of claim limited to 
points not raised by the defence of the defts.— 
WITHAM v. VANE (1880), 49 I. J. Ch. 242; 41 
L. T. 729; 28 W. R. 276. 

——.]}—See, now, Rt. 8S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 11, 
supra. 


Costs when fourth parties brought in.] 
Sect. 12, ante. 

















See 





Sect. 14.—-CLAIMS BETWEEN CO-DEFENDANTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 12. (1) Where a defendant claims 
against another defendant— 

(a) that he is entitled to contribution or indemnity, or 

(6) that he is entitled to any relief or remedy relating to or 
connected with the original subject-matter of the 
action and substantially the same as some recHef or 
remedy claimed by the plaintiff, or 

(c) that any question or issue relating to or connected with 
the said subject-matter is substantially the same as 
Rome question or issue arising between the plaintiff and 
the defendant making the claim and should properly be 
determined not only as between the plaintiff and the 
defendant making the claim but as between the plaintiff 
and that defendant and another defendant or between 
any or either of them, 


the defendant making the claim may without any leave issue 
and serve on such other defendant a notice making such claim 
or specifying such question or Issue. 

(2) No appearance to such notice shall be necessary and the 
same procedure shall be adopted for the determination of such 
claim, question or issue between the defendants as would be 
appropriate under this Order if he were a third party. 

(3) Nothing herein contained shall prejudice the rights of the 
plaintiff against any defendant to the action. 


1463. Leave to issue or serve notice on co- 
defendant—Unnecessary.]|—Under r. 55 of Ord. 
XVI. [see, now, Ord. XVIA., r. 12] a deft. need not 
obtain the leave of the court or a judge before 
issuing to a co-deft. a notice claiming contribution 
or indemnity from him. But it will be open to 
the co-deft., after he has been served with the 
notice, to move to set aside the service.—TOWSE 
v. LOVERIDGE (1883), 25 Ch. D. 76; 653 L. J. Ch. 
499; 49 L. T. 466; 32 W. R. 161. 

1464. How notice given—Former practice— 
Delivery of pleading.|—-Delivery of a defence 
claiming relief against a person already a party 
to the action is notice within Ord. XVI1., r. 17 
[see, now, R. S. C., 18838, Ord. XVIA., vr. 12].— 
FURNESS v. BooTH (1876), 4 Ch. D. 586; 46 
L. J. Ch. 112; 25 W. R. 267. 

1465. ——- ——— ——-.} —Pltf. jointly with deft. 





Part XX.—TuHtrRD-PARTY PROCEDURE. 


B. entered into a contract with deft. E. to work 
a trading adventure on lands belonging to E. 
Pitf. by his claim alleged that E. had obtained the 
contract from him & deft. B. by misrepresentation, 
& asked for rescission, & in the alternative for 
dissolution. Deft. B. delivered a pleading which 
was at the same time his defence in the action, a 
reply to a counterclaim by V., & a new claim as 
in an action against E. :—Held: he was entitled 
to prosecute in this action his claim against FE. ; 
& delivery to deft. K. of the said pleading should 
be notice, under the statute, of the claim of deft. 
B. against him.—Bagotr v. Easton, Easton v. 
Baaot, Bagor v. Easton (1879), 11 Ch. D. 392; 
27 W. R. 404. 

1466. - ——~.]~In an action by A. 
against his trustecs, B. & C., to make them jointly 
& severally liable for the loss occasioned by an 
investment on insufficient security, in breach of 
trust, of the trust fund, B., in his statement of 
defence & counterclaim, claimed contribution 
from C. as the trustee primarily liable for the 
alleged breach of trust, if established. The 
defence was delivered to C., but there was no 
order that that should be sufficient notice. A 
decree for an account & payment having been 
made against B. & C., on further consideration : 
Held: C. had sufficient notice within Rules of 
Court, 1875, Ord. XVI., vr. 17 [see, now, R.S. C., 
1883, Ord. XVIA., r. 12), of B.’s claim for in- 
demnity; & B. was entitled to an inquiry how 
& in what proportions as between B. & C. the 
sums ordered to be paid to A. should be borne 
& paid.—BvuTiLEerR v. BUTLER (1880), 14 Ch. D. 
329; 49 L. J. Ch. 742; 42 L. Tb. 728; 28 W. RR. 
825. 

1467. ——- ——- -}—One deft. by his 
statement of defence made certain allegations 
affecting the rights of his co-defts. The latter 
purchased a copy of the defence, which was not 
delivered to them in any other way :—Held: the 
purchase of the statement of defence did not 
affect the co-defts. with notice under Ord. XVI., 
r. 17 [see, now, R. S. C., 1888, Ord. XVIA., vr. 12]. 

Where deft. by his separate statement of defence 
raised certain questions affecting the rights of his 
co-defts., but did not make any counterclaim 
against them, & did not deliver his defence to 
them, & the co-defts. moved to strike out the 
paragraphs containing these allegations as em- 
barrassing, the court being of opinion that the 
questions raised by the defence were material 
questions to be determined at the trial of the 
action, & deft. being unwilling to raisc them 
against his co-defts., leave was given to the latter 
to serve a notice on the other deft. under Ord. 
XVI., vr. 17 [see, now, BR. S. C., 18883, Ord. XVIA., 
r. 12], for the purpose of raising the questions as 
between him & them.—STEEL v. DIXON (1880), 
42 L. T. 765; 28 W. R. 796. 

——.]—See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 12, 

. 460, ante; Appendix B., Nos. 1, 14, Yearly 
Buprame Court Practice. 

1468. Setting aside service of notice.]—TOowsE 
v. LOVERIDGE, No. 1463, ante. 

1469. —— Objection raised upon summons for 
directions.|—The court has no power to set aside 
service of a third-party notice by a deft. claiming 
contribution or indemnity from his co-deft. If 
the co-deft. desires to raise the question whether 
there is a case for a contribution or indemnity he 
must do so upon the summons for directions under 
Ord. XVI., r. 52 [see, now, Ord. XVIA., r. 12].— 
Baxter v. FRANCE, [1895] 1 Q. B. 455; 72 L. T. 
146; 64 L. J. Q. B. 335; 43 W. R. 227; 14 BR. 
212, C. A. 
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1470. Application for directions—Necessity for.] 
—In an action by lessors against lessee & sub- 
lessee in occupation to restrain a breach of covenant 
as to user in the superior lease, the sub-lessec, by 
his defence, claimed to be indemnified by his 
co-deft., & served him with a third-party notice, 
to which an appearance was entered, but no 
application was made for directions :—Held: the 
question between the co-defts. could not be 
determined upon the trial of the action. 

The indemnity was claimed on the ground that 
the sub-lessee had been led by his co-deft. to 
commit the breach of covenant, & that the latter 
had given a covenant for quiet enjoyment :— 
Held: the claim was not for ‘ contribution or 
indemnity ’’ within the meaning of Ord. XIV., 
r. 55 [see, now, Ord. XVI., r. 12].—TRITTON v. 
BANKART (1887), 56 lL. J. Ch. 629; 566 L. T. 306 ; 
35 W. R. 474; 3 T. L. R. 420. 

1471. When court will refuse directions— 
Disputes not capable of final settlement—Com- 
plicated questions.]|—BAXTER v. FRANCE (No. 2), 
No. 1404, ante. 

~.]—See, generally, Sect. 10, ante. 

1472. Whether directions given after judgment 
signed.]—This was an application by deft. R. 
on appeal from the refusal of the master to give 
directions under Ord. XVI., r. 52 [see, now, Ord. 
XVIA., r. 12]. 

The action was brought for commission agreed 
to be paid to plitf. upon his introducing a partner 
into deft.’s firm to take the place of R. Deft. 
R. obtained leave to serve a third-party notice 
upon deft. G., claiming to be indemnified by 
him against liability in respect of pltf.’s claim, 
on the ground that R. had retired from the 
partnership, & by the deed of dissolution executed 
by R. & (., G. agreed to indemnify R. against all 
liabilities of the partnership. Pltf. had obtained 
an order for judgment under Ord. XIV. against 
R.; G. had obtained leave to defend, having paid 
money into court. 

If no directions are to be given & deft. against 
whom judgment has been signed is to be dis- 
missed from the action, he would have to bring 
his action against the other deft. who has been 
served with a third-party notice in this action. 
The very object of these rules as to third-party 
procedure is to prevent the necessity for two 
trials in such a case (FIELD, J.). 

Order, that the question of the liability of G. 
to the claim for indemnity by R. be tried as 
between them at the trial of this action.—FLOWER 
v. Topp, [1884] W. N. 47, 48. 

1473. Inquiry between co-defendants—Ascer- 
tainment of proportionate Hability.)—BUTLER v. 
ButLErR, No. 1466, ante. 

1474, —-— -!—The court has power under 
Ord. XVI., r. 55 [see, now, Ord. XVIA., r. 12], to 
give a direction for contribution as between defts. 

An inquiry was accordingly directed as in 
Butler v. Butler, No. 1466, ante.—SAWYER v. 
SAWYER, [1883] W. N. 212. 

1475. Judgment—-Form of—Express contract of 
indemnity—Surety signing Judgment before satis- 
faction.|—A deft. who is entitled to an indemnity 
from a co-deft. upon a special agreement is entitled 
to sign judgment against his co-deft. for the 
amount of his (the deft.’s) liability before he has 
actually paid anything in discharge of it. 

Appeal from order of Pocce. u.. at chambers, 
refusing deft. Eden liberty to sign final judgment 
against his co-defts. Flatau & Messrs. Elborough 
or directions pursuant to Ord. XVI., rr. 52, 65 
[see, now, Ord. XVIA.]. 

The action was brought to recover a sum of 
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Sect. 14.—Claims between co-defendants. 
Part XXI. Sect. 1.] 


£4,000 with interest & costs, lent by pltfs. to 
Flatau, whose surcties Messrs. Elborough & Eden 
became at the time of the loan. By a con- 
temporaneous agreement, of which pltfs. had 
notice when they made the advance, the principal 
debtor Flatau & his co-sureties Messrs. Elborough 
had expressly promised to indemnify Mr. Eden 
against ‘any risk, damage, or costs’’ which 
might ‘‘arise’’ to him as surety in the trans- 
action. Pltfs. recovered judgment against Flatau 
& Messrs. Elborough by default. Eden applied 
for & obtained leave to defend on bringing into 
court the sum sued for, less a sum received by the 
pitf. on account of VFlatau since action brought 
within a period which had not expired at the date 
of the appeal. The court having regard to the 
circumstances under which the advance was made 
& the indemnity was given as shown by the affi- 
davits, & holding that Eden was entitled to sue 
on the express promise of indemnity given him by 
his co-defts., as having become legally liable to 
pay, though he had not actually paid, pltfs. the 
sum guaranteed, reversed the order of POLLOCK, B., 
& directed as follows :— 

Eden to be at liberty to sign judgment against 
Flatau forthwith, on an undertaking by him & 
his solicitor that any money recovered under the 
judgment from Flatau shall be at once brought 
into court, Eden to have a week further for 
bringing money into court, & no execution at the 
suit of pitfs. tu issue against Flatau during such 
additional week. As between Eden & the Messrs. 
Elborough, the court under the circumstances 
disclosed in the affidavit gave no direction. - 
ENQ@usH & Scorrisu TRUST Co, v1. FLATAU (1887), 
36 W. R. 238; sub nom. ENGLISH & SCOTTISH 
MERCANTILE INVESTMENT TRUST, LTD. v. FLATAU, 
eae ELROROUGH & IépEN, [1887] W. N. 

04. 

1476. Costs—Justifiable severance in defence.] 
—BORN v. TURNER, No. 14538, ante. 

1477. All costs paid by one co-defendant — 
Contribution from other co-defendants— Without 
independent proceeding.J]—When one of scveral 
co-defts. who are decreed to pay pltfs.’ taxed costs 
of action, pays the entire of such costs, he is 
entitled to obtain contribution in respect thereon 
from the other co-defts. in the action, & without an 
independent proceeding.— NEWRY SALT WoRKs 
Co. v. MACDONNELL, [1903] 2 I. R. 454. 

1478, Administrators—Indemnity from co-defen- 


Sect. 15. 





PRACTICE. 


dant solicitors—Negligence of solicitors.}—W. & 
G. were administrators with the will annexed of 
the estate of F. & signed cheques in blank, which 
they handed to the solicitors to the estate for the 
payment of the various items for funcral & testa- 
mentary expenses. After payment of those 
expenses a sum of £1,878 198. was left for the 
beneficiaries under the will. The solicitors filled 
in one of the signed blank cheques for that amount, 
& sent it to outside brokers for investment in 
War Loan to provide annuities given by the will. 
The money was misapplied, & no War Loan was 
received. Beneficiaries under the will in this 
action claimed against the administrators & the 
solicitors, that they were jointly & severally liable 
for the loss of the £1,878 19s. Deft. adminis- 
trators alleged that contrary to instruction their 
co-defts. sent the cheque to outside brokers, & 
served their co-defts. with a third-party notice 
under r, 12 (1), Ord. XVIA. That rule provided 
for service of such a notice on a co-deft. when a 
deft. was entitled to (a) indemnity & contribution 
from his co-deft., (b) to relief against him sub- 
stantially the same as some relief claimed by the 
plitf., (¢) that the issue between the pltf. & deft. 
serving the notice was substantially the same as 
that between the pltf. & his co-deft. :—Held: 
there was a fiduciary relationship established 
between defts. & their co-deft. solicitors, & the 
facts of the case were such as enabled deft. 
administrators to take advantage of the wider 
third-party procedure provided by clauses (b) & 
(c) of r. 12 (1), & to use the notice to claim the 
£1,878 19s. from deft. solicitors. The fact, as 
alleged, that the claim made on the third-party 
procedure might constitute a common law action 
for negligence, & if heard in Chanccry under the 
third-party notice would deprive deft. solicitors 
of it being heard before a jury, did not prevent 
the third-party procedure before a Chancery judge. 
—Re BURFORD, BURFORD ¥v. CLIFFORD, [1932] 
W.N. 128; 76 Sol. Jo. 377; 173 L. T. Jo. 38), 
C. A. 

Trustees-- Indemnity from beneficiaries—Breach 
of trust.]-- See Trusts & TRUSTERS, Vol. XLIIL., 
pp. 1018, Nos, 4535 ct seq. 


SECT. 15.—COUNTERCLAIM. 


R.S.C., Ord. XVIA.,r.13. Inthis Order the words “ plaintiff ’’ 
and ‘‘ detendant ’’ respectively shall include a plaintiff and a 
defendant to a counter-claim, 


Part XX!—Change of Parties by Death, Bankruptcy, 
Marriage, etc. 


SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL, 
R.8.C., Ord. XVII, r.1. A cause or matter 

become abated by reason of the marriage, death, or beanrioes 
of any of the parties, if the cause of action survive or continue 
and shall not become defective by the assignment, creation or 
devolution of any estate or title pendente lite; and whether 
the cause of action survives or not, there shall be no abatement 
by reason of the death of either party between the verdict or 
finding of the issues of fact and the judgment, but judgment 
may in such case be entered, notwithstanding the death. 


—————— = 92. In case of the marriage 
bankruptcy, or devolution of estate by operation of ioe any 


party to a cause or matter the Court or a Judge may, if it be 
deemed necessary for the complete scttlement of all the ques- 
tions involved, order that the husband, persons representative, 
trustee, or other successor in interest, if any, of such party be 
made a party, or be served with notice in such manner and 
form as herejnafter prescribed, and on such terms as the Court 
or Judge shall think just, and shall make such order for the 
disposal of the cause or matter as may be just. 


- -~ 3. In case of an assignment, creation, 
or devolufion of any estate or title pendente lite, the cause or 
Matter may be continued by or against the person to or upon 
whom such estute or title has come or devolved. 
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R.8. C., Ord. XVII,r.4. Where by reason of marriage, 
death, or bankruptcy, or any other event occurring after the 
commoncement of a cause or matter and causing a change or 
transmission of interest or Ilability or by reason of any person 
intercsted coming into existence after the commencement of 
the cause or matter, it becomes necessary or desirable that any 
person not already a party should be made a party, or that any 
person already a party should be made a party in another 
rapachy, an order that the proceedings shall be carried on 
between the continuing parties, and such new party or parties, 
may be obtained ez parte on application to the Cour or a Judge, 
upon an allegation of such change, or transmission of interest 
or Hability, or of any such person interested having come into 
existence. 

1479. Cause of action must survive or continue 
—Survival or continuance to one of persons on 
record.|—After issue had been joined and notice 
of trial given by the sole pltf. in an action, he filed 
a liquidation petition, under which a trustee of 
his property was appointed. When the action 
came on for trial no one appeared for p]tf. or for 
the trustee, & there was no evidence that any 
notice of the action had been served on the 
trustee :—Held: r. 1 of Ord. 1. of Rules of Court, 
1875 [see, now, Ord. XVII.. r. 1, supra), applies 
only when the cause of action survives or con- 
tinues in some person who is before the court; 
the action had abated, & the only order which 
could be made was to strike the action out of 
the list.—ELpDRIDGE v. BuraEss (1878), 7 Ch. D. 
4413; 470. J. Ch. 342; 38 TL. T. 2323 26 W. RR. 
435. 

1480. ——.]—After the defence in an 
action had been delivered pltf. was adjudicated 
bankrupt, & the right of action passed to the 
official assignee. The bankrupt obtained his 
discharge & the official assignee reassigned to the 
bankrupt the right of action :—Held: the cause 
of action continued & the action did not become 
abated by reason of the bankruptcy. 

IT think that, at one time, before the Judicature 
Acts were in force, defts. might have pleaded that 
as the right of action vested in bankrupt’s assignee, 
the action so far as the pltf. is concerned had 
become abated. But Ord. XVII., r. 1, put an 
end to that; that rule provides that ‘ a cause or 
matter shall not become abated by reason of the 
marriage, death, or bankruptcy of any of the 
parties, if the cause of action survive or con- 
tinue.”” That means that in an action of A. 
against L.. the action against B. shall not come 
to an end because A. becomes bankrupt, if the 
cause of action survive or continue. It is said 
that the case of Eldridge v. Burgess, No. 1479, ante, 
is against this. There Fry, J., says, ‘‘ 1 think that 
r. 1 of Ord. L.. (the words of which are followed in 
Ord. XVII., r. 1, of the Rules of 1883) applies 
only to a case where the cause of action survives 
or continues in some person who is before the 
court’; but it was necessary for his decision. 
I think it is putting too narrow a construction 
upon the rule to say that it meant if the cause of 
action survive or continue to one of the persons 
on the record. If it did not survive, then the 
rule would be inapplicable; but it does survive 
in the same way as before the bankruptcy, only 
that the assignee is substituted for pltf.. if he so 
elects; or, if he does not, then the deft. can apply 
for a stay of the proceedings (HUDDLESTON, B.).— 
BARKER v. JOHNSON (1889), 60 L. T. 64, 653 5 
T. L. R. 278. 

1481. “ Change or transmission of interest.’’]— 
A motion was made to discharge an order of course 
obtained under Ord. 1., r. 4, adding respondent 
as a party to the cause. It appeared that the 
action was brought for the execution of the trusts 
of the will of the testator in the cause by pltf., the 
tenant for life of the property, against the trustees. 
The party now moving was a reversioner who, 








having been served with notice of decree obtained 
the usual order to attend, & respondent was 
another reversioncr with a similar interest who, 
having been served, had not attended. Pltf. 
having died, & no legal representative having 
been appointed, respondent took out an order for 
liberty to carry on & prosecute the action. It was 
objected that the proper course was for respondent 
to have applicd under sect. 44 of the Chancery 
Procedure Act, 1852, for the appointment of a 
legal personal representative. 

In my opinion the order is irregular. There 
has been no ‘“‘ change or transmission of interest ”’ 
within the meaning of the rule. The order must 
be discharged with costs (CHITTY, J.).—Re DELANEY, 
DELANEY v. DELANEY (1883), 27 Sol. Jo. 418. 

1482. Devolution of estate or title.|—-A husband 
who had obtained a decree nisi for dissolution of 
his marriage died before the time for making it 
absolute had arrived :—Held: the legal personal 
representative of the husband could not revive 
the suit for the purpose of applying to make the 
decree absolute. 

There must be a transmissible interest—if the 
estate or title devolves on some one as repre- 
senting the original party, the action may be 
revived, but there must be a devolution of the 
estate or title (Corron, L.J.).—STANHOPE v. 
STANHOPE (1886), 11 P. D. 1083; 55 L. J. P. 363 
54 LL. T. 906; 50 J. P. 276; 34 W. R. 4463; 2 
T. I. 1. 447, C. A. 

1483. On person who fs party to action.]— 
Ord. XVIT., r. 1, does not keep an action alive as 
against the estate of a deceased party unless 
the estate has devolved on some one who is a 
party to the action.—Re SHEPHARD, ATKINS v. 
SHEPITARD (1889), 48 Ch. D. 131; 59 L. J. Ch. 83; 








62 L. T. 337; 38 W. R. 1333; 6 TT. L. BR. 55, 
C. A, 
1484. --— Interest or liability must have been 


previously represented in the action.]—-By in- 
denture of settlement several denominations of 
land were settled upon A. for life, remainder to B. 
for life, remainder to the first son of B. for life, 
with remainder to his first & other sons succes- 
sively in tail male, with like limitations in favour 
of the second & other sons of B. & his issue in 
strict settlement. B. & his eldest son (C.) & B.’s 
second & third sons died, as was supposed, without 
issue in A.’s lifetime, & upon A.’s death, B.’s fourth 
son entered into possession of the lands as tenant 
for life, & died without issue, whereupon B.’s 
fifth son PD. entered into possession. F., who 
alleged that he was the lawful son of C., brought 
an action against D. claiming in the writ of 
summons as heir-at-law of C., & by his claim as 
endorsed on the writ, sought (1) to establish his 
title to the lands, (2) a declaration that he was 
entitled to the rents & profits of the lands, (3) 
possession of so much of the lands as were in the 
occupation of deft., (4) an amount of the rents & 
profits, (5) an injunction to restrain deft. from 
receiving the rents & profits, (6) a receiver. D. 
died before the action was further proceeded, 
leaving a son F. EK. moved under Ord. XVIL., 
r. 4 (Ireland), to continue the proceedings in the 
action against F.:—Held: there was no trans- 
mission of interest within the meaning of the rule, 
& the application could not be granted. The rule 
only applies to an interest or Nability previously 


represented in the proceeding.—I[OwarRpD  v. 
Howarp (1892), 30 L. R. Ir. 430. 
1485. ——— Death of tenant for life—Application 


by remainderman to be substituted as plaintiff. }— 
Pitf. as tenant for life under an indenture of 
marriage settlement executed on the occasion of 
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his marriage in 1869, sued in an action of eject- 
ment on the title, to recover certain lands in the 
county of Mayo. During the pending of the suit 
he died in 1895. Ilis eldest son, as tenant in tail 
in remainder under the settlement, now applied to 
be substituted as pltf. in the action :—Held: 
applicant did not represent the interest of pltf. in 
the action; there was no change or transmission 
of the interest of pltf. to the applicant, & the 
application must be refused.——-FERRALL v. CURRAN, 
[1899] 2 I. R. 470. 

1486. Addition of personal representative as 
defendant——Estate of intestate benefiting by reason 
of matters complained of.]—ASHLEY v. TAYLOR, 
No. 1251, ante. 

1487. Discretion of court—‘‘ Necessary or de- 
sirable ’’—-Order sought for purposes of appeal- 
ing.]—Applicant avowedly asks for an order 
to revive simply for the purpose of appealing ; 
when 1 say ‘‘ revive,’’ I mean to carry on the 
proceedings. The rule under which the present 
application is necessarily made is r. 4 of Ord. 
AVII., &, passing by the introductory matter, | 
refer to the rule for the purpose or reading these 
words only, ‘‘ where... it becomes necessary 
or desirable that any person not already a party 
should be made a party,’’ an order may be 
obtained. It seems to me that the court has a 
discretion in making the order, & applicant is 
bound to show that it is either necessary or 
des‘rable for the purpose of working out the 
decree. In this case the decree admittedly has 
been worked out, & a transfer of the funds has 
been made years ago. The only object, therefore, 
is that there may be an appeal from the decree... . 
Where the only object of a party asking for an 
order is to appeal, & where there are no special 
circumstances in the case, where, for instance, 
there is no suggestion of collusion or fraud, or the 
like, & where there is no irregularity ... the 
right rule to be observed is this, that such an 
order should not be made after the expiration of 
the tine which is limited now for an appeal, 
namely, one year (CHITTY, J.).—-FUSSELL  v. 
DowpviIne (1884), 27 Ch. D. 237, 240, 241; 58 
L. J. Ch. 924; 51 L. T. 332 ; 32 W. RB. 790. 

1488. Amendment of title of action—d& plead- 
ings.|—A trustee in bankruptcy commenced an 
action to obtain a declaration that a deed, which 
purported to be an absolute conveyance of real 
estate by the bankrupt, was in fact a mortgage, 
& to redeem such mortgage ; & subsequently sold 
& assigned his interest in the subject-matter of 
the action to C., who claimed to carry on the 
action in the name of the original pltf. :—Held : 
on the application of deft., C. was bound to amend 
the title of the action so as to show that he was the 
real pltf., & to introduce such averments in the 
statement of claim as would disclose his title.— 
SEEAR v. LAWSON (1880), 16 Ch. D. 121; sub nom. 
SEEAR v. LAWSON, CHATTERTON v. LAWSON, 50 
L. J. Ch. 139; 43 L. T. 716; 29 W. R. 109, C. A. 

See, generally, PLEADING. 

Leave to issue execution—Change of parties by 
death, bankruptcy, ete.}—See R.S. C., Ord. XLII., 
r. 23, Part XLVIL., Sect. 22, poat ; BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. V., p. 1020, Nos. 8331, 8332; ExECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 426, 664, Nos. 65 et 8eq., 2448 et seq. 
Execution against personal representa- 
tives.]—See ExEcuTors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. 
XALV., pp. 747, Nos. 7702 et seq. 

Limitation of actions—Judgment debts.]—Sce 
LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXII, p. 4038, 
Nos. 816-822. 
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Sect. 2.—DEATH OF PARTY. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XVII, rr. 1-4, pp. 462, 4638, ante. 

1489. Death of sole petitioner—Continuance of 
petition by representatives—Death pending in- 
quiries under order.J]—Whcre a sole petitioner 
dies after an order made on the petition directing 
inquiries & whilst those inquirics are pending, 
the court will order the petition to be continued & 
carried on by the representatives of petitioner.—He 
ATKINS’ ESTaTE (1875), 1 Ch. D. 82; 24 W. R. 89. 

1490. Petition for winding up com- 
pany.}—A petition was presented for winding up by 
the D. Collieries Company. Petitioner having died 
before the hearing of the petition, counsel applied 
on behalf of the legal personal representative of 
petitioner for leave to continue & carry on the 
petition. The Vice-Chancellor made an order 
giving leave to the representatives of petitioner to 
continue & carry on the petition. —Re DYNEVOR 
DUFFRYN COLLIERIES Co., [1878] W. N. 199. 

1491. ——— ---An order was on 
June 9, 1888, made for the winding up of a com- 
pany. It afterwards appeared that petitioner 
died on June 8, so that in fact the order was a 
nullity. Counsel for the legal personal repre- 
sentative of the petitioner now asked for an order 
for revivor nunc pro tunc. The judge made an 
order for revivor, & then a fresh order for the 
winding up of the company.—Re COMMERCIAL 
BANK OF LONDON, [1888] W. N. 214. 

1492. Death of sole plaintiff-——Continuance by 
personal representative—-Addition of co-plaintiffs. | 
—LONG v. CROSSLEY, No. 1072, ante. 

1493. Continuance by person served with 
notice of administration judgment.|—After a 
decree in a suit instituted by one of several 
tenants for life against the trustees, the sole pltf. 
died :—JTeld : by the Master of the Rolls, that the 
suit could not be revived by an order of course 
by another tenant for life, but it afterwards 
appearing that applicant had been served with 
the decree & obtained liberty to intervene, the 
Lords Justices made the order.—DoOBSON 1. 
FAITHWAITE (186]), 30 Beav. 228; 4 De G. F. & 
J.190; 31 L. J. Ch. 40, 215; 5 1. T. 412, 518; 
10 W. R. 29, 183; 54 HK. R. 876, C. A. 

1494, Right to order of course.]—A 
person served with notice of an administration 
judgment, & having obtained liberty to attend the 
proceedings under it, is in the same position as a 
party to the action, & is entitled to obtain an 
order of course to revive the action on the death 
of the sole pltf.—-BURSTALL v. FEARON (1883), 24 
Ch. D. 126; 53 L. J. Ch. 144; 31 W. R. 581. 

1495. Death of one of several plaintiffs—Sur- 
vival of suit to others.]}—Testator bequeathed 
certain leaseholds to A. for life, with remainder to 
his children, & directed that A., whom he made 
his executor, should from time to time, & at the 
proper periods, renew the leases. He also gave 
an annuity to B., which he charged on the residue 
of his personal estate. Some years after testator’s 
death, B. filed a bill against A. to enforce payment 
of the annuity, & also as next friend of the infant 
children of A., praying that the leases might be 
renewed for their benefit:—Held: B. & the 
infants were improperly joined as pltfs., their 
respective interests being wholly unconnected 
with each other; & the bill was on this account 
dismissed at the hearing. 

Semble: that where one of the several partners, 
pitis., dies, the suit survives to the others.— 
ANDERSON v. WALLIS (1841), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 336; 
10 L. J. Kx. Kq. 9; 5 Jur. 458; 160 BE. R. 1035; 
affd., 1 Ph. 202, L. C. 























Part XXJ.—CHANGE OF Parties BY Deatu, BANKRUPTCY, MARRIAGE, ETC. 








1496. -}+—The specification of a patent 
for improvements in wheels described the invention 
as consisting of a mode of forming a wheel of one 
solid piece of wrought iron, by means of welding 
pieces of wrought iron together so as to form the 
rim, spoke & nave into one compact mass. LDefts. 
used a wheel made by welding pieces of wrought 
iron together so as to form a single compact piece 
of wrought iron: the mode of forming the nave 
was the same as that in the specification: the 
mode of forming the rim was different :—Held : 
it appearing that the mode of forming the nave 
was a material, new & useful part of the invention, 
the use of it by defts. was an infringement of the 

atent, although, in the specification, after 

escribing the whole structure, the invention was 
stated to consist in the circumstance of the centre 
boos or nave, arms and rim, of the wheel being 
wholly composed of wrought iron welded into one 
solid mass ‘‘in manner hereinbefore described.”’ 
Where A. & B. are tenants in common of a patent 
assigned to them, if BK. dies, actions for infringe- 
ments committed in B.’s lifetime survive to A., who 
is entitled at law to recover the whole damages.— 
SMITH v. LONDON & NoRTH WESTERN Ry. Co. 
ee 2K. & B. 69; 17 Jur. 1071; 118 FE. R. 
G04. 

1497. Death of one of two plaintiffs—Consent of 
surviving plaintiff necessary——Order obtained ex 
parte. |—J. & G. were co-pltfs. in an administration 
action. G. died & appointed J. & P. her executors. 
P. was added as co-pltf. with the consent of J. 
On Feb. 13, 1891, judgment was delivered in the 
action directing accounts. On Aug. 7, 1892, pltf. 
J. died, & his will was proved by H., one of his 
executors, the other executors having renounced. 
On Oct. 29, 1892, H. obtained an order ex parte 
appointing her co-pltf. with P. This was a 
motion on behalf of P. to discharge the order of 
Oct. 29 for irregularity. For respondent reliance 
was placed on Ord. XVIT., r. 4, which provides 
that an order may be obtained eax parte to carry 
on proceedings where by reason of death, etc., a 
change of interest is caused, & it becomes neces- 
sary or desirable that any person should be made 
a party. 

The judge held that the proceedings by which 
the order was obtained without the consent of 
pitf. ex parte, & after judgment in the action had 
been delivered, was irregular. Ife did not see 
how a fresh pltf. could be added without notice 
to the existing pltf. The representatives of the 
deceased pltf. had gone behind the back of the 
existing pltf. & obtaincd an order for which there 
was no justification under Ord. XVII, r. 4. 
Motion to discharge the order allowed, with costs. 
—Re HOLMES, FARRAR v. HDDLESTONE (1892), 37 
Sol. Jo. 102. 

1498. Death of plaintiff & defendant—<Action 
surviving as between respective personal repre- 
sentatives—Continuance order obtained ex parte. }— 
When pltf. & deft. die pending an action which 
survives as between their respective personal 
representatives, the court will, upon ex parte 
application, order the action tv be continued in 
the names of their respective personal representa- 
tives. —SELLORS v. GOODE (1892), 30 L. R. Ir. 298. 

1499. Death between trial of action é& judgment 
—Judgment dated as of date of hearing. ]|—Where 
a pltf. dics after hearing but before judgment, the 
court has jurisdiction to date the judgment as of 
the date of the hearing.—TURNER v. LONDON & 
SoutH WESTERN Ry. Co. (1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 
561; 43 L. J. Ch. 430. 

1500. Judgment dated as of last day of 
trial.|}—Between the trial of an action & the 
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delivery of judgment one of the defts. died :— 
Held: the judgment must be dated as of the last 
day of the trial—Ecroyp v. COULTHARD, [1897] 
2 Ch. 654; 66 L. J. Ch. 751; 77 L. T. 357; 61 
J.P. 791; 46 W. R. 119; affd., [1898] 2 Ch. 358, 
C. A. 

Date of judgment.}—See R. 8. C., Ord. XLI., 
rr. 3, 3A, 4, Part XLIII., post. 

1501. Death between verdict & judgment— 
New trial on defendant’s application—Terms. |— 
Where pltf. has died after verdict, the court may 
grant a new trial on the application of deft., & 
would in such case impose terms on him to prevent 
his taking advantage of pltf.’s death.—GRIFFITH 
v. WILLIAMS (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 47; 148 HE. R. 





1329. 
1502. ——— Judgment signed by next friend of 
infant.]—An action for negligence was brought by 


pltf., a child of seven years old, by his next friend 
to recover damages for injuries done to him by 
the horse of deft. The jury found a verdict for 
£150. Nine days after the trial the child died. 
Judgment was afterwards signed by the next 
friend. An application to stay proceedings, or 
for a new trial, was then made on the ground of 
the death of the pltf. since the trial :—Held: 
(1) although the damages were presumably given 
on the supposition that the child would continue 
to live, the case was not. one in which the court 
would grant a new trial; (2) the death of an 
infant pltf. in an action for negligence between 
verdict & the signing of judgment was no ground 
for a stay of proceedings if judgment had been 
signed within the time specified in 17 Car. 2, c. 8, 
s. 1, & the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 
(ec. 76), 8. 189.—KRAMER v. WAYMARK (18866), 
L. R. 1 Exch. 241; 4701. & C. 427; 35 L. J. Ex. 
118; 14 1. T. 368; 12 Jur. N.S. 395; 14 W. R. 
U5. 

1503. Death of two of several plaintiffs before 
trial—Separate causes of action—Application by 
executors to carry on after final judgment.}—An 
action for damages was brought by several pltfs. 
having separate causes of action. Two of the 
pitfs. died before the trial, but no application was 
made to put off the trial, & judgment was given 
for the defts. & the action dismissed. The 
executors of the deceased pltfs. applied under 
Ord. XVII., rv. 4, for an order to carry on the 
action against the defts.:—Held: the order 
ought not to be made; (per Corron, L.J.) the 
court had no jurisdiction to make such an order 
after final judgment; (per LINDLEY & Lopss, L.JJ.) 
whether the court bad jurisdiction or not it was 
not necessary or desirable to make such an order 
in the present case.—ARNISON v. SMITH (1889), 
40 Ch. D. 567; 58 L. J. Ch. 335; 60 L. T. 206 ; 
37 W. R. 405, C. A.3; subsequent proceedings, 41 
Ch. D. 98, 348, C. A. 

Leave to issue execution.}—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XLII., r. 23, Part X LVII., Sect. 22, post > BANK- 
RUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 1020, Nos. 8331, 8332 ; Exrcu- 
TION, Vol. XX1., pp. 424, 664, Nos. 59 ef seq., 
2448 et seqg.; Exircutors & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 747, Nos. 7762 et seq. 

1504. Death after judgment—Action for damages 
—Judgment directing assessment upon principles 
laid down—Actio personalis moritur cum persona. ] 
—After judgment for pltf. upon a special case, in 
an action to recover damages for injury to land 
by working the mines beneath, the deft. died. 
The judgment directed that the damages should 
be assessed by an arbitrator upon certain principles 
laid down by the court :—Held: the maxim actio 
personalia moritur cum persona applied, & deft.’s 
widow, who was also his executrix, would not be 
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added as a deft. under Ord. l., r. 4.—-CHAPMAN v. 
Day (1883), 49 L. T. 186, C. A. 

See, further, executors & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 646, Nos. 6726 ct seq. ; WILLS, 
Vol. XLIV., p. 286, No. 1187. 

1505. Death during curia advisari vult—-Judg- 
ment entered nunc pro tunc.]—Judygment entered 
nune pro tunc where the party died pending a 
eur advisare vult—CUMBER v. WANE (1721), 1 
Stra. 426; 11 Mod. Rep. 342; 93 FE. R. 613. 

Death of petitioner after decree nisi. |—See 
HvssBann & WIFE, Vol. XXVII, pp. 413, 444, 
Nos. 4565, 4566. 

Death of petitioner after decree absolute. |—Sce 
HvusBaND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 444, Nos, 
4567, 4568. 

Death pending appeal.]—See Sect. 12, post. 

1506. Death of appellant after opening appeal— 
Before conclusion of arguments——Actio personalis 
moritur cum persona.]—Pitf. brought an action 
against several defts. alleging that by their fraudu- 
Jent misrepresentations he had been induced to 
take shares in a company promoted by them which 
proved to be valueless, & claiming damages. The 
Master of the Rolls held that pltf. had been 
induced by fraudulent misrepresentations of 
certain of defts. to take the shares in question & 
held the said defts. answerable for pltf.’s loss; 
his Judgment ordered the said defts. to pay to 
pltf. the amount paid by him in respect of the 
shares with interest less by the value of the shares, 
& he directed an inquiry to ascertain the value of 
the shares. The said defts. appealed from this 
judgment, two of them joining in their appeal, the 
other appealing separately. After the appeals 
were opened & before the arguments were con- 
cluded, one of the two appellants who joined in 
their appeal died :—//eld: the rule actio personalis 
moritur cum persona applied, & the proceedings 
could not be continued against the personal 
representatives of the deceased appellant.— 
DAVOREN v. WOOTTON, [1900] 1 1. R. 273. 

Action against representative — Statutes of 
Limitation. |—See ExEcuTors & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 737, Nos. 765 et seq. 

Execution against personal representatives. ]— 
See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 747, Nos. 7762 et seq. 

Liability of representative for torts of deceased— 
Actio personalis moritur cum persona. ]—See 
ExEcUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 646, Nos. 6726 et seg.; Wits, Vol. XLIV., 
p. 286, No. 1187. 

Liability of representative on contracts of 
deceased.|—See ExEcurors & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 614, Nos. 6446 et seg. ; Supp. 

Interest of representative in deceased’s property 
—Choses in action accruing in lifetime of deceased. | 
——See ExEcutTors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. X XIII., 
pp. 288, Nos. 3545 et seq. 

Choses in action accruing after death.]— 
See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. X XIII., 
pp. 299, Nos. 3642 et seq. 
Gee bag earned before probate. ]}— 
TORS DMINISTRATORS ‘ . 
de eee Pg et seq. pe) aes ae 
owers, etc., of administrators before grant.] 
See EXECUTORS & ADMINIST oXT 
pP. 65, Nos, ee RATORS, Vol. XXIII, 
- Breach of trust— Death of one 
defendant trustees—Absence of Socal glib 
sentative— Continuance against surviving trustees. | 
——Pending an action to make several defts. liable 
for a breach of trust, H. S., one of the defts., died 


Sects. 3, 4, 5 & G.] 
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before decree, having made his will, appointin 
executors, who had not proved the will. 
appearing that the liability of the surviving defts. 
was the same as that of HI. S., the court made an 
order that the suit should proceed in the absence 
of a personal representative of H. S.—HIBERNIAN 
J ONE Stock Co. v. FOTTRELL (1884), 138 L. RR. Ir. 
335. 

1508. After final judgment—cCon- 
tinuance against personal representative. |—In an 
action against trustees for a breach of trust, one 
of the defts. paid into court a sum for which defts. 
were subsequently declared liable. Some years 
after the final judgment in the action a co-deft. 
who at the time of the judgment had no means, 
died entitled, as alleged, to a policy of insurance 
which then became payable. On the application 
of the first-mentioned deft., who desired to seck 
contribution from the estate of the deceased, the 
court made an order for continuing the proceed- 
ings against the personal representative of the 
latter.—COLLINGS v. WADE, [1903] LI. R. 89. 

Companies—Misrepresentation in prospectus— 
Whether right of contribution enforceable against 
estate of deceased directors.|—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. TX., p. 129, No. 681. 

Loss of right by bankruptcy or death 
of director or shareholder.]—See COMPANIES, Vol. 
1X., pp. 135, 136, Nos. 739-741. 

Underwriting of shares— Liability on death 
of underwriter. |—See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 184, 
Nos. 1165, 1166. 

Counterclaim—Death of defendant after delivery 
—Necessity for order to continue.]—See SET-OFF 
& COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XI1., p. 423, No. 444. 

Guarantee — Revocation by death.j—See 
GUARANTEE & INDEMNITY, Vol. XXVI., pp. 205, 
Nos. 1609 ef seq. 

- — Discharge of co-surety by creditor—Joint 
liability. |—See GUARANTEER, Vol. XXVI., pp. 200, 
Nos. 1566 et seq. 

Income tax appeals—Death of party charged 
before case signed.|—Scee INCOME '‘'T'Ax, Vol. 
XXVIII, p. 100, No. 604. 

Joint contractor—Effect of death of.]—See 
Contract, Vol. XIT., pp. 34, 35, Nos. 117-129. 

Matrimonial causes.|—See HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 443, Nos. 4561 et seq. 

Partnership—Death of partner after action com- 
menced—Defence by survivor in personal capacity. ] 
-—-See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., p. 409, No. 
791. 

Payment out of court.]—See Part XXVII., Sect. 
4, post. 

Receiver—Application for appointment—Effect 
of death of party.]—See RECEIVERS, Vol. XX XIX., 
pp. 6, 14, 15, Nos. 10, 120-122. 

Remitted action—Effect of order of remittal.]— 
See CouNTY Courts, Vol. XITI., p. 486, No. 362. 




















Secr. 3.—BANKRUPTCY. 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to BANKRUPTCY & INSOLVENCY, 
Vola. IV. & V. 

See R.S.C., Ord. XVIT., rr. 1-4, pp. 462, 463, ante. 

Actions, etc., pending at time of bankruptcy— 
Bankruptcy of plaintiff.)—-See Vol. V., pp. 1010-— 
1013, Nos. 8237-8265. 

—— Bankruptcy of defendant.]—See Vol. V., 
pp. 10138-1017, Nos. 8266-8301 ; Supp. 

Causes of action passing to trustee in bank- 
ruptcy.}—See Vol. V., pp. 971, Nos. 7954 et seq. 


Part XXI.—CHANGE OF PartTIES By DEATH, BANKRUPTCY, MARRIAGE, ETC. 


Assignment by trustee of causes of action.]— 
See Vol. V., pp. 976, Nos. 7990-7992. 

Actions, etc., by trustee in bankruptcy. ]—Sce 
Vol. V., pp. 977, Nos. 7993 ef seq. 

Actions, etc., against trustee in bankruptcy. }— 
See Vol. V., pp. 992, Nos. 8105 et seq. 

Actions, etc., by creditors in name of trustee. ]|— 
See Vol. V., pp. 1018-1019, Nos. 8310-8319. 

Actions, etc., by bankrupt. }— See Vol. V., pp. 997, 
Nos. 8134 et seq. 

Actions, etc., against bankrupt.]—See Vol. V.,; 
pp. 1006, Nos. 8207 et seq. 

Executions by trustee in  bankruptcy.]—WSee 
Vol. V., p. 1020, Nos. 8331, 8332. 

Property acquired by or devolving on bankrupt.] 
—-See Vol. V., pp. 724, Nos. 6286 et seq. 

Contracts & disclaimer of onerous property. ]— 
See Vol. V., pp. 930, Nos. 7616 et seq. 

Adjudication order—Effect of.J— See Vol. IV., 
pp. 169 et seq. 

Receiving order.]—See Vol. IV., pp. 1538 ci seq. 


Sect. 4.— MARRIAGE. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XVII... rr. 1-4, pp. 462, 468, ante. 

Legal proceedings by & against married women. } 
—See TlusBAND & Wikre, Vol. X XVII, pp. 248 
el seq. 

Effect of restraint on anticipation on avail- 
ability of property to creditors —Obligations incurred 
before marriage.|— See Huspann A With, Vol. 
XXVIT., pp. 119, Nos. 958 ef seg. 


Sect. 5.—ASSIGNMENT. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XVII..1r. 1-4, pp. 462, 463, ante. 

Applications to add, substitute or strike out 
parties.|—See Part XIX., Sect. 11, ante. 

Striking out co-plaintifY & adding as defendant. | 
— See Part XIX., Sect. 10, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

Assignment of causes in action by trustee in 
bankruptcy. |—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 976 
1002, 1012, Nos. 7990-7992, 8178 et seq., $257. 

Proceedings for foreclosure or sale—Alienation 
or charge pendente lite.|—See MortTaaGr, Vol. 
XXXV., pp. 564, Nos. 2970 et seq. 

Assignment of interest in  litigation—Main- 
tenance & champerty. ]— See AcTion, Vol. I., pp. 73, 
Nos. 600 et seq. 


Sect. 6.—-CREATION OR DEVOLUTION OF 
ESTATE OR TITLE. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XVIL., rr. 1-4, pp. 462, 463, ante. 

1509. Garnishee order absolute in favour of 
judgment creditors—Judgment creditors entitled 
to be added as co-plaintiffs.J—A garnishee order 
was made absolute in favour of judgment creditors 
of W. attaching a judgment debt recovered by W. 
against S.:—Held: this was a devolution of estate 
by operation of law within Ord. L., r. 2 [see, now, 
R. S. C., 1883, Ord. XVII, r. 2], & the judgment 
creditors of W. were entitled to be added as co- 
pltfs. in the action of W. against S. but not to have 
the conduct of the action.——WALIS v. SMITH 
(1882), 51L. J. Ch. 577; 46 L. T. 473. 

1510. Appointment of new trustee in place of 
deceased trustee—After commencement of action 
against survivor of two trustees—Addition as 
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defendant.}—Since the institution of an action 
against the survivor of two trustees a new trustee 
had been appointed in the place of the deceased 
trustce & the trust property transferred into the 
joint names of such new trustee & the surviving 
trustee. It was stated that an application made 
to the registrar under R. S. C., 1883, Ord. XVII., 
r. 4, for an order of course adding the new trustee, 
was refused on the ground that there had been 
no change or transmission of interest within the 
meaning of the rule, as the deceased trustee was 
never party to the action. The judge said that 
he saw no difficulty & applicant was entitled to an 
order.—WILSON v. BREWSTER (1884), 28 Sol. Jo. 
672. 

1511. —-— After final order in foreclosure action 
by public officer & trustees—Addition of new 
trustees as plaintiffs with consent—Addition as 
defendants on refusal.|—In a foreclosure action 
brought by the public officer & estate trustees of 
an insurance socictyv a final order for foreclosure 
absolute was made on Dec. 3, 1907. Two of the 
trustees died after that date. New trustees had 
been appointed in their places & the mortgaged 
estates vested in them. W., one of the defts., 
being desirous of making an application to open the 
foreclosure, presented a petition of course for an 
order of revivor, & an order was made in chambers 
that the action should for the future be carried 
on between W. as pltf., & the surviving defts. 
& the new trustees as defts. :—Held: on motion 
to discharge this order, there could not be a revivor 
under the modern practice & the right course 
would have been for W. to apply to the trustees 
for their consent to the new trustees being added 
as plitfs. & if they refused to apply under Ord. 
XVII... r. 4, to have them added as defts. The 
order was discharged.—PENNINGTON v. CAYLEY, 
11912] 2 Ch. 286; 81 7. J. Ch. 522: 107 TL. TP. 
1163 56 Sol. Jo. 550. 

1512. Decree against corporation as sanitary 
authority—New board succeeding to rights & 
liabilities of corporation—Amendment making 
successors parties not allowed.]—In 1875, an 
injunction was granted restraining defts., the 
corporation of Birminghain, from polluting by 
sewage the river Tame, but its operation was 
suspended for five years so as to give the defts. 
time to carry out works for the prevention of the 
nuisance complained of. After the passing of 
the Public Health Act, 1875 (ec. 55), a new local 
government district for Birmingham was created, 
upon whom devolved all the duties & liabilities 
of the old local authority. On a summons by 
pltfs. at the expiration of the five years, for leave 
to amend the information & bill by adding the 
new district as defts.: —Held: no amendment in 
the pleadings could be made after final judgment, 
& the new district could only be brought before 
the court by action.—A.-G. v. BIRMINGHAM 
CORPORATION (1880), 15 Ch. D. 423; 43 L. T. 
77; 29 W. R. 127, C. A. 

1515S. -}-—A decree was made in 1875 
against the corporation of B., as the sanitary 
authority of B., granting a perpetual injunction to 
restrain them from allowing sewage to flow into 
& river so as to be injurious to health or a nuisance 
tu pltfs.; but the injunction was suspended for 
five years, to give the corporation an opportunity 
to execute certain works. After the expiration of 
that period pitfs. desired to enforce the injunction, 
but in the meantime the B., T., & R. District 
Board had been constituted under the Public 
Health Act, 1875 (c. 55), as the sanitary authority 
of the district, in the place of the corporation of B. 
Plitfs. brought an action against the B., T., & R. 
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Sect. 6.—Creation or devolution of estate or title. 
Sects. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 & 13.] 


Board, claiming a declaration that they were 
entitled to the same benefit of the decree as against 
defts. in the present action as if they had been 
defts. in the former suit. Defts. demurred :— 
Held: the B., T., & R. Board were not made by 
the Public Health Act subject to any liabilities of 
their predecessors except those attaching under 
the Act, & were, therefore, not bound by the 
decree against them; & there being no allegation 
of any nuisance committed by the B., T., & R. 
Board, pltfs. had no cause of action, & the de- 
murrer must be allowed.—A.-G. v. BIRMINGHAM, 
TamME & REA DISTRICT DRAINAGE BOARD (1881), 
17 Ch. D. 685; 50 L. J. Ch. 786; 44 L. T. 906 ; 
46 J. P. 36; 29 W. R. 793, C. A. 

Devolution of estate or title on person who is 
party to action.}—See Sect. 1, ante. 


Sect. 7 .—INFANTS. 


Sec R.S.(C., Ord. XVITI., rr. 1—4, pp. 462, 463, ante. 

Birth of infant after action commenced. |—Sce 
INFANTS & CHILDREN, Vol. XXVIII., p. 334, 
Nos. 2013-2016. 

Effect of attainment of majority—Alteration in 
interest & Hability—Former plaintiff now defen- 
dant.|—See INFANTS & CHILDREN, Vol. XXVITI., 
p. 807, No. 1687. 


SEcT. 8.—LUNACY. 


See R.S.C., Ord. XVII, rv. 1-4, pp. 162, 463, ante. 

Change in capacity subsequent to commence- 
ment of proceedings.|—See LUNATICS & PERSONS 
oF UnsounbD MIND, Vol. XNXIII., p. 237, Nos. 
1530-1540. 

Parties in actions by & against lunatics. ]|—See 
LUNATICS & PERSONS OF UNSOUND MIND, Vol. 
XXXITII., pp. 230, Nos. 1421 et seq. 

Bankruptcy of lunatics.J—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. 1V., pp. 30, 31, Nos. 238-250. 





Sect. 9.—WINDING UP OF COMPANY. 


See hR.S8S.C., Ord. XVII., rr. 1-4, pp. 462, 463, ante. 

Litigation by liquidator.}—See COMPANIES, Vol. 
X., pp. 877, 991, Nos. 5960 et seg., 6868 et seg. 

Voluntary winding up—Restraint of proceed- 
Den) ee COMPANIEs, Vol. X., pp. 1011, Nos. 7012 
€t 8€q. 

Distribution of assets—Payment of fees, 
costs, charges & expenses.}|—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 1001, Nos. 6949 et seq. 

Arrangements & compromises—Stay of execution 
on judgment recovered prior to order summoning 
Nong COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 1060, 

O. e 


SEcT. 10.—AMALGAMATION OF RAIL 
COMPANIES. ia 


R. S. C., Ord. XVII., r. 7a. Whenever pursuant to the : 
visions of the Rafjlways Act, 1921, and an amaigamation scheme 
thereunder, any railway or light railwa company is dissolved 
and its undertaking is transferred to and vested in and becomes 
part of the undertaking of the amalgamated company formed 


PRACTICE. 


and incorporated or constituted by the amalgamation scheme, 
any action, matter or proceeding pending by or against or in 
the matter of such dissolved company at the time of such amalga- 
mation shall (unless otherwise ordered) be continued by or 
against or in the mattcr of and in the name of the amalgamated 
company and all further ena in such action, matter or 
proceeding shall (unless otherwise ordered) without any applica- 
tion or order, be continued as if the amalgamated company were 
named in the title thereof in licu of the dissolved company, and 
there may be added in all further proceedings in such action, 
matter or proceeding to the title thereof a statement that the 
action, matter or proceeding is being continued or proceeded 
with by or against or in the matter of the amalgamated company 
pursuant to the Railways Act, 1921, and the amalgamation 
scheme and this Rule. 
In this Rule— 
“ Amaalgeration scheme ’’ includes an absorption scheme 
and a preliminary scheme under the Railways Act, 1921. 


‘“‘ Amalgamated company ”’ includes a company. which by 
an absorption scheme or a preliminary scheme has had 
transferred to and vested in it the undertaking of any 
railway or light railway company dissolved by such scheme. 


* Amnlgamation ’’ includes absorption. 


Sect. 11.—-REVIVAL OF ORDER FOR PAYMENT 
OF COSTS 


Attornoys’ and Solicitors’ Act, 1870 (c. 28), s. 19. When- 
ever any decree or ordcr shall have been made for payment of 
costs in anv suit, and such suit shall afterwards become abated, 
it shall be lawful for any peren interested under such decree 
or order to revive such suit, and thereupon to prosecute and 
enforce such decree or order, and so on from time to time as 
often as any such abatement shall happen 


Costs. |—See Sect. 19, post. 

1514. Undertaking by defendant’s solicitors to 
pay costs—Death of plaintiffs—Application by 
representative of plaintiff who predeceased co- 
plaintiff./—A decree was made in 1842, ordering 
defts. to pay the costs of the two pltfg. Nothing 
remained to be done except taxation & payment 
of costs. In 1844 the solicitors of defts. gave to 
the solicitors of pltfs. an undertaking to pay the 
costs when taxed, including some costs not pay- 
able under the decree. In 1857, pltfs. died, 
& in 1870 the personal representative of pltf. who 
had died first obtained an order of course to revive, 
the other pltf. having no personal representative. 
The Vice-Chancellor refused to discharge this 
order. On appeal :—Held: (1) the undertaking 
by defts.’ solicitor to pay costs took away the 
right to proceed against defts. for them; &, apart 
from this, the order had been obtained by a 
person not having an interest; (2) 33 & 34 Vict. 
c. 28, 8. 19, though retrospective as to the order 
for payment of costs, is only prospective as to the 
abatement, & does not authorise a revivor for costs 
where the death has occurred before the passing 
of the Act.—DoOGGETT v. EASTERN COUNTIES Ry. 
(‘o. (1871), 6 Ch. App. 474; 40 L. J. Ch. 292 ; 
210. T. 3809; 19 W. R. 497, C. A. 

No abatement by death, bankruptcy, marriage, 
etc.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XVII., rr. 1-4, pp. 462, 
463, ante. 





Sect. 12.—CHANGE PENDING APPEAL. 


1515. Death pending appeal—Order of course 
to executrix for continuance.}—A deft., P., gave 
notice of appeal from a judgment, & set it down. 
After this he died, & his executrix obtained an 
order of course at the Rolls that the epee might 
be carried on & prosecuted by her in like manner 
as it might have been carried on & prosecuted by 
P. if he had not died :—Held: the order was 
sufficient, & the executrix was entitled to proceed 
with the appeal.—RANsoN v. PATTON (1881), 17 
Ch. D. 767; 44 L. T. 688, C. A. 
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1516. ——— Death after expiry of time for 
appealing.}—When, after his action had been 
dismissed out of court, pltf. died, the court in 
which the suit had been pending, notwithstanding 
that the time for appealing had then expired, 
made an order, giving liberty to pltf.’s personal 
representative to carry on proceedings, in order 
that he might be in a position to apply to the 
Court of Appeal to entertain an appeal.—LEANY 
v. TOBIN (1887), 19 L. R. Ir. 433. 

1517. ——— Death of respondent—Order against 
executor.}|—Notice of appeal having been given 
in this case, respondent died before the appeal came 
on for hearing. His executor gave notice of an 
original motion that appellant should give security 
for the costs of the appeal. This motion was in 
the list for the day. Before it was reached the 
executor’s counsel applied cr parte for an order of 
revivor against him. ; 

The court said that if appellant wished to pro- 
ceed with his appeal, it would be for him to obtain 
an order of revivor against the executor. 
Respondent was content with the order as it stood, 
& had no object in facilitating the appeal. 

The motion for security for costs was afterwards 
entered on. Appellant did not appear, though he 
had been served. 

The court intimated that the notice was irre- 
gular, as it had been given by a person who was not 
a party to the proceedings. 

The motion was then withdrawn.—Re KNIGHT, 
KNIGHT v. GARDNER (No. 2) (1888), 32 Sol. Jo. 
166, C. A, 

1518. New trial—Terms.]—If the exercise, 
without control or limitation, of the discretionary 
power to grant a new trial may produce what 
appears to be a manifest injustice, it is well within 
the power of the court in making the order to 
provide against the risk of injustice arising. 

In an action in British Columbia for damages 
for malicious prosecution pltf. recovered a verdict 
& judgment for $5,490. The Court of Appeal of 
that Province set aside the judgment & ordered 
a new trial. Pltf. appealed to the Supreme Court 
of Canada, but died before the hearing of the 
appeal. The Supreme Court made an order pro- 
viding for a new trial as to the damages, & that 
upon the new trial the original judgment should 
stand, unless the deft. submitted to a condition 
that no exception should be based upon the fact 
that pltf. was dead :—Held: the Supreme Court 
having all the powers of the Court of Appeal of 
British Columbia, had power to impose the above 
conditions upon the deft.—WiInG LEF v. Lew, 
[1925] A. C. 819; 1383 L. T. 5783; sub nom. WING 








ae v. YicK PANG LEw, 94 L. J. PP. Cc. 161, 
Ue 
1519. Appeal from county court—Addition 


of personal representatives.|—Where, after an 
appeal from a decree of the county court judge to 
the judge of assize, under 45 & 46 Vict. c. 29, s. 4, 
the appellant or respondent dies after notice of 
appeal, but before the hearing, there is jurisdiction 
with the judge of assize to adjourn the appeal to 
enable a personal representative of the deceased 
to be added to the record, & upon this being done, 
there is jurisdiction to hear & determine the appeal. 
—CANNING v. FARREN, [1907] 2 I. R. 486. 
~+—See, also, COUNTY COURTS, 
Vol. XTITI., p. 5389, Nos. 925-927. 
Income tax appeal—Death of party charged 
before case signed.|—See Income Tax, Vol. 
XXVITI., p. 100, No. 604. 

Plaintiff’s interest transmissible to personal 
representatives.}—See EXECUTORS ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXITI., p. 296, No. 3621. 
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Bankruptcy pending appeal—Appeal from in- 
junction.]—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 1004, 
Nos. 8191-8193. 

1520. Dissolution of appellant company—-Pend- 
ing appeal to House of Lords—Application to Court 
of Appeal.|}—Motion for leave to substitute the 
Midland Railway Company in the place of the 
London, Tilbury & Southend Railway Company 
as appellants in an appeal pending in the House 
of Lords. 

Respondent Paterson had recovered judgment 
in a County Court in an action against appcllants, 
the London, Tilbury & Southend Railway Com- 
pany. On appeal to the Divisional Court the 
judgment was set aside & judgment was entered 
for the appellants. Pltf. appealed to the Court 
of Appeal, & that court reversed the decision of 
the Divisional Court & restored the judgment of 
the County Court judge. Appellants presented 
a petition of appeal to the Nouse of Lords for the 
reversal of the decision of the Court of Appeal. 
Subsequently to the presentation of the petition 
of appeal, by an Act of Parliament entitled the 
Midland Railway (london, Tilbury & Southend 
Railway Purchase) Act, 1912, the Midland Railway 
Company acquired the undertaking of the 
appellants, & that company was dissolved. 

Counsel for the Midland Railway Company, 
in support of the application: the effect of the 
dissolution of appellant company is that the appeal 
to the House of. Lords is abated, & under No. 8 
of the Standing Orders applicable to House of 
Lords appeals it is necessary that a petition should 
be presented to the House of Lords for reviving the 
appeal. Before the appeal can be presented leave 
must be obtained to add the Midland Railway 
Company as parties to the appeal. 

What power has the Court of Appeal to deal 
with this application? (BUCKLEY, L.J.). 

Counsel contended that by clause 39 of the 
‘* Directions for Agents,’’ annexed to the Louse 
of Lords Standing Orders, 1t was provided that: 
‘‘ In appeals from England & Ireland in which it 
is necessary to add new parties to the appeal, an 
order must first be obtained in the court below 
making such persons parties to the cause, & an 
oflice copy of the order must be annxed to the 
petition for revivor presented to this House.”’ 

Is not the County Court the ‘“ court below ”’ 
in this case? (BucKLEY, L.J.). 

Counsel contended that his clients had been 
informed by the officials in the Llouse of Lords 
appeal office that the application ought to be made 
to the Court of Appeal. Notice of the applica- 
tion had been given to respondent. 

You may take an order for what it is worth, 
substituting the Midland Railway Company as 
appellants in the place of the London, Tilbury & 
Southend Railway Company (BUCKLEY, L.J.). 

KENNEDY, L.J., concurred.— LONDON, TILBURY 
& SOUTHEND Ry. Co. v. PATERSON, [1912] W. N. 
261, 262; 47 1. J. N.C. 691; 1381 L. T. Jo. 83, 
C. A, 


SEcT. 13.—ORDER TO CARRY ON PROCEEDINGS. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XVII., r. 4, p. 463, ante. 

Birth of infant after action commenced. |——Sce 
INFANTS & CHILDREN, Vol. XXVIII., p. 334, 
Nos. 2013-2016. 

Order to carry on proceedings on death of party.] 
— See Sect. 2, ante. 

Service of order to carry on & appearance by 
new party.]—See Sect. 14, post. 
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Sect. 13.— Order to carry on proceedings. 
15, 16, 17, 18 & 19.] 


Applications to vary or discharge order.]— Sce 
Sect. 15, post. 

1521. Application for order — If made by 
summons instead of petition or motion of course— 
Must be supported by evidence.]—A person cannot 
be added as pltf. in an action without the consent 
of pltf. on the record. 

Semble : an application to carry on proccedings 
under Ord. XVII., r. 4, if made by summons, in- 
stead of by petition or motion of course, must be 
supported by evidence.—PENNINGTON v. CALEY 
(1912), 106 L. 'T. 591. 

1522. Effect of order—New party in exact 
position of old.J—Deft. became bankrupt after 
service of notice of trial, & the common order of 
revivor was then made against his trustee, & 
served on him. The trustee did not enter an 
appearance. Notice was served on him that the 
action was restored to the paper for trial, but he 
did not appear at the trial :—//eld: it was neces- 
sary for pltf. to file the pleadings or a notice of 
motion for judgment as against the trustee, under 
r. 6 of Ord. XTX. of the Rules of Court, 1875 [sec, 
now, R.S. C., 1883, Ord. XVIT., rv. 5). 

Semble: when a deft. does not appear at the 
trial, it is not necessary for pltf. to prove service 
of notice of trial. 

I think that the intention & effect of the order 
of revivor is to substitute the trustee for the 
original deft., & to place him in his exact position 
(Fry, J.).—CHORLTON v. JVICKIE (1879), 13 Ch. D. 


Sects. 14, 





160, 161; 49 L. J. Ch. 40; 41 L. T. 4673; 28 
W. R. 228. 
1523. ~-—.]—A trustee in bankruptcy, 





the sole deft. in an action, died after notice of trial 
had been given. Pltf. amended the writ & state- 
ment of claim by making deft.’s executors & the 
official receiver in bankruptcy defts. The 
executors appeared & put in a defence; the 
official receiver appeared, but delivered no state- 
ment of defence. PlItf. then gave the executors & 
official receiver notice that the action had been 
restored to the paper, but did not give fresh notice 
of trial or serve the official receiver with notice 
of motion for judgment. At the hearing the 
executors appeared, but the official receiver did 
not :—Held: pltf. was entitled to the relicf 
Which he claimed, but unless a consent brief was 
produced on behalf of the official receiver, notice 
of motion for judgment must be served on him.— 
JOHNSTON v. ENGHISH (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 910; 
65 L. T. 55; 35 W. R. 29. 





SECT. 11.—SERVICE OF ORDER TO CARRY ON 
a a AND APPEARANCE BY NEW 


R. S. C., Ord. XVII, r. 5. An order obtained as in the last 
preceding Rule mentioned shall, unless the Court or Judge shall 
otherwise direct, be served upon the continuing party or parties, 
or their solicitors, and also upon each such new party, unless 
the person making the application be himself the only new 
party, and the order shall trom the time of such service, subject 
nc vertheless to the next two following Rules, be binding on the 
persons served therewith, and every person served therewith 
who js not already a party to the cause or matter shall be bound 
to enter an appearance thereto within the same time and in the 
kame Ianner as if he had been served with a writ of summons. 


1524, Service by filing.J—This was a foreclosure 
action in which no appearance had been entered 
on behalf of deft. The order nisi was made on 
Nov. 9, 1889. 





PRACTICE. 


The chief clerk’s certificate was made on 
May 14, 1890, the date thereby fixed for payment 
of the mortgage er being Nov. 14, 1890; 
but the money was not paid on that day. On 
Dec. 31, 1890, pltf. died, & on July 25, 1891, an 
order of revivor was obtained substituting his 
executor & devisee as pltf., who, on Aug. 11, 1891, 
obtained an order for foreclosure absolute ; but 
the drawing up of the order was stopped on the 
ground that the order of revivor had neither been 
served nor filed. On Oct. 2, 1891, in consequence 
of deft. not having entered an appearance to the 
writ, pltf. filed the order of revivor at the Central 
Oflice, purporting to do so under R. S. C., 1883, 
Ord. LAVII. :—Held: the rule did apply to an 
order of revivor, & therefore the filing of it in a 
case where deft. had entered no appearance was 
sufficient.— JACKSON v. KILHAM, [1891] W. N. 171. 
’ -|+—See R. 8S. C., Ord. LXVII., r. 4, Part 
LXAXXVIILI., Sect. 4, post. 

Service of orders, etc.]—Sce R. S. C., Ord. 
LXAVII., Part LAXXVIIL., post. 

Service of writ.]|—See Part XI., ante. 

Service of amended writ.|—Sce Part XI., Sect. 7, 
ante, 

Substituted service.|}—Sce Part XII., ante; 
Rh. S. (., Ord. LXVIL, r. 6, Part LXXXVITII., 
Sect. 6, post. 

Service out of the jurisdiction. ]—-See Part XIII., 
ante. 

Appearance.|—Scec Part XIV., antle. 

- — Form of.|—See Appendix A., Part II, 
No. 6, Yearly Supreme Courts Practice. 

—— Default of.]—Sce Part XV., ante. 

















SECT. 15.—APPLICATIONS TO VARY OR 
DISCHARGE ORDER. 


. S. C., Ord. XVII, r. 6. Where any person who is under 
no disability or under no disability other than coverture, or 
being under any disability other than coverture, but having a 
guardian ad litem in the cause or matter, shall be served with 
such order as in Rule 4 mentioned, such person may apply to 
the Court or a Judge to discharge or vary such order at any 
time within twelve days from the service thereof. 


r.7. Where any person being under 
any dienly other than coverture, and not having a guardian 
ad litem In the cause or matter, is served with any order as in 
Rue 4 mentioned, such person may apply to the Court or a 
Judge to discharge or vary such order at any time within twelve 
days from the appointment of a guardian ad litem for such 
party, and until such period of twelve days shall have eapired 
such order shall have no force or cffect as against such last- 
mentioned person. 


Persons under disability.;—Sec RK. S. C., Ord. 
AVI., rr. 16-21, pp. 433-435, ante. 











SECT. 16.—-FAILURE TO PROCEED BY PERSON 
ENTITLED 


R.S. C., Ord. XVIL, r.8. When the plaintiff or defendant in 
a cause or matter dies, and the cause of action survives, but 
the person entitled to proceed fails to proceed, the defendant 
(or the person against whom the cause or matter may be con- 
tinued) may apply by summons to compel the plaintiff (or the 
esa entitled to proceed) to proceed within such time as may 

e ordered; and in default of such proceeding, Judgment may 
be entered for the defendant, or, as the case may be, for the 
person against whom the cause or inatter might have been 
continued ; and in such case, if the plaintiff has died, execution 
may issue as in the case provided for by Order XLIJ., Rule 23, 


1525. Action remitted to county court—Applica- 
tion in High Court to compel plaintiff to proceed— 
Not maintainable.}—One of several defts., whom it 
was sought to make jointly & severally liable on 
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a contract, died intestate shortly after delivery 
of defence. Afterwards, but before the appvint- 
ment of an administrator, the pltfs. obtained an 
order under the County Courts Act, 1888, s. 65, 
transferring the action to the county court. The 
action was tried in the county court, & judgment 
was given for the surviving defts. An adminis- 
trator of the deceased deft.’s estate was appointed, 
& applicd in the High Court under Ord. XVII., 
r. 8, to compel pltfs. to proceed against him, or 
in default for judgment :—Held: the order trans- 
ferring the action to the county court was, at the 
utmost, merely irregular & not void as against 
the administrator, &, as long as that order stood, 
the High Court had no jurisdiction to make the 
order for which application was made. 

Semble: order transferring the action to the 
county court was rightly made.—DvuKE v. DAVI»s, 
[1893] 2 Q. B. 260; 62 L. J. Q. B. 549; 69 L. 'T. 
490; 41 W. R. 6738; 4 BR. 518, C. A. 

1526. Application to Court of Appeal—By 
personal representative of deceased defendant—-To 
direct plaintiff to proceed with appeal.|—Vitf. in 
an action for specific performance appealed from 
a judgment dismissing the action with costs. 
After the notice of appeal was served deft. dicd. 
Pltf. took no steps to revive the action ; thercupon 
the heir & personal representative of deceased 
deft. revived the action. Pltf. failed to proceed 
with the appeal, & the new defts. applied to the 
Court of Appeal to direct pltf. to proceed there- 
with, & in default that the appeal be dismissed :— 
Held: the proper course for the new defts. to have 
adopted was to have given the order reviving the 
action to the registrar, & that on this being done, 
the appeal would have been listed in its turn. — 
a v. DROGHEDA (MARQUESS) (1802), 31 L. R. 
r. 81. 


SuctT. 17.--NOTICE OF ABATEMENT OR CHANGE 
OEaeEee TO BE GIVEN TO PROPER 


R.S.C., Ord. XVII.,r.9. Where any cause or matter becomes 
abated or in the case of any such change of interest as is by this 
Order provided for, the solicitor for the plaintiff or person 
having the conduct of the cause or matter, as the case may be, 
shall certify the fact to the proper officer, who shall cause an 
entry thereof fo be made in the Cause Book opposite to the 
name of such cause or matter. 


Sect. 18.—STRIKING OUT CAUSES ABATED FOR 


ONE YEAR. 


R. S. C., Ord. XVII., r. 10. Where any cause or matter shall 
have been standing for one year in the Cause Book marked as 
‘ abated,’’ or standing over generally, such cause or matter 
ut ve cxpiration of the year shall be struck out of the Cause 

ook, 


1527. Where cause struck out—New notice of 
trial before re-entry.|—VItf. had given notice of 
trial, & the cause, after standing over for more 
than a year, had been struck out under Ord. 
XVII., r. 10. It was subsequently re-entered by 
pltf. in the cause-book on the payment of £2 as 
required by the scale of fees ; but, as he had given 
no fresh notice of trial, deft. now submitted that 
the re-entry was erroncous, & ought to be struck 
out :—Held: where a cause has been struck out 
under Ord. XVII., r. 10, the notice of trial is no 
longer in force, & consequently another must be 
given before pltf. can re-enter the cause for trial. 
—LxE BiLonp v. Curtis (1885), 52 L. T. 574; 33 
W. R. 561. 


1528. Appeal marked ‘‘ abated ’’—Courses open 
to respondent. }—The question in this case was how 
respondent to an appeal which had, by reason of 
the death of appellant, been marked by the officer 
of the court as ‘‘ abated,’’ was to get rid of it. 
Notice of appeal was given in April, 1887, & in 
July, 1887, appellant died, & the appeal was 
afterwards marked as abated. Appellant died in 
Kngland, but he was an American. It was 
believed that he had no personal representative, & 
it was not ascertained who was his next-of-kin. 
Respondent was the liquidator of the company, 
& he desired to get rid of the appeal, in order that 
he might proceed to distribute assets of the 
company to a large amount which were in his 
hands. No steps had been taken since the death 
of the appellant to prosecute the appeal. R. 10 
of Ord. XVIT. provides that ‘‘ Where any cause or 
matter shall have been standing for one year in 
the cause book marked as ‘“ abated,” or standing 
over generally, such cause or matter, at the 
expiration of the year, shall be struck out of the 
cause book.’ Respondent’s counsel suggested 
that this rule did not apply to an appeal, & that 
the word ‘ abated’? ought to be removed from 
the appealin the list. The court thought that they 
could do nothing at present to assist respondent. 
CoTron, 1..J., said that an appeal was a ‘“ cause 
or matter,” though it was in the Court of Appeal. 
Jf respondent wished to act before the expiration 
of the year he must, if he could, find out who was 
the next-of-kin of the appellant in America, & 
then his lordship would be disposed to give 
appellant leave to serve the next-of-kin with 
notice of an application to dismiss the appeal. 
ry, L.J., was disposed to think the best course 
was to let the year run out, & then to apply to the 
court. —?te Missournt Esrate, RAILWAY & IRON 
Co. (No. 2) (1888), 32 Sol. Jo. 438, C. A. 


Sect. 19.—COSTS. 


Costs, generally.}|—- Sec R. S. C., Ord. LXYV., 
Part LAXXVI., post. 

Bankruptcy of defendant --Liability of trustee 
for costs.|—-See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 1016— 
1017, Nos. 8295-8301. 

1529. Death of party —Devisee continuing pro- 
ceedings in name of deceased plaintiff—Right to 
costs incurred prior to death. |—-Pending an action 
pltf. died, & an order was made on the application 
of his devisee that the proceedings should be con- 
tinued in the name of the latter. Defts. ultimately 
submitted to a perpetual injunction. The Vice- 
Chancellor, in awarding same with costs, held that 
such costs should include those incurred prior to 
the death of the original pltf.—PEMBROKE (EARL) 
v. WARREN, [1896] 1 I. R. 76. 

Liability of executor continuing proceed- 
ings for costs.}—See EXrcuTORS & ADMINISTRA- 
Tors, Vol. XXIV., p. 726, No. 7541. 

Distribution of assets on winding up of company 
——Under supervision of court—Costs of action con- 
tinued by leave of court.}—-See CoMPANIEs, Vol. X., 
p. 1050, No. 7348. 

—— Winding up by court—Costs of actions by 
&é& against company.|—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., 
pp. 953, Nos. 6534 et seq. 

—— Voluntary winding up——Costs of legal pro- 
ceedings by & against company. |—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 1001, Nos. 6951 et seq. 

Revival of order for payment of costs.}—See 
Sect. 11, ante. 
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Part XXlIl._—Joinder of Claims. 


See PLEADING, Part VIII., Sect. 11, p. 140, ante. 


Part XXII]—Pleadings, Statement of Claim, Defence, 
Reply, etc. 


Statement of claim.}—See PLEADING, 


VIIL., p. 130, ante. 


Defence. ]—See PLEADING, Part IX., p. 149, ante. 
Reply & subsequent pleadings.|—Sce PLEADING, 


Part XV., p. 208, ante. 


Part 


Further defence.]—See PLEADING, Part IX., 
Sect. 9, p. 173, ante. 
Objections to pleadings.|—-See PLEADING, Part 


VI., p. 55, ante. 


Part XXI1V.—Amendment. 


SEcT. 1.—AMENDMENT OF PLEADINGS. 
See PLEADING, Part VII., p. 92, ante. 


SEcT. 2.—CORRECTION OF CLERICAL ERRORS, 
Sie IN JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS—SLIP 


SuB-sEctT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S.C., Ord. XXVIII, r.11. Clerical mistakes in judgments 
or orders, or crrors arising therein from any accidental slip or 
omission, may at any time be corrected by the Court or a Judge 
on motion or summons without an appeal. 


1580. Object of rule—Limiting restrictions of 

Judicature Act.]—I think that [‘‘ arising from any 
accidental slip or omission ’’—Ord. XXVIII., 
r. 11] refers to an accidental omission made by 
the ministerial officer of the court, not to an 
omission made by the court itself. The necessity 
for that rule arose from the fact that the Judicature 
Act had restricted the power of the court as to 
rchearing ; & the object of that rule was to limit 
the application of that restriction (VAUGHAN 
Wituiams, L.J.).—Re Gist, [1904] 1 Ch. 398, 403 ; 
90 L. T. 35; 52 W. R. 422, L. JJ. 
_ 1531. ——— To do substantial justice.]—Whcre 
judgment has been signed in an action for a 
liquidated demand in default of appearance, &, 
through an error arising from an accidental slip, 
the amount included in the judgment for costs 
exceeds by a few shillings the amount properly 
allowable for costs, the judgment may be amended, 
under Ord. XXVIII, r. 11, by reducing it to the 
proper amount. 

Ord. XXVIII., r. 11, enables us to deal with 
this case 80 as to do substantial justice (Sir 
GORELL BARNES, P.).—ARMITAGE .v. PARSONS, 
[1908] 2 K. B. 410, 415; 77 L. J. K. B. 850; 99 
L. T. 329; 24 T. L. R. 635; 52 Sol. Jo. 515, C. A. 


SUB-SECT, 2.— APPLICATION OF RULE. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XXVIII., r. 11, supra. 
1582. Rule applied with caution.]—A referee was 
asked to alter his report by inserting after the 


words ‘‘ costs to be taxed ’’ the words ‘on the 
Wigh Court scale.’? As he had always intended 
to give pltf. High Court costs, he thought the case 
came within the ‘“‘ Slip Rule ” & made the required 
amendment. The report, & subsequently the 
judgment, were altered accordingly. Deft. ap- 
pealed on the ground that the referee had acted 
outside his jurisdiction :—Held: that where a 
referee acts deliberately, even though he may not 
realise that what he is doing does not carry out 
his full intention, he has no jurisdiction under the 
‘*Slip Rule” (Ord. XXVIII., rv. 11) to alter his 
report subsequently. Where an alteration pur- 
po to be made under the “ Slip Rule ”’ it should 

e made by a separate order, showing date & full 
particulars. 

It would be unwise to lay down rules purporting 
to be of universal application, but Ord. XAVIII., 
r. 11, should be applied with extreme caution, 
because it would be of the worst example if that 
rule were loosely used for the purpose of altering 
a mistake, a purpose for which it was never 
intended (BANKES, I..J.).— BENTLEY v. O’SULLIVAN 
(1925), 133 L. T. 189, 190; 41 T. I. R. 374; 69 
Sol. Jo. 509, D. C. 

1533. Omission by ministerial officer of court— 
Not by court itself.|—Re Gist, No. 1530, ante. 

1534. Judgment not expressing actual decision. ] 
—An order of the Court of Appeal was drawn up, 
passed & entered, in such a form that it might be 
contended to decide questions which had not been 
before the court, & which it had not intended to 
decide :—Held: the court had jurisdiction to 
alter the record of its order, so as to make it 
conformable to the order which the court had 
pronounced, & the record was altered orae 
but as applicant had not adopted the usual & 
proper course of applying to vary the minutes, 
he was ordered to pay the costs of the application. 
—Re Swikk, MELLOR v. SwWIRE (1885), 30 Ch. D. 
239; 53 L. T. 205; 17. L. R. 623; 33 W. R. 
785, C. A. 

15385. -}--Assuming that the Lord Chief 
Justice did allow final judgment to be entered in 
the first instance for pltf., it was manifest that it 
was contrary to his intentions, & was a mere slip, 
& justice required that it should be set right. 
The court has power to correct errors & slips of 
that kind. It was a mistake & a miscarriage of 





Part XXIV.—AMENDMENT. 


justice, & ought to be set right (BowEN, L.J.).— 
OORE v. GILL (1888), 4 T,. L. R. 788, 789, C. A. 
1536. -}-—After an order of the Court of 

Appeal has been passed & entered, the court will 

not direct the costs of the transcripts of shorthand 

notes of the evidence in the court below & of the 
judgments in a case in the House of Lords used on 
the hearing of the appeal to be allowed. To do 
so would be to alter a final order of the court, 
which will only be done where, through a slip, the 
order does not express the intention of the court 
at the time when the order was made. An applica- 
tion for that purpose should be made at the 
hearing of the case, or immediately after judgment 
is given.—GLASIER v. Rois (1889), 69 L. J. Ch. 

63; 62 L. T. 305; 38 W. R. 113, ©. A. 

1537, ——-.]—-In 1842 a judgment was obtained 
by B. against a debtor upon a bond for £1,000 
conditioned for payment of £500 & interest. A 
bill in equity having been filed by other judgment 
creditors, a decree was made in 1853 confirming 
the master’s report that there was then due to 
B. under the judgment the sum of £500 with the 
interest then accrued, & declaring that that sum 
& the sums found by the master’s report to be 
due to other creditors with interest ‘‘ until paid ”’ 
were well charged upon the debtor’s lands. Part 
of the lands were sold in 1856 under an order of 
the Incumbered Estates Court (Ireland), but 
there were not sufficient funds tou pay B. In 1891 
moneys derived from the sale of lands being found 
in court to the credit of the cause, B.’s repre- 
sentative applied to have the principal & interest 
then amounting to more than £1,000 paid out to 
him. The next incumbrancer objected that no 
more ought to be paid to the applicant than the 
penal sum £1,000 :—Held: 3B.’s charge upon the 
lands ought not to have been extended beyond 
the penalty to the prejudice of a subsequent 
incumbrancer ; that there was obviously in the 
decree of 1853 an error arising from an accidental 
omission, & that under Ord. XXVIIT., r. 11, of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court (Ireland), 1891, 
the decree should on a proper application be 
corrected by inserting the words ‘ the principal 
sum & interest not to exceed the amount of the 
penalty on the bond.” 

When an error of that kind has been com- 
mitted, it is always within the competency of the 
court, if nothing has intervened which would 
render it inexpedient or inequitable to do so, to 
correct the record in order to bring it into harmony 
with the order which the judge obviously meant 
to pronounce. The correction ought to be made 
upon motion to that effect, & is not matter either 
for appeal or for rehearing (LORD WaTSsON).— 
TIATTON v. HaARnis, [1892] A. C. 547, 560; 62 
L. J. P.C. 24; 671. T. 722; 1R.1, H. 1. 

1538. .]—On the dissolution of the partner- 
ship previously existing between pltf. & deft. the 
lease of the house, No. 10, Tichborne-street, in 
which the partnership business had been carried 
on, was assigned to plitf., & deft. entered into a 
covenant with pltf. that he would not “ during 
the remainder of the term of the lease ’”’ carry on 
the business of a hairdresser within a mile from the 
house. In 1870 a suit was commenced by piltf. to 
restrain deft. from violating his covenant. On 
the hearing of the cause, on Dec. 20, 1871, a 
decree was made granting an injunction “ per- 
petually to restrain’ deft. from doing certain 
specified acts, ‘‘ & further to restrain deft. from 
selling any perfume, or in any way carrying on 
the business of a hairdresser or perfumer within 
the distance of one mile from No. 10, Tichborne- 
street.” Pltf. having served deft. with notice 
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of motion to commit him for breach of the in- 
junction, deft. served pltf. with a cross-notice of 
motion under the ‘slip order’ to amend the 
decree by inserting in it (after the words “ & 
further to restrain the deft.’’) the words ‘“‘ during 
the remainder of the term of the lease.”’ The 
term of the lease expired in 1881 :—Held: the 
court had jurisdiction under the “ slip order ’’ to 
accede to deft.’s application, the words which 
the deft. desired to have inserted in the decree 
having been clearly omitted by mistake. 

I think that the words which deft. asks to have 
inserted in the decree were clearly accidentally 
omitted, & that the decree as it stands does not 
carry out the intention of the judge who made 
it (NORTH, J.).—-SHIPWRIGHT v. CLEMENTS (1890), 
63 L. T. 160; 38 W. R. 746. 

1589. .]}—After a judgment has been passed 
& entered—even where it has been taken by 
consent & under a mistake—the court cannot set 
it aside otherwise than in a fresh action brought 
for the purpose unless (1) there has been a clerical 
mistake or an error arising from an accidental 
slip or omission within the meaning of Ord. 
XXVIII., r. 11, or (2) the judgment as drawn up 
does not correctly state what the court actually 
decided & intended to decide—in cither of which 
cases the application may be made by motion in 
the action. 

Semble: different considerations apply to inter- 
locutory orders; but even if a judgment has 
not been passed & entered the court will not 
always interfere on motion, e.g. where from the 
nature of the ground relied on conflicting evidence 
is essential. 

In this case I cannot, without going into evidence 
& really trying the matter out, decide at once that 
there has been an accidental slip or omission, & 
it is clear that this case is not within the rule. 
The judgment, as drawn up, simply expressed 
what the parties consented to, & contains the 
very words consented to, & it certainly carries 
out what the court decided & intended to decide 
(ROMER, J.).—-AINSWORTH v. WILDING, [1896] 1 
Ch. 673, 677; 65 L. J. Ch. 482; 74 L. T. 193; 
44 W. R. 540; 12 T. L. R. 270; 40 Sol. Jo. 354. 

1540. -}—Pltfs. signed judgment in default 
of appearance against deft., a married woman 
sued in respect of her separate estate. By mistake 
the judgment was drawn up in the ordinary form 
of a personal judgment against deft. instead of in 
the appropriate form laid down by the Court of 
Appeal in Scott v. Morley (1887), 20 Q. B. D. 120. 
Pitfs. having taken out a summons for leave to 
amend the judgment so as to follow the form of 
judgment prescribed in the case of a Judgment 
against a married woman upon a contract made 
during coverture, a master & a judge at chambers 
declined to make any order upon it :—Held: pltfs. 
were proposing not to make a correction in the 
judgment, but to substitute one form of judgment 
for another, & Ord. XX VIIL., r. 11, had no applica- 
tion to the case. 

It is only in the case of judicial orders in the 
exercise of judicial discretion that such an order 
as Ord. XXVIII, r. 11, is necessary. I mean to 
say that I hold that, quite irrespective of Ord. 
XXVIII., r. 11, the judges have the power & the 
duty to correct mistakes which are made by their 
officers in the performance of their ministerial 
duties of drawing up orders of judges (VAUGHAN 
WILLIAMS, L.J.).— OXLEY v. LINK, [1914] 2 K. B. 
734, 746; 83 L. J. K. B. 602; 110 L. T. 248, C. A. 

1541. Judgment correctly expressing intention 
of court—Court itself wrong.}—AINSWORTH v. 
WILDING, No. 1539, ante. 
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Sect. 2.—Correction of clerical errors, etc., in 
judgments and orders—Slip rule: Sub-sect. 2.] 


1542. .}+—Tt was said that the order 
was wrong because it did not carry out the chief 
clerk’s certificate in a way which satisfied the 
pitf.’s charge. But there are two answers, if 
not more, to the objection. In the first place, 
although I do not decide it, I am disposed to 
think the order is a consent order. The words 
‘“by consent,” it is true, only appeared in the 
first part of the order, but I think that that is 
the general way of drawing up a consent order, & 
that the words “ by consent’ apply to the 
whole order & not merely to the clause in which 
they occurred. But, assuming that it was not a 
consent order, it was not a clerical or accidental 
mistake. There was a deliberate statement in the 
order of the court that the money should be paid 
out to a certain person. If that statement were 
wrong, it could only be set right by the Court of 
Appeal. I disclaim any jurisdiction to vary 
the order of Aug. 15, 1898, in a manner in which it 
could only be varied by the Court of Appeal 
(COZENS-HARDY, J.).—Re LEONARD’S ESTATE, 
THEOBALD v. KING (E.), KING (J.) & KING (I..) 
(1899), 43 Sol. Jo. 736. 

1543. -|—This was an application to 
rescind a winding-up order made on a creditors’ 
petition. The ground of the application was that 
the order had been obtained by the mistake of a 
solicitor’s clerk, who, after arrangements had been 
made to satisfy the petitioners & have the petition 
withdrawn, which were duly carried out, in 
ignorance instructed counsel & obtained the order. 
The evidence showed that the petitioners acceded 
to the application. 

Held: there was no jurisdiction to rescind 
the order after it had been passed & entered. 
He suggested that application to stay the wind- 
ing up might be made if debts were paid.— 
he Lyric SYNDICATE, Lrp. (1900), 17 T. L. Rh. 
162. 

1544. -]}—Re Gist, No. 1530, ante. 

1545. ——— Power of court to expound judg- 
ment.}—By his award an arbitrator awarded 
certain costs to one of the disputants. The suc- 
cesful party, being uncertain whether this award 
included the whole or only part of the costs, wrote 
to the arbitrator. The arbitrator stated that 
‘he certainly had made an error in writing his 
award, & had amended his award so that it should 
read as he originally intended to state it,’’ & issued 
another award in which he made it clear by the 
addition of several words that the larger amount 
was included in the award :— Held: the arbitrator 
had not made an “ error arising from any accidental 
slip or omission,’”’ within Arbitration Act, 1889 
(c. 49), 8. 7 (c), & he could not correct his award 
under the powers conferred by that section, 
inasmuch as what he had done was to assume 
jurisdiction to expound his award.—SUTHERLAND 
& Co. v. HANNEVIG Broruers, Lrp., [1921] 1 
K. B. 336; 90 L. J. K. B. 225; 125 1. 1. 2815; 37 
T. L. R. 1023; 15 Asp. M. I. C. 203, D. Cc. 

1546. Order with no liberty to apply reserved— 
Liberty to apply implied—Order not of final 
character.}—A motion for an interim injunction 
was adjourned to the trial of the action. No 

rovision was made for the costs of the motion & 
iberty to apply was not expressly reserved. At 
the trial judgment was given for pitf. on the 
substantial question at issuc with the general costs 
of the action less £10 for the costs of an issue‘ upon 
which he had substantially failed. Pltf.’s counsel 




















omitted to ask for the costs of the adjourned | 
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motion & no express provision was made for them. 
Liberty to apply to the court was expressly 
reserved. The judgment having been drawn up, 
passed & entered, the taxing master refused to 
allow pltf. the costs of the adjourned motion. 
Pitf. then applied to the court by motion asking 
that the judgment might be varied or corrected 
by giving him the costs of the adjourned motion :— 
Held: either under the liberty to apply reserved by 
the judgment or under the liberty to apply implied 
in the order adjourning the motion or by virtue of 
Ord. XLIA. [now Ord. XXVIII., r. 11] the court 
had jurisdiction to order the payment of the costs 
in question, & a separate order was made direct- 
ing the taxation & payment of pltf.’s costs of the 
motion. In every order of the court liberty 
to apply to the court is implied without its being 
expressly reserved.—-FRITZ v. HoBson (1880), 
14 Ch. D. 542; 49 L. J. Ch. 321; 42 L. T. 225; 
28 W. R. 459; 24 Sol. Jo. 366. 

1547, -}—Although in all orders 
of the court, where the order is not final, liberty 
to apply is implied though not expressed, the 
court will in a proper case correct the order under 
Ord. XXVIII., r. 11, by adding to it the words 
‘‘ liberty to apply.’”’—-WEBSDELL v. JENKINS (1902), 
46 Sol. Jo. 484. 

1548. —-—— Except in final order.j—The 
rule that an order of the court carries with it 
‘‘ liberty to apply,’’ though not expressly reserved, 
only applies where the order is one not of a final 
character. 

There is no doubt that if the words ‘‘ liberty to 
apply ” were accidentally omitted from an order 
the defect could be remedied under the slip order 
(Cu1try, J.).—PENRICE v. WILLIAMS (1883), 23 
Ch. D. 358, 357; 52 L. J. Ch. 5935; 48 L. T. 868; 
31 W. BR. 496. 

1549. Error in calculation of interest.]—The 
court has jurisdiction to correct an error in & 
judgment arising from an accidental slip, although 
the time for appealing from the judgment has 
expired. 

At the trial the judgment allowed deft. to set-off 
a sum named for interest paid on account of pltf. 
The amount was arranged between the parties 
on the faith of a statement made bond fide by deft., 
& accepted by pltf. as accurate, that deft. had 
Lae the payments of interest from a certain 

ate. 

After the judgment had been drawn up & the 
time for appealing had expired, pltf. found that 
the interest allowed by the judgment had for two 
years already been allowed to the deft. in account : 
—-Held: there was jurisdiction under Ord. 
XXVIII., r. 11, to correct the error.—BARKER v. 
PURVIS (1888), 56 L. T. 131, C. A. 

1550. Winding-up order—Error in name of 
company.]—In this case a winding-up petition 
had been presented against the company, the 
company being described in the petition & 
advertisements as the ‘‘ Army & Navy Hotel 
Company, J.imited.’’ The company did not 
appear on the hearing of the petition, & the usual 
order to wind up was made. The mistake in the 
title by the addition of the word ‘‘ company ”’ 
was subsequently discovered, & the court, upon an 
ex parte application, gave leave to amend & re- 
advertise the petition, & directed the winding-up 
order to be drawn up seven days after the advertise- 
ment. On a motion that the winding-up order 
made on the petition be discharged, it was con- 
tended that the court had no jurisdiction to amend 
the order, & that a winding-up order must be made 
on a proper petition:—Held: Ord. XXVIIL., 
r. 11, being plain & distinct, the mistake could at 
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any time be corrected. The court had jurisdiction, 
the motion would be refused with costs.—Re 
Army & Navy Hore (1886), 31 Ch. D. 644; 55 
L. J. Ch. 511; 34 W. R. 389; 27. L. R. 349. 

1551. Order for permanent maintenance after 
divorce—Clerical error.]—An order for permanent 
maintenance & variation of settlements was made 
after decree absolute at the wife’s suit for adultery 
& cruelty. 

The order was corrected by the judge in 
chambers by directing that the respondent should 
secure to the petitioner the sum named “ during 
her life,” the original words “ during their lives ”’ 
having been inserted by reason of a clerical error 
in drawing up the registrar’s report.—HARRISON 
v. HARRISON (1887), 12 P. D. 180, 145; 56.7. P. 
76; 571. 7.119; 35 W. R. 703. 

1552. Costs—Judgment wrong in form.]—Order 
for sale under the Settled Land Act of real estate 
of the infant J. J. R., to which he had become 
absolutely entitled upon the death of his grand- 
father ; for payment of the purchase-money into 
court; “ & that the costs of this application, be 
taxed, as between solicitor & client, & that the 
same when taxed be paid out of the property of 
the infant, J. J. R.”’ 

Application was made for a correction of this 
order by inserting a direction that the costs, 
charges & expenses properly incurred on behalf 
of the infant in reference to the sale, before the 
actual institution of the proceedings, might be 
included, so as to make the order what it would 
have been if properly made. 

CHiTry, J., consented to alter the order in con- 
formity with sect. 21 (7) of the Settled Land Act, 
1882, by ordering all costs, charges & expenses of 
or incidental to the exercise of any of the powers 
of the Act to be a charge on the infant’s property. 
But he declined to insert the words ‘ preliminary 
to the application ’’ as proposed; that being a 
matter which must be left for the taxing master 
to settle.—Re Rupn, [1887] W. N. 251. 

1553. -}—This was an action by an 
infant pltf. against his uncle for an account of 
moneys alleged to be held in trust for him. Pitf. 
failed to prove any enforceable trust & the action 
was dismissed; & although the action was to 
soine extent duc to the way in which deft. had 
answered the next friend’s letters, the judge on 
the whole did not think it right to deprive the 
deft. of costs, & dismissed the action with costs 
accordingly. On Nov. 11, before the order was 
drawn up, deft. asked to add a direction that the 
costs should be paid by the next friend. The case 
then stood over till Nov. 13 so that the judge could 
look into the practice. 

On the King’s Bench side there is no order 
against a next friend unless the judge so directs. 
But until the order is drawn up it can be amended. 
lfere I doubt whether JI have any discretion in the 
matter. After full consideration I made the order 
dismissing the action with costs. I certainly did 
not intend to make an abortive order su as to 
defeat my decision. As, however, I do not wish 
to preclude the next friend’s primd facie right to 
indemnity, I will amend the order to ‘‘ dismissed 
with costs to be paid by the next friend without 
prejudice to any right to indemnity.’’ The order 
will not be post-dated, & as deft. ought to have 
applied at the hearing, he will have no costs of 
this application (FARWELL, J.).—Re PICTON, PICTON 
v. PicTON, [19381] W. N. 254. 

1554. Costs of shorthand note omitted. ]— 
GLASIER v. ROLLS, No. 1536, ante. 

1555. ~}+—The ordinary order of 
judgment with costs does not include the cost of 
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a transcript of the shorthand-writer’s notes. Such 
costs must be applied for at the hearing. Where 
an order has been made for judgment with costs, 
& that order has been drawn up, the court has no 
power to alter its decree by subsequently allow- 
ing special costs.—THE TURRET CouRT (1901), 
L. T. 331; 17 T. L. R. 339; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 
62. 

1556. Fees of referee omitted.J—In an 
action in the High Court pltfs. recovered judgment 
for an amount to be ascertained by a referee & 
costs. The referee made his award & pltfs. took 
it up & paid the amount of his fees. Judgment 
was drawn up & entered for pltfs. for the amount 
found to be due by the referee with costs to be 
taxed. The costs were taxed & the taxing master’s 
certificate was given & deft. paid to pltfs. the 
amount of the judgment & the taxed costs. Sub- 
sequently pltfs. discovered that the amount of 
the fees of the referee had been omitted from the 
bil of costs carried in for taxation. On an 
application that deft. should be ordered to pay 
the amount of those fees or such part thereof as 
should be allowed on taxation :—Held: there 
had been an error in the judgment arising from an 
‘“ accidental slip or omission’’ which could be 
corrected under Ord. X XVITI., r. 11, by including 
therein the amount allowed on taxation in respect 
of the fees paid to the referee.—CHESSUM & SON3 
v. GORDON, [1901] 1 K. B. 694; 70 L. J. K. B. 
394; 84 L. T. 187; 49 W. R. 309 3; 45 Sol. Jo. 
293, C. A. 

1557. Too high a scale.}—BucKNILL, J., 
in granting an application to vary an order, said 
that he would be permitting an injustice if he 
allowed the order to remain as it now stood. 
The action was one which should never have been 
brought. He had intended that pltf. should have 
only the lowest costs which a judgment for £6 
would carry in the county court. If his attention 
had been called to the county court rule, he would 
have made a different order. There had been such 
an omission as would justify him in making the 
necessary alteration in the order.—DOSWELIL v. 
Norrown (1902), 18 T. 1. BR. 228. 

1558. Exceeding amount allowed by rule.|] 
— ARMITAGE v. PARSONS, No. 932, ante. 

1559. ——— Doubt as to costs included—Attempt 
to expound judgment.j}—SuTHERLAND & Co. v. 
HANNEVIG Bros., Lrp., No. 1545, ante. 

1560. Too low a scale. |—The court ordered 
that the pltfs. recover £74 18s. 10d. from deft. 
together ‘‘ with their costs of this action to be 
taxed by the taxing master.’’ On objection taken, 
the taxing master decided that, this being an action 
on contract, the costs should be brought in on the 
county court scale, & pltfs. now applied for the 
learned judge’s certificate under County Courts 
Act, 1888 (c. 43), s. 116, that there was sufficient 
reason for bringing the action in the High Court. 
For deft. Ainsworth v. Wilding, No. 1539, ante, was 
cited, & it was argued that to grant the certificate 
at. this stage would involve an alteration of the 
order & not merely a direction to the taxing 
master :—Held: although had the certificate been 
asked for at the trial or before the order had been 
passed there would have been no hesitation in 
granting the certificate, that, the action being 
based on lengthy correspondence, there was 
sufficient reason for bringing the action in that 
court, there was no jurisdiction to vary the order 
now that it had been passed & entered. The court 
would assume that the master had rightly con- 
strued the order, & the application must be dis- 
missed.— REIGATE CORPN. 7. WILKINSON, [1920] 
W.N. 150; 149 L. T. Jo. 250. 
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Sect. 2.—Correction of clerical errors, etc., im 
judgmenis and orders—Slip rule: Sub-sects. 2, 
3&4. Sect. 3.] 

1561. .}—BENTLEY v. 
No. 1532, ante. 

Appeal against infant plaintiff allowed 
with costs—No direction in order for costs to be 
paid by next friend—Amendment. ]—- An action was 
brought by ID. H., an infant, by P. H. (widow), his 
next friend, against the deft. to recover damages 
in respect of personal injuries sustained by the 
infant pltf. through, as was alleged, the negligence 
of the deft. in the management & driving of her 
motor car. At the trial a verdict was found for 
the infant pltf. & judgment was given in his favour 
for the damages awarded. On appeal that judg- 
ment was reversed on Nov. 12, 1930, & judgment 
was entered in favour of the deft. ‘‘ with the costs 
including the costs of this appeal.’’ These costs 
having been taxed, the deft.’s solicitor proposed 
to issue a writ of fi. fa. against the infant pltf.’s 
next friend, but was informed that as there was 
no direction as to this in the order as drawn up the 
writ could not issue against the next friend. An 
application was now made for the order to be 
amended so as to make it an order for costs against 
the next friend. 

When the court allowed the appeal of the deft. 
it was asked that judgment should be entered for 
her with costs, & the order was drawn up in that 
form. An application is now made, six months 
after the order had been perfected, for an addition 
to the order making the costs payable by the next 
friend. In my opinion the addition now asked is 
not one that could be made under the slip rule. 
That rule was intended for the correction of an 
order which, as drawn up, did not express that 
which was decided by the court. It was quite 
possible that an order in the terms now asked for 
might have been made if an application had been 
made at the time, but no such application was 
made. In Reigate Corporation v. Wielkinson, 
No. 1560, ante, where, after an order had been 
passed & entered, an application was made for a 
certificate that costs might be allowed on the High 
Court scale, Eve, J., said that if an application had 
been made at the conclusion of the trial for a 
certificate to that effect he would have had no 
hesitation in granting it, but as the order had been 
passed & entered he must refuse the application. 
To do otherwise would, he said, be adding to or 
varying the order & placing a construction upon it 
which it did not bear. A similar view was taken 
in Bentley v. O’Sullivan, No. 1532, ante. In my 
opinion the application must be dismissed 
(SCRUTTON, L.J.).—HULBERT v. THURSTON, [1931 ] 
W.N. 171; 172 1. T. Jo. 49, C. A. 

1563. Rights or new circumstances arising after 
judgment—Judgment on bond charged on debtor’s 
lands—No variation to prejudice of subsequent in- 
cumbrancers.]}—II[ATTON v. HARRIA, No. 1537, ante. 

1564. Charging order.]|—A charging order 
nisi having according to its true construction been 
made on the interest, not of the executor but of 
the judgment debtor, & being therefore bad, the 
court ought not to correct the order, under Ord. 
XXVITI., r. 11, in a case where judgment for the 
administration of the debtor’s estate had been 
given in the interval between the date of the 
charging order & the time fixed for showing cause 
against it (STIRLING, J.).—STEWART v. RHODES, 
[1900] 1 Ch. 386; 69 L. J. Ch. 174; 81 L. T. 807; 
48 W. R. 233, 354. 

1565. Other remedy available — Remedy by 
appeal.|}—He LEONARD’s EsTaTr, THEOBALD »v. 
Kina (E.), Kine (J.) & Kina (1.), No. 1542, ante. 


O’SULLIVAN, 











PRACTICE. 


1566. Judgment wrong in form—aAlteration to 
prescribed form.]—OxLEy v. Link, No. 1540, 


ante. 

1567. Addition of order for repayment of 
money.}—This was an application by defts. that 
they might have leave to proceed to execution or 
otherwise to enforce a judgment under the Courts 
(Emergency Powers) Act, 1914, & that the order 
might be added to by providing that a sum of 
money poe by defts. to pltf. under the judgment 
should be returned to them in the following cir- 
cumstances. Upon appeal by defts. from a judg- 
ment dated Nov. 4, 1918, in favour of pltf., the 
Jourt of Appeal on Oct. 14, 1914, reversed the 
judgment & ordered judgment to be entered for 
defts., with costs. Defts. omitted at the time to 
ask for an order that asum of money which had been 
paid by them to pltf. under the judgment should 
be repaid to them. 

The court gave leave to amend the order.— 
EVANS v. MAIN COLLIERY Co., Lip. (1914), 31 
T. L. R. 127, C. A. 


SuUB-SECT. 3.— APPLICATION TO CORRECT 
MISTAKES. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XXVIITI., r. 11, p. 472, ante. 

1568. To whom made—To court or judge by 
whom order made.|—An action was _ brought 
avainst M., L. & the N. B. Company, to restrain 
the company from confirming in general meeting 
certain agreements between the company & M. 
& L. An interim injunction was granted. M. 
asked for the usual undertaking as to damages, 
to which the pltf.’s counsel replied that it would 
of course be given. J.. had not been served, & 
did not appear. The registrar drew up the order, 
with an undertaking confined to damages sus- 
tained by the company, & it was passed & entered 
in this form. M. & L. appealed, asking that the 
undertaking might be extended to damages sus- 
tained by them respectively :—AHcld: an applica- 
tion to correct the order ought to have been made 
to the court below, the judge having jurisdiction 
to correct an order, though passed & entered, if 
it does not express what he intended.—TUCKER v. 
NEw BRUNSWICK TRADING Co. OF LONDON (1890), 
44 Ch. D. 249; 59 L. J. Ch. 551; 63 L. T. 69; 
38 W. R. 741, C. A. 

1569. Time for making—As soon as mistake 
discovered. |—An order of course was obtained for 
the taxation of a solicitor’s bill of costs, & the 
taxation was commenced & virtually completed :— 
Held: an application to vary such order on the 
ground of an alleged mistake appearing on the face 
of it ought to have been made directly the mistake 
was discovered, & not delayed until after the 
virtual completion of the taxation.—Re TIBBITTS 
(1881), 30 W. R. 177. 

1570. ——— After expiry of time for appeal.] 
BARKER v. PuRvis, No. 1549, ante. 

1571. Correction after thirty-nine years. | 
HATTON v. HARRIS, No. 1587, ante. 

1572. Correction after twenty years. ]— 
SHIPWRIGHT v. CLEMENTS, No. 1538, ante. 

15738. ——— Order under appeal.}—Where a 
mistake has been made in drawing up an order 
the court or a judge has power to alter it, even 
where it is under appeal & though the request 
for alteration be made by the party who has 
given notice of appeal against the order as drawn 
up.—K. v. E. (OTHERWISE T.), [1903] P. 88; 72 
L.J.P.44; 88 L. T. 570. 














Part XXIV.—AMENDMENT. 


1574. How made—By motion or summons. ]}— 
Assuming an order as passed & entered contains an 
error arising from an accidental slip or omission, 
an. alteration made in it without any motion or 
summons for the purpose is irregular & must be 
discharged & pltfs. must pay the costs, as they 
ought to have applied to the judge when the 
chief clerk refused to proceed with the accounts.— 
BLAKE v. HARVEY (1885), 209 Ch. D. 827; 53 
L. T. 541; 33 W. lt. 602, CG. A. 

1575. ——- -———.]—HATToON 1 v. No. 
1537, ante. 

1576. Chancery order—Application to vary 
rar a SwIrE, MELLOR v. SwIRE, No. 1534, 
ante. 


HARRIS, 





SUB-SECT. 4.—MopDE oF CORRECTION. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XXVIII, r. 11, p. 472, ante. 

1577. By amendment of original order—Addition 
of affidavit explaining facts.}—An order was made 
under the Trustee Act appointing a new trustee in 
the place of a surviving trustee of real estate, & 
vesting the real estate in such new trustee; the 
order being based upon an affidavit stating that 
the surviving trustee was believed to have died 
intestate, & that it was not known in whom the 
legal estate was vested. After the order had been 
drawn up & entered it was discovered that the 
surviving trustee had left a will, but had died 
intestate as to trust estates. The court directed 
the order to be amended by adding to the evidence 
in the preface to the order an affidavit explaining 
the facts, & by stating that the surviving trustee 
had died intestate as to trust estates, & the 
order, aS so amended, to be post-dated.—Re 
CLINTON. JACKSON v. SLANKY, [1882] W. N. 176. 

1578. By separate order.|—An application was 
made in this case under Ord. XXVIII., r. 11, to 
rectify an order made in a foreclosure action. It 
was admitted by all parties that the order was 
incorrect owing to an error in the chief clerk’s 
certificate, & that the said error had escaped the 
notice of all parties. The court refused to rectify 
the original order, but made a supplemental order 
in this form.—HECKERSLEY v. ECKERSLEY, [1884] 
W.N. 138. 

1579. ——— Incorporating affidavit showing cir- 
cumstances of error. }—This was the second further 
consideration of an administration action. The 
testator had by his will given his residue to his 
nephews & nieces, & the question arose whether 
they took per stirpes or per cupita. On the hearing 
on the first further consideration on Feb. 16, 
1885, the counsel for the nephews & nieces all 
agreed that they must take per stirpes &, without 
any argument, the judge made an order declaring 
that they took per stirpes. Immediately after- 
wards counsel discovered that an error had been 
made, & that, according to the authorities, it was 
clear that the nephews & nieces took per capita, 
& it was arranged that the matter should be 
mentioned again to the judge, & the order altered 
accordingly. Owing to some oversight this was 
never done, & the order as drawn up & entered 
contained a declaration that the nephews & 
nieces were entitled per stirpes. An application 
was now made that the order might be corrected, 
under Ord. XXVIII, vr. 11, by substituting per 
capita for per glirpes :—Held: the court had 
power under r. 11 of Ord. XXVIII. to correct the 
error, but it required that the circumstances 
should be stated in an affidavit, which would be 
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entered in the order tu be now made.—Re BLAcK- 

WELL, BRIDGMAN v. BLACKWELL, [1886] W. N. 97. 
1580. —— Showing dates & particulars.] — 

BENTLEY v. O’SULLIVAN, No. 1532, ante. 


Sect. 3.—OTHER MEANS OF RECTIFICATION. 


1581. Inherent jurisdiction of court.]—The court 
has power to set right an obvious mistake in the 
chief clerk’s certificate, as it has in the case of a 
master’s report.—CRADOCK v. OWEN (1854), 2 
Sm. & G. 241; 2 Eq. Rep. 381; 23 L. T. O. S. 
19; 2W. hk. 319; 65 EK. R. 382. 

1582. .|—If a judge finds that he has made 
a mistake in ordering the verdict to be entered for 
the wrong party, he has power to order the mistake 
to be rectified, & he is at liberty to have the 
recourse to any evidence he likes, or even to his 
own recollection of the circumstances, in con- 
sidering whether any, &, if any, what alteration 
is to be made.—BAKER v. LAWRENCE (1870), 22 
L. T. 608 ; 18 W. BR. 835. 

1583. I cannot doubt that under the 
original powers of the court, quite independent 
of any order that is made under the Judi- 
cature Act, every court has the power to vary 
its own orders which are drawn up mechanically 
in the registry or in the office of the court, to 
vary them in such a way as to carry out its own 
meaning, & where language has been used which 
is doubtful, to make it plain. I think that power 
is inherent in every court (LORD PENZANCE).— 
LAWRIE v. LEES (1881), 7 App. Cas. 19, 34,355 51 
L. J. Ch. 209; 461. T. 210; 30 W.R. 185, H. I. 














1584. J—Re Swirt, MELLOoR v. SwWiRek, 
No. 1534, anée. 

1585. ~]—IIATTON v. LIARRIS, No. 1537, ante. 

1586. -!—Their Lordships do not doubt 





that the court has power at any time to correct an 
error in a decree or order arising from a slip or 
accidental omission, whether there is or is not a 
general order to that effect. A recent instance 
of the exercise of this power occurred in the case 
of Hatton v. Harris, No. 1537, ante, where an error 
arising from an accidental omission was corrected 
after the lapse of forty ycars. The Iouse of 
Lords in that case approved the views expressed 
by the Court of Appeal in Re Swire, Mellor v. Swire, 
No. 1534, ante (per CuR.).—MILSON v. CARTER, 
[1893] A. C. 638, 640; 62 L. J. P. C. 126; 69 L. T. 
735; 9'T. L. R. 6133 1 RK. 425, P. C. 

1587. ——.]—OxLEyY v. LINK, No. 1540, ante. 

1588. Interlocutory orders.]}—l have no 
doubt that the court has jurisdiction to discharge 
an order made on motion by consent when it is 
proved to have been made under a mistake, 
though that mistake was on one side only, the 
court having a sort of general control over orders 
made on interlocutory applications. 

I do not think that the rules which have been 
laid down as the rules under which the court will 
enforce agreements apply to enforcing orders of 
the court, because the court has jurisdiction over 
its own orders, & there is a larger discretion as 
to orders made on interlocutory applications than 
as to those which are final judgments (JESSEL, 
M.R.).—MULLINS v. HOWELL (1879), 11 Ch. D. 
763, 766; 48 L. J. Ch. 679. 

1589, ——.]}—In my opinion the judge 
must have a right in dealing with such a question, 
& in dealing with what has been directed by a 

revious interlocutory order, when new facts are 
rought before him to show that following the 
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Sect. 3.—Other means of rectification. Parts XXV., 
XXXVI. & XXVIII. Sects. 1 & 2: Sub-sects. 


precise directions of that interlocutory order will 
cause what he considers unnecessary inconvenience, 
or other injury to the parties, to give directions 
that notwithstanding the previous interlocutory 
order a different mode shall be adopted of carrying 
into effect the substance of the previous order. 
It would be very different if this were an inter- 
locutory order in which the rights of the partics 
had been decided; then it is a case for appeal, & 
appeal only, & it must be prosecuted in the 
ordinary way. Here where it: is merely directing 
the mode in which pltfs. are to avail themselves 
of the right of inspection, in my opinion the judge 
has a perfect right, & it is his duty, on new facts 
being brought before him which may render it 
necessary to do so for the purpuse of the due 
administration of justice, to make a new order, 
varying the form & giving a new direction as to 
the mode in which production shall be made 
(CoTron, L.J.).—PRESTNEY v. COLCHESTER CORPN. 
(1883), 24 Ch. D. 376, 384, 385; 52 L. J. Ch. 
877; 48 L. T. 7493 31 W. RR. 757, C. A. 


PRACTICE. 


—— Order not correctly representing order 
made. ]|—See Nos. 1534-1540, ante. 

On appeal—Reversal or variation of judgment. ] 
—See R.S.C., Ord. LIV., r. 21, Part LXV., Sect. 2, 
sub-sect. 10, post; Ord. LVIII., Part LXXVII., 


post. 
Rehearing. |—See Part LX XVII., Sect. 2, post. 
Setting aside judgment or order.|—See Part 
XLVI, post. 
Consent judgment or order.]—See Part 
XLYV., post. 
Judgment in default of appearance. |—See 
Part XV., Sect. 13, ante. 
Judgment in default of defence. }]—Sce 
PLEADING, Part IX., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, M., 
p. 160, ante. 
Judgment in default of appearance at trial.] 
—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 33, p. 553, post. 
Judgment irregularly signed.|—See Part 
XV., Sect. 13. 


























Bankruptcy proceedings.|—Sece BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., pp. 323-326, 515, Nos. 3034-3062, 
4689. 


Variation of master’s certificate.|—See Kk. S. C., 
Ord. LV., rr. 70, 71, Part LX X1., Sect. 25, sub- 
sect. 7, post. 


Part XXV.—Points of Law. 


Abolition of demurrers & modern practice as to 
raising points of law.]—Sec PLEADING, Part IV., 
Sect. 8, p. 48. 

Pleadings disclosing no reasonable cause of 
action or answer.|—Sce PLEADING, Part VI., 
Sect. 5, p. 71, ante. 





Void & illegal contracts.]—See CONTRACT, Vol. 
XII., pp. 234 ef seq. 
Frivolous or vexatious pleadings—Abuse of pro- 





cess. |—Sce PLEADING, Part V1., Sect. 6, p. 82, ante. 
Declaratory judgments.|—Sec Part XXVIL., 
post. 


Part XXVI—Declaratory Judgments. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXV., r. 5. No action or procecding shall be 
open to objection, on the ground that a merely declaratory 
judgment or order is sought thereby, and the Court may make 
binding declarations of right whether any consequential relief 
is or could be claimed or not. 


See JUDGMENTS & ORDERS, Vol. X_XX., pp. 140- 
154, Nos. 166-264 ; Supp. 

Effect of declaratory order—Res judicata. ]— 
See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 987, 988, Nos. 8081, 
8082, &, generally, Estorren, Vol. X XI. 


Part XXVII.—Payment into and out of Court and Tender. 


SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


1590. Offer to agree to claim—wWithout tender 
or payment into court—Costs.J—An action of 
damage by collision was settled on the terms that 
the pltfs. should receive 60 per cent., & the defts. 
40 per cent. of the amount of the damage sustained 
by their respective vessels; but, before the 
reference, pltfs.’ solicitors wrote to defts.’ solicitors 
offering to agree defts.’ claim at 40 per cent. of 
£4,500 with interest. This offer the defts. declined 
to accept unless made in accordance with the 
rules as to tender. The investigation into the 
respective claims resulted in a small balance in 


favour of pltfs. being found due ; but the registrar, 
in his report, although he reduced defts.’ claim 
below £4,500, gave the defts. their costs of proving 
their claim on the ground that the pltfs.’ offer had 
not been followed up by the ordinary procedure 
in the case of a tender :—Held: pltfs. were 
entitled to the costs in respect of the proof of 
defts.’ claim subsequent to the offer by letter, 
as the word ‘‘tender’’ did not apply to the 
pronoeed agreement, which, if accepted, would 
lave saved the expense attending the assessment 
of defts.’ claim.—THE READING, [1908] P. 162; 
a L. J. P. 71; 98 L. T. 590; 11 Asp. M. L. C. 


Part XXVII.—PAYMENT INTO AND OUT OF CoURT AND TENDER. 


Srcr. 2.—PAYMENT INTO COURT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—JN GENERAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXIL, r.4. Where sa | action {s brought to 
recover a debt or dainages, or in an Admiralty action, any 
defendant may, before or at the time of delivering his defence, 
or at any later time by leave of the Court or a Judge, pay into 
Court a sum of money by way of satisfaction, which shall be 
taken to admit the claim or cause of action in respect of which 
the ee ene is made; or he may, with a defence denying 
Hability, (except in actions or counterclaims for libel or slander) 
pay money into Court which shall be subject to the provisions 
of Rule 6: Provided that in an action on a bond under the 
Statute 8 & 9 Will. III. c. 11, payment into Court shall be 
ager to particular breaches only, and not to the whole 
action. 


1591. Rights not prejudiced by order for pay- 
ment in.]—The court never allows an order for 
payment of moncy into court to prejudice the 
rights of the person paying it in (Corron, L.J.).— 
RICHMOND v. WHITE (1879), 12 Ch. D. 361, 364; 
a a J. Ch. 708; 41 L. T. 570; 27 W. 2. 878, 
_ 1592. -}—The order for payment into court 
is not allowed to prejudice the rights of a person 
existing at the time.—-DEBENTURE CORPORATION, 
Lrp. v. UTTOXETER BREWERY, LTD. (unreported), 
cited in, [1911] 2 Ch. 543. 

1593. -l—In Richmond v. White, No. 1591, 
ante, Cotton, L.J., said: ‘‘ The court never 
allows an order for payment of money into court 
to prejudice the rights of the person paying 
it in,” & in Debenture Corpn., Ltd. v. Uttoxeter 
Brewery, Litd., No. 1592, ante, Chitty, J.. 
quoted this statement with approval & said, ‘ I 
think that may be enlarged so as to make it 
applicable to the present case by saying that the 
order for payment into court is not allowed to 
prejudice the rights of a person existing at the 
time.’? Whether, therefore, the surplus proceeds 
of sale were actually paid to the B. trustees, or 
into court in pursuance of an order made in their 
presence, is immaterial. Their rights were not 
prejudiced (SWINFEN Eapy, J.).—Re PICCADILLY 
Hotei, Lrp., PAUL v. PICCADILLY HOTEL, LTD., 
[1911] 2 Ch. 534, 543; 81 L. J. Ch. 89; 105 L. T. 
775; 56 Sol. Jo. 52; 19 Mans. 85. 

1594. Court assistance to party.]—Interroga- 
tories may be administered by deft. for the purpose 
of ascertaining what damage pltf. has sustained 
with a view to pay money into court. Where a 
party wishes to pay money into court, the court 
will usually allow him to have particulars, & will 
aid him in every way they can. A deft. has no 
right to inspect pltf.’s books; if an interrogatory 
cannot be answered without looking at his 
books, it would be a good answer tuo say so.— 
WRIGHT v. GOODLAKE (1865), 3 H. & C. 540; 6 
New Rep. 128; 34 L. J. Ex. 82; 13 L. T. 120; 
13 W. R. 349; 159 E. R. 643. 

Payment into court by life assurance companies. | 
—See R. 8. C., Ord. LIVc., Part LXVIII., post. 











SUB-SECT. 2.—IN “ ACTION BROUGHT TO RECOVER 
DEBT OR DAMAGES OR IN AN ADMIRALTY 
ACTION.”’ 


See R.S. C., Ord. XXII, r. 1, supra. 

1595. Only in respect of claim for debt or 
damages — Detinue — Compensation or amends 
sought to be recovered.J—To detinue of divers 
goods of the value of £500 as upon a bailment, to 
be re-delivered on request, deft. pleaded first, as 
to part, non detinet; secondly, as to the residue 
that pltf. ought not further to maintain his action 


479 


to recover them or their value, because, after the 
commencement of the suit, deft. delivered them to 
pltf., & pltf. accepted them from deft. ; thirdly, 
as to the damages by reason of the detention of 
thuse goods payment of 1s. into court, & no 
damages ultra. On demurrer to the second & 
third pleas:—Held: (1) the second plea was 
good, inasmuch as the goods having been delivered 
up, pltf. could have no judgment to recover them 
or their value, but only to recover damages for 
their detention ; (2) the third plea was also good, 
since detinue is a personal action in which com- 
pensation or amends is sought to be recovered, 
though the goods or their value is also sought to 
be recovered, & therefore money might be paid 
into court under 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, 8. 21.— 
CROSSFIELD v. SUCH (1852), 8 Exch. 1593; 22 
l. J. Ex. 65; 20 L.T. O.S. 141; 155 EK. R. 1301 ; 
subsequent proceedings (1853), 8 Exch. 825. 

1596. Action for detaining plaintiff’s goods 
——Claim for return or value.|—To an action for 
detaining pltf.’s goods & claiming their return or 
their value, it is not competent for deft. to pay 
money into court.—ALLAN v. DUNN (1857), 1 
TI. & N. 572; 267. J. Ex. 185; 28 L. T. O.S. 
257: 156 KE. R. 1330. 

1597. Claim for account.]—Ord. XXX. 
[see now R. S. C., Ord. XXII.] applies only to 
an action which is strictly brought to recover 
a debt or damages. If an account is claimed 
the order does not apply, & even if pltf. 
accepts in satisfaction of his whole cause of action 
a sum paid into court by deft., the court has a 
discretion as to the costs.—NICHOLS v. EVENS 
(1883), 22 Ch. D. 611; 52 L. J. Ch. 383; 48 L. T. 
66; 31 W. R. 412. 

1598. ——— Claim for damages & injunction— 
Payment in, in respect of claim for damages. ]— 
In an action for an injunction & damages for a 
nuisance, pltf. moved for an interlocutory in- 
junction. On the hearing of the motion no order 
was, by consent, made, except that the costs were 
to be costs in the action. Defts. by their defence 
denied liability, but paid money into court in 
respect of their claim for damages. Pltf. accepted 
the money in satisfaction of his claim for damages, 
&« wrote to deft.’s solicitors that he should dis- 
continue the action, & take out of court the 
amount paid in & tax his costs. [Pltf. then took 
out a summons for taxation of his costs of the 
action, & defts. also took out a summons that pltf. 
do pay them their costs of the action, including 
their costs of the motion for an injunction, such 
costs tu be taxed, on the ground that pltf.’s letter 
was a notice of discontinuance of the action :— 
Held: (1) as the money was paid into court only 
in respect & accepted only in satisfaction, of the 
claim for damages, & as the entire claim or cause 
of action was not thereby satisfied, r. 7 of Ord. 
XXII. did not authorise the taxation of costs 
thereunder, & pltfs.’ application to tax the whole 
of the costs of the action was not right; (2) plitf.’s 
letter was not a notice of discontinuance so as to 
entitle the defts. to their costs under Ord. XXVI., 
r. 1.—Moon v. DICKINSON (1890), 63 L. T. 371; 
38 W. Rh. 278. 

1599. —— Amount paid in equal to 
damages recovered.}—Pltfs. were the proprietors 
of the right of performing in public certain musical 
works. Deft. company were the lessees of a 
theatre, & the second deft. was their managing 
director. Deft. company by the second deft. as 
their agent appointed for remuneration an 
orchestra to supply music during the performances 
at the theatre. Under an agreement between 
deft. company & the second deft., the former 
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granted to the latter a licence of the theatre for a 
term & undertook to provide everything necessary 
in front of the curtain for a play to be run by the 
latter, who was to provide every requisite behind 
the curtain, the takings to be shared between 
them. The orchestra was engaged for the per- 
formances of the play, & the second deft. had 
power to prevent them from giving any particular 
piece of music. At a performance of the play the 
orchestra gave the above-mentioned musical 
works without the leave of pltfs. Pltfs. brought 
an action against both the defts. for an injunction 
& damages for infringement of their copyright :— 
Held: although defts. had paid into court a sum 
equal to the damages recovered in the action, 
pltfs. were in the circumstances entitled to costs. 

It seems to me that in this case pltfs. are not 
bound to treat the sum paid into court as finally 
disposing of their cause of action. I think they 
were entitled to come into court to have their 
rights pronounced upon. Formerly the rule was 
that even where the sum paid into court by the 
deft. was sufficient, pltf. was entitled to the costs 
of proving the deft.’s liability. That rule has no 
doubt been modified, but where the court deems 
it proper that pltf., instead of at once taking the 
money out of court, should bring the matter into 
court for determination of the question of liability, 
it still has a discretion to say that the pltfs. should 
have their costs. In the exercise of this dis- 
cretion I should have given pltfs. their costs even 
if damages had been the only issue in this case. 
Plitfs. were justified in coming into court in order 
to have their position determined, more especially 
as the second deft. was taking rather too loose a 
view of his obligations & responsibilities (IROWLATT, 
J.).— PERFORMING RiGHT Society, Lrp. v. CIRYL 
THEATRICAL SYNDICATE, Lrp. (No. 2), [1923] 
2K. B. 146, 156, 157; 30 T. 1. R. 1433 reversed 
on other grounds, [1924] 1 K. B. 1, C. A. 

1600. Action brought to establish right & 
obtain injunction—Action for damages & in- 
junction.}—Under Ord. XXII., r. 1, money can 
be paid into court only in respect of a claim for 
debt or for damages; it cannot be paid in in 
respect of an action brought to establish a right 
& obtain an injunction. ? 

Where a pitf. brings an action for damages & 
an injunction, & the deft. pays money into court 
‘* in respect of the matters complained of,’’ with a 
denial of liability, & sets up by way of counter- 
claim a right adverse to that claimed by pltf., the 
latter cannot, by taking the money out of court 
‘in satisfaction of the claim in respect of which 
it is paid in,” convert the payment into court into 
an admission of his title so as to put an end to the 
whole of the action & the counterclaim. 

_ Semble: a pltf. in an action for damages & an 
injunction, who takes out of court money which 
has been paid in in respect of the damages with a 
denial of liability, can go on with the rest of his 
action, & will not be deprived of his costs if he 
succeeds in establishing his right but fails to prove 
that he has sustained damages to a greater amount 
than the sum paid into court. 

_ Under r. 7, if the entire claim or cause of action 
is satisfied, pltf. may proceed to tax his costs, &, 
In case of non-payment of the costs for forty-eight 
hours after taxation, may sign judgment for the 
costs so taxed. It is therefore clear that deft. by 
promptly paying the costs may prevent judgment 
against him appearing on the record. I think the 
pay de of the course pointed out in this part 
of the rules is not intended to.lead to any adjudica- 
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tion by the court, but on the contrary to prevent 
the necessity of any such adjudication. Under 
these circumstances I do not see how any such 
proceedings could ever be available as a ground 
for a plea of res eee (STIRLING, J.).—COOTE v. 
Forp, [1899] 2 Ch. 93, 98, 99; 68 L. J. Ch. 508 ; 
80 L. T. 697 ; 47 W. R. 548; 15 T. L. R. 378, CLA. 

1601. —— -——.]}—Defts. deposited on 
land claimed by pltf. quantities of mud, sullage 
& timber, &, as was alleged by pltf., thereby 
damaged his roads & crops. Defts. in their state- 
ment of defence justified the acts complained of 
on the ground that they were owners of the lands 
in question, & alternatively alleged that they had 
done the acts complained of under statutory 
authority. Pltf. claimed (inter alia) (1) a declara- 
tion that defts. were not entitled to make such 
deposit upon his lands; (2) an injunction, & 
(3) damages. Defts., while denying liability, 
brought into court the sum of £5, & said that that 
sum was cnough to satisfy the claim in respect of 
the matters pleaded. Pltf. thereupon gave notice 
that he accepted the sum paid into court “in 
satisfaction of the claim in respect of which it was 
paid in.’’? On an appeal by defts. from a decision 
of the master awarding pltf. his costs in the action : 
—Held: Ord. XXII., r. 7, could not apply in the 
case of a claim for a declaration of title to land or 
for an injunction. The costs, therefore, were in 
the discretion of the court., & as it appeared doubt- 
ful whether an injunction could in any event have 
been granted, pltf. should have his costs, except 
in so far as they had been increased by the claim 
for an injunction, & so far as the defts.’ costs had 
been increased by such claim they were to be paid 
by the pltf—Youna v. BLAcK SLUICE COMRS. 
(1909), 73 J. P. 265. 

1602. Partnership action.]—The amount 
was paid in on pltf.’s claim which, as to the first 
part of it, claimed the ordinary relief in a partner- 
ship action of a declaration of partnership & 
accounts & a receiver & manager. On that claim 
it appears to me impossible to pay money into 
court a8 an answer-——they are not on the same 
plane; you cannot pay money into court in 
answer to a claim for such relief as that (ATKIN, 
L.J.).— KNIGHT v. KNIGHT, [1925] Ch. 835, 839 ; 
95 L. J. Ch. 33; 133 L. T. 259, C. A. 

1608. Amount to be paid in to be sufficient to 
cover claim.}]—The appellant city acquired under 
the Expropriation Act (R. S. Q., 1909, arts. 7581— 
7599) land owned by the respondent. The com- 
pensation awarded not having been paid within 
two months from the date of the award as pro- 
vided by art. 7598 & the city desiring further time 
to complete the purchase from the respondent & 
other expropriated owners, it was agreed that the 
city was to deposit the sum awarded in the hands 
of the prothonotary of the Superior Court, this 
payment to have the same effect as if it had been 
made within the two months. Upon payment 
out to the respondent there was deducted from 
the sum awarded to him the amount of two taxes 
imposed by the law of Quebec upon money paid 
into court :—Held: the respondent was entitled 
to be paid by the appellants the amount of taxes 
so deducted.—MONTREAL (CIty) v. DUFRESNE, 
[1920] A. C. 1017; 89 L. J. P. C. 236; 124 L. T. 
41; 36 T. L. R. 751, P. C. 

Admiralty actions.}—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 185, Nos. 979 et seq. 

Libel & slander.}—See LipeL, & SLANDER, Vol. 
XXXII, pp. 185-187, Nos. 2272-2207, 

Bonds—Payment into court in actions on.}— 
See, now, R. 8. C., Ord. XXII., r. 1, p. 479, ante ; 
Bonps, Vol. VII., pp. 248, Nos. 906 et seq. 
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Fatal Accidents Acts—Measure of damages. ]— 
See NEGLIGENCE, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 139, 140, 
Nos. 933-044. 

Apportionment of damages.]—See NEGLI- 
GENCE, Vol. XX XVI., p. 141, Nos. 945-049. 

Public Authorities Protection Act—Acceptance 
of eset paid into court—Discontinuance of 
action osts.|—See PuBLic AUTHORITIES, Vol. 
XXXVIII., p. 132, No. 976. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—PAYMENYT IN WITHOUT DENIAL OF 
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See R.S.C., Ord. XXII, r. 1, p. 479, ante. 

1604. Implied admission of cause of action— 

Only up to amount paid in.j]—Pltf. claimed 
£27 10s. for work & labour done, as he alleged, 
under a retainer by the defts. for his services as 
a skilled witness. The amount claimed was set 
out under several items. On the action being 
remitted to the county court defts. paid into 
court the sum of £10 generally in satisfaction of 
the claim without denial of the liability, pursuant 
to the County Court Rules, 1889, Ord. TX., r. 11, 
sub-r. 1. Upon the trial the judge refused to 
allow defts. to give any evidence denying the 
retainer for specific items of the claim :—Held : 
the evidence was admissible, inasmuch as_ the 
payment into court only implied an admission of 
the cause of action up to the amount so paid in, 
but not liability on every item claimed under the 
cause of action. The effect of the County Court 
Rules was synonymous with that of R. S. C., 
1888, Ord. X_XITI., r. 1.—LIENNELL v. DAVIES, 
[1893] 1 Q. B. 367; 62 L. J. Q. B. 220; 68 L. T. 
220; 41 W. RR. 284; 37 Sol. Jo. 232; 5 R. 209, 
Dec, 
1605. Payment in on an account stated—No 
admission as to other accounts. |—The payment of 
money into court, upon the count on an account 
stated, is merely an admission by deft. that upon 
one occasion of accounting, so much was found 
due. Pitf. cannot use such an admission in aid 
of other sums, which he proves to be due, but to 
which the form of his declaration is not applicable. 
——-KENNEDY v. WITHERS (1832), 3 B. & Ad. 767 ; 
1L. J. K. B. 260; 110 K. R. 281. 

1606. Payment in before defence—Subsequent 
defence denying Hability.J—In an action by the 
holder of a bill of Jading for short delivery 
defts. paid money into court, & served on pltf. a 
notice stating that the money paid in was enough 
to satisfy pltf.’s claim. A month later they 
delivered a defence denying liability, on which 
the pltf. joined issue :—Held: the defence & the 
joinder of issue ought to be struck out, & that the 
only question for the court was as tu the amount 
of the damages.—DUMBELTON v. WILLIAMS, 
ao & FIELD, LTp. (1897), 76 IL. T. 81, 





Bankruptcy of defendant—PlaintifY as secured 
creditor.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 359, 
Nos. 3349-3355. 

Payment into court on adjournment of 
bankruptcy petition—Relation back of title of 
trustee.}—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 644, 
No. 5786. 

Libel & slander.]—See LipEL & SLANDER, Vol. 
XXXII., pp. 185-187, Nos. 2272-2297. 

Costs.|—-See Sect. 4, pote & Part LXXXVI., 
Sect. 11, sub-sect. 3, post. 
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SUB-SECT. 4.—PAYMENT IN WITH DENIAL OR 
ADMISSION AND DENIAL OF LIABILITY. 

See R. S. C., Ord. X XII., r. 1, p. 479, ante. 

1607. Grounds for allowing plea.j—Is there, 
then, anything inherently unjust in a deft. paying 
money into court in respect of a cause of action, 
which at the same time he by his pleadings denies 
to exist? As a general proposition we should 
answer nothing, while there is much to be said in 
favour of it. Is it just in principle as regards a 
deft., who considers that he has a good defence 
on the merits, but also is desirous, if possible, of 
terminating litigation by a payment of money, 
that he should be forbidden to adopt this prudent 
course, except under the penalty of a completc 
admission of a cause of action which he honestly 
disputes, & with the consequent risk which would 
attend the trial of the action if the sole issue were 
as to the sufficiency of the amount paid in? On 
the other hand, what is it, if such a course be 
taken, of which the pltf. has to complain ? In the 
great majority of actions, whether of contract or 
tort, it can hardly be suggested that he is in any 
more embarrassing predicament than that in 
which he would be placed in an ordinary case of 
a simple plea of payment into court, or in a case 
where inconsistent pleas, not including a plea of 
payment into court, are pleaded. In the latter 
case he must be prepared to meet the alternative 
defences, in the former he must judge whether it 
is advisable to proceed with the action at all. 
The combination of the plea of payment into 
court with other defences throws no burden 
greatcr in hind upon pltf., although in degree it 
may somewhat enhance the difficulty of his 
position in regard to the course it is advisable for 
him to pursue. 

To the lawyer’s mind there is, no doubt, at first 
sight something anomalous in payment by way of 
satisfaction or amends in respect of a cause of 
action, the existence of which the deft. by his 
pleading denies; but the more we have con- 
sidered the point, the stronger has become our 
conviction that there is nothing unreasonable or 
unjust, & nothing contrary to the letter or spirit 
of the Judicature Acts or Orders, in a deft. so 
acting; & we think that, apart from anything in 
the Judicature Acts or Orders to compel us to do 
so, no predilection in favour of the old theories of 
consistent records should induce us to preclude 
defts. in actions from saying & doing that which, 
as practical men, before the action they might 
reasonably say & do, namely, say that they 
entirely deny a person’s right to sue them, yet 
pay, or offer to pay, a sum of moncy as the price 
of peace & for the prevention of further litigation 
(THESIGER, L.J.).—BERDAN v. GREENWOOD (1878), 
3 Ex. D. 251, 257, 258, 259; 47 L. J. Ex. 628 ; 
39 L. T. 223; 26 W. R. 902, C. A. 

1608. -}—lIt is admitted in the passage 
which 1 have read [judgment of THESIGER, L.J., 
in Berdan v. Greenwood, No. 1607, ante], & has 
subsequently been remarked that there is a want 
of logical consistency in allowing a deft. to say in 
one & the same breath that pitf. has no claim & 
yet to offer a sum in satisfaction. In truth, the 
practice is a concession to practical convenience 
at the expense of logic; & under such circum- 
stances difficulties may easily arisc as to the 
effect of it. In endeavouring to solve such 
difficulties recourse must be had to the existing 
rules on the subject to be found in Ord. XXII. 
of 1883, which vary materially from those of 
1875 (STIRLING, J.).—CooTE v. Forp, [1899] 2 
Ch. 93, 97, 98; 68 L. J. Ch. 508; 80 L. T. 697; 
47 W. R. 489, 490, 548, O. A. 





482 


Sect. 2.—Payment into court: Sub-sects. 4 & 6.) 


1609. Denial of lLlability as defence.]—Under 
that rule [Ord. XXII., r. 1] there may be payment 
into court which involves admission of the cause 
of action, or payment with a defence denying 
liability. Throughout the argument addressed to 
us on behalf of the council it was assumed that 
the defence was payment into court; but when 
that payment is made with a denial of liability, 
the defence is that denial (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, 
juJ.).—PENNY vt. WIMBLEDON URBAN COUNCIL, 
[1899] 2 Q. B. 72, 76, 77; 68 L. J. Q. B, 704; 80 
L. T. 615; 47 W. R. 565, C. A. 

1610, Denial as to part of claim & admission as 
to part—Payment in of lump sum.]—L{IUBBACK v. 
Bririsu NoRTH BORNEO Co. (No. 2), No. 1673, post. 

1611. Common law action of tort against 
husband & wife—Plea of payment into court by 
husband—Denlal of liability by wife.]|—In a state- 
iment of defence in a common law action of tort 
against a husband & his wife jointly for a libel 
published by the wife, the husband pleaded pay- 
ment of money into court in satisfaction of the 
claim, & the wife pleaded in denial of liability :— 
Held: sucha mode of pleading was inadmissible. — 
BEAUMONT v. KAYE, [1904] ] K. B. 292; 73 
L. J. K. B. 213; 90 L. T. 513; 52 W. RR. 2415; 20 
T. L. R. 182; 48 Sol. Jo. 206, C. A. 

1612. Letter to plaintiff containing admission of 
liability—Abuse of process.|—Where defendant in 
an action delivers to pltf. a letter containing an 
admission of his liability, & along with it a formal 
defence of payment into court with a denial of 
liability, the defence will, in the absence of an 
order of the court specially authorising it, be 
struck out as being embarrassing & an abuse of 
the process of the court.—-CRITCHELL v, LONDON W& 
SOUTH WESTERN Ry. Co., [1907] 1 KK. B. 860; 76 
L. J. KR. B. 422; 96 L. TT. 6038, C. A. 

1613. Admission & denial of liability.]—A deft., 
having by onc paragraph of his defence paid money 
into court admitting lability, & by another para- 
graph of his defence paid money into court denying 
liability, & pltf. in the action making more than a 
single claim :—-Held : one of the paragraphs must 
be struck out, & the defence must specifically 
state with regard to which clain of pltf. the money 
was paid into court.—CHAPMAN v. WESTERBY, 
11914] W. N. 64; 58 Sol. Jo. 340. 

1614. Admission of negligence — Denial of 
damage.|—Pit{s. claimed damages in the county 
court for injury to their horse caused through the 
negligence of defts.’ servant. The defts. paid 
into court under Ord. IX., r. 12, of the County 
Court Rules, 1903 & 1914, a sum of £40 with the 
following notice: ‘‘ Take notice that the defts. 
admit that the accident was caused through their 
negligence, but that they deny the alleged damage, 
&, whilst in this manner denying liability, they 
bring into court the sum of £40, & £2 9s. 10d. in 
respect of costs, & say that this sum is sufficient 
to satisfy the pltfs.’ claim ”’ :—Held: this notice 
was not embarrassing, but a valid & proper notice, 
as, although it admitted negligence, it put in issue 
the damage & the horse was the property of the 
pltfs.—Munpbay (J. R.), Lop. v. Lonpon Country 
COUNCIL, [1916] 2 K. B. 331; 85 1L. J. K. B. 1509; 

115 L. fT. 99; 80 J.P. 403; 32 7. L. R. 558; 60 
Sol. Jo. 587; 14 1. G. R. 1055, C. A. 

1615. -}--The action was brought to 
recover damages for personal injuries caused to 
pltf. by the negligent driving of a motor car by 
the deft.’s servant. Upon the summons for 
directions deft. admitted negligence, but denied 
that the pltf. had suffered any damage. Deft. 
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asked the master to order that there should be no 
pleadings, and stated that he desired to pay money 
into court with a denial of liability. he master 
ordered that there should be pleadings. Upon 
appeal LoRD COLERIDGE, J., made the following 
order: ‘‘ It is ordered that the said decision of 
the master be varied as follows: Deft. admitting 
negligence, it is ordered that this action be tried 
without pleadings, & that pltf. do within 14 days 
deliver full particulars of damage, & that the deft. 
be at liberty to pay into court in satisfaetion.”’ 

Deft. admitted negligence but denics the 
damage. Both must combine to give a cause of 
action. Deft. wishes to pay money into court 
with a denial of ability as in Munday v. London 
County Council, No. 1614, ante. That is a county 
court case. In my opinion, Ord. XXX., r. 2, 
gives the court power to make an order giving 
deft. liberty to do so... . 

The court will therefore make the following 
order: Deft. admitting negligence but denying 
liability for damage, liberty to the deft. to pay 
money into court with a notice denying liability, 
such notice to have the same effect as a defence 
denying liability (Dickrorp, L.J.).—DAvIES uv. 
Scott LEwIs, [1918] W. N. 166, C, A. 

Bankruptcy of defendant—Plaintiff as secured 
creditor.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. J59, 
Nos. 3349-3355. 

Payment into court on adjournment of 
petition—Relation back of trustee’s title. |— See 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 644, No. 5785. 

Libel & slander—-Apology with payment into 
court.|—See LiseL & SLANDER, Vol. XX XII., pp. 
90, 91, 185-187, Nos. 1216, 1217, 2272-2297. 


SuB-SECT. 5.—-PLEADING PAYMENT INTO COURT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXIL, r. 2. Pavment into Court shall be 
signified in the defence, and the claim or cause of action in 
satisfaction of which such payment is made shall be specified 
therein, 


1616. Effect of not pleading. |—Where deft. pays 
money into court, such payment must, in all cases, 
be pleaded. If the money be paid into court 
without being thus pleaded, deft. will not be 
entitled to the costs.—ADLARD v. BOOTH (1835), 
1 Bing. N. C. 693; 1 Scott, 644; 41/5. 0 7P. 
203; 131 EB. R. 1284. 

Payment in without denial of liability.]—-Sec 
Sect. 2, sub-sect. 3, ante. 

Payment in with denial, or admission & denial, 
of Hability.|—See Sect. 2, sub-sect. 4, arte. 

1617. Less sum than sum pleaded to.]—A plca 
of payment into court of a less sum of moncy than 
the sum pleaded to, with no other answer to the 
difference than that no more damages have been 
sustained, is bad. 

Where a declaration contains a count on a bill 
of exchange, & also an indebitatus count, the latter 
relating to the sum which is the consideration for 
the bill, semble, that it would be correct to plead 
to both counts that the bill was given on account 
of the debt in the second count, and then to plead 
payment into court of the amount of the bill & 
interest.—TATTERSALL v. PARKINSON (1847), 16 
M. & W. 752; 4 Dow. & L. 522; 16L. J. Ex. 196; 
11 Jur. 658; 9L. T. O. S. 56; 153 E. R. 1393. 

1618. Necessity to specify claim or cause of 
action in satisfaction of which payment made. |]— 
To a declaration for £31 on a bill of exchange, & 
£100 for money paid, lent, interest, goods sold, & 
on an account ted, the deft. pleads, as to the 
£31, & as to £12, parcel of the £100 for goods sold, 
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& as to the £100 on the account stated, payment 
into court of £51; & alleges that pltf. has not 
sustained damage to a greater amount, in respect 
of so much of those causes of actions as in the 
plea mentioned. Quare: whether such plea is 
good in special demurrer. 

Semble : deft. ought to have shown distinctly 
what portion of the money paid into court was to 
be ascribed to the bill of exchange.—JOURDAIN Vv. 
JOHNSON (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 564: 4 Dowl. 531; 
1 Gale, 312; 5 Tyr.524; 5 L. J. Kx. 42; 150 
KK, R. 241. 

1619. Particular items.]—In an action 
against a carrier, the declaration contained a 
count alleging the loss & damage of a variety of 
goods which defts. undertook to carry for pltf. to 
numerous places at different times. Pltf. having 
delivered particulars of his claim, & defts. having 
pleaded payment into court of a sum in satis- 
faction thereof, the court ordered the defts. to 
deliver an account of the particular items of 
pltf.’8 demand in respect of which the money was 
paid into court.—BAXENDALE v. GREAT WESTERN 
Ry. Co. (1860), 6 IL. & N. 95; 401. J. Ex. 63; 
158 BK. R. 40. 

1620. —-— Action for extras & alterations— 
Shipbuilding contract.j|—Particulars of the parts 
of pltfs.’ claim in respect of which money is paid 
into court, will not be ordered except under very 
special circumstances. The court refused to order 
such. particulars to be given in an action for extras 
& alterations upon a ship-building contract.— 
THamMes IRON Works & Suir BuILvING Co. v. 
RoyvanL Mai. SrH#aM-PACKET Co. (1861), 10 C. B. 
N. 8. 375; 30L. J.C. P. 2653 4 1. T. 250; 7 
Jur. N.S. 972; 9 W.R. 577; 142 E.R. 497. 

1621. ——- Claim for distinct pieces of work & 
labour.|—Where a pltf. claims for distinct pieces 
of work & labour, alleged in separate paragraphs 
of the statement of claim, a deft. who has paid 
money into court generally, need not specify in 
his statement of defence how much is paid in 
respect of each head of claim.-—-PARAIRE v. Lous), 
(1880), 49 L. J. Q. B. 481; 43 0. T. 427, C. A. 

1 Discretion of court.|—The court has 
a discretion to order a deft. to give particulars of 
the items of claim in respect of which he pays 
money into court, but it can only make such an 
order when the trial of the action will be facilitated 
& neither party embarrassed by it.— ORIENT 
STEAM NAVIGATION Co. v. OCEAN MARINE INSUR- 
ANCE Co. (1886), 34 W. R. 442. 

1623. -}-An appeal by the piltfs. 
from the refusal of the judge to order defts., LH. 
Brothers & Co. & H. Brothers & Co. (Ltd.), to 
deliver certain particulars. Pltfs. had underwritten 
policies of marine insurance on steamships bclong- 
ing to the H. Line, of which H. Brothers & Co. 
were owners, & had paid claims under those policies 
between the years 1890 & 1901. Pltfs. alleged that 
some of those claims were false & fraudulent, that 
the defts. other than H. Brothers & Co. had 
manipulated accounts for repairs to ships, & that 
H. Brothers & Co. had supported the claims by 
such manipulated accounts for the purpose of 
deceiving & defrauding the underwriters. Pitfs. 
alleged that in this way they had been called upon 
under their policics to pay, & had paid, £150,000 
over & above the sum actually paid for ae er 
They claimed to recover that sum from the defts., 
H. Brothers & Co., & also damages from all defts. 
for conspiracy. In consequence of various orders 
of the court the original claim for £150,000 was 
reduced to £17,000. Defts., while denying liability, 
paid into court a sum of £1,500, which they said 
was sufficient to meet the overcharge. Pltfs. 
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thereupon took out a summons asking that the 
defts., H. Brothers & Co. & H. Brothers & Co. 
(Ltd.), might be ordered to give particulars of the 
various sums of which the total of £1,500 was made 
up. The judge refused to make an order for such 
particulars. Pitfs. appealed. 

I am of opinion that the appeal should be 
allowed, & the order asked for by pltfs. ought to 


be made. 


It is well established that in a claim put forward 
on a policy of marine insurance the assured is 
bound to make full disclosure of all ship’s papers 
& to produce all average adjustments on which the 
claim was made against the underwriters; & it is 
the duty of the average adjuster to satisfy himself 
as to the property of all the various items which 
were laid before hiin. . . . Defts., onthe other hand, 
said they were not called upon to assist pltfs., 
& that it was not the established practice that 
defts. should be ordered to give particulars of the 
items in respect of which money had been paid 
into court. But in my opinion it is a matter of 
discretion. There is no rule that such particulars 
should not be given. This is not an ordinary 
action. It is an action in respect of insurance, & 
it imposes on defts. the burden of complete dis- 
closure, & they have expressed on the face of their 
pleadings their willingness to repay the over- 
charges which have been made. Pitfs. are clearly 
entitled to know what the extent of defts.’ admis- 
sions is, & what is the amount of the improper 
overcharge. The order will be that defts. give 
the best particulars they can of the items in 
respect of which the overcharges are admitted 
(MAaTEEW, J..3.)—BoULTON v, LOULDER BROs. 
& Co. (1903), 19 'T. L. 2. 635, 636 ; 9 Com. Cas. 75, 
C. A. 

1624. Separate causes of action.|—An 
action was brought by pltf., as lessor, against 
defts., as lessees, of certain premises for (1) posses- 
sion, (2) mesne profits, (3) damages for dilapida- 
tion & non-repair. The defence was a general 
denial of all liability, & a payment of £30 into 
court, as sufficient to satisfy pltf.’s claim in the 
action. A judge at chambers having made an 
order that defts. should give to pltf. particulars in 
writing, stating in respect of which of the two 
heads of claim, mesne profits & damages for 
dilapidations, the payment into court was made, 
&, if in respect of both, how much for each head :— 
Held: the order was right, as defts. ought to give 
the particulars asked for, apportioning the sum 
paid in to the different heads of claim.—ROWE uv. 
KELLY (1888), 59 I. T. 139. 

1625. .|—Pltfs., who were shipowners, 
claimed against defts., who were the charterers of 
one of pltfs.’ ships: (1) the balance of freight 
under the charter-party ; (2) a sum alleged to 
have been overpaid to defts.’ stevedores, who 
were employed by pltfs. at the port of loading 
in pursuance of the cee ne upon the faith 
that they charged no more than other stevedores 
of good standing at those ports; & (3) damages 
for demurrage. Defts., while denying liability, 
brought into court £250 as sufficient to satisfy 
the pltfs.’ claim. Pltfs. applied for an order for 
particulars of the payment into court :—Held: as 
the three claims were in respect of separate causes 
of action, pltfs. were entitled to particulars stating 
how much was paid into court in respect of each 
head of claim. 

The rules by their language require that a deft. 
should state in respect of what cause of action he 
paid money into court. A deft. cannot pay 
money into court & say it is in respect of several 
causes of action (COZENS-HARDY, L.J.).—JAMES 








——_ 
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Sect. 2.—Payment into court: Sub-sects. 5,6 & 7. 
Sect. 3.] 


TuckKER S.S. Co. +. Lamport & HoT (1906), 23 
T. L. R. 10, 11, C. A. 

1626. -}—Ord. XXII., r. 2, of the 
R. 8. C. provides that payment into court shall be 
signified in the defence, & that the claim or cause 
of action in satisfaction of which the payment is 
made shall be specified therein. 

In an action constituted under Ord. XVI., r. 1, 
brought by a number of pltfs. severally claiming 
relief in respect of the same transaction, defts. 
paid a lump sum into court, saying in their defence 
that the amount paid into court was sufficient to 
satisfy pltfs.’ claims, but without further specifying 
the claims or causes of action in satisfaction of 
which the payment was made :—Held: the pay- 
ment into court was a good payment, & if pltfs. 
were embarrassed by it their proper course was to 
apply by summons for particulars of the payment. 
—BENNING v. ILFORD Gas Co., [1907] 2 K. B. 








290; 76 L. J. K. B. 681; 97 I. T. 102; 23 
T. L. R. 485. 
1627. Effect of failure to specify.] 











Semble: a plea of payment into court of one sum 
in respect of two or more separate causes of action 
is a bad plea under R. S. C., Ord. XXII., r. 2, & 
not merely a ground for an application by pltf. 
for particulars.—WEBER v. BIRKETT, [1925] 2 
K. B. 152; 94 L. J. K. B. 767; 183 L. 'T. 598; 
41 T. L. R. 451, C. A. 

1628, -}—A plea of payment 
into court under R. 8. C., Ord. XXII., of one sum 
in satisfaction of two or more separate or distinct 
causes of action put in suit by several pltfs. upon 
one writ, without specification of the claims or 
causes of action in respect of which the payment 
is made, is a bad plea.—SMiTH v. SCHILLING, 
[1928] 1 K. B. 429; 97 L. J. K. B. 276; 138 1. T. 
475; 44 T. L. R. 109, C. A. 

1629. Payment into court as admission.]—A 
plea of payment of money into court to a count 
ain indebitatus assumpsit admits the existence of 
some contract or contracts falling within the 
description of the debt stated as the consideration 
of the promise laid in such count; but it does not 
amount to an admission of any particular contract, 
even of the contract in respect of which the money 
is in fact paid in. Where, therefore, in an action 
against two, money is paid into court by both 
defts. with a plea of payment into court, the plttf., 
in order to recover damages beyond the sum paid 
in, must show, not only that his demand, in 
respect of which the money is in fact paid into 
court, exceeds the amount paid in, but that the 
defts. are joint contractors.—ARCHER v. ENGLISH 
(1840), 1 Man. & G. 873; Drinkwater, 30; 2 
Scott, N. R. 156; 10L. J.C. P.15; 4 Jur. 1186; 
133 E. R. 585. 

1630. Several plaintiffs—Separate causes of 
action—Apportionment.]— BENNING v. ILFORD GaAs 
Co., No. 1626, ante. 

1631. Several counts for several causes—Pay- 
ment of one entire sum.]—Where there are several 
counts for several causes of action, or several 
breaches are assigned in covenant, the deft. may 
plead payment into court of one entire sum, in 
satisfaction ae all the counts or breaches.— 

HALL v. WHITESIDE (1836), 1 M. & W. 188; 

1 Gale 379; Tyr. & Gr. 485; 4 Dowl. 766: 5 
L. J. Ex, 133; 150 E. BR. 400. 

No 1638, ante. ] TH v. SCHILLING, 

everal defendants—-Payment in by one or more. 

—See R. 8. C., Ord. XXII, r. 8a, te 404, post. 

















— 


PRACTICE. 


SuB-sEcT. 6.—REPLY TO DEFENCE OF PAYMENT, 
INTO COURT. 


See, now, R. S. C., Ord. XXII., r. 6 (a), p. 489, 
post ; Appendix E., Sect. II., Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

1633. Plaintiff’s right to reply that sum insuffi- 
cient to satisfy claim.]—WAGSTAFFE v. BENTLEY, 
No. 1672, post. 

16384. .}—BRown v. FEENEY, No. 1647, post. 





SUB-SECT. 7.—PAYMENT INTO CouRT BEFORE 
DEFENCE—NOTICE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXII, r.4. If the dcfendant pays money into 
Court before delivering his defence, he shall serve upon the 
plaintiff a notice specifying both the fact that he has paid in 
such money, and also the claim or cause of action in respect of 
which such payment has been made. Such notice shal! be in 
the Form No. 3 in Appendix B., with such variations as circum- 
stances may require, 


Form of notice.J—See Appendix B., No. 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

1635. Payment in, in satisfaction of claim— 

Subsequent delivery of defence on same day denying 
liability.|—In a creditor’s action against executors 
for an alleged debt of £1,349, or, in case assets 
were not admitted, for administration, the defts. 
paid £167 into court, using the request (by mistake 
for form B.) in form A. of r. 30 of the Supreme 
Court Funds Rules, 1884, which states that the 
inoncy is “ paid in in satisfaction of claim of ” the 
rtf. 
: Subsequently, but on the same day, defts.’ 
solicitors wrote to the solicitors informing them 
of the payment into court, & that it was 
nade ‘in discharge of the pltf.’s claim in this 
action.”’ 

Afterwards, on the same day, defts. delivered a 
defence denying liability, but admitting assets 
sufficient to satisfy the claim, & stating that £167 
was sufficient to mect the claim if established. 
Plitf. took the money out of court, & moved for 
an order for accounts & inquiries :— Held: the 
case was within Ord. X XIJI., r. 6, &, therefore, pltf. 
could not take out the money except in full 
satisfaction of his claim, & could not be allowed 
to go on with his action except on the terms of 
repaying the money into court.—/te STAMFORD & 
WARRINGTON (EARL), SAVAGE v. PAYNE (1885), 
§3 L. T. 511; 33 W. R. 909, C. A. 

1636. Payment in without denial of llability—— 
Subsequent delivery of defence denying liability. ]— 
DUMBELTON v. WILLIAMS, TORREY & FIELD, LTD., 
No. 1606, ante. 

1637. Payment in with notice denying lMability— 
Admission of negligence but denial of damage. ]—- 
DAVIES v. Scott LEWIS, No. 1615, ante. 


3, 


Sect. 3.—TENDER. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXII., r.3. With a defence sctting up a tender 
before action, the sum of money alleged to have bcen tendered 
must be brought into Court. 


Effect of offers of settlement on costs.|—See 
Part LX XXVI., Sect. 11, sub-sect. 4, post. 

1638. Plea of tender—Principle of.)—In actions 
of debt & assumpsit, the aa oe of the plea of 
tender, in our apprehension, is, that deft. has been 
always ready (toujours prist) to perform entirely 


Part XXVII.—PAYMENT INTO AND OUT OF CoURT AND TENDER. 


the contract on which the action is founded; & 
that he did perform it, as far as he was able, by 
tendering the requisite money; pltf. himself 
precluding a complete performance, by refusing 
to receive it; &, as, in ordinary cases, the debt 
is not discharged by such tender & refusal, the 
plea must not only go to allege that the deft. is 
atill ready (uncore prist), but must be accompanied 
by a profert in curiam of the money tendered. If 
deft. can maintain this plea, although he will not 
thereby bar the debt (for that would be incon- 
sistent with the uncore prist & profert in curiam), 
yet he will answer the action, in the sense that he 
will recover judgment for his costs of defence 
against pltf., in which respect the plea of tender is 
essentially different from that of payment of 
money into court; &, as the plea is thus to con- 
stitute an answer to the action, it must, we con- 
ceive, be deficient in none of the requisite qualities 
of a good plea in bar (per CurR.).— DIXON v. CLARK 
(1848), 5 C. B. 365, 8377; 5 Dow. & L. 155; 16 
L. J. OC. P. 237; 136 E. R. 919. 

1689. Payment into court with plea of tender— 
Distinguished from payment into court with mere 
denial of liability—-Whether necessary to state 
that tender made before action brought.]—In an 
action for money lent, defts. pleaded that the 
only sum due was £38, which sum they had 
tendered to plitf., & now brought into court, in 
satisfaction of pltf.’s claim. The plea of tender 
was not stated to have been before action brought. 
Pitf. took out the sum under Ord. XXIIL., r. 7, 
in satisfaction of his claim, & gave defts. notice 
to that effect :—Held: pltf. was not entitled to 
have his costs taxed, as there was a difference 
between a payment into court with a mere denial 
of liability, in which case if the money were taken 
out in satisfaction plitf. would be entitled to have 
his costs taxed, & a payment into court with a 
plea of tender, in which latter case pltf. would not 
be entitled to have his costs taxed; & it made no 
difference that the plea of tender did not state that 
the tender was before action brought, if that could 
otherwise be inferred.—GRIFFITHS v. YSTRADY- 
FODWG SCHOOL BoARD (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 307; 
59 a J.Q. B. 116; 62 L. T. 151; 38 W. R. 425, 
D. C. 

1640. Not applicable to action for un- 
liquidated damages.]—In an action for wrongful 
dismissal, claiming a year’s salary in lieu of notice, 
deft. pleaded that pltf. was only entitled to one 
month’s notice; or, in the alternative, three 
months’ ; that before action deft. made tender of 
three months’ salary which pltf. refused; that 
deft. had paid the amount into court, & that it was 
enough to satisfy pltf.’s claim. The request for 
lodgment in court contained a statement that the 
money was paid in with a defence setting up 
tender. Pitf.’s solicitor, without obtaining an 
order but on the written authority of pltf., took 
the money out of court & pltf. proceeded with the 
action. At the trial judgment was given for deft. 
on the ground that pltf. was only entitled to one 
month’s salary. Deft. applied for an order against 
the solicitor to refund so much of the money taken 
out of court as represented the difference between 
one month’s & three months’ salary. The solicitor 
had acted bond fide in taking the money out of 
court & had paid it over to pltf. before the applica- 
tion to make him refund it was made :—Held: 
although pltf. ought not to have had the money 
out of court because a defence of tender of the 
sum paid in could not be pleaded to a claim for 
unliquidated damages, yet under the circum- 
stances the solicitor ought not to be ordered to 
refund it, 
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I am of opinion that the law remains as it was 
before the Judicature Acts, & that you cannot 
now, a8 you could not then, set up a defence of 
tender in answer to a claim for unliquidated 
damages (LINDLEY, L.J.).—DAVYS v. RICHARDSON 
(1888), 21 Q. B. D. 202; 57 L. J. Q. B. 4093 
ee T. 765; 36 W. R. 7283; 4 T. L. R. 608, 

1641. —~—--.}—Ord. XXIT., r. 5, provides 
for the case when payment into court is made 
with a defence setting up a tender of the sum paid. 
That, I think, clearly applies to a tender before 
action, as understood in the Common Law Courts. 
The defence of tender at common law was highly 
technical & did not apply to an action for un- 
liquidated damages (BrucE, J.).—THE MONA, 
[1894] P. 265, 268; 63 L. J. P. 187; 71 L. T. 
24; 43 W. R. 173; 7 Asp. M. L. C. 478; 6 R. 
707. 

1642. Statutory tender—Defendant not bound 
to plead tender—Or pay amount tendered into 
court.|—By a local Act (6 Geo. 4, c. Ixx.), certain 
commissioners were empowered to cause any 
‘* present or future sewers, ditches, drains, etc., 
to be opened, enlarged, altered, or cleansed’; & 
it was enacted that in case any action should be 
brought against any person for anything done in 
pursuance of the Act, or in relation to the matters 
therein contained, plitf. should not recover in any 
such action, if tender of amends should have been 
made to him, etc., or his attorney, by or on behalf 
of deft., etc., before such action brought; & in 
case no such tender should be made, that it should 
be lawful for the deft., by leave of the court, to 
pay money into court; & if the matter should 
appear to have been done in pursuance & under 
the authority of the Act, or after sufficient satis- 
faction made or tendered as aforesaid, then that 
the jury should find for the deft. 

The commissioners, of whom deft. was one, 
appointed a committee to inspect a certain ditch, 
with a view to widening the same, & to report 
thereon. ‘The committee having reported thereon 
in favour of widening the ditch, the commissioners 
appointed a second committee, of whom the deft. 
was one, to confer with a surveyor respecting the 
work, with power to two of them to act. Deft. 
being afterwards told by the clerk to the com- 
missioners that he might proceed without further 
instructions from the commissioners, took pltf.’s 
land for the purpose of widening the drain, without 
having given him notice or obtained his consent. 
The land was taken for the bond fide purpose of 
widening the drain. Deft., before action, tendered 
£10 as amends, which the pltf. refused to accept ; 
but no tender was pleaded, nor was the amount 
paid into court. The jury found the trespass, & 
that the damage amounted to £5:—Held: (1) 
although neither deft. nor the commissioners were 
authorised to take pltf.’s land without his consent 
in writing, yet deft. was entitled to the protection 
of the Act; (2) deft. was not bound to plead the 
tender, or pay the amount tendered.—JONES v. 
GooDAY (1842), 9 M. & W. 736; 1 Dowl. N. S. 
914; 11 L. J. Ex. 297; 152 E. R. 311. 

Admiralty actions.|—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 185, Nos. 979 et seg., & Supp. 

Mortgage — Interest — Effect of tender.]—See 
MortTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 666-668, Nos. 
4019-4037, 

Mortgagee deprived of or ordered to pay 
costs—Refusal of tender.|—See Morraaae, Vol. 
XXXV., pp. 684-686, Nos. 4265-4281. 

——— Tender properly made & improperly re- 
jected—Whether equivalent to payment.j]—See 
MorTGAGR, Vol. XXXV., p. 610, No. 3478, 
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Sect. 4.—PAYMENT OUT OF COURT. 


1.—PROCEEDINGS WHERE LIABILITY 


ADMITTED. 


SUB-SECT. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXII, r. 5. In the following cases of payment 

into Court under this Order, viz : 

(a) When payment into Court is made before delivery of 
defence : 

(0) When the Hability of the defendant, in respect of the 
claim or cause of action in satisfaction of which 
the payment into Court is made, is not denied in the 
defence : 

(c) When pavment Into Court is made with a defence setting 
up a tender of the sum paid: 


the money paid into Court shall be paid out to the plaintiff on 
his request, or to his solicitor on the plaintiff’s written authority, 
unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise order. 


See, also, Funds Rules, 1927, r. 44. 

County court proceedings. ]|—-See COUNTY COURTS, 
Vol. XIII., pp. 498, 499, Nos. 487-489. 

Payment into court, etc., in actions for libel & 
slander.|—See LinEL & SLANDER, Vol. XXXII., 
pp. 185-187, Nos. 2272-2297. 

Apportionment of damages after decree in 
matrimonial suit.}—See HusBanp & WIFE, Vol. 
X XVII., pp. 537, Nos. 5828 ef seq. 

Relation back of title of trustee in bankruptcy. ] 
~-~See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 639, Nos. 5743 et 


Seq. 

1648. Acceptance of amount paid in—Mistake 
by plaintiff in amount of claim—Second action for 
large amount giving credit for sum previously 
paid—Res judicata.|—In an action in detinue in 
the county court pltf. by mistake claimed too 
small a sum. Deft. paid into court the amount 
claimed without denial of liability, & it was taken 
out by pltf. Upon discovering his mistake pltf. 
asked leave to amend his particulars, which was 
refused, & judgment was given in the action for 
deft. Pitf. then began a new action for the larger 
amount, giving credit to the deft. for the sum 
previously paid into court :—Held: the matter 
was res judicata, & the action was not maintainable. 
—SANDERS v. HAMILTON (1907), 96 L. T. 679; 
23 T. L. R. 389, D. C. 

1644. Right of plaintiff to take out sum paid in 
—Unless court or judge otherwise orders.}—The 
Rules of Court establish that when deft. admits 
liability & pays money into court simply to meet, 
damages, pitf. has a right to take & to use that 
money, unless in any particular case, the court 
otherwise orders (FLETCHER Mouton, L.J.).— 
CRITCHELIL v. LONDON & SOUTH WESTERN Ry. 
Co., [1907] 1 K. B. 860; 76 L. J. K. B. 422, 425; 
96 L. T. 603, C. A. 

1645. Plaintiff restrained pending trial of a 
counterclaim.}—In an action for a_ liquidated 
demand, brought by pltfs. carrying on business 
outside the jurisdiction, defts. admitted the claim, 
& lodged in court the full amount claimed, but 
set up a counterclaim for damages to‘a greater 
amount. The court granted an application for 
an order restraining pltfs. from drawing out the 
money s0 lodged until the matters in dispute in 
the counterclaim should be disposed of, notwith- 
standing that security for costs had been given by 
pitfis.—CYPREAN FABRE v. HALL, [1905] 2 I. R. 


132. 
At any time.}—Ord. XXII. makes 








1646. 
provision for two different things—payment into 
court admitting liability, & payment into court 
with a denial of liability. If a deft. pays money 
into court admitting liability, then the pltf. may 
in respect of that cause of action take it out at 
any time. If deft. pays in with a denial of liability, 


PRACTICE. 


the money remains in court until the action has 
been tried (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—HUBBACK 
v. BriTIsH NortTH BoRNEO Co. (No. 2), [1904] 
2 K. B. 478, 477; 73 L. J. K. B. 654; 91 L. T. 
672; 53 W. R. 70, C. A. 

1647. ——— Abatement of execution on death 
of defendant— Application by defendant’s executors 
refused.|—In an action of libel deft. paid money 
into court in satisfaction of the claim, without 
denying liability. Pltf. did not take the money 
out of court & proceeded with the action. The 
action being yet untried, deft. died & the execution 
therefore abated. Deft.’s executors thereupon 
applied for an order that the money in court 
should be paid out to them :—Held: their applica- 
tion should be refused & the money paid out to 
the pltf. 

I have no doubt myself that if this money had 
been taken out under r. 5, pltf. would have been 
entitled to reply that the sum was not suffi- 
cient to satisfy his claim & to claim damages ultra 
(VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, J.).—BROWN v. FEENEY, 
[1906] 1 K. B. 563; 751. J. K. B. 494; 94 L. T. 
460; 54 W. R. 445; 22 T. L. R. 393; 50 Sol. 
Jo. 358, ©. A. 

1648. Death of plaintifY before trial—Pay- 
ment to executor.|—In an action of libel deft. 
pleaded an apology & payment of money into 
court. Pitf. did not take the money out of court ; 
& he died before the action came on for trial. An 
order was made by a judge at chambers that the 
money should be paid out to the executor of 
pitf. On appeal :—Held: the judge had power 
in his discretion to make the order. 

Brown v. Feeney, No. 1647, ante, applied.— 
MAXWELL v. WOLSELEY (ViscoUNT), [1907] 1 
K. B. 274; 76 L. J. K. B. 163; 961. T. 43 23 
T. L. R. 1573; 51 Sol. Jo. 130, C. A. 

1649. ——— Not where defence of tender pleaded 
to claim for unliquidated damages.|—Davys v. 
RICHARDSON, No. 1640, anle. 

1650. ‘‘ Unless court or judge shall otherwise 
order ’’—Jurisdiction to order payment of balance 
to defendant—Plaintiff awarded less than amount 
paid.J—In an action for slander deft. paid £5 
into court in full satisfaction of pltf.’s claim, & at 
the trial the jury found a verdict for pltf. for one 
farthing damages :—Held: the judge had juris- 
diction under Ord. XXII., r. 5 (5), to direct the 
sum paid in, less the amount of damages, to be 
paid out to the deft. 

We have, therefore, to consider r. 5, & I have 
no doubt as to its meaning. That rule says, ‘‘ when 
the liability of deft. in respect of the claim or 
cause of action in satisfaction of which the payment 
into court is made is not denied in the defence ’’—. 
& that is this case, which is an action for slander 
where money has been pag into court by deft. 
without any denial of liability—‘‘ the money paid 
into court shall be paid out to pltf. on his request, 
or to his solicitor on pltf.’s written authority, 
unless the court or a judge shall otherwise order.’’ 
Under this part of the rule, & in the absence of 
any order of the court or a judge, the money is to 
be paid out either to pltf. or to his solicitor on his 
written authority ; but if an order is made that 
the money is not to be paid out to the pltf., it 
seems to me, ex necessitate rei, that the money so 
pele in would have to be paid to deft. The judge 

ere made an order directing the money less a 
farthing to be paid out to deft. Ord. XXIT., r. 5, 
head ecu for the express purpose of enabling the 
co or a judge to deal in certain circumstances 
with money paid into court, &, in my opinion, 
the judge had jurisdiction in this case to make the 
order now appealed against (LORD EsHER, M.R.), 
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—GRAY v. BARTIIOLOMEW, [1895] 1 Q. B. 209; 
64 L. J. Q. B. 125; 711. T. 867; 43 W. R. 177; 
39 Sol. Jo. 112; 14 R. 50, CO. A. 

1651. Payment of defendant’s costs— 
Charging order—Costs of appeal.]—There is no 
general right to a set-off of respondent’s costs of 
pltf.’s unsuccessful appeal against money paid into 
court by deft. in the action & recovered by pltf. in 
respect of a claim not the subject of the appeal, & 
upon which money, subject to the set-off of deft.’s 
costs of action ordered by the court below, pltf.’s 
solicitor had obtained a charging order. 

The Court of Appeal has a discretion under 
Ord. LVIII., r. 4, as to the costs of the appeal, & 
the charging order having been properly obtained, 
the court, in the exercise of that discretion, gave 
effect to the lien by ordering the costs of the 
appeal to be set off against the residue of the 
money in court remaining after satisfaction of the 
charging order.— KNicuT v. Kniaut, [1925] Ch. 
835; 95 L. J. Ch. 33; 133 L. 7. 259; 41 T. L. R. 
421; 69 Sol. Jo. 459, C. A. 

1652. Whether court has jurisdiction to 
order payment to defendant.|—The landlord of a 
dwelling-house, who had purchased it after service 
in His Majesty’s forces during the war, brought an 
action in the county court under the Increase of 
Rent, etc. (Restrictions), Act, 1920, s. 5 (1) (/), 
against the tenant for recovery of possession of 
the house for his personal occupation & oifered 
the tenant accommodation in the same house. 
The tenant, a widow, was herself in occupation of 
the house with members of her family & two 
lodgers. She had fully furnished the house with 
her own furniture, & had for some years con- 
tinuously let furnished lodgings on which she was 
in part dependent for her livelihood :—Held: the 
court, in considering pursuant to the above clause 
whether the accommodation offered to the tenant 
was reasonably sufficient in the circumstances, was 
entitled to have regard not only to the tenant 
herself & the members of her family, but also to 
her lodgers. 

A landlord brought an action in the county 
court under the Increase of Kent, etc. (Restric- 
tions), Act, 1920, s. 5 (1) (f), for recovery of 
possession of a dwelling-house & mesne profits. 
The tenant, who took the view that the tenancy 
had not been determined & who ought not there- 
fore to have made any payment into court, by a 
slip paid into court a sum which represented the 
rent for which according to her view she was 
liable, but included no sum in respect of costs, 
the payment being made without any denial of 
liability or defence of tender. The county court 
judge gave judgment for the deft. with costs, & 
directed that the money in court should be paid 
out to her. The deft. undertook to pay the rent 
due. On appeal :—-Held: (per LusuH, J.) as deft. 
had paid the money into court without a denial 
of liability the judge had no jurisdiction to direct 
that it should be paid out to any one except the 
pltf.; but in the circumstances there was no 
practical purpose to be served by reversing the 
order of the judge on this point & ordering the 
deft. to repay the money to the pitf., she having 
undertaken to pay to him the rent due; (per 
McCarprig, J.) the judge had jurisdiction to direct 
that the money should be paid out to dett., 
& in the circumstances he had rightly directed 
that it should be paid to her. 

Brown v. Feeney, No. 1647, ante, applied.— 
CHIVERTON v. EpE, [1921] 2 kK. B. 30, 31; 90 
L. J. K. B. 491; 124 L. T. 765; 37 T. L. R. 242; 
65 Sol. Jo. 260; 19 L. G. R. 217, D. C. 

1658. Administration actions—Affidavit of no 
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incumbrances——Money in court representing real 
estate.]—Applications by persons claiming to be 
absolutely entitled for payment out of money in 
court representing real estate should be supported 
by an affidavit of no incumbrances, and primd 
facie the applicant is the proper person to make the 
affidavit.—WILLIAMS v. WARE (1888), 57 L. J. 
Ch. 497; 58 L. T. 876. 

1654. Personal estate.]}—The rule 
requiring an affidavit of no incumbrance in the 
case of realty does not apply to personal estate, 
though there may be cases in which it would be 
gs am v. GROVE (1906), 51 Sol. 

o. 27. 

1655. Payment to wrong person.]——Petition in 
the action & in the matter of the Court of Chancery 
(Funds) Act, 1872. 

The estate of a testator named L. was being 
administered in the Court of Chancery. In a part 
of the estate there was an intestacy. Subject to 
the life interest of IT., £1,278 9s. 4d. was carried 
over to a separate account representing this part 
of the estate, & it was entitled ‘‘ The account of 
the share of the testator’s residuary cstate given 
to H. for life.” This fund, subject to H.’s life 
interest, belonged to I., the sole next-of-kin of 
testator. She died in 1853, & her administrators 
were 8S. & CU. Her next-of-kin were eight in 
number, & C. was one of the eight. 

C. mortgaged his eighth share to petitioner F. 
in 1862, with a power of sale, & subsequently 
I’. obtained the usual stop order on the fund. 
Hight years afterwards }F., under the power of 
sale in the mortgage, sold this share of C. to 
petitioner G., & assigned it by an indenture 
dated July 16, 1870, & from that time F. ceased to 
have any interest in the fund. G. did not obtain 
any stop order on the fund. 

It is under Court of Chancery (Funds) Act, 1872, 
s. 5, that the present application is made to me. 
H. died on June 20, 1872; C. had died previously. 
In 1862, when F.. obtained his stop order, a note 
of the stup order was made in the usual way 
against the account in question in the book at 
that time in use in the office of the Accountant- 
General in which the account of that fund was 
contained. In process of time, but before the 
office of Accountant-General was abolished, this 
book was filled up & ceased to be used, & the 
account of the fund in question was carried into 
a new book in which it was from that time kept. 
In carrying it into the new book, the notice of the 
stop order was inadvertently omitted, & in the 
new book it stood without any notice of the stop 
order. In Feb. 1873, after the duties of the 
Paymaster-General had commenced, those who 
were then the personal representatives of E. 
applied to the Court of Chancery to distribute 
the fund. A certificate of the fund was given 
in the usual way by the Paymaster-General, 
& no mention was made in the certificate of 
any stop order. The court thereupon ordered 
the fund to be paid to the personal representative 
of K. 

It is said upon this state of facts that I should 
certify that the Paymaster-General has been guilty 
of default with respect to the money. It is said 
that he ought to have known of the stop order, & 
ought to have taken care that the fund was not 
paid out without notice having been given accord- 
ee the stop order. I should have very great 
difficulty in holding that the Paymaster-General 
had under these circumstances been “ guilty of 
default.” . ..I incline to think that the negli- 
gence in this case occurred in the time of the 
Accountant-General .... But it seems to me 
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impossible upon another ground that I can give 
the certificate which petitioners ask for. ‘The stop 
order was obtained by F., & it required notice to 
be given to F. But F. ceased in 1870 to have any 
interest in the fund, & he is not in any way damni- 
fied by the fund having been paid to the repre- 
sentative of E. On the other hand, G., who is 
interested in the fund, never obtained any stop 
order, & never required any notice to be given to 
him, & he, therefore, cannot complain of any 
default as against him on the part of the Pay- 
master-General. 

It was indeed stated before me by petitioners, 
& apparently not denied, that the solicitor for F. 
was also solicitor for G., & it was said that if notice 
had been given to F. his solicitor would have 
known of it, & would have communicated the 
notice to G. But this was an accident which might 
or might not have led to the result supposed, & 
which cannot give to cither of the petitioners any 
right which they would not otherwise have had. 
The security provided by the court was a security 
for F. only, & it is necessary, in my opinion, that 
I’. should be able to show me that he, F., has been 
in some way injured by the manner in which the 
court has dealt with the fund. I must, therefore, 
decline to make an order upon the petition (LORD 
CAIRNS, C.).— JONES v. JONES (1879), [1901] 1 Ch. 
464, n., 465, 466; 70 L. J. Ch. 272, n.; 84 L. T. 
109, n.; 49 W. R. 342, n. 

1656. -]}—If a person becoming interested 
in a fund in court standing to an account in the 
name of another, does not obtain any stop order 
against the fund, & the fund is subsequently paid 
out in disregard of his interest to a person 
apparently, but not in fact, entitled to it, the 
Paymaster-General is not guilty of default within 
the meaning of sect. 5 of the Court of Chancery 
(Funds) Act, 1872 (c. 44), so as to make the 
Treasury liable to make good the fund out of the 
Consolidated Fund. 

So held, on the authority of the decision of 
Lorp Catrns, C., in Jones v. Jones, No. 1655, ante.— 
BATH v. BATH, [1901] 1 Ch. 460; 70 L. J. Ch. 270; 
84 1. T. 107; 49 W. R. 3413; 17 T. L. R. 196; 
45 Sol. Jo. 239; affd. on other grounds (1902), 
711. J. Ch. 510, C. A. 

1657. ~/—-Where money is ordered to be 
paid out of court to a person apparently but not 
really entitled, & the Paymaster-General obeys 
the order, then, except possibly in cases where 
the order was obtained by fraud or forgery, the 
person really entitled, though not before the court 
when the order was made, has no claim upon the 
Consolidated Fund.—fRe Wu.LiAMs’ SETTLED 
KSTATES, [1910] 2 Ch. 481; 80 L. J. Ch. 8; 103 
L. T. 390; 26 T. L. R. 688; 54 Sol. Jo. 736. 

—— Solicitor’s liability where fund in court 
wrongfully applied—Payment out obtained by 
fraud. ]—See SoLictrors, Vol. XLII., pp. 367, 368, 
Nos. 4181-4184. 

Wrong distribution through solicitor’s 
negligence. |—See Souicrrors, Vol. XLII., pp. 368, 
369, Nos. 4185-4187. 

1658. Costs—Plaintiff recovering amount not 
exceeding that paid in—Plaintiff’s right to costs of 
action up to time of payment in.]}—PowEL. v. 
VICKERS, Sons & MAXIM, LTp., No. 1668, post. 

1659. Defendant entitled to 
subsequent costs.|—Pltfs. claimed £37 from deft. 
for the use & occupation of a house, & authorised 
him to pay the amount to a person whom they 
named. She called on deft., & he then expressed 
his readiness to pay the amount, but she (having 
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also an interest in the property) refused to receive 
it. No actual tender was made. Pltfs. sued 
deft. for the use & occupation, claiming £238. 
Deft. paid £37 into court :—-Held: (1) as soon as 
deft. expressed to the agent his readiness to pay 
the £37 there was a concluded agreement between 
him & pltfs. for that amount, & that pltfs. could 
not recover more; (2) deft. was entitled to the 
costs of the action from the time of the payment 
into court.—GRETTON v. MBES (1878), 7 Ch. D. 
839; 38 L. T. 506; 26 W. R. 607. 

1660. —— Cause referred to arbitration— 
‘Costs of cause to abide event.’’]—In an action 
for work, labour & materials, the writ claimed 
a balance of £373. Deft. paid £200 into court 
under Ord. XXX., r. 1 [see, now, R. S. C,, 
Ord. XXII., r. 1], & gave notice in Form 5, 
Appendix B., that ‘‘ that sum is enough to satisfy 
the pltfs.’ claim.’ Pltfs. took it out under Ord. 
XX X., r. 3 [see, now, R. S. C., 1883, Ord. XXIT., 
r. 5], but did not give the notice under Ord. XX X.., 
r. 4 [see, now, R. S. C., 1883, Ord. XXII., r. 7], or 
any other notice. The cause was afterwards 
referred, under the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1854 (c. 125), to the certificate of an arbitrator, 
‘‘the costs of the cause to abide the event.” No 
pleadings were ever delivered on either side. The 
arbitrator, after hearing the parties, gave his 
certificate that the £200 paid into court was 
enough to satisfy the pltfs.’ claim. The master 
having taxed the pltfs.’ costs against deft. up to 
the time of their taking the money out of court, 
& having from that point taxed the deft.’s costs 
against the pltfs. :— Held: that asthe £200 had been 
paid in generally, & the event of the reference was 
that pltfs. recovered nothing beyond the amount 
paid into court, pltfs. were not entitled to any 
costs, & the deft. was entitled to her costs of suit 
from the commencement, & that the taxation 
must be reviewed accordingly.—LANGRIDGE v. 
CAMPBELL (1877), 2 Ex. D. 241; 46 L. J. Q. B. 
277; 36 L. T. 64; 25 W. R. 351. 

1661. Defendant ordered to pay sum into 
court as to part of claim—Discontinuance by 
plaintiff after issue joined—Plaintiff’s right to costs 
up to time of payment in.]—On a summons, under 
Ord. XIV., for the payment of a sum of money, 
the master ordered the deft. to pay money into court 
as to part of the claim, & gave leave to defend as 
to the remainder. After issuc joined, the pltf. 
discontinued the action. The taxing master gave 
deft. the whole costs of the action from the begin- 
ning. On appeal for review of taxation :-—-/Held: 
the costs were not governed by Ord. XXVI., r. 1, 
but were in the discretion of the court under 
Ord. LXV., r. 1, & pltf. was entitled to his costs 
up to the time of payment into court. 

Langridge v. Campbell, No. 1660, ante, distin- 
guished.—SUCKLING v. GABB (1887), 36 W. R. 175. 

1662. Joinder of several plaintiffs——Defen- 
dant admitting Hability but disputing amount 
claimed—Costs of one successful plaintiff.]—In 
this case there were five pltfs. suing in respect 
of the same motor accident. Deft. has paid 
money into court, admitting liability but dis- 
puting the amount claimed for damages. One 
pitf. has accepted the money paid into court in 
respect of his claim. The other pltfs. have refused 
to accept the amount paid in. Three of the pltfs. 
have been awarded less than the amount paid in ; 
one pltf. has been awarded an amount which is 
more than the amount paid into court in respect 
of his claim—an amount which, if he were suing 
alone, would entitle him to costs. The payment 
into court of the lump sum to meet all the claims 
appears to be regular. 
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The question is, to what costs is pltf. who has 
succeeded entitled ? The action was tried with 
a jury, & therefore, under Ord. LXV., r. 1, the 
costs follow the event,” unless for ‘‘ good cause ” 
I “ otherwise order.”” Up to the time of the pay- 
ment into court all the pltfs. arc entitled to their 
costs. One pltf. has accepted the amount so paid 
in, & he may therefore be disregarded as to the 
subsequent costs. This leaves four pltfs. to be 
dealt with. The ‘event’ is that one pltf. has 
succeeded & three have failed. The successful 

Itf. is entitled to judgment. The deft. is entitled 

o Judgment against the three pltfs. who failed 
(Powell v. Vickers, No. 1668, post). One must 
assume, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, 
that all these four pltfs. are solvent, & that no special 
arrangement was made between them as to their 
liability to their solicitor for costs. On this assump- 
tion, although each of the four pltfs. may be liable to 
the solicitor for the whole of the costs common to all 
of them, still, as bet ween t hempelves, cach is liable to 
contribute one-fourth. From this it follows that 
ultimately each of pltfs. is only liable to pay one- 
fourth of the common costs, & that. therefore, as 
costs are given as an indemnity only, one-fourth 
is all that the deft. should be called upon to pay 
to one pitf. To order deft. to pay to the successful 
pltf. more than that one-fourth would be to 
order him to pay an amount in relief of the amount 
that the unsuccessful plifs. ought to pay (Lorp 
ee v. TOWLER (1924), 41 T. I. BR. 
86, : 

1663. Remitted action.|—The County 
Courts Act, 1888, s. 107, applies to a remitted 
action as well as to an action commenced in a 
county court 

An action in the High Court to recover a sum 
of £46 was remitted to the county court, A 
the deft. paid £16 into court without denying 
liability. Pltf. did not accept this sum, & at the 
trial the judge found for pltf. for £16, & gave 
Judgment for deft. with costs. The registrar, 
upon taxation, allowed the deft. the costs of the 
proceedings in the High Court, & the county court 
Judge refused to order a review of taxation :— 
Held: under sect. 107 of the County Courts Act, 
1888, these costs, having been incurred before the 
payment into court, were not dealt with & were 
therefore in the discretion of the judge under 
sect. 118, & the judge having given judgment for 
deft. with costs the registrar had rightly allowed 
them to the deft.—BENNEIT v. DRAKE (1907), 
97 L. T. 1823 23 T. L. R. 533. 

-|—See County Counts, Vol. XIII, 
pp. 490 ef sey. 














SubB-sECT. 2. —-ProcipURE Witert LIABILITY 
DENIED. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXII.,r.6. When the Hability of the defendant, 
in respect of tho claim or cause of action in satisfaction of 
which the payment into Court has becn made, is denied in the 
detence, the following rules shall apply : 

(a) The plaintiff may, within the tume limited in Rule 7, accept, 
in satisfaction of the claim or cause of action in respect 
of which the payment into Court has been made, the 
sum so paid In, In which case he shall be entitled to 
have the money paid out to him as hereinafter pro- 
vided, notwithstanding the defendant’s denial of 
Nability, whereupon all further proceedings, in respect 
of such claim or cause of action, except as to costs, 
shall be stayed; or the plaintiff may refuse to accept 
the money in satisfaction and reply ap orene in 
which case the money shall remain in Court subject 
to the provisions hereinafter mentioned : 

(b) If the plaintiff accepts the money so paid in, he shall, 
after servico of such notice in the Form No. 4 in 
Appendix B., as is in Rule 7 mentioned, or after delivery 

16* 
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of a reply accepting the money, be entitled to have 
the money paid out to himself on request, or to his 
solicitor on the plaintiff's written authority, unless tho 
Court or a Judge shall otherwise order : 


(c) If the plaintiff does not accept, in satisfaction of the claim 
or cause of action in respect of which the payment into 
Court has been made, the sum so paid in, but proceeds 
with the action in respect of such claim or cause of 
action, or any part thereof, the money shall remain in 
Court and be subject to the order of the Court or a 
Judge, and shall not be paid out of Court except in 
pursuance of an order, Such order may be made at 
any time before or at or after the trial of the action. 
If the plaintiff proceeds with the action in respect of 
such claim or cause of action, or any part thereof, 
and recovers less than the amount pafd into Court, 
the amount paid in shall, subject to the set-off of 
costs hereinafter provided fer, be applied, so far as is 
necessary, in satisfaction ot the plaintiff’s claim, and 
of any costs awarded to the pe and the balance 
(if any) shall under such order be repaid or credited 
to the defendant. If tho defendant succeeds in 
respect of such cialm or cause of action, the whole 
pouat shall, under such order, be repaid or credited 
to him. 


The order for pav ment out of the money so in Court shall not, 
except on special grounds, be made until after the taxation of 
the costs of the action, and the moncy shall then be paid out 
to the party or parties entitled after setting off damages and 
the costs allowed to either party and after proper credits havo 
been given for all sums recovered by or ordered to be paid to 
cither of the parties in the action or counterclaim if any. A 
plaintiff who docs not accept money paid into Court with a 
denial of liability but proceeds to triat and does not recover 
more than the sum paid into Court shall not be allowed his 
costs of the issues as to Hability unless the Judge is 
satisfied that there wore reasonable grounds for not accepting 
the sum paid in, 


Admiralty actions.]—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 185, Nos. 979 ct seq. 

1664. Acceptance by plaintiff of amount paid in 
— Withdrawal of reply.J—-Where a deft. under 
R. S. (., Ord. X_XTI., r. 6, pays money into court 
in satisfaction of pltf.’s claim with a denial of 
liability, & becomes bankrupt before the trial, & 
the trustee in bankruptcy declines to be made a 
patty to the action, pltf. is a secured creditor to 
{he eatent to which his proof in the bankruptcy 
for the amount claimed by him in the action is 
admitted by the trustee. If the proof when 
admitted is less {han the sum so paid in, pltf. is 
a secured creditor only for the amount so admitted, 
A the trustee is entitled to the balance of the sum 
in court. Directions as to how the costs should 
be dealt with in such a case when pltf. has paid 
money into court as security for deft.’s costs of the 
action. 

As regards the sum of £110 10s. paid into court 
by pltf. under order of the court as security for 
costs, I do not understand that it is seriously 
contended that he is not entitled to have that 
money paid out of court to him upon admission 
of his proof, subject of course to deduction of 
costs, if there be any such, in respect of which deft. 
on interlocutory proceedings may have obtained 
orders for costs in any event. But be this how it 
may, I have no doubt but that on his proof 
being admitted the pltf. will be entitled to an order 
for payment of this sum, subject as aforesaid. 
Deft. in such case can never become entitled to 
payiaent 1o him or his estate of the costs to secure 
which the money was paid into court. As to the 
money paid into court with a denial of liability, 
I take it that pltf., though out of time to accept 
in satisfaction the sum paid in, would, apart from 
bankruptcy, be entitled to get an order to with- 
draw his reply, & to give notice accepting the 
money paid in in satisfaction. I see nothing in the 
bankruptcy proceedings to prevent his so doing 
(VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, J.).—Re GorDOoN, Ha pp. 
NAVALCHAND, [1897] 2 Q. B. 516, 518-519; 66 
L. J. Q. B. 768; 46 W. R. 31; 4 Mans. 141. 

1665. ———- Payment in ‘‘in respect of matters 
complained of ’’—Action for damages & injunction 
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—Continuance of action & counterclaim.}]—CooTE 
v. Forp, No. 1600, ante. 

1666. Payment in before delivery of defence 
denying liability—-Whether plaintif? entitled to 
proceed with action.}—Re Sramrorp & WAR- 
RINGTON (EARL), SAVAGE v. PAYNE, No. 1635, ante. 

1667. Amount not accepted by plaintiff in satis- 
faction—Money to remain in court & subject to 
order of court or judge—Payment out in pursuance 
of ‘‘ order ’’—Final order.]—Where money is paid 
into court with a defence denying liability, & 
pltf. does not accept it in satisfaction, an order 
for payment of such money out of court cannot be 
made until after the trial or other determination 
of the action. 

I think that the order there referred to [in 
Ord. X-XII., r. 6) means a final order of the court 
with regard to the money after the action has been 
tried or in some other way disposed of, as for 
example by the withdrawal of the defence; for 
even if the defence is withdrawn, I think an order 
would be necessary (LORD EsHER, M.R.).— 
MAPLE v. SHREWSBURY & TALBOT (EARL) (1887), 
19 Q. B. 1). 463, 466; 56 L. J. Q. B. 601; 571. T. 
443; 35 W. R. 819; 3 T. L. BR. 888, C. A. 

1668. Order for payment out dis- 
cretionary—-Presumption that plaintiff entitled to 
amount recovered.|—If a deft. in an action for 
unliquidated damages denies liability, but pays 
money into court, & pltf. proceeds with the action, 
& recovers from deft. an amount which carries 
costs, but is less than the sum paid into court, 
pitf. is entitled to the whole costs of the action 
down to payment in, & the subsequent costs of 
issues on which he succeeds. 

The making of an order under Ord. XXIL., 
r. 6 (c), for payment out of money paid into court 
by a deft. with a denial of liabilitv, is discretionary, 
but the presumption is that the amount recovered 
by the plitf. should be paid out to him, & it lies 
on deft. to rebut that presumption. 

It appears to be the settled practice that where 
money is paid into court, with or without a denial 
of liability, pltf., under circumstances similar to 
those in this case, would be entitled to costs up 
to the time of payment into court (COLLINS, M.R.). 
—POWELL v. VICKERKS, SONS & MAxim, Ltp., 
[1907] 1 K. B. 71, 74, 75; 761. J. K. B. 122; 95 
L. T. 774; 23'T. L. R. 78; 51 Sol. Jo. 66, C. A. 

1669. Order for payment out not made 
till after trial—Or other determination of action. |— 
eer is v. SHREWSBURY & TALBOT (EARL), No. 1667, 
ante. 

1670. ——— Bankruptcy of defendant—Order 
directing issue.]—On March 3, 1905, pltf. brought 
an action against deft. to recover sums for work 
done, services rendered & commission. Deft. in 
his defence, which was delivered on May 15, 1905, 
with a denial of liability paid into court £65 as 
being sufficient to satisfy pltf.’s claim. Pltf. did 
not accept the sum in satisfaction of his claim & 
the money remained in court. On June 16, 1905, 
the pltf. gave notice of trial. No further step 
was taken in the action. On Nov. 26, 1909, a 
receiving order was made against deft., & on 
Dec. 31, 1909, he was adjudicated bankrupt. 
The creditors accepted a scheme of arrangement 
under which the deft. was to pay his debts by eight 
instalments of 29. 6d. each in the pound, & his 
property was to be revested in him; & on June 3, 
1910, the court approved the scheme & made an 
order annulling the bankruptcy from the date of 
the order & vesting the property in deft. On 
Apri) 11, 1916, deft., after having given to pit. 
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a month’s notice of his intention to do so, took out 
@ summons for an order that the action should be 
dismissed for want of prosecution, & that the 
sum of £65 in court should be paid out to him. 
Pitf., who had not proved for his claim in the bank- 
ruptcy, stated in an affidavit that he was un- 
aware of & had no notice of deft.’s bankruptcy 
or of the scheme of arrangement & annulment of 
the bankruptcy. Pltf. admitted that he could 
not proceed with the action as his claim was 
provable in bankruptcy & the deft. was released 
therefrom. Therefore the only question was as 
to the proper order to make with respect to the 
£65 in court. The master mado an order that the 
£65 should be paid out to the pltf. The judge 
reversed this order & directed the £65 to be paid 
out to the deft. Pltf. by leave appealcd. 

Upon the materials before the court we have not 
sufficient information to determine whether the 
money in court should be paid to pltf. or to deft. 
It is not like the cases where the payment into 
court was made with an admission of liability. 
The proper order is to direct an issue to inform 
the mind of the court so as to guide it in deciding 
how the money in court should be dealt with. 
The order will be in these terms: For the purpose 
of deciding whether pltf. or deft. is entitled to 
the £65 in court let it be referred to Master 
Chitty to ascertain whether, when deft. paid the 
£65 into court with a denial of liability, there 
was any & what sum due from deft. to pltf. in 
respect of the matters alleged in the statement of 
claim or any of them, & after the determination 
of that issue let the master deal with the fund in 
court according to the event (SWINFIN Eapy, 
L.J.).—-DESSAU v. ROWLEY, [1916] W. N. 238, C. A. 

1671. Failure to recover sum exceeding 
amount paid in—Defence going to whole cause of 
action—Judgment for defendant.|—Where deft. 





succeeds at the trial on an issue on money paid 


into court under Ord. XXX., r. 1, of the Rules of 
1875 (see, now, Rk. 8S. C., 1883, Ord. XXIT., r. 6), 
with a defence stating such payment as an alterna- 
tive defence to the action, he is entitled to have 
judgment entered for him in the action. In an 
action for trespass in breaking & entering pltf.’s 
land, the defts. paid money into court under 
Ord. XXX., r. 1, of the Rules of 1875 (see, now, 
R. 8S. C., 1883, Ord. XXIT., r. 6), and in their 
defence denied pltf.’s possession of the land, & 
also stated that without admitting any kind of 
liability the sum paid into court was sufficient 
to satisfy any damage which pltf. might have 
sustained in consequence of any acts of theirs. 
Pltf. joined issue upon these defences, but failed 
at the trial to establish any damages exceeding the 
sum paid into court, though he succeeded on the 
other issue. The Court of Appeal treated such 
defence of payment into court as an alternative 
payment, & as it went to the whole cause of action : 
—Held: defts. were entitled to judgment.— 
WHEELER v. UNITED TELEPHONE Ov. (1884), 13 
Q. B. D. 597; 53 L. J. Q. B. 466; 50 L. T. 749; 
33 W. R. 295, C. A. 

1672. Costs—Recovery of sum less than amount 
paid in—Judgment for defendant with general 
costs—Plaintiff entitled to costs of issues on which 
successful.]—In an action to recover damages for 
injuries arising from the ney went of defts., they 
denied the negligence & paid a sum of money into 
court with a denial of liability. Pltfs. did not 
accept the money paid into court in satisfaction 
of their claim, & the action went to trial & resulted 
in a verdict for a less amount. The judge who 
tried the case ordered judgment to be entered for 
defts. with the general costs of the action, & that 
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Itfs. should have the costs of the issues found in 

heir favour :—Held: the questions, raised by the 
pleadings, whether defts. had been guilty of negli- 
gence, & if s0, whether the money paid into court 
was sufficient, were distinct issues, & pltfs. were 
entitled to their costs on tho issue of negligence on 
which they had succeeded. 

It clearly cannot be the case, as was contended 
by the counsel for defts., that the position of a 
deft. who pays money into court with a denial of 
liability is precisely the same as to costs as that of 
a deft. who pays in without such denial. I cannot 
agree with the contention of the learned counsel 
for the defts. that only onc issue, divided into two 
separate limbs, was raised by these pleadings. 
In my opinion the pleadings raised distinct issues. 
First, an issue as to defts.’ liability, which was an 
issue involving the right to some damages; & 
secondly, an issue as to the sufficiency of the 

ayment into court, which was an issue going only 

o the amount of the damages. This being so, the 
ordinary rule applies, & it became the master’s 
duty to tax the costs of the issues upon which the 
pltfs. had succeeded (CoLLINS, M.R.).—WAGSTAFFE 
” BENTLEY, [1902] 1 K. B. 124; 71 L. J. K. B. 
55,57; 85 1. 'T. 744, ©. A. 

16783. -|—PItf. in an action 
for wrongful dismissal claimed (inter alia) full pay 
for three months & a half-pay for nine months. 
Defts. admitted their liability for the full pay 
claimed & also for the half-pay for six months; & 
while denying any liability to pay pltf. anything 
beyond those amounts, they for the sake of peace 
paid £500 into court. At the trial the jury gave 
a verdict for pltf. for £78. Defts. then applied 
for judgment or a new trial, & the court held that 
though the pltf. was entitled to nine months’ half- 
pay he was entitled altogether to less than the £500 
paid into court, & gave judgment for defts. :— 
Held: though defts. were entitled to the general 
costs of the action they must pay the costs of the 
issue on which they had failed. 

Semble: where a sum of money is paid into 
court under Ord. XXII. with an admission of 
lability as to part of the claim & a denial of lia- 
bility as to another part, the payment into court 
cannot be pleaded as a defence to the action.— 
HUBBACK v. BrRIiTist1 NorTH BORNEO Co. (No. 2), 
[1904] 2 K. B. 473; 73 L. J. K. B. 654; 91 L. T. 
672 ; 58 W. R. 70; 48 Sol. Jo. 475, C. A. 

1674. —— Plaintiff entitled to whole costs 
of action up to time of payment in—And subse- 
quent costs of successful issues.}—POWELL v. 
VICKERS, Sons & Maxim, LTp., No. 1688, ante. 

1675. ——— Recovery of sum not exceeding 
amount paid in—Plaintiff entitled to costs of action 
up to time of payment in.]—In an action for 
damages for breach of covenant, deft. denied the 
breach, & also paid money into court, alleging 
that it was enough to satisfy the claim. Pltf. 
replied joining issue, alleging that the money was 
not enough, & the issues having been referred to an 
official referee, he reported that the money paid 
in was enough to satisfy the claim :—Held: the 
costs were in the discretion of the court, & that the 
discretion in such cases ought to be exercised by 
allowing pltf. his costs of the action up to the time 
of payment into court, & allowing deft. his costs 
of the action after that time.—BUCKTON v. Hiaas 
(1879), 4 Ex. D. 174; 40 L. T. 755 ; 27 W. R. 803. 

1676. -J—In Ord. XXII., r. 6, 
the words ‘‘ costs of the issues as to liability ”’ 
refer only to such costs as arise after the time of 
payment into court. A pltf., in the circumstances 
provided by the rule, is normally entitled to the 
costs, including the costs of issues as to liability, 
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up to the time of payment into court, unless he is 
deprived of those costs by the judge for good 
reason.—-YALE v. LONGFORD WIRE (Co., aD, 
(1980), 142 L. T. 483; 46 T. L. R. 212; 74 Sol. 
Jo. 154, 

1677. ——- ——— Defendant entitled to general 
costs of action—Other than issues on which 
plaintiffs successful.]—The action was for damages 
for trespass & obstruction to a ditch of pltfs. 
There were three defts., but the question in this 
case was confined to the deft. C., who with a state- 
ment of defence denying the title of pltfs., & of the 
existence of the obstruction & damage to the pltfs., 
paid the sum of £190 into court, & pleaded that 
“if by reason of any wrongful act of himself, his 
servants, agents or workmen, pltfs. sustained 
damages as in the statement of claim alleged the 
sum of £190 is sufficient to satisfy the pltf.’s claim 
in respect thereof.” 

The action was referred & the costs of the action, 
reference & award were to abide the event of the 
award. ‘The arbitrator found that the sum paid 
into court was enough to satisfy pltfs.’ claim 
for damages, & as to all the other issues he found 
for pltfs. The judge at chambers made an order 
ordering judgment for the pltfs., & that the pltfs. 
should recover the costs of the action, reference 
& award, except the costs of the issue whether the 
sum paid into court by deft. C. was sufficient, which 
costs the pltfs. were to pay to such deft. The 
Queen’s Bench Division having confirmed the 
order, deft. (. appealed. Appeal allowed. 

I am of opinion that deft. C. is entitled to the 
general costs of the action other than those of the 
issues on which pltfs. succeeded (BAGGALLAY, 
J..J.).—-GOUTARD v. CARR (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 598, 
599, 600, n.; 53 L. J. Q. B. 55; 32 W. R. 242 ; 
33 W. R. 295, n., C. A. 

1678. --—— Denial of negligence in action 
for damages for personal injuries—Plaintiff entitled 
to costs occasioned by issue.]}—In an action for 
damages for p-rsonal injuries caused by the 
negligence of defts.’ servant, defts. by their state- 
ment of defence denied any negligence on the part 
of their servant, &, while denying liability, paid 
money into court. 

At the trial the jury returned a verdict for pltf. 
for the exact amount that defts. paid into court :— 
Held: pltf. was entitled to an order that defts. 
should pay to him his costs of & occasioned by 
the issue of negligence raised by the defence.— 
FITZGERALD v. TILLING (THomAS), Lrp. (1907), 


96 L. T. 718, C. A. 

1679. —— Action for injunction & 
damages. ]—PERFORMING RiGHT SOCIETY, Lrp. v. 
CIRYL THEATRICAL SYNDICATE, Lp. (No. 2), No. 
1599, ante. 

1680. ——- ——— Plaintiff not allowed costs of 
issues as to liability unless non-acceptance reason- 
able—Costs of issue as to liability after time of 
payment in.J—YaALE v. LONGFORD WIRE Co.,, 
Lrp. No. 1676, ante. 

1681. —— Plaintiff not ordered to 
pay defendant’s costs of issues.|—Pltf. claimed 
damages from defts. in an action in tort. Defts. 

aid a sum of money into court with a denial of 
iability. Pltf. proceeded to trial, & recovered 
a sum less than that paid into court. The judge 
did not express himself to be satisfied that there 
were reasonable grounds for not accepting the sum 
paid in, & directed the costs to be taxed under 
Ord. XXII., r. 6 :-—Held: although pltf. could not 
recover from defts. his costs of the issues as to 
liability, he should not have been ordered to pay 
the defts.’ costa of those issues.— DAVIES v. EDIN- 
BURGH LIFE ASSURANCE Co., [1916] 2 K. B. 852; 
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Sect. 4.—Payment out of court: Sub-sect.2. Sect. 5.] 


85 L. J. K. B. 1662; 115 L. T. 369; 60 Sol. Jo. 
680, C. A. 

Actions for Hbel or slander.]—-See LIBEL & 
SLANDER, Vol. XXXII., pp. 176, 185, Nos. 2177 
et seq., 2272 et seq. 





ACCEPTANCE BY PLAINTIFF OF 
MONEY PAID IN. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXIL, r. 7. The plaintiff, when payment into 
Court is made before delivery of defence, may within seven 
days after the receipt of notice of such payment, or when such 
payment is first signified in a defence, may before reply, or 
where no reply is ordered within ten days from delivery of 
defence or the last of the defences, accept in satisfaction of the 
claim or cause of action in i sk of which such payment has 
been made the sum so paid in, in which case he shall give notice 
to the defendant in the Form No. 4 in Appendix B., and shall 
be at liberty, in case the entire claim or cause of action is thereby 
satisfied, to tax his costs after the expiration of four days from 
the service of such notice, unless the Court or a Judge shall 
otherwise order, and in case of non-payment of the costs within 
forty-eight hours after such taxation, to sign judgment for his 
costs 60 taxed. 


1682. Application of rule—Only in actions for 
recovery of debt or damages—Claim for account.]— 
NICHOLS v. EVENS, No. 1597, ante. 

1683. Action for injunction & 
damages. |— Moon v. DICKINSON, No. 1598, ante. 





SEct. 5. 











1684. ——- —-—- —-—.]—CoorE v. Forp, No. 
1600, ante. 
1685. ——- -~—— -J—Younac v. BLACK 





SLUICE Comrs., No. 1601, ante. 


———,]— See, also, Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, 





ante. 

1686. ——— Claim in respect of two breaches of 
contract—Denial of liability by defendant—Pay- 
ment in, in respect of one.]—In an action for 
breach of contract assigning two distinct breaches, 
defts. pleaded denying the breaches, & alterna- 
tively paid money into court with regard to one 
of the breaches. Pltfs. gave notice under Ord. 
XXII., r. 7, that they accepted the money paid 
into court in full satisfaction of the causes of 
action in the statement of claim :—Held: pltfs. 
were entitled, without proceeding to judgment, to 
their costs of the action ; for by accepting the money 
paid into court in satisfaction of all their alleged 
causes of action they bad in effect discontinued or 
withdrawn the action as to the breach, in respect 
of which the money was not paid in.—M‘ILwRaiTH 
v. GREEN (1884), 14 Q. B. D. 766; 541. J. Q. B. 
41; 52 L. T. 81, C. A. 

1687. ——— Payment into court with plea of 
tender — Rule not applicable.J}—GRiIFFITHS v. 
YSTRADYFODWG SCHOOL Boarp, No. 1639, ante. 

1688. Where no pleadings. }|—Whcre money 
has been paid into court before delivery of defence, 
& accepted by pltf. in satisfaction, within the 
time limited by Ord. XXII., r. 7, there is no juris- 
diction to order pltf. to pay the costs of deft. 
incurred between the dates of the payment into 
court & the acceptance in satisfaction. 

Ord. XXII., r. 7, is applicable to cases in which 
there are no pleadings. 

it seems to me that the judge acted under 
Ord. XXII., r. 7, but misconstrued its effect. It 
is suggested that the Order does not apply to his 
case; but I am against this contention. The 
Order was made for the purpose of enabling a deft. 
to pay money into court before defence, so that he 
need not wait for the defence before paying in 
money, which was all he could do under the old 
procedure. It is not accurate to say that the rule 








PRACTICE. 


does not apply to this case because there are no 
pleadings. he rule is general, & does not depend 
on there being a statement of claim. If it does 
apply to this case, it is clear that pltfs. were entitled 
to four days in which to accept the money paid in, 
& to their costs up to the time when they accepted 
the money in satisfaction of their claim. I do 
not agree with the contention that the Order 
gives a discretion to order pltfs. to pay costs to 
deft. The order should have been that pltfs. 
were entitled to their costs up to the time of 
acceptance of the money paid in (Smiru, L.J.).— 
LOMER v. WATERS, [1898] 2 Q. B. 326, 328; 67 
L. J. Q. B. 653; 79 LL. T. 81, C. A. 

1689. Time for acceptance & notice—Acceptance 
after prescribed period.]|—Deft. paid money into 
court in satisfaction of pltf.’s claim, & gave 
notice of such payment to pltf. Pltf. did not give 
notice to the deft. that he accepted the money 
so paid in satisfaction of the claim within four days, 
as required by Ord. XXX., r. 4 [see, now, R. 8S. C., 
1883, Ord. XXII., r. 7, supra], but he afterwards 
accepted that sum in satisfaction:—Held: an 
order might be made giving pltf. his costs.— 
GREAVES v. FLEMING (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 226; 48 
L. J. Q. B. 335 ; 17 W. RR. 458. 

1690. - —-—— Withdrawal of reply.|] — He 
GORDON, Ex p. NAVALCHAND, No. 1664, ante. 

1691. Discontinuance by plaintiff. |— 
In an action commenced by pltf. in June, 191], 
against deft. urban district council for an injunc- 
tion to restrain a nuisance by sending sewage 
effluent into pltf.’s stream & for damages, the 
statement of claim was delivered in Oct. 1911, & 
the defence, denying the material allegations in the 
statement of claim, in March, 1912, defts. denying 
all liability, paying on March 12, 1912, £10 into court 
as sufficient to satisfy the claim. The clerk to 
deft. council, in answer to interrogatories on 
Dec. 10, 1912, admitted that on May 18 & 25,1911, 
effluent liquid overflowed from defts.’ works & 
entered the West Dyke on pltf.’s property. Pltf.’s 
summons dated May 9, 1913, asked that he might 
be at liberty to discontinue the action or that all 
proceedings might be stayed upon the terms (in 
either case) that the sum of £10 brought into court 
might be paid out to pltf. & that each party should 
bear their own costs of action :—-Held: the court 
had no jurisdiction under Ord. XXII., r. 6 (c), 
to make it a term of discontinuing the action that 
pitf. should have the £10 which had been paid into 
court. Such an order would only be made on 
pitf. succeeding at the trial or withdrawal of 
defence. The court had a discretion under 
Ord. XXVI., r. 1, as to how the costs were to be 
borne, but after March 12, 1912, pltf. elected not to 
take the money out of court & defts. were justified 
in preparing for trial. There would be no order as 
to costs down to payment into court, pltf. to pay 
defts.’ subsequent costs. The £10 to be paid out 
to defts.—DoYLE v. BRIGHTLINGSEA URBAN DIs- 
TRICT COUNCIL, [1913] W. N. 244; 77 J.P. Jo. 328. 

1692. Effect of acceptance—Sum paid in & 
accepted less than amount of claim—wNo estoppel 
as to balance. |—Appellants employed respondent as 
their solicitor in legal proceedings which proved 
abortive, in consequence, as they alleged, of the 
negligence of the respondent. Hespondent took 
proceedings in the High Court to recover payment 
from appellants for professional services, & the 
appellants deducted from the amount claimed the 
costs of the abortive litigation & paid the balance 
into court under r. 376 of the Rules of Civil Pro- 
cedure, ‘‘in satisfaction in full of the claim.” 
Respondent took the money out of court under 
r. 377 ‘in full satisfaction of his claim.’’ 
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Appellants afterwards commenced an action 
against the respondent for damages for his alleged 
negligence in the contract of the legal proceedings 
above mentioned :—Held: respondent was not 
estopped by the former proceedings from dis- 
puting the alleged negligence.—STEPHENS & Co. 
e ‘ream (1921), 91 L. J. P. C. 823 126 L. T. 458, 


1698. Costs—Plaintiff’s right to costs—Payment 
into court with denial of lability.}—Where money 
is paid into court together with a denial of lia- 
bility, & pltf. accepts the sum paid in, in satis- 
faction of his claim, he cannot proceed after four 
days to tax his costs under Ord. XXII., r. 7.— 
CROSLAND v. ROUTLEDGE, [1883] W. N. 228; Bitt. 
Rep. in Ch. 150. 

1694. 
No. 1686, ante. 

169 —--— Sufficient reasons for depriving 
plaintiff—Writ serving no useful purpose.]—In 
cases under R. S. C., Ord. XXX., r. 4 [see, now, 
R. 8. C., 1883, Ord. XXII., r. 7], pltf. is entitled 
to his costs unless for sufficient reasons. It is a 
sufficient reason for depriving him if the writ was 
not required to enable him to obtain the money 
paid into court & accepted in satisfaction of 
pltf.’s claim, where, in short, the writ served 
no useful purpose whatever.— BROADHURST v. 
WILLEY, [1876] W. N. 21; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 94; 
2 Char, Cham. Cas. 47. 

1696. —~-- ——-— -——.]~This was an 
action for £55 Ys. 4d. for goods sold & delivered 
before the writ was issued. Deft. personally 
offered to pltf.’s solicitor to pay that amount, less 
a sum of 17s. 9d., which by letter he refused on 
pltf.’s behalf. On June 18, 1878 (saine day), writ 
issued, & before appearance deft. paid the amount 
of the claim into court less 17s. 9d., which pltf. 
accepted. The matter came before the master on 
pltf. bringing in his costs for taxation under Ord. 
XXX., r. 4, which he taxed. Deft. then took out 
a& summons to review :—Held: the discretion of 
the court contained in Ord. L. (except as therein 
excepted), as pltf. did not come within the excep- 
tions, ought to be exercised, for the writ was not 
required, as pltf. accepted the same sum that was 
offered before action brought. Ordered, that the 
taxation be reviewed, & pltf. be not allowed any 
costs.— MORRIS v. BURNETT (1878), 65 L. T. Jo. 176. 








——-. ]|—M‘ILWRAITH v. GREEN, 

















1697. Acceptance after prescribed 
period. ]—CUnk&aveEs v. FLEMING, No. 1689, ante. 
1698. --——- ---— Recovery of £20 in action of 


contract.]|—Where the summons & plaint contains 
several counts upon contracts, & where upon one 
of the counts a sum of £12 is lodged in court, & 
that sum is found by the jury to be sufficient to 
satisfy the claim of the pltf. in respect thereof :-— 
Held: (1) pltf. is entitled to recover his full costs 
against the deft., if the jury should find £8 or 
upwards as damages upon some one or more of 
the other counts; (2) under the foregoing circum- 
stances pltf. has recovered £20 in an action of 
contract within Common Law Procedure Amend- 
ment (Ireland) Act, 1856 (c. 102), s. 97.—ARKINS 
v. ARMSTRONG (1869), 17 W. R. 711 (Ir.). 

1699. ——— Application for leave to discontinue 
& accept payment after preparations for trial— 
Plaintiff not entitled to costs—Liability to pay 
defendant’s costs from time of payment in.]|— 
DoyYLE v. BRIGHTLINGSEA URBAN DISTRICT 
CounciL, No. 1691, ante. 

00. Payment into court before defence— 
Defendant’s costs incurred between dates of pay- 
ment in & acceptance—PlaintifY cannot be ordered 
to pay.}—LomeEr v. WATERS, No. 1688, ante. 

1701. —-—- Action against public authority for 
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damages on several issues—Payment in as to one 
issue with denial of Hability—Scale of costs.}]— 
Pitf. sued a public authority for damages on 
several issues. Defts. paid money into court in 
respect of one issue with a denial of liability. 
Pitt. ‘‘ proceeded with ” the action, but ultimately 
accepted the sum paid into court in satisfaction 
of all the issues :—AHeld: (1) defts. must pay pltf. 
her costs of the issue in respect of which the meer 
was paid in, up to the date of that ayment, 
pltf. must pay defts. their costs of the discontinued 
issues up to that date, & all their subsequent 
costs; (2) defts. were not entitled to solicitor & 
client costs from the date of the ed ari in, as 
sect. 1 (c) of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 
1893, is confined to cases in which the action is 
‘ proceeded with ” to judgment, & does not apply 
to a discontinuance under Ord. XXVI., r. 1, where 
money is paid into court under Ord. XXII. with 
denial of liability & not in satisfaction. 

M'Ilwraith v. Green, No. 1686, ante, applied.— 
SmirH v. NoRTHLEACH RuRAL Councit, [1902] 1 
Ch. 197; 71 L. J. Ch. 8; 85 L. T. 449; 50 W. R. 
104; 66J.P. 88; 18 T. L. R. 30. 





1702. Payment of costs by defendant—Effect 
of prompt payment.]—CooTE v. Forp, No. 1600, 
ante. 

1703. Discretion of court—Claim for 





account. |—NICHOLS v. EVENS, No. 1597, ante. 

1704. Claim for injunction & 
damages.]|—Moon v. DICKINSON, No. 1598, ante. 

1705, ——— -Youna v. BLACK 
SLUICE Comrs. No. 1601, ante. 

1706. Plaintiff ordered to pay defendant’s 
costs—Discretion of court.]—The High Court has 
jurisdiction in a proper case to order a successful 
pltf. to pay the costs of an unsuccessful deft., 
although it has no jurisdiction to make a successful 
deft. pay the costs of an unsuccessful pltf. 

At the termination of a tenancy landlords 
claimed from the tenant damages for breach of 
covenant to repair, & to avoid litigation, the 
tenant, whilst denying liability, offered £55. The 
landlords refusing this offer issued a writ for 
£132, but subsequently took out of court the sum 
of £55, which the tenant had paid in, with a denial 
of liability. The court ordered the pltfs. to pay 
the deft.’s costs :—-Held: Ord. XXII., r. 7, of the 
R. S. C., which deals with costs where a pltf. 
accepts money paid into court in satisfaction of a 
claim, prescribing nothing as to a deft.’s costs, the 
court, by the Supreme Court of Judicature (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), 8s. 50 (1), & Ord. 
LXV., vr. 1, had jurisdiction to make this order, 
although it might be said to make a successful 
plif. pay the costs of an unsuccessful deft. &, there 
being material upon which the court could exercise 
its discretion, the Appeal Court could not inter- 
fere.—LONDON WELSH EstTaTsEs, Lrp. v. PHILLIP 
(1931), 100 L. J. K. B. 449; 144 L. T. 643; 75 
Sol. Jo. 156, D. C. ; 

1707. ——~- Action which could have been com- 
menced in county court—Plaintiff accepting sum 
below prescribed amount—No right to costs.}— 
In an action in the Superior Court for a sum ‘“' not 
exceeding £20” deft. paid the full sum claimed 
into court, & pltfs. took the same out in full satis- 
faction of their whole cause of action :—Held: it 
was a sum “recovered” in the action within 
138 & 14 Vict. c. 61, 8. 11; & pltfis. were conse- 
quently not entitled to their costs.—PARR v. 
LILLICROP (LILLICUP) (1862), 1 H. & C. 615; 1 
New Rep. 102; 82 L. J. Bx. 150; 7 L. T. 425; 9 
Jur. N.S. 80; 11 W. R. 94. 

1708, ———- ——~ ——— ———.]} By 13 & 14 Vict. 
c. 61, s. 11, if in any action commenced after the 
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Sect. 5.—Acceptance by plaintiff of money paid in. 
Sects. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 & 12.] 


passing of that Act in a Superior Court, in cove- 
nant, debt, detinue or assumpsit, etc., pltf. shall 
recover a sum not exceeding £20, etc., he shall 
have judgment to recover that sum only & no 
costs :—Held: this enactment pier to & case 
where such an action is brought, & deft. pays into 
court a sum not exceeding £20, which pltf. accepte 
in satisfaction of the action, & therefore pltf. in 
such case cannot recover costs.—BOULDING v. 
TYLER (1863), 3 B. & 8S. 472; 832 L. J. Q. B. 85; 
9 Jur. N.S. 794; 122 FE. R. 178; sub nom. TYLER 
v. BAULDING, 1 New Rep. 317; 11 W. R. 307. 
1709. -+-Where a pltf. in 
an Admiralty suit, whose bond fide claim was £300, 
though the demand in his declaration was over 
that sum, sued in a Superior Court (which phrase 
means one of the courts at Westminster), & deft. 
aid money into court under £300, which pltf. 
ok out in full satisfaction:—Held: under 
31 & 32 Vict. c. 71, ss. 3, 9, pltf. was not entitled 
to his costs. The amount ‘claimed’ is the 
amount bond fide claimed, & not the amount 
‘‘ demanded,” & the test of the bond fide claim is 
in the money accepted in satisfaction. Money so 
paid into & taken out of court is money ‘ re- 
covered.’’ No suggestion on the record is necessary 
to deprive pltf. of his costs. The court will take 
judicial notice of the fact that there is a county 
court having jurisdiction—HerwiTr v. CoRyY 
(COREY) (1870), I. R. 5 Q. B. 418; 89 1. J. Q. B. 
re 22 L. T. 666; 18 W. R. 954; 3 Mar. L. C. 
5. 
; -—-—.]—See County Courts Act, 1919 (c. 73), 
8. ll. 














Sect. 6.—PAYMENT INTO COURT IN CON. 
SOLIDATED ACTIONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXII, r. 8. Where money is paid into Court 
in two or more actions which are consolidated, and the plaintitf 
proceeds to trial in one, and fails, the money paid in and the 
costs in all the actions shall be dealt with under this Order in 
the same manner as in the action tried. 


SECT. 7.—PAYMENT INTO COURT BY ONE OF 
TWO OR MORE DEFENDANTS. 


R. 58. C., Ord. XXII, r. 8A. When in an action against two or 
more defendants money is paid into Court by one or some but 
not all of them in respect of a cause of action for which the 
defendants are sued jointly and the plaintiff accepts the sum 
80 paid in he shall, in addition to giving the notice in the Form 4 
in Appendix B., give notice to the other defendants of his having 
accepted the money so paid in, and thereupon all further pro- 
ceedings in respect of the joint cause of action, except as to 
costs, shall be stayed, and the Court or Judge may upon applica- 
tion By any party make such order as may appear to be just 
as to the costs of the plaintiff and of the defendants (other than 
the defendant or defendants who has or have made the pay- 
ment into Court) incurred in respect of the cause of action 
Batisfied by such payment. If the plaintiff does not accept 
the money so paid in by one of two or more defendants in respect 
of a joint cause of action, but proceeds to trial and recovers less 
than the amount paid into Court, the Court or Judge may make 
such order as may appear to be just in respect or the costs of 
ne endear of Sher eras peinabaee the plaintiff and the defen- 

n the defendant or de 
made-the cevineae defendants who has or have 


1710. Joint cause of action—Money taken 
by plaintiff—End to whole cause ot eatin 
Liability for costs of defendants not responsible for 
payment in.}—Where several defts. are sued on a 
joint cause of action & one of them pays money 


PRACTICE. 


into court in satisfaction of the claim, pltf., if he 
takes the money out of court, there & then puts 
an end to the whole cause of action, & in a proper 
case he may be ordered to pay the costs of the 
other defts. who were not responsible for payment 
in.—BEADON v. CAPITAL SYNDICATE, Lrp. (1912), 
28 T. L. R. 527; 56 Sol. Jo. 536, C. A. 

1711. Alternative claim against two defendants— 
Plaintiff taking out money in full satisfaction— 
Defendant not paying in entitled to Judgment with 
costs.j—In this case pltfs. sued defts. to recover 
certain moneys which pltfs. alleged to be due in 
relation to the charter of a steamship belonging to 
the pltfs. 

hen the case originally came on four trial defts. 
pleaded that they had acted only as agents for 
the Clan Line Steamers, Ltd., & that even if 
pitis. made out their claim defts. could not be 
personally liable. Thereupon the court ordered 
that the Clan Line should be joined as a deft., & 
pitfs. amended so as to claim against the original 
defts., & against the Clan Line, alternatively. 
The Clan Line admitted liability & paid the whole 
sum claimed into court, & pltfs. took out the money 
so paid in in full satisfaction. The question then 
arose as to the position of the original defts., 
Cayzer, Irvine & Co., who claimed to be entitled 
to judgment, with costs. The case of Beadon v. 
Capital Syndicate, Limited, No. 1710, ante, was 
referred to, but the claim in that case was against 
defts. jointly & not, as here, alternatively. 

The judge, on the facts of the case, decided that 
Cayzer, Irvine & Co. had acted only as agents in 
the matter & that the proper defts. were the Clan 
Line, & he held that the position when the pltfs. 
took the money out of court was the same as if 
they had received payment in satisfaction of a 
judgment against the Clan Line, & the other defts. 
had not been sued at all. Cayzer, Irvine & Co. 
were therefore entitled to judgment, with costs, & 
the Clan Line would have such costs as were 
allowed by the rule with regard to payments into 
court.—-REARDON SmITH LINE, LTD. v. CAYZER, 
IRVINE & Co., Lrp. (1929), 46 T. L. R. 146; 35 
Com, Cas. 270. 

1712. Separate defences of two defendants— 
Payment in by one exceeding amount ultimately 
recovered——Failure of defence of other defendant— 
Costs..—Where two defts. are sued, & put in 
separate defences, & one of them has paid money 
into court exceeding the amount ultimately 
recovered in the action, the other deft. cannot 
avail himself of the payment into court by his 
co-deft. as a satisfaction of the cause of action 
against himself, &, on the failure of his defence, 
pitf. is entitled to have judgment entered against 
him for costs.—PENNY v. WIMBLEDON URBAN 

‘OUNCIL, [1899] 2 Q. B. 72; 68 1. J. Q. B. 704; 
80 L. T. 615; 47 W. R. 565, C. A. 


Sect. 8.—PAYMENT INTO COURT IN SATISFAC. 
TION OF COUNTERCLAIM. 


R. 58. C., Ord. XXIL, r. 9. A plaintiff, or any person made 
defendant to a counterclaim, may, in answer to a counterclaim, 
pay money into Court in satisfaction thereof, subject to the 
ike conditions as to costs and otherwise as upon payment Into 
Court by a defendant. 


1718. Payment in by plaintiff.]/—Pitf. in an 
action desired to pay a sum of money into court, 
in satisfaction of a claim made in two parneren le 
of deft.’s counterclaim, but the Paymaster-General 
refused to issue the necessary direction to the Bank 


Part XXVII.—PAYMENT INTO AND OUT OF CoURT AND TENDER. 


of England to receive the money on the ground 
that the printed form of request for lodgment of 
money authorised for use in the pay office did not 
contain any statement applicable to the circum- 
stances of the case. On a motion ex parte on behalf 
of pltf. for directions as to the payment of the 
money into court :—Held: pltf. was entitled to 
make the payment into court, & a statement which 
was Fa eles to the circumstances of the case 
should be inserted in the printed form of request.— 
eae ea v. BARKER (1894), 71 L. T. 625; 13 


Sect. 9.—PAYMENT INTO COURT UNDER ORDER 
OR CERTIFICATE—APPROPRIATION OF PAY- 


R. 8. C., Ord, XXII, r. 10. Where money is paid into Court 
in the King’s Bench Division under the certificate of a Master 
or Associate, such payment must be expressly authorised in 
such certificate, 


11. Money paid into Court under an 
order of the Court or a Judge or certificate of a Master or 
Associate shall not be paid out of Court except in pursuance 
of an order of the Court or a Judge: Provided that, where 
before the delivery of defence money has been paid into Court 
by the defendant pursuant to an order under the provisions 
of Order XIV., he may (unless the Court or a Judge shall other- 
wise order) by his pleading appropriate the whole or any part 
of such money, and any additional payment if necesrary, to 
the whole or any specifled portion of the plalntiff’s claim, or 
if he pleads a tender may appropriate the whole or any part 
of the money in Court as payment into Court of the money 


suant to the preceding Rules of this Order relating to money 

paid into Court, or money paid into Court with a plea of 

Hotere as the case may be, and shall be subject in all respects 
lereto. 


1714. Money brought into court under R. S. C., 
Ord. XIV.—To abide event—Right of successful 
plaintiff to payment out.]—In an action against 
deft., a widow, on a covenant for payment of 
money entered into by her when she was a married 
woman, pltf. applied for leave to sign judgment 
under Ord. XIV. An order was made giving deft. 
leave to defend on bringing into court £500, which 
she accordingly did. On the trial of the action the 
judge gave judgment for pltf., but directed that 
the money should remain in court pending an 
inquiry whether deft. had separate property 
available in execution :—Held: the meaning of 
the order under Ord. XIV. was that the money 
was to be brought into court to abide the event, & 
pitf. being successful was entitled to have the 
money forthwith paid out to him.—BIRD v. 
Barstow, [1802] 1 Q. B. 94; 61 L. J. Q. B. 1; 
65 L. T. 656; 56 J. P. 1968; 40 W. R. 71; 8 
T. L. R. 40; 86 Sol. Jo. 41, 0. A. 


Sect. 10.—NOTICES OF LODGMENT UNDER 
ORDER AND ON REQUEST. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXII, r.12. Inthe Chancery Division a person 
making a lodgment under an order shall forthwith give notice 
thereof, by prepaid letter through the post, to the solicitor of 
the person on whose application the order was made, or to such 
person if he has no solicitor, or if the order was made on his 
own application to the solicitors of the other parties appearing 
thereon, or such other parties if they have no solicitors. 

A person making a lodgment on request, other than a lodgment 
under the Trustee Act, 1925, shall forthwith give notice thereof 
in like manner to the solicitor of the other parties to the cause, 
or to such parties if they have no solicitor, or if such lodgment is 
made in a matter to the persons interested (if known), or their 
solicitors (if any), stating In each case what the money or 
securities so lodged represent, 
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Sect. 11.—STATEMENT AS TO DUTY IN 
PETITION OR SUMMONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXII., r. 124. Every petition or summons for 
dealing with money or securities in Court, chargeable with any 
duty payable to the Revenue, or the dividends on such securities, 
shail contain a statement whether such duty has or has not 
been paid. 


SEcT. 12.—DORMANT FUNDS, ETC. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXII, r. 12B. Every petition or summons for 
dealing with funds which have been placed in the list of dormant 
funds, shall contain a statement that such funds have not been 
dealt with for 15 years or upwards, and where such funds shall 
amount to, or exceed in value, 5002., a copy of such petition 
or summons shall, unless the Court or Judge shall otherwise 
direct, be served on the Official Solicitor of the Court. 


1715. Whether paid out to persons legally 
entitled—In absence of beneficiaries./—A party 
beneficially entitled to one-fourth of a fund belong- 
ing to the estate of a testator who had been dead 
150 years, having obtained letters of administra- 
tion de bonis non to testator, filed a bill for an 
account & payment of the whole fund. It appear- 
ing that no part of the fund in question was 
required for the payment of the testator’s debts, 
but that the beneficial interest in the other three- 
fourths had passed under the residuary bequest in 
his will, & had belonged successively to the estates 
of several persons who were named in the proceed- 
ings, but who were not represented on the record, 
the court ordered one-fourth only to be paid to 
pitf., & the other three-fourths to be paid into 
court, with liberty to any party interested to 
apply, giving notice to the Attorney-Gencral. 

I cannot think that the court is in the habit of 
handing over property, under these circumstances, 
to the person who has got the legal title. It is 
said, indeed, that the party has a right to bring 
an action at law, & that this court would have no 
authority to interfere. That is perfectly true, but 
it does not at all follow that, in this court, the 
party would obtain possession of the property, 
under those circumstances, in the absence of those 
who are beneficially entitled (LORD COTTRENHAM), 
—Loy v. DucKETT (1841), Cr. & Ph. 305, 315; 
5 Jur. 1050; 41 E. R. 507, L. C. 

1716. ——.]|—When a fund in court has 
not been dealt with for a considerable time, pay- 
ment to the bare legal representative of the person 
who became absolutely entitled, will not be made 
in the absence of the parties beneficially interested. 
—EDWARDs v. HARVEY (1863), 32 L. J. Ch. 482 ; 
7L. 7. 662; 9Jur. N.S. 453; 11 W. R. 330. 

1717. .]—It 1s contrary to the practice 
of the High Court to pay out a dormant fund to a 
party legally entitled to it without the beneficiaries 
being before the court. This rule applies notwith- 
standing that the person applying for payment is 
a judicial factor appointed under Scottish law.— 
GORDON v. SMITH (1913), 108 L. T. 951; 57 Sol. Jo. 
595. 

1718. Inquiry.}—When stock has 
been transferred to the Commissioners for the 
Reduction of the National Debt, in consequence of 
the dividends upon it not having been claimed for 
ten years, it is not a matter of course to order it to 
be re-transferred to a person who subsequently 
makes out a legal title, upon which a transfer of 
the stock would have been made to him if the ten 
years had not elapsed. 

Where stock had stood in the joint names of 
two persons, of whom one had survived the other 
upwards of ten years, but had not, during that 
time, claimed any dividends, the court would not, 
upon the petition of the widow & personal repre- 
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Sect. 12.—Dormant funds, etc. Sect. 13.] 
sentative of the survivor, order the stock to be 
transferred into her name, or into the names of 
the two deceased persons ; but directed the master 
to inquire who was entitled to the stock, with liberty 
to state special circumstances.—FKxr p. RAM (1837), 
3 My. & Cr. 25; 1 Jur. 668 ; 40 W. R. 833, L. C. 

1719. -]}—Stock had been trans- 
ferred by the bank to the Commissioners for the 
Reduction of the National Debt, under the pro- 
visions of 56 Geo. 3, c. 60. It had been standing 
in the name of a testator at the time of his death 
in 1843. The court declined to order payment of 
the dividends & transfer of the stock to the 
personal representative of the deceased without 
a@ previous inquiry. 

The difficulty which presents itself to my mind 
is, that the parties beneficially entitled having 
been in ignorance of their right to this fund for 
so long a period of seventeen years, might not 
know of it now (Woop, V.-C.).—He Motony (1860), 
1 John & H. 249; 3 L. T. 465; 9 W. R. 68; 70 
Ek. R. 740; sub nom. Re Matony, 7 Jur. N.S. 42. 

1720. .}—An administrator peti- 
tioned for transfer & payment to him of funds in 
court which belonged absolutely to the intestate 
whvu died many years ago, & which had remained 
standing to his separate account & had not been 
dealt with for thirty-six years. The Master of the 
Rolls declined to order payment to the petitioner, 
& directed an inquiry as to the next-of-kin. On 
appeal the court directed notice to be given to the 
next-of-kin, & this having been done ordered 
transfer & payment to petitioner.—PHACOCK vv. 
SAGGERS (1862), 4 De G. F. & J. 406; 45 E.R. 
1240. 

1721, ——- ——— ———..] Stock standing in the 
name of an owncr who died in 1791 had been 
transferred to the Commissioners for the Reduction 
of the National Debt, in consequence of unclaimed 
dividends, & upon a petition under 56 Geo. 3, 
c. 60, by a person claiming to be the owner’s legal 
personal representative, & as such entitled to the 
fund, the usual inquiry was directed whether 
petitioner was such legal personal representative, 
& if so, who were the persons entitled to the fund. 

The chief clerk had certified that the persons 
entitled were seven in number, of whom the first 
was entitled, as executrix of the surviving executor 
of a testatrix who died in 1837, to six twenty- 
fourth shares; the second was entitled, as per- 
sonal representative (when constituted) of an 
owner who died in 1807, to six shares; a third, 
as administratrix of an intestate who died in 1871, 
to three shares ; a fourth, as administratrix of an 
intestate who died in 1825, to three shares; a 
fifth, as administrator (& as attorney & for the 
use & benefit of a daughter & the widow) of an 
intestate who died in 1852, to two shares ; a sixth, 
as administrator of an intestate who died in 1829 
to two shares; & the seventh, as the executrix 
of a testator, petitioner, who died in Nov. 1883, 
since the presentation of the petition, to two shares. 

The court upon summons to vary, directed the 
beneficial title to be inquired into as regarded all 
the shares to which the legal personal repre- 
sentatives of persons who died before 1871 were 
sie ae parte ROsKROW, [1885] W. N. 38. 
The general rule that beneficiaries are required to 
be served where the deceased through whom they 
claim has been dead for more than ten years doves 
not apply to a case where a trust exists, & the 
trustees of the will of the deceased person still 
have active duties to perform. In such a case 
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Rule not applicable to trusts. ]— | 


PRACTICE. 


payment out to the trustees may be ordered 
without notice to the beneficiaries, even though 
the deceased has been dead for more than ten 
years, unless the circumstances make it desirable 
that the beneficiaries should be before the court.— 
Re Hort, Hz p. LONDON County CounciL (1919), 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

1728. Strict proof as to persons béneficially 
interested.|—Where a fund has been for many 
years standing in court without any application 
being made respecting it, the court will not order 
it to be paid to the personal representative of the 
person to whose account it is standing, without 
strict proof who are the persons beneficially 
interested in it. It is not enough to prove the 
legal title of the personal representative, & to 
show that there are persons beneficially interested 
in the fund. But when in such a case application 
is made for payment out of court of a fund, which 
is successful only as to part of it, the costs of all 
parties to the application will be ordered to be paid 
out of the whole fund.—SAMSON v. SAMSON, 
LARKINS v. SAMSON (1870), 39 L. J. Ch. 582; 22 
L. T. 457; 18 W. R. 530, C. A. 

1724. Fund bequeathed to infants—Applications 
by executors twelve years after testator’s death. ] 
On a bill by an executor filed twelve years after 
testator’s death to recover a fund belonging to 
testator, it appearing that testator’s debts were 
paid, & that the fund was bequeathed to infants, 
the court refused to have it transferred to the 
executor, but secured it in court for the benefit of 
the infants.— ORROK v. BINNEY (1822), Jac. 52% ; 
37 EK. R. 948. 

1725. Apportionment on bankruptcy. |—This was 
a petition by the official assignee, in respect of 
matters of bankruptcy adjudicated on prior tuo 
the commencement of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 

Pratt v. Willis was a creditors’ suit, instituted 
in 1834, to administer the estate of J. W., then 
deceased. It was certified in that suit that R. T. 
was a large creditor. Ife had received a small 
dividend. The suit of Pratt v. Willis abated, & 
was revived in 1872 by the suit of Gray v. Willis. 
There was now standing to the credit of Gray v. 
Wilis a sum of money, part of which had been 
certified to belong to the estate of R. T. 

KR. T. was adjudicated bankrupt in Nov. 1848; 
the bankruptcy was still pending; by an order 
made in bankruptcy in Nov. 1894, petitioner 
was appointed sole assignee of the estate of R. T. 
The funds in court to the credit of Gray v. Willis, 
not having been dealt with for fifteen years, had 
been placed in the list of dormant funds. 

The petition prayed that the funds might be 
apportioned, & the amount due to the estate of 
KR. T. might be paid to the petitioner. The 
petition was supported by an affidavit made 
by the petitioner containing the following para- 
graph: ‘‘ Debts amounting to £14,666 68. 5d. were 
proved in the bankruptcy of R. T., & two indi- 
viduals amounting together to ls. 5}d. in the 
pound, & no more, have been declared. The 
creditors who proved in the said bankruptcy, or 
their representatives, or some of them, or their 
representatives, are to be found, & are prepared to 
receive any further dividend which may be 
declared in the bankruptcy, & your petitioner has 
recently had inquiries from one of such creditors 
as to the payment of any further dividend.” It 








- appeared that the amount now asked to be paid 


out would not exceed 5s. in the pound on the 
debts proved in the bankruptcy of HK. T. 

Counsel for the official solicitor objected to 
payment out without stricter proof that there 
were actual creditors in a position to be paid. 


Part XX VII.—PAYMENT INTO AND OUT OF CoURT AND TENDER. 


Peacock v. Saggers, No. 1720, ante; In re Malony, 
No. 1719, ante; & Loy v. Duckett, No. 1715, ante, 
were referred to. 

The judge said he would order a transfer of 
erpovened funds to the credit of the bankruptcy. 
—PRATT v. WILLIS, GRAY v. WILLIS, [1895] W. N. 9. 

1726. Revival of proceedings for payment out.] 
—This was a petition of payment out of court of a 
fund standing to the general credit of the cause. 
The suit was originally instituted to compel a 
trustee to make good a trust fund; the trustee 
submitted to the claim, & paid the whole fund into 
court. No decree was ever made, but successive 
orders were made for payment of the dividends to 
successive tenants for life. The suit had completely 
abated by the death of all the parties thereto. 
In order to establish the title of the petitioner to 
the corpus, it was necessary to prove the death 
of S. R., alleged to have taken place at Macclesfield, 
on Feb. 1, 1868. The evidence consisted of an 
extract from the register of deaths, & the usual 
affidavit of identity. By the last order directing 
payment to a tenant for life, general liberty to 
apply was reserved. 

The old rule was that a certificate of burial 
should be produced; & although the certificate of 
death was receivable as evidence under the Act 
of Parliament, & must therefore be received, still 
the court is not bound to act on that alone. The 
certificate of death ought in ordinary cases to be 
corroborated either by the affidavit of some one 
who can speak to the burial, or otherwise; & in 
the present case I would like to have the burial 
certificate. As to the abatement, for such a pur- 
pose as the present, revivor, generally speaking, 
is unnecessary, unless further consideration is 
reserved ; & here it is clearly unnecessary (LORD 
SELBORNE, C.).—RISELEY v. SHEPPARD (SHEPHERD), 
[1873] W. N. 150; 21 W. R. 783, C. A. 

1727. J. C., by his will, bequeathed 
one-third of his residuary estate upon trust for 
the benefit of his daughter, M. A. B., for life, & 
after her death for her children in equal shares, to 
be vested in sons at 21, and in daughters at that 
age or on marriage; another third upon similar 
trusts for the benefit of his daughter E. & her 
children; & the remaining third upon similar 
trusts for the benefit of his daughter D.; & there 
were gifts over in the event of his daughters’ 
children not attaining vested interests in the shares. 

Shortly after the death of testator two of the 
children of E. E. instituted a suit of Edwards v. 
Winkworth for the administration of the estate, 
& a decree was made, under which the residuary 
estate was ascertained and brought into court, & 
in 1848 an order was made by which one-third 
of the income of the fund in court (which stood to 
the general credit of the cause) was ordered to be 
paid to each of the tenants for life. Since 1848 no 
order had been made in the suit. E. died in July, 
1872, having had children who attained vested 
interests in the fund in court. Some of these 
children had died subsequently to 1848; others 
had married & assigned their shares. The executor 
of the testator & one of defts. to the original suit 
had since died. Under these circumstances an 
application for the common order of revivor & 
supplement was refused by the Master of the Rolls, 
who was of opinion that a bill was necessary. A 
bill was accordingly filed by the surviving children 
of A. E. (including one of the original pltfs. who 
had married & settled her share). The bill prayed 
(amongst other things) that defts. on being served 
might be bound by the proceedings in the court. 

ounsel moved for leave to enter a memorandum 
of service pursuant to Cons. Ord. X., r, 12. 
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The only thing which remains to be done in the 
suit is to divide the fund; this might have been 
done on petition without the suit being revived, & 
I must tiavelote decline to assist pltfs., & I refuse 
leave (LORD SELBORNE, C.).—SCHRAM v. BAKER, 
[1873] W. N. 78. 

1728. After 150 years.J—Order made 
giving the applicant liberty to carry on the pro- 
ceedings which had been dormant for 150 years, 
for the purpose of applying for payment of the 
fund out of court to him. 

H. A., by his will, made in 1743, gave all his 
real & personal property to M. upon trust for sale 
& payment of his debts, directed the surplus, if 
any, to be paid to his widow & appointed M. V. & 
O. (who was the testator’s heir-at-law) his execu- 
tors. F., a bond creditor of the testator for £100 
& interest, having sued M. at law, a suit was 
instituted by M. against V. & O. (who alone had 
proved the will) & the testator’s widow for 
administration of the testator’s estate. A creditor’s 
administration suit was also instituted at the same 
time against V., M., A., & the testator’s widow. 
The defts., by their answer in these suits, had 
admitted the claim of F. In 1746 a decree was 
made for general administration, reserving the 
widow’s right of dower & directing the testator’s 
personal & real estate to be sold & the proceeds 
applied in payment of his debts, those of specialty 
in priority to those of simple contract. By an 
order made in 1753, it was ordered that £430, 
being the proceeds of the sale of testator’s real 
estate, should be paid into court to the credit of 
the causes & invested. No further steps had been 
taken in the suits & F.’s debt had never been 
satisfied. ‘The legal personal representative of F. 
asked for an order of revivor with a view of 
enforcing payment of F.’s claim out of the £430 
in court. The legal representatives of testator, 
testator’s heir, & his widow had been traced & 
ascertained, & such representatives had been 
served with notice of the present application. 
The legal representatives of the pltfs. in the suits 
had not been ascertained. 

The court still holds the fund in question. To 
hold that the lapse of time is a reason for refusing 
the order would be tantamount to saying that the 
court is going on keeping the money for ever, 
notwithstanding that it has decreed that the 
money is to be applied in payment of debts. The 
rule is that the court in such matters has a dis- 
cretionary power. The order will be that applicant 
should be at liberty to carry on the proceedings 
so far as necessary for the purpose of dealing with 
the funds in court, but not further or otherwise. 
The order will also be postdated a month in order 
to give the parties against whom the proceedings 
are to be carried on the opportunity of making 
any objection to it (CHITTY, J.).—MICKLETHWAITE 
v. VAVASOUR (1893), 9 T. L. R. 376; 37 Sol. Jo. 
386. 

National debt—Re-transfer of unclaimed stock 
& dividends.}—See REVENUE, Vol. XXXIX.,, 
pp. 310, Nos. 853 ef seq. 








SEcT. 13.—TRANSMITTING MONEY IN REMITTED 
ACTION 


R.S8. C., Ord. XXII.,r.13. Where an action has been remitted 
from the High Court of Justice to a County Court, the Registrar 
of the County Court to which the action has been remitted 
shall, on the request of either party to the action, apply to the 
Paymaster General (such application to be in the Form in the 
appendix to these Rules (which may be cited as Form No. 4a 
in Appeods B.), or a8 nearly as may be) to transmit any money 
standing to the credit of the action, to the said Registrar, and 
thereupon such money shall be so transmitted. 
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Sect. 14.—INFANTS AND PERSONS OF UNSOUND 


See R. S. C., Ord. XXII., rr. 15, 16 (Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice). 

729. Person of unsound mind—Action to 

it to next 


unsound mind not so found, uy by W., her 
brother & next friend, to recover a legacy of £500 
bequeathed to her by D. deceased, whose executor, 
T., had, it was alleged, retained the legacy on behalf 
of & to the use of pltf. T. died in April, 1906, & 
deft., R., was the sole executrix & universal 
legatee under his will. The only property of pltf. 
was a small investment that produced £2 a year, 
& the legacy. For many years prior to his death 
T. had supported pltf., & she had resided with him 
& since his death she had resided with & been 
maintained by deft., until June last. Deft. con- 
tended that the amount due to T.’s estate for the 
maintenance of pitf. greatly exceeded the sum of 
£500. The parties had agreed to stay all pro- 
ceedings in the action on payment of £160 by the 
deft. to W. as the next friend of pltf., & now applied 
for sanction of the court. No proceedings in 
lunacy were pending. 

I sanction the compromise, & under the cir- 
cumstances I will order payment of the £160 to the 
next friend on his undertaking to apply it for the 
future maintenance of pltf. at the rate of 8s. a 
week as from June last (NEVILLE, J.).--Re RYAN, 
ae v. Ryan, [1911] W. N. 56; 1380 L. T. Jo. 

——-.}—See, generally, LUNATICS & PERSONS 
OF UNsSOUND Minp, Vol. XXXIII., pp. 230 et 
Seq. 

Infants —- Compromises &  consents.] — Sce 
INFANTS & CHILDREN, Vol. XXVITII., pp. 328, 
Nos. 1966 et seq. 


Sect. 15.—INVESTMENT OF CASH UNDER CON- 
TROL OF COURT. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XXII., r. 17 (Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice). 

Investment of trust funds.}—See Trusts, Vol. 
ALIII., pp. 926 et seq. 


SEcT. 16.—SERVICE OF APPLICATION FOR CON- 
VERSION OF STOCKS. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XXII, r. 18 (Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice). 


Sect. 17.—DISPENSING WITH ADMINISTRATION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXII, r. 18a. Where the estate of a deceased 
plays who has died intestate is entitled to a fund or to a share 
of a fund in Court not exceeding 1001, and it is proved to the 

of the Court or a Judge that no administration has 
out to such crv penden aerlera ta that his assets do 
wr TOO. accusing the amount of the f 
oH share to which the estate of such deceased person is ontitied, 
: ore or a Judge may direct that such fund or share of 8 
und shall be paid, transferred, or delivered to the person who 
being a widower, widow, child, father, mother,  _~ ; 
sister of the deceased, would be entitled tc | - ‘ 
tion to the estate of such deceased person. 


See EXEcutrors & ADMINISTRATORS, 


1. 
XXIII., pp. 175, Nos. 1952 et seq. “ 


PRACTICE. 


Sect. 18.—ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXII, r.19. All money paid into Court in 
Admiralty actions proceeding in the Admiralty Registry or in 
the District Registries of the High Court at Liverpool or Man- 
chester shall be paid to the account of the Accountant General 
of the Supreme Court at the Law Courts Branch of the Bank 
of England or at the Bank of England at Liverpool or Man- 


——_——__—_————— r.20. Money paid into Court in an 
Admiralty action shall not be paid out of Court except in 
pureuance of an order of the Court or a Judge. 


—_—-——— — ¥.21. A solicitor desiring to prevent 
the payment of money out of Court in an Admiralty action 
shall file a notice, and thereupon a caveat shall be entered in a 
book to be kept in the Admiralty registry called the ‘‘ Caveat 
Payment Book.’’ 


See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 185, Nos. 979 et seq. 





Sect. 19.—PAYMENT IN NOT TO BE COMMUNI- 
CATED TO JURY. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXII, r. 22. Where a cause or matter is tried 
by a Judge with a jury no communication to the jury shall be 
made until after the verdict is given, either of the fact that 
money has been paid into Court, or of the amount paid in. 
The jury shall be required to find the amount of the debt or 
arta See a the case may be, without reference to any payment 
n ourt. 


1780. Opinions on value of rule—‘‘ Salutary & 
has worked well.’’]—I come to the conclusion 
that the rule (Ord. XXII., rv. 22], which in my 
opinion is most salutary & was worked well, relates 
merely to procedure, & consequently is not ultra 
vires (I.OPES, L.J.).—WILLIAMS v. GOOSE, [1897] 
1Q. B. 471; 661L. J. Q. B. 345; 76L. T. 143; 45 
W. R. 308; 13 T. L. R. 248; 41 Sol. Jo. 311, C. A. 

17381. —— ‘*‘ Foolish & works very incon- 
veniently.’’ |}—Pltf. claimed damages for libel from 
a retired publican. Deft. admitted that he pub- 
lished the words complained of, but said he did not 
intend them to bear the construction put upon 
them by pltf. In opening the proceedings counsel 
stated to the jury that deft. had paid money into 
court. Objection was raised as being contrary 
to the Ord. XXII., r. 22. 

That is so, but in my opinion the rule is a very 
foolish one, & works very inconveniently. It 
would be much better that the jury should know 
when money is paid into court. As, however, 
counsel has now informed the jury, we may as well 
‘‘ go the whole hog ”’ & tell them the amount (To 
the jury)—Gentlemen, deft. has paid £5 into court, 
& he says that it is sufficient to satisfy pltf.’s 
claim (LORD RUSSELL OF KILLOWEN, C.J.). 

The jury found for pltf., damages one farthing. 
Judgment was given accordingly, his lordship 
directing that £4 19s. 113d. of the £5 paid into 
court should be repaid to the deft.—KLam- 
BOROWSKI v. COOKE (1897), 14 T. L. R. 88. 

1782. Rule not wuitra vires.}—WILLIAMs iv. 
GoosE, No. 1730, ante. 

1733. Rule applicable where liability admitted.] 
—In an action for personal injuries, defts. admitted 
liability & paid a sum into court. During the 
case a discussion arose as to whether in these cir- 
cumstances the amount might be mentioned to 
the jury, or whether the rule as to its not being 
mentioned only applied where the payment in 
was accompanied by a denial of liability. 

The judge having looked at the rule (Ord. 
XXII.,r. 22), said that he thought that the better 
view was that it should not be mentioned. 

The jury found a verdict for pltf. for £250. 
Judgment accordingly. The amount paid into 
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court was mentioned as £101.—JAQUES v. SOUTH 
Essex WATERWORKS Oo. (1904), 20 T. L. R. 568. 
1734. Jury informed by counsel that money 
paid into court—-Amount paid in communicated by 
jucee ae jury.]}—KLAMBOROWSKI v. COOKE, No. 
, ante, 


1785. ——- ——.]—An action claiming damages 
for libel. 


It appears to me that there is a plea under Lord 
Campbell’s Act; it is nonsense to ask the jury 


whether proper amends have been made without 
telling them what amends have been made. I 
think the rule of court as to not telling the jury 
what money has been paid into court does not 
apply in such a case (LORD RUSSELL OF KILLOWEN, 
Ct.) — MACKENZIE v. Harris (1896), Times, 
July 31. 

Actions for libel & slander—Apology with pay- 
ment into court.J—See LispEL & SLANDER, Vol. 
XXXII., pp. 186, 187, Nos. 2289-2293. 


Part XXVIII|.—Discontinuance of Action or Withdrawal of 
Part. 


SrEctT. 1.—WITHOUT LEAVE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXVI., r. 14. The plaintiff may, at any time 
before recejpt of the defendant’s defence, or after the receipt 
thereof before taking any other proceeding in the action (save 
any interlocutory application), by notice in writing, wholly 
discontinue his action against all or any of the defendants or 
withdraw any part or parts of his alleged cause of complaint, 
and thereupon he shall pay such defendant’s costs of the action 
or, if the action be not wholly discontinued, the costs occasioned 
by the matter so withdrawn. Such costs shall be taxed, and 
such discontinuance or withdrawal, as the case may be, shall 
not be a defence to any subsequent action. Save as in this 
Rule otherwise provided, it shall not be competent for the 

laintiff to withdraw the record or discontinue the action without 
eave of the Court or a Judge, but the Court or a Judge may 
before, or at, or after the hearing or trial, upon such terms as to 
costs, and as to any other action, and otherwise, as may be just 
order the action to be discontinued, or any part of the alleged 
cause of complaint to be struck out. The Court or a Judge 
may, in like manner, and with the like discretion as to terms, 
upon the application of a defendant, order the whole or any 
part of his alleged grounds of defence or counterclaim to be 
withdrawn or struck out, but it shall not be competent to a 
pernuany to withdraw his defence, or any part thereof, without 
such leave, 


1736. Before appearance—After motion for 
injunction by plaintiffs.J—Pltf. in the action 
served defts., by leave of the court, before they had 
appeared to the writ, with notice of motion for an 
injunction to restrain them from selling goods under 
a bill of sale. The motion was heard & refused, 
the costs being made costs in the action. PItf. 
then discontinued the action, defts. still not having 
appeared to the writ :— Held: pltf. should pay 
defts. the costs of the action, although they had 
not appeared.—MOoRE 7. SOUTHERN COUNTIES 
DEpPosiTr BANK, [1889] W. N. 156, C. A. 

1787. After receipt of defence—Before taking 
any other proceeding—Money paid into court.]— 
In an action by the holder against the acceptor 
& the drawer of a bill of exchange, the acceptor 
paid money into court in satisfaction of the claim, 
while the drawer delivered a defence denying lia- 
bility, & set up a counterclaim. Pitf., after 
receipt of the defence, paid into court the amount 
of the counterclaim, & took out of court the amount 
paid in by the acceptor, & then gave the drawer 
notice of discontinuance :—Held: pltf. had not 
‘‘taken any proceeding in the action after receipt 
of the defence ”’ such as to prevent him from giving 
notice of discontinuance.—SPINCER v. WATTS 
(1889), 238 Q. B. D. 850; 58 L. J. Q. B. 888; 61 
L. T. 711; 87 W. R. 676; 5 T. L. R. 570, C. A, 

1738. —— Delivery of amended statement 
of claim.}—A notice of discontinuance in an 
action for infringement of a patent was held to 
be bad, which had been given after defts. had 





delivered _a defence, & after pltfs. had delivered 
an amended statement of claim, the amendment 
not being merely formal.—VickERs, Sons & 
Maxim, Ltrp. v. COVENTRY ORDNANCE WORKS, 
Lrp., [1908] W. N. 12; 25 R. P. C. 207. 

1789. Necessity for possibility of defence. ]— 
This was an application for costs, as of an 
abandoned motion, of an originating motion under 
sect. 90 of the Patents, Designs & Trade-Marks 
Act, 1883, which was subsequently discontinued, 
& for the costs of the present application. On 
Aug. 4, 1891, A. Waterworth served upon S. 
Dyson & the Comptroller-General of Patents an 
originating notice of motion under Patents, 
Designs & Trade-Marks Act, 1883, s. 90, for the 
rectification of the register by removing there- 
from a certain trade-mark registered in the name 
of S. Dyson. On Nov. 4, 1891, Waterworth 
served upon the same persons a notice that he 
wholly discontinued the _ originati motion. 
Dyson’s solicitors replied that Ord. XXVI., 
r. 1, did not apply to the case of an originating 
notice of motion, & that counsel would appear in 
court & ask for the costs. 

Nortu, J., doubted whether Ord. XXVI., r. 1, 
did apply to the present case, or to any proceed- 
ing to which a defence could not be delivered, & 
allowed the costs of the present application, as 
well as those of the abandoned motion.—Re 
Tyvson’s 'TRADE-MARK (1891), 65 L. T. 488; 36 
Sol. Jo. 42. 

1740. Co-plaintifis—Right of some to discontinue 
—Separate claims.]—Two pltfs.. a mother & 
daughter, brought an action for libel against the 
defts., each making a separate claim for damages. 
Before the pleadings were closed, but after defence, 
the daughter, through her solicitors, gave notice 
to the defts.’ solicitors that she did not wish to 
proceed further with it, & that the action should 
proceed as if she had not been joined as pitf. 
The action resulted in a verdict in favour of the 
continuing pltf. for one-farthing damages, & the 
learned judge declined to deprive her of costs :— 
Held: (1) the daughter was entitled to withdraw 
her claim without leave, but the judge had a dis- 
cretion with regard to the costs; (2) there must be 
judgment for the continuing pltf., the mother, 
with costs including the general costs of the action, 
but defts. were to deduct one-half of pitf.’s costs 
up to the date of the receipt of the notice of with- 
drawal, & defts. were entitled to judgment against 
the daughter with such extra costs as they might 
have incurred by reason of her joinder as pltf. & 
they were to be at liberty to set off such extra costs 
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Sect. 1.—Wiathout leave: Sub-secis. 1,2 & 3. Sect. 
2: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 


against the costs payable to the continuing pltf. 
the mother.— KING vv. SUNDAY PICTORIAL NEwWs- 
PAPERS (1920), Lrp. (1924), 183 L. T. 397, 398; 
41 T. L. R. 229. 
-.}—See, also, Nos. 1760, 1761, post. 

Effect of discontinuance on counterclaim. |—See 
SET-OFF & COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 428, 429, 
Nos. 505-508. 


SUB-SECT. 2.— NOTICE OF DISCONTINUANCE. 


1741. Sufficiency of—Solicitor’s letter.}—‘'... 
the pltf.’s solicitors wrote the letter fa letter 
informing deft. that they did not propose to 
prosecute the action any further against him as 
far as the pltf.’s claim was concerned] which was 
relied upon as notice of discontinuance of the 
action. ... I think that the letter may be re- 
garded as a sufficient notice of discontinuance ”’ 
(LINDLEY, L.J.).—SPINCER vt. Watts (1889), 23 
a - D. 350, 352; 614). T. 711; 5 T. L. RB. 570, 

1742. ——.}—NICHOL v. FEARBY, NICHOL 
vz. ROBINSON, No. 1772, post. 

1748. Intention to discontinue after 
acceptance of money paid into court.}—In an 
action for an injunction & damages for a nuisance, 
pitf. moved for an interlocutory injunction. On 
the hearing of the motion no order was, by con- 
sent, made, except that the costs were to be costs 
in the action. Defts. by their defence denied 
liability, but paid money into: court in respect of 
their claim for damages. Plitf. accepted the 
money in satisfaction of his claim for damages, & 
wrote to deft.’s solicitors that he should discon- 
tinue the action, & take out of court the amount 
paid in & tax his costs. Pltf. then took out a 
summons for taxation of his costs of the action, 
& defts. also took out a summons that pltf. do pay 
them their costs of the action, including their 
costs of the motion for an injunction, such costs 
to be taxed, on the ground that pltf.’s letter was 
a notice of discontinuance of the action :—Held: 
pitf.’s letter was not a notice of discontinuance so 
as to entitle defts. to their costs under Ord. 
XXXVI, r. 1.—Moon vv. DICKINSON (1890), 63 L. T. 
371; 38 W. R. 278. 
-|—See, Vol. I., 











also, ADMIRALTY, 








p. 194, No. 1084; Set-orr & COUNTERCLAIM, 
Vol. XL., p. £29, No. 507. 
1744, Letter to judge. |— NIcHOL ?v. FEARBY, 


NICHOL v. ROBINSON, No. 1772, post. 

1745. Acceptance of money paid into court 
—-Money paid for one of several breaches or issues 
——**In_ full satisfaction.’’|}—In an action for 
breach of contract assigning two distinct breaches, 
defts. pleaded denying the breaches, & alterna- 
tively paid moncy into court with regard tu one 
of the breaches. Pltfs. gave notice under Ord. 
XXIT., r. 7, that they accepted the money paid 
into court in full satisfaction of the causes of action 
in the statement of claim :—Held: by accepting 
the money paid into court, in satisfaction of all 
their causes of action pltfs. had in effect discon- 
tinued or withdrawn the action as to the breach 
in respect of which the money was not paid in.— 
M‘ILWRAITH v. GREEN (1884), 14 Q. B. D. 766: 
64 L. J.Q.B. 41; 52L. T. 81,0. A. 

J+Pitf. sued a 
Poe authority for damages on several issues. 
eft». paid money into court in respect of one 





PRACTICE. 


issue, with a denial of liability. Pltf. ‘‘ proceeded 
with’’ the action, but ultimately accepted the 
sum paid into court in satisfaction of all the 
issues :—Held: (1) defts. must pay pltf. her costs 
of the issue in respect of which the money was paid 
in, up to the date of that payment, & pltf. must pay 
defts. their costs of the discontinued issues up 
to that date, & all their subsequent costs; (2) 
defts. were not entitled to solicitor & client costs 
from the date of the payment in, as sect. 1 (c) 
of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, 
is confined to cases in which the action is ‘‘ pro- 
ceeded with’? to judgment, & does not apply tu 
a discontinuance under Ord. XXVI., r. 1, where 
money is paid into court under Ord. XXII. with 
denial of lability & not in satisfaction.—SMITH v. 
NORTHLEACH RURAL COUNCIL, [1902] 1 Ch. 197; 
71L. J. Ch. 8; 85 L. T. 449; 50 W. R. 104; 66 
J.P. 88; 18 T. L. R. 80. 

Acceptance of money paid into court.}—See 
Part XXVIT., Sect. 5, p. 492, ante. 


SuB-SsEcT. 38.—TAXATION AND PAYMENT OF 
DEFENDANT’s COSTS. 


1747. What costs allowed.|—Upon texation of 
the costs of a motion where a notice of withdrawal 
is given, the taxing masters will allow the costs 
of all work in preparing, briefing, or otherwise, 
relating to affidavits or pleadings, reasonably 
& properly & not prematurely done, down to the 
time of the giving of the notice which stops the 
work; but the taxing masters will have regard 
to the circumstances of each case, & will decide 
whether the work was reasonable & proper, & 
whether the time for doing the same had arrived. 
The same principles will be applied in taxing costs 
on a discontinuance of an action, & the practice 
in that respect has not been altered since the 
Judicature Acts.—HARRISON v. LEUTNER (LEUT- 
NOR) (1881), 16 Ch. D. 559; 50 L. J. Ch. 264 ; 44 
L. T. 331; 29 W. R. 393. 

1748. -|—On a summons, under Ord. 
XIV., for the payment of a sum of money, the 
master ordered the deft. to pay money into court 
as to part of the claim, & gave leave to defend as 
to the remainder. After issue joined, the pltf. 
discontinued the action. The taxing master gave 
the deft. the whole costs of the action from the 
beginning. On appeal for review of taxation :— 
Held: the costs were not governed by Ord. 
XXVI., r. 1, but were in the discretion of the court, 
under Ord. LXV., r. 1, & that the pitf. was entitled 
to his costs up to the time of payment into court.— 
SUCKLING v. GABB (1887), 36 W. R. 175. 

1749. -}/—Upon the discontinuance of an 
action by the pltf., it is for the taxing-officer, in 
exercise of the discretion conferred on him by the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, to allow or disallow 
to the deft. his costs of getting up evidence in 
anticipation of & before receiving notice of trial 
from the pltf., any rules to the contrary which 
existed before 1875 being abrogated su far as they 
are inconsistent with the new rules.—WINDHAM 
v. BAINTON (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 199; 57L. J. Q. B. 
519; 36 W. R. 832. 

1750. -/—MOORE v. SOUTHERN COUNTIES 
DEPOSIT BANK, No. 1736, ante. 

761. -}—SMITH v. NORTHLEACH RURAL 
COUNCIL, No. 1746, ante. 

1752. -}+—After a defence had been de- 
livered in an action & shortly before the trial, 
defts. obtained leave to amend the defence by 

















Part XXVIII.—DIScoNTINUANCE OF ACTION OR WITHDRAWAL OF PART. 


inserting a new plea, pltf. to have the costs “ of 
& occasioned by the amendment.” Pltf. there- 
upon, being advised that the new plea was fatal 
to his claim, discontinued the action, & was 
ordered to pay defts.’ costs. Upon taxation the 
master gave defts. the general costs of the action, 
but gave pltf. the costs after the original defence 
down to the date of the amended defence. The 
judge at chambers reversed this order, giving defts. 
the costs in question :—Held : these were not costs 
‘“‘ of & occasioned by the amendment,” & defts. 
were entitled to them.—SipEsBotrom v. HooTon 
PARK CLUB, Lrp. (1902), 18 T. L. R. 453, C. A. 

17538. -+-KING v. SUNDAY PICTORIAL 
NEWSPAPERS (1920), Lrp., No. 1740, ante. 

.]|—See, also, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 194, 

Nos. 1085, 1086; Parents, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 
837-838, Nos. 3228, $235, 3248. 

Sec, also, Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, post. 

Judgment for costs—Right of defendant. ]— Sec 
R.S.C., Ord. XXVL, vr. 3, p. 504, post. 








SECT. 2.—WITH LEAVE. 
SuB-sEcT, 1.— IN GENERAL. 


See RLS. C., Ord. XXVI., 1 1, p. 499, ane. 

1754. Necessity for leave —At trial.]—Under the 
existing rules of procedure pltf. cannot elect to be 
nonsuited. If he wishes to discontinue the action 
at the trial, the only way in which he can do so 
is by discontinuance by the leave of the judge 
under Ord. XXVI1., r. 1.—Fox v. STAR NEWSPAPER, 
Lirp., {1900} A. C. 19; 69 1. J. Q. B. 117; 81 





L. T. 562; 48 W. R. 321; 16 T. 1. R. 975; 44 
Sol. Jo. 116, H. L. 
1755. Proceeding after defence received — 


Delivery of reply.J—In an action to restrain the 
alleged infringement of a patent, pltf., after 
delivering a reply, discovered that he ran a risk 
of failing in the action if it were continued without 
correcting the patent, & applied for leave to dis- 
continue the action :—Held: the leave ought only 
to be granted on the terms that pltf. should not 
bring any other action against deft. in respect of 
any infringement alleged in the present action ; 
since if this term were not imposed the court would 
in substance be allowing pltf. to correct his patent 
pending the action. 

This is an application by pltf. in the action that 
he be at liberty to discontinue. After defence 
he took a further step in the action by delivering 
a reply, & consequently, under Ord. XXVI., r. 1, 
he can only discontinue with leave, & the court 
can give leave on such terms as to costs & as to 
any other action & otherwise as may be just 
(BUCKLEY, J.).—ROBERTSON v. PURDEY, [1906] 
2 Ch. 615, 617, 618; 75 L. J. Ch. 685; 95 L. T. 
330; 23 R. P. C. 779. 

1756. By whom leave given—Master]—In ap- 
lications under Ord. XXVI., r. 1, the master 
1a8 jurisdiction to make an order for the judge ; 
the words ‘‘ the court or a judge ”’ in this Order 
do not mean only the judge in person. An 
order made by a master in the Chancery Division 
is an order made by the court or a judge.— 
Lioyps BANK, LTD. v. PRINCESS ROYAL COLLIERY 
Co., Lrp. (No. 2) (1900), 82 L. T. 559; 48 W. R. 
427; 44 Sol. Jo. 409. 

1757. House of Lords.]—Libeity ‘was 
granted the applts. (by the House of Lords) to 
exercise an option to discontinue the action under 
Ord. XXVI., r. 1.—MooRE & GALLOP v. EVANS, 
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{[1918] A.C. 185; 87 L. J. K. B. 207; 117 L. T. 
761; 62 Sol. Jo. 69; 23 Com. Cas. 124, H. L. 

1758. Form of order of court.|—This was an 
application by a deft. to vary an order of the 
master, staying an action on payment of costs. 
It was contended that he had no power to make 
such an order, & that the summons, the wording 
of which the order followed, was misconceived, as 
it followed the old practice. It was further con- 
tended that this order would enable pltf. to go on 
with the action subsequently, & that deft. had now 
a right to be put in the same position as if he had 
a judgment in his favour. The court considered 
the matter to be immaterial, but varied the order 
by substituting the word ‘ discontinucd ’’ for 
‘‘ stayed.’’—ANON., [1876] W. N. 40. 

1759. Leave refused—Where defendant preju- 
diced by discontinuance.|—After an action had 
been referred to an arbitrator to state a special 
case, & he had in the case found the facts with 
regard to all but a very small portion of the claim 
in deft.’s favour, pltf. applied for leave to discon- 
continue the action :—Held: ought not to be 
granted.—STAHLSCHMIDT v. WALFORD (1879), 4 
Q. B. D. 217; 40 L. T. 194; 27 W. R. 4123 sub 
es STACHLSCHUMIDT v. WILFORD, 18 L. J. Q. B. 
348. 

1760. Co-plaintifis—Right of some to discon- 
tinue.J—A_ co-pltf. who has compromised an 
action is not entitled as a matter of course to have 
his name struck out as a co-plitf. Where two of 
three defts. in an action applied to have the name 
of one of three co-pltfs. struck out on the ground 
that they had entered into a binding agreement 
with such co-pltf. for the compromise of the action 
so far as she was concerned, the court refused to 
make the order. —Re MATHEWS, OATES v. MOONEY, 
[1905] 2 Ch. 460; 7141. J. Ch. 656; 93 1. T. 158 ; 
01 W. R. 75. 

1761. —— — -.}--Two of three co-pltfs. with- 
drew their retainer from the solicitors acting for 
pltfs. in the action, & took out a summons asking 
that their names might be struck off the record as 
pltfs. & added as defts. The question was whether 
they now had an absolute right to withdraw from 
the action :—Held: the court had power to make 
the order in a proper case, & it would be proper 
to exercise that power if & when it was found that 
a paralysis of the action would take place if the 
order were not made. ‘The order was made upon 
an undertaking by the applicants to abide by such 
order, if any, as the court might thereafter make 
in regard to any claim by the original defts. against 
them in respect of costs.—Re KeENT COAL CoN- 
CESSIONS, LYD., BURN ». KENT COAL CONCESSIONS, 
Lrp., [1923] W. N. 328, C. A. 

Plaintiff in representative capacity.|—Sce Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., p. 808, No. 5162. 


SUB-sSECT. 2.—TERMsS IMPOSED BY COURT. 


See R.S. C., Ord. X XVI, r. 1, p. 499, ante. 

1762. Plaintiff not to bring another action.|— 
The court gave leave to pltf. to discontinue the 
action on payment of the costs thereof. 

Generally, in allowing a pltf. to discontinue his 
action, the court would consider whether they 
should not make it a condition that he should not 
be at liberty to bring another action. Here, 
however, deft.’s counsel distinctly expressed his 
wish that such a term should not be imposed upon 
pltf. . . . Pltf. would have leave to discontinue 
on payment of the costs of the action (A. L. 
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Sect. 2.—With leave: Sub-sect.2. Sects. 3 & 4.] 


SMITH, L.J.).—HrEss vy. LABOUCHERE (1898), 14 
T. L. R. 350, C. A. 
1763, ——.}—RoOBERTSON v. PURDEY, No. 1754, 


ante. 

1764. Costs payable by plaintiff.}—Upon an 
application by pltf. for leave, under Ord. X XVI., 
r. 1, to discontinue an action, the court or judge 
has no jurisdiction to make deft. pay any costs 
of a defence, which if undisputed, or if it had been 
found in deft.’s favour, would have disentitled 
pitf. from maintaining his action. Where a court 
or judge is expressly given a discretion as to costs, 
the exercise of such discretion cannot be delegated. 
——LAMBTON & Co. v. PARKINSON (1887), 35 W. R. 
545, D. Cc. 

1765. ———.]—-An application for leave to dis- 
continue an action will, in general, be only granted 
on the terms of the applicant paying the costs of 
the action for the discontinuance of which the 
application is made.—THE J. H. HENKES (1887), 
12 P. D. 106; 56L. J. P. 69; 56 L. T. 5813; 35 
W. R. 412; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 121. 

1766. -|}—In an application by pltf. to 
have all proceedings stayed in the action, the 
defence having been admitted, the judge made 
an order, under Ord. XXVI., r. 1, that all pro- 
ceedings should be stayed, each party to bear his 
own costs, except such as in the opinion of the 
master to whom the matter was referred for 
taxation were occasioned by any proceedings 
unnecessarily taken by the pltf.:—-Held: (dis- 
tinguishing Lambton v. Parkinson, No. 1764, ante) 
the judge had jurisdiction to make such an 
order: & it was no delegation of his discretion to 
the master to do so.—MUSMAN v. BoretT (1892), 
66 L. T. 171; 40 W. R. 352, D. C. 











Be ——.]—HEss 1. LABOUCHERE, No. 1762, 
ante. 
1768. -|--A pltf. seeking to discontinue an 





action upon terms of paying deft.’s costs in that 
action will not be compelled as part of his bargain 
to pay the costs incurred by deft. in auxiliary 
proceedings taken by pltf. before another tribunal 
arising out of the same case, & the result of which 
caused pltf. to discontinue his action.—LLOYDS 
Bank, Lrp. v. PRINCESS ROYAL COLLIERY Co., 
(No. 1) (1900), 48 W. R. 460; 44 Sol. Jo. 361. 

1769. -/-SmiTH v. NORTHLEACH RURAL 
COUNCIL, No. 1746, ante. 








Fes -]}—ROBERTSON v. PURDEY, No. 1755, 
a e 
1771. -}+Defts. delivered their defence, 





having previously paid money into court with 
denial of liability. Pltfs. did not take the money 
but proceeded with the action. Defts. incurred 
considerable expense in preparing for the trial. 
Subsequently pltfs. applied for liberty to dis- 
continue the action :—Held: there was no juris- 
diction under Ord. XXVI., r. 1, to make it a term 
that the money might be paid out to the pltf. on 
his deciding to discontinue the action. The 
fact of the payment in must be considered in 
dealing with the costs of the action, but did not 
fetter the discretion of the court under Ord. XXVI. 
Pitf. was ordered to pay the costs of the action 
from the date of the payment into court.— 
DoyvLE v. BRIGHTLINGSEA URBAN DIstTRICT 
COUNCIL, [1913] W. N. 244377 J. P. Jo. 328. 
1772. Penal action.}—Pltf. has written a letter 
to me in which he states that he was induced 
whilst under the influence of drink to lend his 
name as pltf. in these actions, & he further states 
that he desires to withdraw his claims. He has 
also filed an affidavit in which he says: ‘I wish 
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this Honourable Court to approve of my desire to 
withdraw the actions against the defts.’”’ I 
have been informed by (counsel) that he is now 
fully satisfied of pltf.’s bond fide wish to withdraw. 
Pitf. has not, I gather, discussed with defts. any 
terms for withdrawal as to costs or otherwise. 
It may or may not be that plitf.’s letters to defts.’ 
solicitors amount to a technical compliance with 
Ord. XXVI., r. 1. Apparently pltf. does not 
expressly submit to a judgment in favour of defts. 
Under these circumstances I should, if the actions 
were ordinary in character, simply enter judgment 
for defts. without costs as the best way of disposing 
of the matter so far as the actions are in question. 
.. . But the actions are not normal but penal, 

& they are governed by special law based on public 
policy. Under the extraordinary circumstances 
before me what ought I to do as to the actions 
& the terms of relief ? Upon the whole, I do not 
feel called upon to enter judgment in pltf.’s favour 
when he expressly states that he desires to with- 
draw. I ought not, however, to enter judgment in 
favour of defts. with costs. I think it best formally 
to enter judgment for deft. in each case without 
costs. ‘This will meet, I assume, pltf.’s desire to 
abandon the status of a common informer, & will 
give defts. a fortunate remission of the burdens 
to which they might have been exposed 
(McCarRDIE, J.).—NICHOL v. FEARBY, NICHOL v. 
RoBINSON, [1923] 1 K. B. 480, 502, 503; 128 
L. T. 662; 87 J. P. 70; 39 T. L. R. 175; 21 
L. G. R. 157; sub nom. Nico v. FEARBY, NICOL v. 
RoBINSON, 92 L. J. K. B. 280. 

Patent actions.|—See PATENTs, Vol. XX XVI., 
p. 838, Nos. 8244, 3245. 

1778. Effect of payment into court.]—DOYLE vw. 
BRIGHTLINGSEA URBAN  DiIsTRIicr COUNCIL, 
No. 1771, ante. 


Sect. 3.—EFFECT OF DISCONTINUANCE. 


1774. Whether bar to subsequent action—Fresh 
action prohibited.J|—. .. an order for discon- 
tinuance does not of itself operate as a release or 
an extinguishment of the claims, or in any other 
way bar further proceedings ... not merely 
does the fact of the pitf. discontinuing not operate 
in any way as a bar, but the judge’s order to dis- 
continue—unless it were made a condition of the 
discontinuance that no other action should be 
brought—would not operate as a bar (LORD 
HERSCHELL).—KRONPRINZ (CARGO OWNERS) Uv. 
KRONPRINZ (OWNERS), THE ARDANHU (1887), 12 
App. Cas. 256, 262; 56L. J. P. 49; 35 W. R. 783 ; 
sub nom. THE KRONPRINZ, 56 IL. T.. 345; 6 Asp. 
M. L. C. 124, H. L. 

1775. Plaintiff cited without authority. ]— 
A company named as co-pltfs. in an action served 
notice of motion to strike out their name, & asked 
that the solicitors who had issued the writ might 
be ordered to pay the company’s costs, on the 
ground that their name had been used without 
their authority. Before the motion could be heard 
the solicitors served a notice wholly discontinuing 
the action:—Held: notwithstanding the dis- 
continuance, the court had jurisdiction to make 
the order asked for.—GoLpD REEFS OF WESTERN 
AUSTRALIA, LTD. v. Dawson, [1897] 1 Ch. 115; 66 
L. J. Ch. 147; 75 L. T. 575; 45 W. R. 285; 41 
Sol. Jo. 145. 

1776. Implied adoption of voidable contract.j]— 
An action was brought to avoid a contract to take 
shares, on the ground of misrepresentation in a 
prospectus. Pltf. informed the company he should 





Part XXVIII.—DIsconTINUANCE OF ACTION OR WITHDRAWAL OF PART. 


discontinue proceedings :—Held: by so doing & 
taking no further steps for nine months, he had 
elected to adopt the contract, & could not avoid it. 
—REID v. ONDON & STAFFORDSHIRE FIRE 
INSURANCE Co. (1883), 53 L. J. Ch. 351; 32 
W. R. 94; sub nom. Rein v. LONDON & Nontu 
i Firr INsurANcE Co., 49 L. T. 


1777. Appeal vacated—Notice of discontinuance 
after withdrawal of appeal.}—Pltf. gave notice of 
appeal from the refusal of an injunction. Shortly 
afterwards pltf.’s solicitors wrote to defts.’ solicitors 
to withdraw the notice of appeal. Two days after 
this pltf.’s solicitors gave defts.’ solicitors notice 
of discontinuance of the action. Defts.’ solicitors 
declined to consent to the withdrawal of the appeal 
except on terms to which pltf.’s solicitors did not 
agree, & the appeal came on in its turn :—Held : 
the discontinuance of the action put an end to the 
appeal, & no order could be made except to strike 
it. out of the paper.--CONYBEARE v. LEWwIs (1880), 
13 Ch. D. 469; 28 W. R. 330, C. A. 

1778. Inquiry as to damages—Undertaking given 
before discontinuance.]—Pltf. who had given an 
undertaking as to damages discontinued his 
action :—Held: the court would neverthcless 
direct a reference as to damages.—NEWCOMEN v. 
COULSON (1878), 7 Ch. D. 764; 47 L. J. Ch. 429; 
38 L. T. 275; 26 W. KR. 350. 

1779. On test action.|—When an action, which 
had been made a test action (for the purpose of 
deciding the rights of the pltfs. in a number of 
similar actions against the same defts.), came on 
for trial, pltf. declined to proceed, on the ground 
that he was not in a fit state of health to attend & 
be examined as a witness. On a previous occasion 
he had moved for & obtained a postponement of 
the trial, on the ground of his ill-health. A week 
before the trial an application by pltf. in cham- 
bers to stay all proceedings in the action had 
been refused on the ground that pltf. was not 
dominus litis, but. a trustee for pltfs. in the other 
actions. At the trial pltf. asked for a postpone- 
ment, or that an order of discontinuance might be 
made :— Held: the court could not regard the 
rights of the pltfs., in the other actions, but must 
act as if the pltf. had not appeared at the trial, 
& must dismiss the action with costs.—ROBINSON 
v. CHADWICK (1878), 7 Ch. D. 878; 47 L. J. Ch. 
607; 38 L. T. 415; 26 W. R. 556. 

On counterclaim.]—Sce Srtr-orF & COUNTER- 
CLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 423, 428, 429, Nos. 447, 
505-508. 
dace: also, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 194, Nos. 1085- 


SEcT. 4.—WITHDRAWAL OF DEFENCE OR 
COUNTERCLAIM. 


Leave to withdraw—Necessity for. | 
sub-sect. 1, ante. 

1780. How obtained.]—A. point of practice 
was raised in this case as to whether a motion in 
court or a summons in chambers was the proper 
form or proceeding. In Aug. 1907, an action 
was commenced by the tenant-for-life in possession 
of a large estate against the deft., asking for a 
declaration that the deft. was not entitled to any 
right of way over the pltf.’s land, & for an injunc- 
tion to restrain a trespass. A defence was delivered 
in Dec. 1907, in which the deft. claimed to be 
entitled to the right of way in dispute, as a member 
of the public. In Feb. 1908, deft. gave notice of 
an application in chambers, pursuant to Ord. 


See Sect. 2, 
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XXVI., r. 1, that his defence might be withdrawn 
or struck out; & by a letter of March, 1908, his 
solicitors wrote admitting the pltf.’s claim & con- 


senting to an order being made in chambers giving 
the pltf. the relief to which he was entitled. Pltf. 


elected not to accept the admission, being desirous 
of having the issue determined by a public adjudica- 
tion of the court. 

On March 11, 1908, the matter came before the 
master, & deft. obtained leave to withdraw his 
defence. Pltf. now moved under Ord. XXVII., 
r. 11, for judgment, in default of defence, for a 
perpetual injunction & costs, & the only question 
was whether he was entitled to the additional costs 
of obtaining the order in court. 

Kve, J., said that, under the circumstances 
of the case, pltf. was justified under the rules in 
setting down the action as a short cause, on motion 
for judgment in default of defence. His lordship 
therefore made an order for a perpetual injunction 
in the form asked for by pltf. That would include 
an order that deft. should pay the costs of the 
eee v BADHAM, [1908] W. N. 

1781. Test action.|—Before the jury were 
sworn, the counsel for defts. applied for a post- 
ponement of the trial, on payment of costs, & 
upon the terms of bringing the amount of damages 
claimed into court, in order to give defts. an 
opportunity of entering into negotiations to re- 
establish their company ; or, in the alternative, to 
allow defts. to withdraw their pleas. The applica- 
tion was opposed by pltf.’s counsel. 

LorD COLERIDGE, C.J., declined to accede to it, 
on the ground that, this action having been put 
forward as a sort of test action in order to try the 
question or one of the questions common to all 
the eighty-eight actions, the trial of this action, 
in the preparation for which great expense had 
necessarily been incurred, must materially affect 
the trial of the others, & therefore it would be 
inexpedient in this manner & at this stage of the 
proceedings to interrupt the ordinary course.— 
Twycnross v. GRANT (1877), 2 C. P. D. 469, 474, 
475. 

1782. Foreclosure action.}—Judgment was 
taken by consent in a foreclosure action in favour 
of pltfs., containing an order for leave to withdraw 
the defence under Ord. XXVI., r. 1, in this form : 
‘* & defts. by their counsel applying to be at liberty 
now to withdraw their statement of defence: It 
is ordered that defts. be at liberty to withdraw 
their statement of defence.’--—-SWINDELL 2. 
BIRMINGHAM SYNDICATE, [1884] W. N. 98. 

1783. After judgment—-Where fraudulent 
defence put in by solicitor.|—Where a solicitor has 
put in a fraudulent defence for his client without 
the knowledge of the client, making admissions 
on which judgment was obtained against the 
client :—Jfeld : the court had jurisdiction to set 
aside the judgment & permit the client to with- 
draw the defence, & put in a fresh defence.— 
WILLIAMS v. PRESTON (1882), 20 Ch. D. 672; 51 
lL. J. Ch. 927; 47 L. T. 265; 30 W. R. 555, C. A. 

1784. Right of plaintiff—Application for 
judgment by default.]}—CoorER-DEAN v. BADHAM, 
No. 1780, ante. 

1785. Terms on which withdrawal required— 
Statement on summons.]—One of defts. to an 
action for the recovery of land was allowed to 
withdraw his defence, after the action had been in 
the paper for trial but had been postponed till 
another action relating to the same property should 
be ready for trial, upon the terms of giving pltfs. 
all the relief to which they could be entitled at the 
trial, & paying the costs occasioned by the defence 
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4.—Withdrawal of defence or counterclaim. 
Sects. 5, 6 & 7. Parts XXIX. & XXX. 
Sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11 & 12.) 


& the costs of a summons for leave to withdraw, 
& deft. having offered in chambers what the court 
considered proper terms, plitfs. were ordered to pay 
the costs of an adjournment of the summons into 
court. 

It certainly seems to me that it would have been 
better if the summons had contained the terms 
which defts. proposed to offer (Fry, J.).—REAL & 
PERSONAL ADVANCE Co. v. MCCARTHY (1880), 14 
Ch. D. 188; 49 L. J. Ch. 615; 42 L. T. 48; 
28 W. R. 418; subsequent proceedings (1881), 18 
Ch. D. 362, C. A. 


Sect. 5.—WITHDRAWAL OF ACTION ENTERED FOR 
TRIAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXVI., r. 2. When a cause has been entcred 
for trial 3t may be withdrawn by either plaintiff or defendant, 
upon producing to the proper officer a consent m writing, signed 
by the partics. 

Consent or order—Necessity for.]|—See Monr- 
GAGE, Vol. XXXYV., p. 571, Nos. 3026, 3027. 

1786. Production of.J]—-When, after a 
cause has been entered for trial, a settlement has 
been arrived at, & it is desired to withdraw the 
case from the list under Ord. XXVIJ., r. 2, it is not 
sufficient to intimate to the judge’s clerk that it 
has been settled. but communication must be made 
to the Associate’s Office. In default) a solicitor, 
who fails to comply with the order, is liable to be 
brought before the court, & to have an order made 
against him.— PRACTICE NoTE, [1919] W. N. 262. 

Countermanding notice of trial.}—See Rt. S. C., 
Ord. XXXVI., r. 19, p. 549, post. 

‘* Proper officer.’’|— See R.S.C., Ord. XX XVIL., 
r. 7 p. 551, post; Ord. LXI., rv. 1, Part’ LAXNL, 
post. 





PRACTICE, 


Sect. 6.—COSTS OF DISCONTINUED ACTION. 


ment for the costs of the action, if it is wholly discontinued 
against him, or for the costs occasioned by the matter with- 
drawn, if the action be not wholly discontinued, in case such 
respective costs are not paid within four days after taxation. 


SEcT. 7.—STAY OF SUBSEQUENT ACTION UNTIL 
COSTS PAID. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXVI, r.4. If any subsequent action shall be 
brought before payment of the costa of a discontinued action, 
for the same, or substantially the same, cause of action, the 
Court or a Judge may, if they or he think fit, order a stay of 
such subsequent action, until such costs shall have been paid, 


1787. Actions substantially the same.]—A. B., 
in 1891, took possession of the house of C. D. 
A. B. gave up the house, & ('. D. brought an action 
against him in the Queen’s Bench Division for 
trespass, & claimed damages. C. JD. in his claim 
alleged possession. A. B. put in a defence that 
he A. B. in 1891 was in possession, & if the pltf. 
(. 1). was in possession, that he (. D. was wrong- 
fully in possession. A. B. then withdrew his 
defence, & was ordered to pay the costs of the 
action. A. LB. then brought an action against 
C.D. inthe Chancery Division asking for a ceclara- 
tion that he was entitled to the property, & for 
possession. This was a summons on behalf of 
C. 1D. asking that all proceedings in the second 
action might be stayed until the costs of the action 
for trespass had been paid by A. B. :—Held: the 
cause of action was substantially the same as that 
in the Queen’s Bench Division, & that the court 
had jurisdiction to stay proceedings in the second 
action until payment of the costs of the first action. 
— HALL v. PAULET (1892), 66 L. T. 645. 

.}—See, also, COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 335, 
No. 2116. 
See, also, Part LAXXAVL., Sect. 23, post. 


ees 


Part XXIX.—Default of Pleading. 


See R.S. C., Ord. NXVIL, PLEADING, pp. 51, 132, 152, 211. 


Part. XXX.—Releases 


SEcT. 1.—AUTHORITY FOR RELEASE OF 
ARRESTED PROPERTY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXIX., vr. 1. Property arrested by warrant 
shall only be released under the authority of an ipstrument 
issued from the registry, to be called a release. 


Sect. 2.—-WITHDRAWAL OF WARRANT OF 
ARRES 


R.S. C., Ord. XXIX., r. 2. A solicitor, at whose instance any 
property has been arrested, may, before an appearance has been 
entered, obtain the release thereof by filing a notice that he 
withdraws the warrant. 


in Admiralty Actions. 
Sect. 3.—RELEASE BY PAYMENT INTO 
REGISTRY. 


R.§. C., Ord. XXIX., r. 3. <A solicitor may obtain the release 
of any property by paying into the registry the sum in respect 
of which the action has been commenced. 


SEcT. 4.—RELEASE OF CARGO ARRESTED FOR 
FREIGHT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXIX., r. 4. Cargo, arrested for freight only, 
may be released by filing an affidavit as to the value of the 
freight, and by paying the amount of the freight into the 
registry, or by satisfying the Judge that it has already been 
paid. 


Part XXX.—RELEASES IN ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


Sect. 5.—RELEASE IN SALVAGE ACTIONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXIX.,r.5. In an action of salvage, the value | 


of the property under arrest shall be agreed, or an affidavit ot 
value filed, before the property is released, unless the Court or 
a Judge shall otherwise order, 


Release on bail.J—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I. 
pp. 168, Nos. 779 et seq. 

——— In other courts.]—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I. 
p. 248, No. 1763. 


SEcT. 6.—RELEASE ON BAIL BOND. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXIX., r. 6. A solicitor who shall have filed a 
bail bond in the sum in respect of which the action has been 
commenced, or paid such sum into the registry, and, if the 
action be one of salvage, shall have also filed an affidavit as to 
the value of the property arrested, shall be entitled to a release 
for the same, unless there be a caveat against the release thereof 
outstanding in the “ Caveat Release Book,’’ 


See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 169, Nos. 801-803. 
Bail in Admiralty actions.]—See RK. S. (., Ord. 
XII., rr. 19, 20, p. 377, ante. 


SECT. 7.—PAYMENT OF COSTS ON RELEASE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXIX,, r. 7. 
be left with a notice in the registry by the solicitor taking out 
the same, who shall also at the same time pay all costs, charges 
and expenses attending the care and custody of the property 
ee quae arrest; und the property shall thereupon be 
released. 


The release, when obtained, shall 


SECT. 8.—CAVEAT AGAINST RELEASE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXIX., r. 8. A party, desiring to prevent the 
release of an property under arrest, shall file in the registry 
a notice, and thereupon a caveat against the release of the 
property shall be entered in a book to be kept in the principal 
registry, called the ‘‘ Caveat Release Book."’ [As amended by 
RS. C. (No, 1), 1932, r. 4.) 


1788. Entry of caveat—By telegraph.]—Tur 
CORNER, No. 1790, post. 

1789. Necessity for London address.]— A 
person entering a caveat need not give a London 
address.— Re PANTON, [1901] P. 239; 70 L. J. P. 
95; 84 L. T. 725; 45 Sol. Jo. 523. 





SEcT. 9.—RELEASE WHERE ACTION IN 
DISTRICT REGISTRY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXIX., r. 9. Where an action is proceeding in 
a district registry, the district Registrar shall, before authorising 
u release, ascertain by telegraph, or otherwise, from the principal 
registry whether or vot any caveat has been entered there. 


SecT. 10.—ENTRY OF CAVEAT WITHOUT GOOD 
CAUSE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXIX., r. 10. A party, delaying the release of 
any property by the entry of a caveat, shall be Hable to be 
condemned in costs and damages, unless he shall show to the 
satisfaction of the Court or a Judge good and sufficient reason 
for having 80 done. 


1790. Condemnation in costs & damages.]—A 
vessel released from arrest upon a bail-bond taken 
before a commissioner in the country & signed by 
two persons in partnership, ordered to be re-arrested 
notwithstanding the twenty-four hours’ notice 
of the bail tendered had, as required by the 43rd 
of the Admiralty Court Rules, 1859, been given 
to the pltf.’s agents in London ; the pltf.’s solicitor 
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in the country having within that time given to the 
deft.’s solicitors there formal notice of objection 
to the bail. 

The objection to the bail having proved to be 
unfounded, the pltf. condemned in costs & dam- 
ages. 

The omission of the pltf.’s country solicitor to 
order by electric telegraph caveat release to be 
entered, held in the circumstances not to amount 
to negligence.—THE CORNER (1863), Brown & 
Lush, 161; 3 New Rep. 94; 33 L. J. P.M. & A. 
16; 121. kT. 62; 2 Mar. lL. C. 168. 

See, also, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 168, No. 786, 


Srect. 11.—CAVEAT AGAINST WARRANT FOR 
RELEAS 


R.S. C., Ord. XXIX., r.11. A party, desiring to prevent the 
arrest of any property, may cause a caveat against the issue of 
a warrant jor the arrest thereot to be entered in the principal 
registry. 

Kor form of precipe fur caveat warrant, see 
Appendix A., Part IJ., No. 18%, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


Sect. 12.—UNDERTAKING TO APPEAR AND 
GIVE B 


R. S. C., Ord. XXIX., r. 12. For the purpose in the last 
preceding Rule mentioned, the party shall cause to be filed 
in the registry a notice, signed by himself or his solicitor, under- 
taking to enter an appearance in any action that may be com- 
menced against the said property, and to give bail in such 
action in a sum not exceeding an amount to be stated in the 
notice, or pay such sum into the registry ; and a caveat against 
the issue of u warrant for the arrest of the property shall there- 
upon be entered in a book to be hept in the registry, called the 
“Caveat Warrant Book.’”’ 


For form of undertaking, see Appendix A,, 
Part I1., No. 18, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

1791. Ascertainment of bail—Value at time of 
undertaking.|—On June 22, 1920, the defts.’ 
solicitors gave an undertaking to enter an appear- 
ance & put in bail in respect of a writ in rem 
claiming damages in respect of loss by collision. 
In consequence the defts.’ vessel was not arrested. 
On Feb. 17, 1921, the defts.’ solicitors wrote to the 
pitfs.’ solicitors that their clients were unable to 
make arrangements fur bail, that accordingly the 
undertaking for bail was withdrawn, & that, as 
the vessel was within the jurisdiction of the 
court, the pltfs. could arrest her. The pltfs.’ 
solicitors arrested the vessel, but wrote to the 
defts.’ solicitors that they reserved all their 
clients’ right under the undertaking for bail. On 
March 16, 1921, the vessel was appraised as being 
at that time of a value of £600. The defts. pro- 
vided bail in that sum & the vessel was released. 
On April 12 the pltfs. applied for an order that the 
defts.’ solicitors should forthwith provide good & 
sufficient bail, pursuant to their undertaking. It 
appeared that in June, 1920, the value of the vessel 
was much in excess of £600, & the pltfs. estimated 
her value at £4,500 :—Held: (1) the undertaking 
to give bail could not be withdrawn by substituting 
the vessel for the bail; (2) pltfs. had not waived 
their rights under the undertaking by arresting the 
vessel; (3) defts.’ solicitors must complete their 
undertaking by putting in bail to the value of the 
vessel as on June 22, 1920.—TuHE BorRE, [1921] 
P. 390; 91L.J.P.1; 1251L.T.576; 37T. L. R. 
668 ; 65 Sol. Jo. 715; 15 Asp. M. L. C. 334. 

1792. Withdrawal of undertaking by substitution 
of ship for bail.]—THE BoRRE, No. 1791, ante. 
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Sect. 12.—lUndertahing to appear and give bail. 
Secta. 18, 14, 15, 16 & 17. Part XXXI. 
Sects. 1 & 2.] 


1793. Waiver—aArrest of vessel by plaintiffs. ]— 
THE BoRRE, No. 1791, ante. 

1794. Setting aside—-Mistake as to solicitor’s 
authority.}—A firm of solicitors accepted service 
of a writ & undertook to enter an appearance & 
put in bail in an Admiralty action in rem claiming 
damages for collision. The solicitors acted in the 
mistaken belief that they had the authority of the 
defts. to do so. Subsequently it was ascertained 
that the defts. had in fact given no authority :— 
Held: upon motion by the solicitors praying for 
an order that the undertaking which they had given 
should be set aside, that the acceptance of service 
& the undertaking ought not to be set aside.— 
THE GERTRUD, [1927] W. N. 265; 138 L. T. 239; 
447T.L. R.1; 17 Asp. M. L. C. 343. 

Personal liability of solicitor signing without 
qualification.J—See Apmtrairy, Vol. I., p. 161, 
No. 698. 

Effect on right of foreign sovereign to object to 
Lea ria as ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 111, 

Oo. ; 


SEcT. 13.—WARRANT OF ARREST WHERE 
ACTION IN DISTRICT REGISTRY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXIX., r. 18. Where an action is proceeding 
in a district registry, the district Registrar (unless required to 
act under Rule 18 of this Order) shall, before issuing a warrant 
for the arrest of the property ascertain by telegraph, or other- 
wise, from the principal registry, whether or not any caveat 
re a entered against the issue of a warrant for the arrest 

rereof, 


SECT. 14.—-SERVICE OF WRIT ON CAVEATOR. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXIX., v.14. A solicitor, commencing an action 
against any property in respect of which a caveat has been 
entered in the ‘Caveat Warrant Book,’’ shall forthwith serve 
a copy of the writ upon the party on whose behalf the caveat 
has been entered, or upon his solicitor. 


PRACTICE, 


Skct. 15.—BAIL BY CAVEATOR. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXIX., r.15. Within three days from the 
service of the writ or copy thercof, the party on whose behalf 
the caveat has been entered shall, if the sum in respect of which 
the action is commenced does not exceed the amount for which 
he has undertaken, give bail in such sum, or pay the same into 
the registry. 


—_—_—_—__—__——— r.16. After the expiration of twelve 
days from the service of the writ or copy thereof if the party on 
whose behalf the caveat has been entered shall not have given 
bail in such sum, or paid the same into the registry, the plaintiff’s 
solicitor may prcceed with the action by default, and on filing 
me oo in the registry may have the action placed on the Ust 
or hearing. 


See, also, R. 8. C., Ord. XII., r. 19, p. 377, ante. 


SEcT. 16.—ENFORCEMENT OF CLAIM. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXIX., 7.17. If, when the action comes before 
the Judge, he is satisfied that the claim is well founded, he may 
pronounce for the amount which appears to him to be due, 
nnd may enforce the payment thereof by attachment against 
the party on whore behalf the caveat has been entered, and by 
the arrest of the property, if it then be or thereafter come within 
the jurisdiction of the Court. 


SEcT. 17.—ISSUE OF WARRANT OF ARREST 
NOTWITHSTANDING CAVEAT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXIX., r. 18. Nothing in this Order shall 
prevent a solicitor from taking out o warrant tor the arrest ol 
any property, notwithstanding the entry of a caveat in the 
“Caveat Warrant Book’’; but the party, at whose instance 
any property in respect of which a caveat is entered shall be 
arrested, shall be hable to have the warrant discharged and to 
be condemned in costs and damages, unless he shall show, to 
the satisfaction of the Judge, good and sufficient reason for 
having so done. 


‘“ Good & sufficient reason ’’—Duty of plaintiffs 
to inquire whether undertaking satisfactory. |— 
See ADMIRALTY, Vol. J., p. 162, No. 709. 


Part XXXl.—Summons for Directions. 


SEcT. 1.—SUMMONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXX., r.1. (a) Except in the cases mentioned 
in paragraph (d) the plaintiff in every action shall take out a 
summons for directions returnable in not less than four days. 

(b) Such summons shall be taken out after appearance and 
before the plaintiff takes auy fresh step in the action other than 
application for an injunction, or for a receiver, or the entering 
ot Judgment in default of defence under Order X XVII. 

(c) Where under Order XIV. or Order XIVA. the plaintiff 
applies for judgment, the Judge may deal with such application 
as if the plaintiff had been entitled to take out and had taken 
out a summons for directions. 

Lo oe ae nee wee HOt apply to Admiralty actions within the 
moaning of section fifty-six of the Act, or to actions in which 
the writ is specially indorsed under Order III., Rule 6, or to any 
proceeding commenced by originating summons, but in any 
such action or proceeding & summone for directions may be 
taken out at the instance of any party thereto. 


[New Procedure List, sce Part XCIV., Sect. 5, post.] 


1795. Object of order.]—An action was brought 
for breach of a written contract which contained 
an agreement to refer matters in dispute between 
the parties. Deft. attended at chambers on the 
hearing of a summons for directions taken out by 
pitis., on which an order was made that pltfs. & 
deft. should respectively make discovery of docu- 


ments. Deft. subsequently applied under sect. 4 of 
the Arbitration Act, 1889, for a stay of proceed- 
ings :—Held: deft. had taken a step in the pro- 
ceedings & was, therefore, not entitled to a stay. 

That which Ord. XXX. has done is to enable 
the parties to obtain on our summons an order, 
with respect to all interlocutory proceedings to be 
taken in the action, which they might, before this 
rule took effect, have obtained on several distinct 
summonses (COLLINS, M.R.).—CouNTY THEATRES 
& Horreis, rp. v. KNowxes, [1902] 1 K. B. 
480; 711. J. K. B. 351; 861. T. 182, C. A. 

1796. Default in appearance. j—QOne of defts. in 
the action made default in appearance. On sum- 
mons for directions, the master ordered the action 
to be set down for trial without pleadings on 
motion for judgment. The action came on as a 
short cause :—Held: the master could not dis- 
pense with the filing a statement of claim against 
deft., who had not Re in an appearance.—Re 
NORMAN, NORMAN v. NORMAN, [1900] W. N. 159; 
35 L. J. N.C. 421. 

1797. To what proceedings applicable.|—K. 
commenced an action against C. for an injunction. 


PART XXX1.—SUMMONS FOR DIRECTIONS. 


©. appeared. K. having no motion, obtained an 
inte injunction & delivered a statement of claim 
to C. without taking out a summons for directions 
as required by Ord. XXX., r. 1 (b). OC. failed to 
deliver a defence under Ord. XXVII., r. 11. At 
the hearing of the motion C. contended that it 
should be dismissed as irregular, since it & the 
delivery of the statement of claim were steps in 
the action, & they were taken without first taking 
out a summons for directions :—Held: C. was 
not entitled to have the motion dismissed. K.’s 
procedure was irregular, but O©.’s only remedies 
were to take out a summons to have the action 
dismissed under Ord. XXX., r. 8, or to move to 
have the notice of motion set aside as irregular.— 
KEMP v. COLMAN (1899), 80 L. T. 54. 

1798. -+—Where a summons for directions 
has been issued under Ord. XXX., r. 1, there is 
jurisdiction, upon an application by deft. in 
chambers for further directions on notice under 
r. 5, to strike out a statement of claim on the 
ground that it discloses no reasonable cause of 
action, & to dismiss the action with costs as 
frivolous & vexatious. An application of this 
nature is an interlocutory matter within r. 5, 
which is not controlled or limited by r. 2 to the 
matters therein particularly enumerated. 

I have the statement with reference to the sum- 
mons in the latest book of Practice—Daniell’s 
Chancery Practice (7th ed.), vol. i., at p. 314 
that it is the practice in both divisions to make 
almost any order which is not a final judgment. 
Thus orders to stay proceedings, orders for accounts 
& inquiries, foreclosure or sale, are s0 made, & 
sometimes even orders to dismiss for want of 
prosecution (BYRNE, J.).—PEPPERELL v. HIRD, 
[1902] 1 Ch. 477; 71 I. J. Ch. 282, 285; 50 
W. KR. 491; 46 Sol. Jo. 231. 

1799. -}—Where by the judgment in an 
action some further proceedings are directed to be 
taken before the judge in chambers or an official 
referee, the court has jurisdiction in a proper case 
to entertain an application for security for costs 
made after judgment, but the application must be 
made by summons & not by notice under the 
summons for directions, inasmuch as the summons 
for directions is limited to interlocutory applica- 
tions before judgment. 

My own opinion has been & is that on that rule 
[r. 2] alone the summons for directions comes to 
an end when once you have got to the trial. But 
that is accentuated by r. 5 as it now stands... . 
The rule says ‘‘ before judgment,’’ which points 
directly to the conclusion that after judgment 
nothing is to be done under that rule (KEKEWICH, 
J.).—-BROWN v. Hata, [1905] 2 Ch. 379; 74 
L. J. Ch. 691; 938 L. T. 99; 54 W. R. 26; 49 
Sol. Jo. 650. 

Petitions of right.]—See CROWN PRACTICRH, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 242-244, Nos. 372--402. 











SEcT. 2.—INTERLOCUTORY PROCEEDINGS— 
APPLICATION OF 


NEW PROCEDURE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXX., r. 2. Upon the hearing of the summons 
the Court or a Judge shall, so far as practicable, make such 
order as may be just with respect to all the pfoceedings to be 
taken in the action, and as to the costs thereof, and more par- 
ticularly with respect to the following matters: Pleading, 
particulars, admissions, discovery, interrogatories, inspection 
of documents, inspection of real or personal property, com- 
missions, examination of witnesses, place and mode of trial. 
Such order shall be in the Form No. 4a, Appendix K., with such 
variations as circumstances may requlre. 


——————--——— r, 2a. Upon the hearing of the summons 
in an action in the Chancery Division the Court or a Judge may, 
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in addition to other powers, exercise any of the powers conferred 
on a Judge by Order XXXVIIIA., Rule 8 (2) (b), (A), (9) and (4). 
[Added by R. S. C. (New Procedure), 1932.) 


[New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA,, r. 8, 


Application to stay under agreement for arbitra- 
tion.|—See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., p. 376, Nos. 
398-402. 

1800. Construction of R. Ss. C., Ord. XXX., Yr. 2.]|— 
Deft. wishes to pay money into court with a denial 
of liability . . . in my opinion, Ord. XXX., r. 2, 
gives the court power to make an order giving deft. 
liberty to do so. It gives a wide power to the 
court, & should be construed liberally (PICKFORD, 
L.J.).—Daviges v. Scott Lewis, [1918] W. N. 
166; 145 L. T. Jo. 50, C. A. 

1801. Directions in commercial causes.]—An 
application by pltf. to the judge charged with 
commercial business for leave to enter the cause in 
the separate list of commercial causes may be 
made before the appearance of deft., & before the 
time for such appearance has expired, & the 
judge has power to direct that the costs of the 
application shall be the costs in the cause.——-BARRY 
v. PERUVIAN Corpn., Lrp., [1896] 1 Q. B. 208 ; 
65 L. J. Q. B. 191; 73 I. T. 678; 44 W. It. 487 ; 
1 Com. Cas. 269; 12 T. L. R. 133, C. A. 

1802. Exchanging lists of documents— 
Time for.]—When the old form of order is used 
(App. K., No. 4c, Yearly Supreme Court Practice) 
the seven days for exchanging the lists of docu- 
ments run from the date of the order & not from 
the delivery of the points of defence.—WHITE 
Bros. v7. D1xon JOHNSON (1911), Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

1803. —- — Order by consent of parties for trial 
of actions without oral evidence. ]|—I am authorised 
to say on behalf of the judges who from time to 
time have charge of the Commercial List, that if 
we are asked upon summons for directions by 
both parties to decide matters mainly, or, in proper 
cases even exclusively, on documentary or other 
evidence which would not apart from consent of 
the parties be available or admissible as evidence, 
we are in no way unwilling to comply with such 
requests (ROCHE, J.).—PRACTICE NoTE, [1931] 
W.N. 1823; 36 Com. Cas. viii. 

1804. Accounts.J—-An order for accounts & 
inquiries, foreclosure or sale, if made without 
objection on the hearing of a summons for direc- 
tions under Ord. XXX., cannot subsequently be 
set aside solely on the ground of want of jurisdic- 
tion.— Horton v. Bosson (1899), 80 L. T. 435; 
43 Sol. Jo. 379, C. A. 

1805. ——-.]—PEPPERELL v. Hirp, No. 1798, 
ante. 

Form of order.|—Seec Appendix K., No. 4a, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

1806. Indorsement by judge in chambers— 
‘* All further interlocutory applications to be made 
to a master.’’|—When a judge in chambers makes 
an order for the usual directions it is desirable (in 
the absence of special circumstances) that there 
should also be inserted in the order a direction that 
the masters are (without any further reference to 
the judge in chambers) to have liberty to deal 
with any ea eve for extension of time, & also 
with any other interlocutory matters within the 
master’s jurisdiction, not expressly & finally dealt 
with by the judge when making the order for 
directions. 

A suitable form of indorsement by a judge in 
chambers in such circumstances would be: ‘‘ All 
further interlocutory applications to be made to a 
Ynaster ’? (MCCARDIR, 7 ).— PRACTICE NOTE, [1931] 
W.N. 179, 180, 
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Sect. 2.—Interlocutory proceedings—A pplication of 
new procedure. Sects. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 & 8.] 


1807. Notice of trial.}——Upon a summons for 
directions under Ord. XXX. an order was made 
that deft. should take notice of trial on Nov. 26 
for the next Liverpool Assizes, but that the action 
should not be tried before Dec. 7. The assizes com- 
menced on Nov. 28—that is to say, less than ten 
days after the notice of trial was to be given :— 
Held: there was jurisdiction under Ord. XXX., 
r. 2, to nake the order.— BAXTER v. HOLDSWORTH, 
[1899] 1 Q. B. 266; 68 L. J. Q. B. 154; 79 1. T. 
434; 47 W. R. 179; 15 T. L. RR. 84; 438 Sol. Jo. 
96, (. A. 

Mode of trial.])—See Part XXXVII., Sect. 2, 
p. 533, post. 

1808. Proceedings 
Hai@G, No. 1799, ante. 

1809. Payment into court.] 
LEWIS, No. 1800, ante. 

1810. Striking out statement of claim & dismiss- 
ing action. |— PEPPERELL v. Hirp, No. 1798, ante. 

1811. Foreclosure order.|—HoORTON 1. Bosson, 
No. 1804, ante. 

1812. Trial without pleadings & as short cause.] 
—This was a debenture-holders’ action which the 
master set down for trial without pleadings to be 
heard as a short cause; judgment to be applied 
for on minutes; the evidence to be taken by 
affidavit. Two days’ notice of motion was served 
on defts., & an objection was taken at the hearing 
that this was not in compliance with the master’s 
order, & that ten days’ notice of trial ought to have 
been given under Ord. XXXVI., r. 14 :—Held: 
the order was defective in that it did not give pltf. 
leave to serve notice of trial, but, assuming that 
leave to serve such notice was implied in the order, 
it remained that the order was to set down the 
action for trial, & ten days’ notice must be given.— 
Re PRINGLE & Co., LTp., PAWNALL v. PRINGLE & 
Co., Ltn. (1903), 89 L. T. 748; 48 Sol. Jo. 101. 

1813. Statement of claim.]—This was a 
short cause. The master on a summons for 
directions directed this cause to come on without 
pleadings, & no directions were given as to evi- 
dence. 

In a case of this kind it seems to me that the 
proper course is to direct this matter to come on, 
if both parties consent, on affidavit evidence, but 
if not, a statement of claim must be served (BYRNE, 
J.).-- fe GUTTA PERCHA CORPORATION, L‘TD., 
THORNTON v. GUTTA PERCHA CORPORATION, LTD., 
[1899] W. N. 251; 44 Sol. Jo. 13838. 

1814. -—This was a motion for judg- 
ment in an action for specific performance set down 
as a short cause. The pltf. moved for judgment 
in default of a delivery of defence. The facts were 
as follows: the deft. having appeared to the writ, 
a summons for directions was taken out by the 
plitf. Before the master the deft.’s solicitor said 
that he did not require a statement of claim to be 
delivered, whereupon the master ordered ‘‘ No 
claim. Defence within fourteen days.” Deft. 
made default in delivering a defence. Notice of 
motion for judgment under Ord. XXVI., r. 11, 
marked short, was served on the deft.’s solicitor 
with a copy of minutes of judgment annexed. 
These were returned to the pitf.’s solicitors indorsed 
with a consent to judgment in accordance with the 
minutes. The indorsement on the writ referred 
to the agreement for sale. Counsel for the pltf. 
moved for pudement under Ord. XXVII., r. 11, 
& claimed read the indorsement & the agree- 
ment for sale. He submitted that since Ord. 
XXX. came into effect it was not a condition 


before trial.|—-BROWN  v. 





DAVIES v. SCOTT 











PRACTICE. 


precedent to a judgment that a statement of claim 
should have been delivered or filed, since it was 
now for the master & not for the parties to say 
whether a statement was necessary & proper. He 
contended that the practice contemplated a motion 
for judgment in cases where no statement of claim 
had been delivered. The cases in which state- 
ments of claim have been held to be necessary were 
cases where the deft. had not appeared. The 
object in short causes was to save expenses, & 
here there was no need for a statement of claim, 
except to comply with the strict terms of Ord. 
XXVII., r. 11, which should now, he submitted, 
be read in connection with Ord. XXX. & judgment 
given on the matter before the court :—Held: 
under the rule the court had no power to give 
judgment except upon a statement of claim. The 
court had no materials before it. A statement of 
claim must be filed or judgment obtained by 
consent. Subject to the pltf. producing a consent 
brief to the registrar, there would be an order for 
specific performance or the case must stand over 
for the master to give further directions for a 
statement of claim to be delivered. —FOWLER v. 
WHITE (1901), 45 Sol. Jo. 723. 

1815. ——- ——.]-—This was a _ debenture- 
holder’s action brought against the company, the 
trustees of the debenture trust deed, & G. (on 
behalf of himself & all other the holders of second 
debentures of the company). It came on as a 
short cause upon motion for judgment in the terms 
of agreed minutes which followed the common 
form. It was supported by an affidavit. It was 
brought on in accordance with directions given 
by the master that the action should come on 
without pleadings, but no directions had been 
given by him with regard to the evidence. 

I adhere to the opinion which I expressed in 
Re Pringle & Co. (Limited), No. 1812, ante, that 
in such a case as this no statement of claim is 
necessary. The company appear on the motion 
& will be bound by the order made (BUCKLEY, J.). 
—-Re CADOGAN & HANS PLACE ESTATE (No. 2), 
I.vp., GRAHAM v. CADOGAN & HANS PLACE 
EstaTE (No. 2), Lrp. (1906), 50 Sol. Jo. 499. 

1816. .}—PIltf., on Dec. 16, issued a 
summons for directions, asking for an order that 
“the action might be set down as a short cause 
on motion for judgment with agreed minutes,” 
deft. company having consented to this course. 
The order was made on Dec. 23, notice of motion 
was given, & the action was set down accordingly. 
It was argued that all the facts had appeared in 
the affidavits filed on the motion for @ receiver & 
manager, & that no statement of claim was neces- 
sary :—Held: there should be a statement of 
claim as a matter of general convenience.—He 
Dupont Lirp., Dupont v. Dupont Lrtp., [1906] 
W.N. 143; 50 Sol. Jo. 206. 








SrcT. 3.—AFFIDAVIT ON HEARING OF SUMMONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXX., r. 8. No affidavit shall be used on the 
hearing of the said summons except by special order of the 
Court or a Judge. 


Srct. 4.—PARTIES TO APPLY FOR DIRECTIONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXX., r. 4 On the hearing of the summons 
any party to whom the summons is addressed shall, so far as 

racticable, apply for rae order or directions as to any inter- 
locutory matter or thing in the action which he may desire. 


1817. Application by defendant—For stay under 
agreement for reference to arbitration. ]—Attend- 


Part XXX].—SUMMONS FOR DIRECTIONS. 


ance by deft. before the master on a summons for 
directions, taken out by pltf., & acquiescence, 
without protest, in a common form order for 
delivery of pleadings, is taking a step in the pro- 
ceedings within the meaning of sect. 4 of the Arbitra- 
tion Act, 1889 (c. 49), & deft. is thereby precluded 
from moving to stay proceedings under that 
section.—RICHARDSON v. LE MAITRE, [1903] 2 Ch. 
222; 72 L. J. Ch. 779; 88 L. T. 626. 


SEcT. 5.—SUBSEQUENT APPLICATIONS ON 
NOTICE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXX., r. 5. Any application subsequently to 
the original summons and before judgment for any directions 
as to any interlocutory matter or thing by any party shall be 
made under the summons by two clear days’ notice to the other 
party stating the grounds of the application. 


1818. Scope of application.]—PrrPERELL 1. 
Hirp, No. 1798, ante. 

1819. Time for making application.]—BRown v. 
Haic, No. 1799, ante. 

1820. Alteration or variation of previous order.] 
——When a judge has made an interlocutory order 
which does not decide the rights of the parties, 
the same judge or his successor may, on new facts 
being disclosed which show that to follow the 
precise directions of the order will cause injury 
or inconvenience, direct that, notwithstanding the 
former order, a different mode of carrying out 
what has in substance been thereby directed shall 
be adopted.—PRESTNEY v. COLCHESTER CORPN. 
(1883), 24 Ch. D. 876; 52 L. J. Ch. 877; 48 
I. T. 749; 31 W. R. 757, C. A. 

1821. -—+-In a case of contract by an 
agent, where the agency was denied, deft. having 
been granted leave to apply for directions, pltf. 
wanted to add the agent as a party; this was 
refused as no reference was made in the order as 
drawn up as to appearance. ‘Time for appealing 
having passed, a new application was refused as 
res judicata :—Held: not everything asked for 
on the summons for directions was res judicata. 
Pleadings, discovery, etc., specified as matters to 
be dealt with & considered in the form of summons 
& orders, are finally refused so far as the master 
is concerned. But the present application having 
been made on the spur of the moment, & during 
discussion with no record of refusal, could be made 
afresh.—Piaeorr v. BARTLETT (1899), 34 L. Jo. 





1822, -—-..]}—The order made on a summons 
for directions under R. S. C., Ord. XXX., may be 
altered or varied by the master without any 
appeal.— K1rRK v. LEWIs (1907), Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Costs.]—See Sect. 6, post. 


SECT. 6.—-COSTS OF SUBSEQUENT APPLICATIONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXX., r. 6. Any application by any party 
Which might have been made at the hearing of the orlginal 
summons shall, if granted on any subsequent application, be 
granted at the costs of the party applying unless the Court or a 
Judge shall be of opinion that tho application could not properly 
have been made at the hearing of the original summons. 


| 
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1828. Notice fee.j—The proper fees to be 
allowed on an ordinary application for further 
directions subsequent to a summons for directions 
are ls. 6d. for the notice of application, ls. for 
the copy for chambers, & 2s. 6d. for the copy & 
service on the other side, making a total of 5a. 

The notice fee is covered by the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 1883, Appendix N., item 51, which 
allows 1s. 6d. ‘‘ for preparing any necessary or 
proper notice, not otherwise provided for,” 
although Ord. XXX., r. 5, under which these 
applications are now made by notice instead of a 
summons, was not in force when Appendix N. was 
prepared.—MACGUARE v. MILLIGAN, [1903] 1 Ch. 
145; 72 T.. J. Ch. 87; 87 L. T. 676; 51 W. R. 
74; 19 T. L. RK. 44; 47 Sol. Jo. 52. 


Srct. 7..-ORDER AS TO EVIDENCE OF 
PARTICULAR FACT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXX.,r.7, On the hearing of the summons, the 
Court or a Judge may order that evidence of any particular 
fact, to be specified in tho order, shall be given by statement on 
oath of information and belief, or by production of documents 
or entries in books, or by copies of documents or entries or 
otherwise as the Court or Judge may direct. 


[New Procedure List, sce R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA,, r. 8, 
(2) (9), Part XCLV., post.] 

1824. Dispensing with technical rules. |—The 
judge charged with commercial business has no 
greater power than other judges to dispense with 
the technical rules of cvidence.—BAERLEIN 1, 
YHARTERED MERUANTILE BANK, [1895] 2 Ch. 
488; 65 L. J. Ch. 54; 72 LT. 850; 43 W. R. 
692; 11 T. I. R. 475; 39 Sol. Jo. 622; 1 Com. 
Cas. 96; 12 R. 581, C. A. 

1825. Evidence under the summons. |—<Action 
commenced by administrator of a lady who resided 

died in Australia. Action charged breach of 
trust & fraud. Upon a summons for directions 
pltf. applied under Ord. XXX., r. 7, for an order 
that at the trial evidence of facts might be given 
by statements on oath of information & belief :— 
Held: Ord. XXX., v. 7, was made under the 
powers given by the Judicature Act, 1894 (c. 16), 
s. 3, & was limited to the purposes specified in the 
section; the rule only applied to evidence upon 
summons for directions, & was not intended to 
displace the rules of evidence at trial.— RAINBOW v, 
Kitrron (1916), 140 L. 'T. Jo. 412. 

Sce, further, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 521, 
Nos. 5556 et seq. 


Sect, 8.—FAILURE OF PLAINTIFF TO APPLY FOR 
DIRECTIONS. 


R. S. C. Ord. XXX., r. 8. In any action to which Rule 1 of 
this Orde. applies, if the plaintiff does not within fourteen days 
fromthe entry of the defendant’s appearance take out & summons 
for directions under this Order, the defendant shall be at liberty 
to apply for an order to dismiss the action and upon such 
application the Judge may either dismiss the action on such 
terms as may be just or may deal with such application in all 
respects as if it were a summons for directions under this Order, 


1826. Defendant failing to deliver defence— 
Plaintiff moving for Judgment.]|—KEmp v. COLMAN, 
No. 1797, ante. 
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PRACTICE. 


Part XXXII.—Discovery, ete. 


SrectT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXI.,r.1. In any cause or matter the plaintiff 
or defendant by leave of the Court or a Judge may delive 
interrogatories in writing for the examination of the opposite 
parties, or any one or more of such parties, and such interro- 
gatories when delivered shall have a note at the foot thereof, 
stating which of such interrogatories each of such persons is 
required to answer: Provided that interrogatorics which do 
not relate to any matters in question in the cause or matter 
shall be dcemed irrelevant, notwithstanding that they might be 
admissible on the oral cross-examination of a witness. 


[New Procedure List, see Part XCIV., nost.J 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & 
INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII. 

Effect of Judicature Acts & Rules of the Supreme 
Court. }—See Vol. X VIII., pp. 42-43, Nos. 2-16. 

Discovery—Action for.]—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 
43-44, Nos. 17-23. 
Application for.]—Sce Vol. XVIII., pp. 71, 
Nos. 279 et seq. 

At what stage of proceedings granted. |]— 
Sec Vol. XVIII., pp. 63, Nos. 199 et seq. 
By & against what persons.|—Sce Vol. 
XVIIL., pp. 55, Nos. 129 et seq. 
Joinder of parties for purposes of.}—Scc 
Vol. XVIII, pp. 44-46, Nos. 24-47. 
Proceedings in which granted.|— See Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 48, Nos. 55 et seq. 

Interrogatories —- Admiralty § actions.] — See 
ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 190, Nos. 1044 et seq. 

——— Application for leave to deliver.|—Sce 
R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., vr. 2, infra; Vol. XVIII, 
pp. 223, Nos. 1711 et seq. 

At what stage of proceedings adminis- 
tered.}—Scee Vol. XVIII., pp. 188, Nos. 1380 cl 
seq. 




















- By & against what persons administered. | 
See Vol. XVIIL., pp. 184 et seq. 

Delivery of more than one set.}—See Vol. 
AVIIIL., p. 225, Nos. 1730-1731. 

—— Grounds for not answering.|—See Vol. 
AVIITI., pp. 236, Nos. 1807 et seq. 
Incrimination.}—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 238, 
Nos. 1813 et seq. 

In what proceedings granted.]—See Vol. 
AVIII., pp. 180, Nos. 1317 et seq. 

Matrimonial causes.]—See HuUsBAND & 
WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 425, Nos. 4308 et seq. 
What interrogatories allowed.|—See Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 1384, 191, Nos. 849, 1398 et seq. 

Production & inspection.]}—See Vol. XVIII., 
pp. 95, Nos. 469 et seq. 

Mandamus to compel inspection.|—See Vol. 
XVIII., p. 46. 

Companies’ books.]—See COMPANIES, Vols. 
IX. & X., pp. 192, 209, 787, 788, 1106, 1128, Nos. 
1207-1209, 1295, 1296, 4928-4930, 7773, 7940— 


7949. 
Corporation documents.}—See Corpora- 
TIONS, Vol. XIII., pp. 302-305, 348, 349, 422-425, 
Nos. 336-370, 864-868, 876-879, 1423-1482. 
Admiralty proceedings.] — See ADMIRALTY, 
Vol. I., pp. 190, Nos. 1044 et seg. ; Supp. 
Bankruptcy proceedings—No right to discovery 
or interrogatories before receiving order made.}— 
See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 140, No. 1291. 
Statement of affairs & discovery of property 
~—Interrogatories, discovery & production of docu- 
ments.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 621-622, 
Nos. 5592~-5608. 
Copyright—Infringement of.]—See CopyriGurt, 
Vol. X111., pp. 225-226, Nos. 653-658. 


























Defamation—Interrogatories in actions for.]— 
See Vol. XVIII., pp. 203, Nos. 1512 et seq. 

Matrimonial causes.}—See Hussanp & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVIT., pp. 425, Nos. 4808 et seq. 

Trade unions—Right to inspect books.]—See 
TRADE & TRADE UNions, Vol. XLIII., p. 109, 
Nos. 1147-1149. 


SEcT, 2.~- INTERROGATORIES SUBMITTED TO AND 
CONSIDERED BY COURT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXL, r. 2. A copy of the interrogatories 
proposed to be delivered shall be delivered with the summons 
or notice of application for leave to deliver them at least two 
clear days before the hearing thereof (unless in any case the 
Court or Judge shall think fit to dispense with this requirement) 
and the particular interrogatories sought to be delivered shall 
be submittcd to and considered by the Court or Judge. In 
deciding upon such application, the Court or Judge shall take 
into account any offer, which may be made by the party sought 
to be interrogated to deliver particulars, or to make admissions, 
or to produce documents relating to any matter in question, 
and leave shall be given as to such only of the interrogatories 
ag shall be considered necessary cither for disposing fairly of the 
cause or matter or for saving costs. 


[New Procedure List, sce Part XCIV., post J 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & 
INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII, 

Application for leave to interrogate. |—WSce Sect. 1, 
ante; Vol. XVIILI., pp. 223, Nos. 1711 et seq. 

At what stage of proceedings interrogatories 
administered. |—Sce Vol. X VIII., pp. 188, Nos. 1380 
ct seq. 
Bankruptcy proceedings—Not before re- 
ceiving order made.]—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 1V., 
p- 140, No. 1291. 

Interrogatories disallowed where 
obtainable by particulars.|—See Vol. 
p. 213, No. 1605. 

Interrogatories disallowed when not necessary or 
useful.|—See Vol. X VIII., pp. 198-199, Nos. 1460- 
1467. 

Further interrogatories.|—See Vol. XVIII., 
p. 225, Nos. 1730-1731. 


information 
XVIIL., 


Secr. 3.—COSTS OF INTERROGATORIES. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXL, r.3. In adjusting the costs of the cause 
or matter inquiry shall at the instance of any party be made 
into the a of exhibiting such interrogatories, and if it 
is the opinion of the taxing officer or of the Court or Judge, 
either with or without an fe sree for inquiry, that such 
interrogatories have been exhibited unreasonably, vexatiously, 
or at improper Iength, the costs occasioned by the said interro- 
gatories and the answers thercto shall be paid in any event by 


the party in fault. 

Examinations under r. 11.}—See DISCOVERY, 
INSPECTION & INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIIL, 
p. 245, Nos. 1888, 1889. 





Suct. 4.—FORM OF INTERROGATORIES. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXL, r. 4. Interrogatories shall be in the 
form No. 6 in Appendix B., with such variations as circum- 


tances may require, 
Appendix B., Form No. 6.]—-See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


Part XX XII.—DIscovERY, ETC. 


Sect. 5.—INTERROGATORIES TO CORPORATIONS, 
COMPANIES, ETC. — 


If any party to a cause or matter 

corporate or a joint stock company, whether in- 
er not, or any other body of persons, empowered by 
law to sue or to be sued, whether in its own name or in the name 
of any officer or other pero”, any opposite party may apply 
for an order allowing him to deliver interrogatories to any 
member or officer of such corporation, company or body, and 
an order may be made accordingly. 


See DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & INTERROGATORIES, 
Vol. XVITI., pp. 186-188, 235-236, Nos. 1371- 
1377, 1800-1806 ; Supp. 


R. 5. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 5. 
be a bod 
corporate 


Sxct. 6.—OBJECTIONS TO ANSWERING INTERRO- 
GATORIES. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 6. Any objection to answering any 
one or more ot several interrogatories on the ground that it or 
they is or are scandalous or irrelovant, or not bond fide for the 
purpose of the cause or matter, or that the matters inquired 
into are not sufficiently material at that stage, or on any other 
ground, may be taken in the atfidavit in answer. 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & 
INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII, 

Grounds for not answering.] 
pp. 236, Nos. 1807 et seq. 





See Vol. XVIII, 





——— Incrimination.}—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 238- 
241, Nos. 1813-1846; Vol. 1., pp. 88-89, Nos. 
726-728. 





Privilege.]—See Vol. XVIII, pp. 241-213, 
Nos. 1847-1859. 

Specific statement of objection.|—Sece Vol. 
XVIIL., p. 243, Nos. 1860, 1861. 

Resisting production—Documents tending to 
ee eee Vol. XVIILL., pp. 161, Nos. 1182, 
et seq. 

Grounds of privilege.|—Sce Vol. XVIIL, 
pp. 120, Nos. 705 ce# seq. 

As to what interrogatories will or will not be 
allowed.|—See Vol. XVIII, pp. 191, Nos. 130% 

interrogatories. | 


cl seq. 

Fishing Vol. XVIII, 
p. 199, Nos. 1468-1470. 

Oppressive interrogatories.]-—Sec Vol. XVIII., 
pp. 199-200, Nos. 1473-1479. 

Scandalous interrogatories.|—See Vol. XVIII., 
p. 200, Nos. 1480-1481. 


See 





Secr. 7.—AFFIDAVIT IN ANSWER TO INTERRO- 
GATORIES 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXI., r.8. Interrogatories shall be answered 
by affidavit to be filed within ten days, or within such other 
time as a Judge may allow, 





~-——— - 8. An affidavit in answer to interro- 
gatories shall unless otherwise ordered by a Judge, if exceeding 
10 folios, be printed and shall be in the Form No, 7 in Appendix 
B., with such variations as circumstances may require. 


See DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & INTERROUA- 
TORIES, Vol. XVIII., pp. 225, 231-235, 243, Nos. 
1731 et seq., 1760-1799, 1862-1865. 

Appendix B., Form No. 7.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


SEcT. 8.—OMISSION TO ANSWER OR INSUFFICIENT 
ANSWER-—-FURTHER AND BETTER ANSWER. 


R. 8S, C., Ord. KXXXI., r.11. If any person interrogated omits 
to answer, or answers insufficiently, the party interrogating 
may apply to the Court or a Judge for an order requiring him to 
answer, or to answer further, as the case may be. And an order 
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may be made requiring him to answer or answer further, either 
by affidavit or by vivd voce examination, as the Judge may 
direct. 


See Discovery, INSPECTION & INTERROGA- 
TORIES, Vol. XVIII., pp. 243-245, Nos. 1866-1889 


SectT. 9.—-DISCOVERY OF DOCUMENTS. 
R. 8. C., Ord. XXXL, r. 12. Any party may, without filing 


| any affidavit, apply to the Court or a Judge for an order directing 


any other party to any cause or matter to make discovery on 
oath of the documents which are or have been in his possession 
or power, relating to any matter in question therein. On the 
hearing of such application the Court or Judge may either 
refuse or adjourn the same, if satisfied that such discovery is 
not necessary, or not necessary at that stage of the cause or 
matter, or make such order, either generally or limited to 
certain classes of documents, as may in their or his discretion 
be thought fit. Provided that discovery shall not be ordered 
when and so far as the Court or Judge shall be of opinion that 
it is not necessary either for disposing fairly of the cause or 
matter or for saving costs. 


[New Procedure List, sce Part AC1V., post J 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to DiSCOVERY, INSPECTION & 
INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVITT. 

In what proceedings granted.]|—See Vol. XVIIL., 
pp. 48, Nos. 55 et seq. 

By & against what persons.]—Sec Vol. XVIII., 
pp. 55, Nos. 129 et seq. 

Interrogatories.|—See Vol. X VIII., pp. 184, 





At what stage of proceedings granted.]—Sec 
Vol. XVIII, pp. 63, Nos. 199 et seq. 

Affidavit of documents.|—See KR. S. C., Ord. 
XXXI., v.13, infra; Vol. XVIII, p. 74, Nos. 296 
cl seq. 

What documents included in affidavit.}—wSce 
Vol. XVITTI., pp. 76, Nos. 321 et seq. 

Affidavit as to specific documents or classes of 
documents.|— See Vol. XVIIT., pp. 92-93, Nos. 
437-441. ° 

Application for discovery.]—Sce Vol. XVIII., 
pp. 71, Nos. 279 ef seq. 

Production & inspection.]—See Vol. XVIII., 
pp. 95, Nos. 469 et seq. 

Bankers’ books.}|—Sce BANKERS, Vol. III., 
pp. 305, Nos. 993 et seq. 

Postponement pending trial of issue or questions 
—Consequential discovery.|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXXT., r. 20, p. 514, post; Vol. XVITII., pp. 67, 
Nos. 255 et seq. 

Arbitration proceedings.|—See Vol. XVIII., 
p. 48, Nos. 56-57 ; ARBITRATION, Vol. IT., pp. 351, 
431, 432, Nos. 270, 813-819. 

Matrimonial causes.|—See HWusBaAnp & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 425, Nos, 4308 et seq. 

Probate actions.]—See Vol. XVIII., p. 54, Nos. 
109-112; Exercutrors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. 
XAIII., pp. 278, Nos. 3432 ef seq. 





SEcT. 10.—AFFIDAVIT OF DOCUMENTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 13. The affidavit, to be made by a 
party against whom such order as is mentioned in the last 
preceding Rule has been made, shall specify which, if any, of 
the documents therein mentioned he objects to produce, and 
it shall be in the Form No. 8 in Appendix B., with such variations 
as circumstances may require. 


[New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA.,r. 8 (2) (d), 
XCIV., post.J 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otheruise indicated, to DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & 
INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII. 


512 


Sect. 10.—Affidavit of documents. 
“4,15, 16, 17, 18 & 19.] 


Form of affidavit.J—See Appendix B., No. 8, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice; Vol. AVIII., 
pp. 74, 75, Nos. 296-307. 

By whom made.]—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 75, 76, 
Nos. 308-320. 

What documents must be included.|—See Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 76-79, Nos. 321-348. 


Secis. 11, 12,13, 





How documents described or identified. }]— Sec 
Vol. XVIII., pp. 79-82, Nos. 349-366. 

Claim of privilege.}—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 82- 
84, Nos. 367-377. 

Documents discovered after affidavit filed. ]— 
See Vol. XVIII., p. 85, No. 378. 

Conclusiveness of affidavit.J—See Vol. XVIII, 
pp. 85-88, Nos. 379-399. 

Further & better affidavit.J—Sce Vol. XVIIL., 
pp. 88-92, Nos. 400-436. 

Production & inspection.]—See Vol. XNVIII., 


pp. 99, Nos. 469 et seq. 


SecT. 11.—LIST OF DOCUMENTS IN LIEU OF 
AFFIDAVIT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXI1., r. 13a. On the hearing of any eppilca: 
tion for discovery of documents the Court or Judge in lieu of 
ordering an affidavit of documents to be filed may order that 
the party from whom discovery js sought shall deliver to the 
opposite party a list of the documents which are or have been 
in his possession, custody or power relating to the matters in 
question. Such list shall as nearly as may be follow the form 
of the affidavit in the Form No. 8 in Appendix B. Provided 
that the ordering of such list shall not preclude the Court or 
Judge from afterwards ordering the party to make and file an 
affidavit of documents. 


[New Procedure List, «ce R.S. C., Ord. XXXVILIA., r. 8 (2) (4), 
Yart XCIV., post.J 


SEcT. 12..-PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 14. It shall be lawful for the Court 
or a Judge, at any time during the pendency of any cause or 
matter, to order the production by any party thereto, upon 
oath, of such of the documents in his 
relating to any matter in question in suc 
the Court or Judge shall think right; and the Court may deal 
with such documents, when produced, in such manncr as shall 
appear just. 


ssession or power, 
cause or matter as 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & 
INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIJITI. 

Production & inspection.J—See Vol. XVIIL, 
pp. 95, Nos. 409 ct seq. 

In what proceedings granted.]—Sce Vol. XVIII., 
p. 48, Nos. 55 et seq. 

Who may order.}—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 97, 98, 
Nos. 484-489. 

By & against what persons obtained— Parties. |— 
See Vol. XVIII., pp. 55-59, Nos. 129-159. 

Ba Companies & corporations.]—Sce Vol. 
XVIII, p. 98, Nos. 490-494. 

Infants.}—See Vol. XVIII., p. 61, Nos. 
177-181. 

Lunatics & persons of unsound mind. 
See us pp. 02, 63, Nos. 185-198. a 

ortgagor & mortgagee. |— Se 4 . 
pp. 98, 09, Nos, Ta Na la 

urehaser for value without n J—S 
Vol. a Pp f af 100, Nos. 503-523. ea Baas 

eriil.]}—See Vol. XVIII. : - 
Re cea ITl., pp. 100-101, 


Of what documents—Relevant documents.]— 
See Vol. XVIII., pp. 101-105, Nos, 525-551. 














we 


PRACTICE. 


———- Documents referred to in pleadings or 
affidavit.}—See R.S.C., Ord. XXXI., r. 15, P. 513, 
post; Vol. XVIII., pp. 105-107, Nos. 552-576. 
Documents possession or power. ]—<Sce 
Vol. XVIII., pp. 107~-109, Nos. 577-589. 
Documents specifically described.]—Sce 
Vol. XVIII., p. 109, Nos. 590-595. 

Documents in which applicant has property 
or interest.|—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 109-113, Nos. 
596-643. 

Documents subject to fien.]—See Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 118-116, Nos. 644-674. 
Documents relating to land.]— See Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 152-158, Nos. 1031-1090. 

——_— ———- Mortgage deeds.]|—See Vol. XVIII, 
pp. 98-99, Nos. 495-502. 

——— Purchase for value without notice. ]— 
See Vol. XVIIL., pp. 99-100, Nos. 503-523. 




















Bankers’ books.|—Sec BANKERS, Vol. 
Ill., pp. 129, 305-309, Nos. 48, 993-1023; Vol. 


XVIIIL., p. 117, No. 675. 

Notice to produce.]— Sec R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., 
rr. 15 & 16, p. 513, post; Vol. XVIII., p. 117, 
Nos. 676-678. 

Power to order attendance of person to produce 
documents. ]|—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 7, 
Part XX XTX., Sect. 5, sub-sect. 5, A., post; Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 119-120, Nos. 694-704. 

Resisting production—Grounds of privilege— 
Legal professional privilege.|—Sce Vol. XVIII, 
pp. 120-148, Nos. 705-982. 

Documents relating solely to deponent’s 
case & not supporting opponent.]—See Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 148-158, Nos. 983-1090. 

—— Documents not in sole possession of party.] 
—Sce Vol. XVIII, pp. 158-161, Nos. 1091-1109 ; 
Counry Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 499, No. 494; 
EVIDENCE, Vol. X XIT., p. 481, No. 4466. 
Documents in possession of party as agent 
for or on behalf of others.|—See Vol. XVIILI., 
pp. 160-16], Nos. 1110-1131. 

Documents tending to incriminate. ]—See 
Vol. XVIII., pp. 161-164, Nos. 1132-1168. 
Documents exposing party to penalty.j— 
See Vol. XVIILI., pp. 164-165, Nos. 1169-1183. 

—-—~ Documents exposing party to forfeiture. ] — 
See Vol. XVIII., pp. 165-166, Nos. 1184-1201. 

—_—~— Public policy.}|—Sce Vol. XVIII., pp. 166- 
169, Nos, 1202-1223. 

Corporation books & documents. |}—Sece 
CORPORATIONS, Vol, XIII., pp. 421-424; Vol. 
XVIII., p. 169, No. 1224. 

Privilege of witnesses.|—See MvIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 392, Nos. 4011 ef seq. 

Waiver or loss of privilege.J|—Sce Vol. XVIII., 
pp. 169-170, Nos. 1225-1229. 

Order for inspection.J/—See KR. S. C., Ord. 
XXXI., r. 18, p. 513, post; Vol. XVIII., pp. 171- 
172, Nos. 1240-1244. 

The inspection —- Place of inspection.]—sSee 
R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXII, r. 17, p. 518, post; Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 172-173, Nos. 1245-1264. 

—— By whom made.]—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 
173-175, Nos. 1265-1278. 

Sealing up.]/—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 175- 
176, Nos. 1279-1299. 

Copies & photographs.}—See Vol. XVIII., 
pp. 176-177, Nos. 1300-1307. 

Costs of.J—See R. S. C., Ord. LAV., r. 27 
(17) (a), Part LXXXVI., Sect. 28, sub-sect. 15, M., 
post ; Vol. XVIILI., p. 252, No. 1946. | 

Inspection of corporation books & documents.]— 
See CORPORATIONS, Vol. XIII., pp. 422-424. 

Inspection by court or judge.|—-See R. 8. C., 
Ord. XXXI., r. 194 (2), p. 518, post; Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 177-178, Nos. 1308-1313. 























Part XX XIJT.—Discovery, ETC. 


Sect. 13.—NOTICE TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS 
REFERRED TO IN PLEADINGS OR AFFIDAVITS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXI., r.15. Every party to a cause or matter 
shall be entitled, at any time, by notice in writing to give notice 
to any other party in whose pleadings or affidavits reference is 
made to any document, to produce such document for the 
inspection of the party giving such notice, or of his solicitor, 
and to permit him or them to take copies thereof; and any 
party not complying with such notice shall not afterwards be 
at liberty to put any such document in evidence on his behalf 
in such cause or matter, unless he shall satisfy the Court or a 
Judge that such document relates only to his own title, he being 
a defendant to the cause or matter, or that he had some other 
cause or excuse which the Court or Judge shall deem sufficient 
for not complying with such notice: in which case the Court 
or Judge may allow the same to be put in evidence on such 
oe re to costs and otherwise as the Court or Judge shall 

n e 


——----—---————  %.16. Notice to any party to produce 
any documents referred to in his pleading or affidavits shall be 


in the Form No. 9 in Appendix B., with such variations as 
circumstances may require. 


See DIscovERY, INSPECTION & INTERROGA- 
Tories, Vol. XVIII., pp. 117, Nos. 676 et seq. 

Of what documents.|—-See Discovery, INSPEC- 
TION & INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII., pp. 105, 
Nos. 552 et seq. 

At what stage of proceedings.|—-See DiscovEry, 
INSPECTION & INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII., 
pp. 63, Nos. 206 et sey. 

Form of notice.]—See Appendix B., No. 9, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 











Sect. 14..-NOTICE TO INSPECT DOCUMENTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., r.17. The party to whom such notice 
is given shall, within two days froin the receipt of such notice, 
if all the documents thercin referred to have been set forth by 
him in such affidavit as is mentioned in Rule 13, or if any of 
the documents referred to in such notice have not been set 
forth by him in any such affidavit, then within four days from 
the receipt of such notice, deliver to the party giving the same 
a notice stating a time within three days from the delivery 
thereof at which the documents, or such of them as he does not 
object to produce, may be inspected at the office of his solicitor, 
or in the case of bankers’ books or other books of account, or 
books In constant use for the ques’ of any trade or business, 
at their usual place of custody, and stating which (if any) of 
the documents he objects to produce, and on what ground. 
Such notice shall be in the Form No. 10 in Appendix B., with 
such variations as circumstances may require. 


See DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & INTERROGA- 
TORIES, Vol. XVIII., pp. 172, Nos. 1245 et seq. 


Sect. 15.—ORDER FOR INSPECTION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXII, r. 18. (1) If the party served with 
notice under Rule 15 omits to give such notice of a time for 
inspection or objects to give inspection, or offers inspection 
elsewhere than at the office of his solicitor, the Court or Judge 
may, on the nag eget of the party desiring it, make an order 
for inspection in such place and in such manner as he may 
think fit: Provided that the order shall not be made when and 
80 far as the Court or a Judge shall be of opinion that it is not 


necessary either for disposing fairly of the cause or matter or 
for saving costa. 


(2) Any application to inspect documents, except such 4s arc 
referred to in the pleadings, particulars, or affidavits of the 
party against whom the application is made, or disclosed in his 
afiidavit of documents, shall be founded upon an affidavit show- 
ing of what documents inspection is sought, that the party 
applying is entitled to inspect them, and that they are in the 
possession or power of the other party. The Court or Judge 
Shall not make such order for inspection of such documents 
when and so far as the Court or Ju Be shall be of opinion that 


it is not necessary either for disposing fairly of the cause or 
matter or for saving costs. 


[New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA,, r. 8, 
Part XCIV., post.J 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & 
INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII. 

See Vol. XVIII., pp. 171, Nos. 1240 et seg. 

P.P.——17 
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By whom inspection may be made.]—See Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 173-175, Nos. 1265-1278; Com- 
PANIES, Vols. IX. & X., pp. 192, 209, 1155, 1156, 


1192, Nos. 1207 et seg., 1295-1300, 8183-8184, 
8459-8462 ; Corporations, Vol. XIII., pp. 302, 
Nos. 335 et seq. 

In respect of what documents.J—See Vol. 
XVITII., pp. 101, Nos. 525 et seq. 

Place of inspection.]}—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 172, 
Nos. 1245 et seq. 

Sealing up.}—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 175-176, 
Nos. 1279-1299. 

Copies & photographs.]—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 
176-177, Nos. 1300-1307 ; Companrtes, Vol. IX. 
& X., pp. 193, 209, 1192, Nos. 1213, 1296, 1298, 
8459; PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XX XVI., pp. 456, Nos. 
1208 et seq. 

Form of order.]—See Appendix K., No. 18, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Order under Evidence Act, 1851.]—See Vol. 
XVIII... pp. 117-119, Nos. 679-693. 

Winding up of company—Discovery of & 
examination of persons in regard to property. |— 
See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 891, Nos. 6066 ef seq. 

Costs of inspection.|—See Rh. S. C., Ord. LXV., 


r. 27 (17), (18), Part LXXXVL, post; Vol. 
XVIIL., p. 252, No. 1946. 


Srcr. 16.—INSPECTION OF COURT ROLLS. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXI.,r.19. An order upon the lord of a manor 
to allow limited inspection of the Court rolls nay be made on 
the application of a copyhold tenant supported by an affidavit 
Sas - has applied for inspection, and that the same has becn 
refused. 


See CopyHoups, Vol. XIII., pp. 37, Nos. 406 et 
seq.; Supp. 


SEcT. 17.-- VERIFIED COPIES OF BUSINESS 
BOOKS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 194. (1) Where inspection of any 
business books is applied for, the Court or a Judge may, if they 
or he shall think fit, instead of ordering inspection of the original 
books, order a copy of any entries therein to be furnished and 
verified by the affidavit of some person who has examined the 
copy with the original entries, and such affidavit shall state 
whether or not there are in the original book any and what 
erasures, interlineations, or alterations. Provided that not- 
withstanding that such copy has been supplied, the Court or a 
Judge cad order inspection of the book from which the copy 
was made. 


Sect. 18.—INSPECTION BY COURT OR JUDGE 
OF PRIVILEGED DOCUMENTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 194. (2) Where on an application 
for an order for inspection privilege is claimed for any document, 
it shall be lawful for the Court or a Judge to inspect the document 
Ao the purpose of deciding as to the validity of the claim of 
privilege. 


See Discovery, INSPECTION & INTERROGA- 
TORIES, Vol. XVIII., pp. 177-178, Nos. 1308-1318 ; 
Supp. 


Sect. 19.—DISCOVERY OF PARTICULAR DOCU- 


MENTS OR CLASSES OF DOCUMENTS. 
R. 8. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 19a. (3) The Court or a Judge may, 
on the ol pares of any party to a cause or matter at any 
time, and whether an affidavit of documents shall or shall not 
have already been ordered or made, make an order requiring 
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Sect. 19.—Discovery of particular documents or 
classes of documents. Sects. 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 
25, 26, 27 & 28.) 


any other party to state by affidavit whether any particular 
document or documents, or any class or classes of documents, 
specificd or indicated in the application, is or are, or has or have 
at any time been in his possession, custody, or power; and, if 
not then in his possession, custody, or power, when he parted 
with the same, and what has become thereof. Such application 
shall be made on an affidavit, stating that, in the belief of the 
deponent, the ery against whom the application is made has, 
or has at some time had, in his possession, custody, or power the 
particular document or documents, or the class or classes of 
documents, specified or indicated in the application, and that 
they relate to the matters in question in the cause or matter, 
or to some or one of them. 


See DIscovEry, INSPECTION & INTERROGA- 
TORIES, Vol. XVIII., pp. 92-93, Nos. 437-441 ; 


Supp. 


Sect. 20.—INSPECTION OF BANKERS’ BOOKS. 


Sce BANKERS & BANKING, Vol. III., pp. 305-309, 
Nos. 993-1022 ; Supp. 


SEcT. 21.---PRODUCTION FOR STAMPING. 


See Evidence Act, 1851 (c. 99), 5. 6; DISCOVERY, 
INSPECTION & INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIILI., 
pp. 170-171, Nos. 1230-1239. 


22.—POSTPONEMENT PENDING TRIAL OF 
ISSUE OR QUESTION. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXI, r. 20. If the party from whom discovery 
of any kind or inspection is sought objects to the same, or any 
part thereof, the Court or a Judge may, if satisfied that the 
right to the cry or inspection sought depends on the 
determination of any issue or question in dispute in the cause 
or matter, or that for any other reason it is desirable that, any 
issue or question in dispute in the cause or matter should be 
determined before deciding upon the right to the discovery or 
inspection, order that such issue or question be determined 
first, and reserve the question as to the discovery or inspection. 


See DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & INTERROGA- 
TORIES, Vol. X VITI., pp. 67-71, Nos. 255-278. 


SECT. 


SEcT. 23..-_NON-COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 21. If any party fails to comply with 
any order to answer interrogatories, or for discovery or inspec- 
tion of documents, he shall be liable to attachment. He shall 
also, if a plaintiff, be liable to have his action dismissed for want 
of prosecution, and if a defendant, to have his defence, if any, 
struck out, and to be placed in the same position as if he had 
not defended, and the party interrogating may apply to the 
Court or a Judge for an order to that effect, and an order may be 
made accordingly. 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & 
INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII. 

Contempt of court—Attachment.]—See Vol. 
XVITI., pp. 246-249, Nos. 1897-1924 ; &, generally, 
CONTEMPT OF CouRT, Vol. XVI. . 41 et seq. 

Action dismissed.}—See Vol. XVIII, pp. 249~— 
250, Nos. 1925-1934. 

Whether order dismissing action final or 
interlocutory.|—See JupGMENTs, Vol. XXX., 
p. 139, Nos. 159-165. 

Defence struck out.]—See Vol. XVIII., pp. 250- 
251, Nos. 1935-1941. 

Sequestration.]—See Vol. XVIII., p. 251, Nos. 
1942-1943. 

Solicitor struck off rolls.}—See Vol. XVIII., 
p. 251, No. 1944. 





PRACTICE. 


Sect. 24.—SERVICE OF ORDER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 22. Service of an order for interro- 

atories or discovery or inspection made against any party on 

8 solicitor shall be sufficient service to found an a terre 
for an attachment for disobedience to the order. ut the 
party against whom the application for an attachment is made 
may show in answer to the application that he has had no notice 
or Knowledge of the order. 


See DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & INTERROGA- 
TORIES, Vol. XVILI., p. 248, Nos. 1921-1922; 
CONTEMPT OF CouRT, Vol. XVI., pp. 51 et seq. 


Sect. 25.—SOLICITOR’S LIABILITY FOR FAILURE 
TO GIVE NOTICE OF ORDER. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 23. A solicitor, upon whom an order 
against any party for interrogatories or discovery or inspection 
is served under the last preceding Rule, who neglects without 
reasonable excuse to give notice thereof to his client, shall be 
Hable to attachment. 


Sect. 26.—USING ANSWER AT TRIAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 24. Any party may, at the trial of a 
cause, matter, or issue use in evidence any one or more of the 
answers or any part of an answer of the opposite party to interro- 
gatories without putting in the others or the whole of such 
answer: Provided always, that in such case the Judge may 
look at the whole of the answers, and if he shall be of opinion 
that any others of them are so connected with those put in that 
the last-mentioned answers ought not to be used without them, 
he may direct them to be put fn. 


See DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & INTERROGA- 
TORIES, Vol. X VIII., pp. 245-248, Nos. 1890-1896. 


SEecT. 27.--SECURITY FOR COSTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 26. Any party sceking discovery by 
interrogatories or otherwise may be ordered upon making 
application for discovery to pay into Court to a separate account 
in the action, to be called ‘‘ Security for Costs Account,’’ to 
abide further order, the sum of 5/., or any Icss sum, and may 
be ordered further to pay into Court such additional sum as 
the Court or a Judge shall direct. If security be so ordered the 
arty seeking discovery shall, with his interrogatories or order 
or discovery, serve a copy of the receipt for the said payment 
into Court, and the time for answering or making discovery 
shal] in such cases commence from the date of such service. 
The party from whom discovery is sought shall not be required 
to answer or make discovery unless and until the said payment, 
if so ordered, has been made. [As amended by R. S. C., July, 
1905, r. 6, and R. S. C. (Revision), 1917, r. 2.] 


In view of the annulment of RB. S.C., Ord. XXXI., 
r. 25, & the amendments introduced into r. 26, 
only a selection of the cases decided prior to the changes 
have been included, as being of possible value. 

For costs of interrogatories, sce R. 8. C., Ord. 
XXX., r. 3, p. 508, ante. 

1827. Application of rule—Order for ship’s 
papers.}—Ord. XXXI., r. 26, does not apply to 
an order for one papers.—Law & LINDSAY uv. 
Bupp, [1883] W. N. 166 ; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 85. 

1828. Production of document in which 
both parties have common interest.}—Order made 
that plitf. in an action of contract should have 
inspection of the written contract which was in 
deft.’s possession without giving the security for 
costs required by R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., rr. 25 
[annulled R. S. C. (Revision) 1917] & 26. 

The provisions of Ord. XXXI., rr. 25 [see anie] 
& 26 with regard to the security for costs of the 
discovery do not apply to an application for 





Part XXXII.—DiIscoveEry, ETC. 


production of a document in which both parties 
to the action have a common interest.— BROWN v. 
LIELL (1885), 16 Q. B. D. 229; 55 L. J. Q. B. 78; 
27. L. R. 4. 

1829. Interrogatories to more than one defen- 
dant.]—Where interrogatories are delivered to 
more than one deft. in an action, the prescribed 
deposit is to be made in respect of each set of 
interrogatories.—Smitn v. REED, [1883] W. N. 
196; 28 Sol. Jo. 84. 

1830. -]—Where in a co-ownership action, 
brought by a managing owner against his co- 
owners for an account to recover a balance, pltf. 
sought to interrogate defts., who were numerous, 
& to be dispensed from making the usual deposit, 
defts. contending that a deposit ought to be made 
in respect of each deft. interrogated, the court 
ordered a deposit of £5 & 10s. for each additional 
folio over five & no more.—THE WHICKHAM 
(1885), 563 L. T. 236; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 479. 

1831. -]—Pltf. in an action against several 
defts. delivered separate copies of the same set of 
interrogatories to the defts. respectively, each 
deft. being required to answer particular interroga- 
tories only :—Held: (1) in the circumstances, 
pltf. need not pay into court more than one sum 
of £5; (2) non-payment of the £5 does not entitle 
the party from whom discovery is sought to apply 
for an order to strike out the interrogatories— 
EvEn & Co. v. ATTENBOROUGH (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 
130; 58 L. J. Q. B. 311; 60 L. T. 452; 37 W. R. 
507; 5 T. L. R. 419. 

1832. -]-—Several defts. against whom an 
action was brought to make them liable for alleged 
misconduct & also for the payment of large sums 
of money, appeared by different solicitors, & 
severed in their defences. 

On a summons asking that each deft. might be 
ordered to make an affidavit of documents, & for 
liberty to deliver interrogatories to each deft. :— 
Held: pltf. company must pay into court separate 
sums of £5 for each deft., both for discovery & for 
leave to serve interrogatories before an order could 
be made—LIvERPoor & MANCHESTER AERATED 
BREAD & OaFé Co. v. Fintry, [1891] 1 Ch. 367; 
60 L. J. Ch. 153; 63 L. T. 677; 39 W. R. 269. 

1833. Discovery against more than one defen- 
dant—Defendants severing in defence.]—A ptf. 
who brings an action for one & the same cause 
against several defts. is entitled to discovery from 
all of them, on payment of one sum of £5, even 
although they sever in their defence.—JOYCE v. 
BEALL (BEALE) & Mason, [1891] 1 Q. B. 459; 60 
L. J. Q. B. 242; 64 L. T. 137; 55 J. P. 183; 39 
W. R. 316; 7T. L. R. 265. 

1834. Discovery against several co-plaintiffs— 
Single deposit.]—A single deposit of £5 is sufficient 
before an application for an order for discovery 
of documents is made against several co-pltfs.— 
CAMPBELL v. PoULETT (LORD), [1884] W. N. 48; 
Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 87. 

1835. Action against several defendants—Afii- 
davit of documents by plaintiff on application of 
one—Production of documents referred to, on 
application of another defendant.]—In an action 
against several defts., where pltf. has made an 
affidavit of documents on the application of one 
deft. who has paid the usual deposit, it is competent 
to the court to make an order on the application 
of another deft. that pltf. do produce for his 
inspection the documents referred to in the 
affidavit, & if there is no evasion of the provision 
of Ord. XXXI., r. 26, as to deposit, such an order 
will be made, but with liberty to the pltf. to with- 
hold or seal up documents not relating to the 

matters in question between the pltf. & the last- 
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mentioned deft.—PARDY’sS MOZAMBIQUE SyYNDI- 
CATE, LTD. v. ALEXANDER, [1903] 1 Ch. 191; 72 
L. J. Ch. 104; 88 L. T. 11; 51 W. BR. 295. 

1836. Affidavit in answer referring to documents 
after deposit made—Inspection without further 
deposit.J—Where interrogatories have been de- 
livered, & the deposit of £5 required by R. 8S. C., 
Ord. XXXI., r. 26, made, & the affidavit in answer 
refers to documents, an order can be made for 
inspection of such documents without requiring 
a further deposit.—-MOORE v. PEACHEY, [1891] 
2 Q. B. 707; 65 L. T. 750; 39 W. R. 592. 

1887. Time for answering where security 
ordered.]—Where security is ordered, the time for 
answering interrogatories only begins to run from 
the time of service of the receipt.—JONES v. 
JONES, [1884] W. N. 17; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 89. 

1888. Power to order additional sum by way of 
security—Not limited to time when order for 
discovery made.]—The power of the court to 
order payment into court, of an additional sum 
by way of security for costs of discovery in excess 
of the prescribed sum of £5, is not limited to the 
time when the order for discovery is made, but 
may be exercised at any time when the circum- 
stances show that further security is required.— 
CooKE v. Surry, [1891] 1 Ch. 509; 60 L. J. Ch. 
573; 64 L. T. 484; 39 W. R. 273, C. A. 

1839. Deposit dispensed with on ground of 
poverty.]—Leave was given to administer interro- 
gatories without making any deposit, on the ground 
of pltf..s poverty.—BuRK v. ILUBBARD, [1883] 
W.N. 198; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 83. 

1840. Effect of non-payment.]—EpER & Co. v. 
ATTENBOROUGH, No. 1831, ante. 


Secr. 28.—PAYMENT OUT OF SECURITY FUND. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXL, r. 27. Unless the Court or a Judge shall 
at or before the trial otherwise order, the amount standing to 
the credit of the ‘‘ Security for Costs Account ’’ In any cause or 
matter, shall after the cause or matter has been finally disposed 
of be pald out to the party by whom the same was paid in on 
his request, or to his solicitor on such party’s written authority, 
in the event of the costs of the cause or matter being adjudged 
to hin, but, in the event of the Court or Judge ordering him to 

ay the costs of the cause or matter, the amount In Court shall 
be subject to a lien for the costs ordered to be paid to any other 


party. 


ee er te ne 





r. 27a. If after a cause or matter has 


been finally disposed of, by consent or otherwise, no taxation 
of costs shall be required, the taxing officer, or Master (as the 
case may be) may, either by consent of the parties, or on being 
satisicd that any party who has ris ta any money to the 
‘Security for Costs Account ’’ in such cause or matter 
become entitled to have the same paid out to him, give a 
certificate to that effect, which certificate shall be acted on and 
have effect in all respects as if the same had been an order made 
in the said cause or matter. 


1841. Deposit treated as security for general 
costs of cause—No repayment on dispensing with 
discovery.]—Pitf., who had deposited security for 
the costs of discovery & interrogatories, applied 
to have the money paid into court returned to him 
on the ground that he was willing to dispense with 
all discovery :—Held: the deposit prior to dis- 
covery being security for the general costs of the 
cause, defts. were entitled to say that the deposit 
remain in court for the ultimate costs of the cause. 
—JuBB v. BIBBs & Him, [1883] W. N. 208; Bitt. 
Rep. in Ch. 88. 

Deposit paid by solicitor on behalf of client— 
Not ‘‘ disbursements ’’ within Solicitors Act, 1843, 
s. 87—Entered in cash account.}—See SOLICITORS, 
Vol. XLII., p. 155, No. 1544. 

Certificate tor payment out.}—See, now, Supreme 
Court Funds Rules, 1927, r. 45, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 
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Sect. 28.—Payment out of security fund. Sects. 29, 
30 &31. Parts XXXIII. & XXXIV. Sects. 
Sub-sect. 1, A.] 


Sect. 29.—ACTIONS BY OR AGAINST SHERIFF. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXL, r. 28. In any action against or by a 
sheriff in respect of any matters connected with the execution 
of his office, the Court or a Judge may, on the application of 
either party, order that the affidavit to be made in answer 
either to interrogatories or to an order for discovery shall be 
made by the officer actually concerned. 


Sect. 30.—INFANTS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXI., r. 29. This Order shall apply to infant 
pee and defendants, and to thelr next friends and guardians 
item. 


PRACTICE. 


For decisions on the former law, see DISCOVERY, 
INSPECTION & INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIITI., 
pp. 61, 188, Nos. 177-180, 1878-1379. 

Divorce proceedings.]—See DiscovERY, INSPEO- 
ai INTERROGATORIES, Vol. XVIII., p. 53, 

o. 99. 


Srcr. 31.—LUNATICS AND PERSONS OF UNSOUND 


See DISCOVERY, INSPECTION & INTERROGA- 
TORIES, Vol. X VIII., pp. 61, Nos. 182 et seq. 


Part XXXII1.—Admissions. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XXXII.; PLEADING, p. 212. 


Part XXXIV.—Issues, Inquiries and Accounts. 


Sect. 1.—- ISSUES. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXII, r.1. Where in any cause or matter it 
appears to the Court or a Judge that the issues of fact in dispute 
ure not sufficiently defined, the parties may be directed to 
prepare issucs, and such issues shall, if the parties differ, be 
settled by the Court or a Judge. 


1842. Definition.] -An issue is something which 
goes radically to the whole action or to a sub- 
stantial part of the action (SHEARMAN, J.).— 
WILLIAMS v. JONES (STANLEY) & Co., Lrn., 
[1926] 1 K. B. 255; 95 L. J. K. B. 471; 1384 
L. T. 652; on appeal, [1926] 2 K. B. 37. 

; -R.S. C., Ord. LXV.]—Sce Part LXXXVI., 
post. 

1848. Trial of issues by jury.]—Any party to an 
action now has a right, subject to the control of 
the court, & to the observance of certain forma- 
lities, to submit issues of fact to a jury. 

The court will distinguish between what ought 
& what ought not to go to a jury.—CLEMENTS v. 
Norris (1877), 26 W. R. 94. 

1844. ——— Discretion of court—Action for 
nuisance.|—The court will not, in the absence of 
special cause, by the exercise of the discretion 
given, deprive a deft. in a nuisance case of his 
statutory right to have the question, or issues of 
fact, in the action tried by jury at the assizes 
for the county in which the works from which the 
alleged nuisance proceeds are situated. Having 
regard to such statutory right, it is a sufficient 
reason to be stated, on the order directing a trial at 
the assizes, & not in the Chancery Division, that 
the deft. desires a trial by jury, & that the court 
sees no reason to the contrary.—WEST vw. 
WHITE (1877), 4 Ch. D. 681; 46 L. J. Ch. 333; 
36 L. T. 95; 25 W. R. 342. 

_ Questions of law & fact—functions of judge & 
jury, see EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 22-35, 
Nos. 32~115. 

1845. Effect of acceptance of issue.]—The 
appellants, having accepted an issue as to the 
existence of the alleged custom, are bound by the 
result (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—Re NorrTu 
WESTERN RUBBER Co., Lrp. & HUTTENBACH & 
Co., [1908] 2 K. B. 907, 912 ; 99 L. T. 680, C. A. 


Sect. 2.—INQUIRIES AND ACCOUNTS. 


SUB-sECT. 1.—ORDER FOR INQUIRY OR 
ACCOUNT. 


A. In General. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXIIL, r. 2. The Court or a Judge may, at 
any stage of the proceedings in a cause or matter, direct any 
necessary inquiries or accounts to be made or taken, notwith- 
standing that it may appear that there is some special or further 
relief sought for or some special {issue to be tried, as to which 
it may be proper that the cause or matter should proceed in the 
ordinary manner. 


1846. At any stage of the proceedings.|—The 
court will not after the delivery of the statement 
of defence order a reference to arbitration under 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854 (c. 125), 
s. 11, but it has power at any stage to order an 
inquiry of fact to be made in chambers, pursuant 
to Ord. X XXTII.—WEsT LONDON DatIRy SoOcIETyY, 
Lrp. v. ABBOTT (1881), 29 W. R. 584; 44 L. T. 
376. 

1847. Before trial—-Partnership accounts.] 
—In a suit to take the accounts of a partnership 
the defts. by their answer, filed before Nov. 1], 
1875, admitted the partnership, & that they had 
not accounted; & alleged that the pltf. had not 
accounted, & that moneys were due from him 
tothem. The pltf. joined issue, & moved under the 
new practice, before the hearing, under the Rules 
of Court, 1875 (upon affidavit of service), that the 
accounts of the partnership dealings might be 
taken :—Held : he was entitled to the order under 
Ord. XX XIII. or Ord. XL., r. 11, & order made 
accordingly.—TURQUAND v. WILSON (1875), 1 
Ch. D. 85; 45 L. J. Ch. 104; 24 W. R. 56; 1 
Char. Pr. Cas. 124. 

1848. After trial.}—In an action to ad- 
minister the estate of a deceased solicitor, an 
administration decree, directing the usual accounts 
& inquiries, was made in April, 1867. In Dec. 
1871, an order was made that, in addition to the 
accounts & inquiries, directed by the decree, the 
ordinary accounts & inquiries should be taken & 
made of & relating to the partnership dealings 
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& transactions between the testator & his former 
partners who consented to be bound. Before 
this order was made the partners had claimed to 
be creditors on the estate for a large amount, & 
had filed affidavits alleging that the testator had 
fraudulently misappropriated moneys belonging 
to the partnership. In Feb. 1879, the then sur- 
viving partner applied by summons that an 
additional account might be taken of the amount 
in which the testator’s estate was indebted to the 
applicant for partnership moneys fraudulently 
retained or improperly applied by the testator, 
& of the interest which ought to be allowed on 
taking the account :—Held: the court had juris- 
diction to add the account asked for, & that under 
the circumstances it ought to be added; but the 
court added a direction that the chief clerk should 
at the instance & at the risk, as to costs, of the 
deft. certify any circumstances showing that the 
surviving partner participated in the moneys 
fraudulently withdrawn or retained by the 
testator. 

Quere: whether, under the order for the ordinary 
accounts & inquiries relating to the partnership 
dealings & transactions, the question of fraudu- 
lent withdrawal of moneys & the claim for interest 
might not have been raised.—BARBER v. MACKRELL 
ae 12 Ch. D. 534; 41 L. T. 201; 27 W. BR. 894, 

» A. 

1849. After judgment.|— The pltfs. were 
mortgagees in possession of a colliery, & were also 
treated by the court as lessees of the same colliery 
under a lease for a fixed term of years at a rent & 
a certain royalty for all coal gotten. The lease 
contained covenants to leave pillars of coal to 
support the roof & not to work or remove the 
pillars. The mortgagees underlet the colliery & 
gave their sublessees permission to work & remove 
the pillars, which they did :— Held: in taking the 
accounts as against mortgagees in possession, the 
mortgagees having allowed their sublesseecs to 
take the coal, must be treated as having taken it 
themselves & having so taken it wrongfully in 
breach of the covenants in the lease, must be 
charged, not with the amount of the royalty 
reserved, but with the full value of the coal, sub- 
ject to a deduction for the costs of bringing it 
to the surface, but not for the costs of severance ; 
& the foreclosure, which had been made absolute 
before the appeal was heard, was re-opened. 

Some time after judgment nisi for foreclosure 
which directed accounts against pltfs. as mort- 
gagees in possession, but contained no inquiry or 
direction as to improper working of the collieries, 
it was discovered that the mines had been flooded 
in consequence, as the mortgagors alleged, of 
the improper working of the mortgagees or their 
sublessees in removing the pillars. 

The mortgagors applied to have under the fore- 
closure judgment as it stood an inquiry with 
reference to the flooding & to charge the mort- 
gagees with the injury so caused :—Held: although 
the application was wrong in form, as such an 
inquiry should have been obtained through a 
supplemental judgment, or by an addition to the 
existing judgment, yet as a probable case had been 
made out of serious damage to the mortgaged 
property by the acts of the mortgagees in 

ossession, the mortgagors should not be absolutely 
oreclosed, & left to the remedy of an action against 
the mortgagees or on the covenants of the lease 
against the lessees, but were entitled to such an 
inquiry, & in taking the accounts to charge the 
mortgagees with the amount of the injury. 

The court, in order to settle the question 
cheaply & expeditiously, directed a reference to 
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ascertain whether the flooding had been caused 
by the improper working by the mortgagees or 
lessees or any persons acting by their permission— 
& if so what was the amount of loss or damage 
caused thereby—& added a direction that the 
mortgagees, in taking the accounts directed by the 
foreclosure judgment, should be charged with the 
amount of such loss or damage.—TAYLOR v. 
Mostyn (1886), 33 Ch. D. 226; 55 L. J. Ch. 898 ; 
55 L. T. 651, C. A. 

1850. ‘‘ Any necessary inquiries or accounts ’’— 
Matter in issue not referable. ]—The pltf. an equit- 
able mortgagee brought an action for foreclosure 
or sale against several other mortgagees insisting 
that under the circumstances she was entitled to 
priority over the defts. The alleged priority of 
the pltf. to the defts. depended on questions of 
notice & fraud. On the application of the pltf., 
Kay, J.,on summons under Ord. XXXIII., r. 2, 
made an order directing an inquiry what were the 
respective priorities of the incumbrances of pltf., 
& the respective defts. & an account of what was 
due to the incumbrancers respectively. One of 
defts. appealed :—Held: this order must be dis- 
charged for that Ord. XXXIII., r. 2, was not 
intended to authorise the sending the whole of the 
questions in a cause to be tried in chambers but 
only to authorise the court to direct before trial 
accounts & inquiries which would otherwise have 
been directed at the trial.—GARNHAM Vv. SKIPPER 
(1885), 29 Ch. D. 5663 52 L. T. 239, C. A. 

1851. —-— Account of prospective royalties. ]— 
This was an action upon a covenant, contained in 
a conveyance of Jand in fee, that the purchaser 
would from time to time & at all times thereafter 
pay to the vendor the sum of 6d. for each chaldron 
of coal which should be gotten out of the land, 
& shipped for sale. The pltfs. claimed an account 
of the coals which had been or should be gotten 
out of the land, & payment by the defts. of what 
should be found due out of the assets of the 
covenantor, & that, if necessary, the estate of the 
covenantor (who was dead) should be administered. 

PEARSON, J., said that it might be very con- 
venient if he could give pltfs. liberty to apply in 
case the royalty should not be paid in future, but 
he knew of no practice of the court which would 
allow him to do so. Ie knew of no instance in 
which in a case of this kind the court, after ascer- 
taining the amount due on the covenant, had gone 
on to order an account to be taken prospectively. 
There would be this objection to so doing, that 
nothing ever might become due, for no coal might 
be gotten in future. Defts. admitting assets, the 
only order which could be made would be that 
pltfs.’ costs of the action be taxed, & paid by defts. 
—-WITHAM v. VANE, [1884] W. N. 98. 

1852. Special circumstances to be raised at time 
of order—Action for specific performance—Aban- 
doned objections to title not covered by order.]— 
If the common decree for specific performance 
& for inquiry as to title be made, no special 
directions, the purchaser may under it raise 
objections which he had abandoned before suit. 

The court will not add any special inquiry on 
the subject to the decree, nor direct the chief clerk 
to state special circumstances.—CURLING Vv. 
AUSTIN (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 129; 10 W. R. 
682; 62 E. R. 570. 

1858. ——_— ——— Damages claimed In statement 
of claim—Inquiry not asked for at hearing.}—In 
a specific performance action the vendors in their 
statement of claim claimed damages as well as 
specific performance. At the hearing the court 
ordered specific performance in the event of a good 
title being shown on inquiry, & gave pltfs. their 
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Sect. 2.—Inquiries and accounts: Sub-sect. 1, A., 
B.&C.; sub-sects. 2 & 8, A. (a), (0) & (ce); 
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costs if it appeared on inquiry that a good title 
could have been made before the action was 
brought. Nothing was said in the order as to an 
inquiry as to damages, nor were they asked for 
at the hearing. The certificate found that a good 
title could have been made before action brought ; 
& on further consideration pltfs. asked for an 
inquiry into damages sustained by them owing 
to the delay. All the facts were in the pltf.’s 
knowledge when the action was heard :—Held: 
in the circumstances pltfs., not having made their 
demand when the original order was drawn up, 
were not now entitled to such inquiry.—MUNRO 
v. FINLINSON (1903), 116 L. T. Jo. 109. 

1854. Partnership dissolution—Claim for 
return of premium.}]—Where a pltf., who entered 
into a partnership for a long term of years & paid 
a premium, of which, in certain events, that did 
not happen, he was to have a proportion returned 
to him, obtained judgment for a dissolution & an 
order for accounts & inquiries, & after the accounts 
had been prosecuted, asked, by summons, for a 
direction that he was entitled to be credited with 
a sum as for return of premium, the court held 
that though it had the power to make an addition 
to the judgment, yet as the pltf. knew all the facts 
at the time when it was pronounced, had present 
to his mind the question whether he was or not 
entitled to any such return, & came to the con- 
clusion that he was not, this was not a case in 
which the relief asked for should be granted, & 
dismissed the summons with costs. 

In partnership cases relief is given by directing 
a return of premium as for partial failure of the 
consideration, but such relief ought not to be 
granted without the leave of the court, after decree 
made declaring the partnership dissolved, & 
directing the usual accounts to be taken; & leave 
ought not to be given unless the circumstances are 
such as would have authorised the court to give 
leave to bring a supplemental action.— EDMONDS 
v. ROBINSON (1885), 29 Ch. D. 170; 52 L. T. 339 ; 
33 W. R. 4713; sub nom. EDMONDS v. ROBINSON, 
54 L. J. Ch. 586. 

1855. ——— Foreclosure action—Claim to add 
right to redeem.}—Any special matter affecting 
the state of the account as between mortgagor & 
mortgagee in a foreclosure action should be brought 
forward at the trial, & the judgment should direct 
the chief clerk to have regard to any such matter 
specifically. 

Where the common account was directed in a 
foreclosure judgment, & there was no special 
direction to the chief clerk :—Held: it was not 
open to the morigegor on the taking of the 
ordinary account to bring forward for the first 
time a claim to redeem on payment of the amount 
at which the mortgagee had valued his security 
in the mortgagor’s bankruptcy, & that a summons 
to vary the certificate by the addition of a finding 
of the claim to redeem must be dismissed.— 
SANGUINETTI v, STUCKEY’S BANKING Co., [1896] 
1 Ch. 502; 65 L. J. Ch. 340; 74 L. T. 269; 44 
W. R. 308; 40 Sol. Jo. 295. 

1856. ——— Account of entries outside scope of 
order refused.}—Where an account ordered b 
the court is limited to pitch dug & won from certain 
specified lands, entries relating to pitch dug in 
other lands must be excluded & a certificate made 
in disregard of this rule will be varied by disallow- 
ing them.—BEnNIcouRT v. LE GENDRE, [1900] 
A.C,173; 08 L. J. P.O. 21 P.C, 





PRACTICE. 


B. Founded on Wiiful Default. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXIITI., r. 2, p. 516, ante. 

Personal representatives.}—See ExscuTors & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 683-684, 
Nos. 7086-7104. 

Mortgagee.}—See MorTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 
644-645, Nos. 3743-3762. 

1857. Trustee.}—Where in an administration 
action a plitf. by his pleadings charges trustees with 
a breach of trust, but at the trial is content to take 
the common form administration judgment, the 
court will refuse to allow him at a later stage of the 
action to charge the trustees with further breaches 
of trust alleged to have been committed before the 
issue of the writ or before the judgment but not 
alleged in the pleadings & proved at the trial 
either for the purpose of obtaining relief against 
them on account of such breaches of trust or merely 
for the purpose of removing them from their 
office of trustees. 

The rule that if in an action for administration 
pltf. by his pleadings alleges wilful default & 
proves one instance of it, the court will direct 
an account on the footing of wilful default does not 
apply to the case of a breach of trust.—He WRIGHT- 
SON, WRIGHTSON v. CooKE, [1908] 1 Ch. 789; 77 
L. J. Ch. 422; 98 L. T. 799. 

See, generally, Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII. 


C. Particular Cases. 


1858. Accounts between co-defendants. |— 
Accounts between co-defts. are directed in those 
instances only in which a case is made out between 
them on the pleadings, & is supported by evidence. 

Where a cause had been set down on bill & 
answer, accounts between co-defts. were refused.— 
ECCLESTON v. SKELMERSDALE (ORD) (1838), 1 
Beav. 396; 48 I. R. 993. 

1859. Illegal association.J}—I do not myself 
believe that the law is so powerless that when 
money is in the hands of persons who have received 
it for application for an illegal purpose, it cannot 
protect the contributors or enable them to recover 
it before it has been applied for this illegal purpose. 
.. . I am happy to think that the law is not so 
feeble that it cannot protect the subscribers by 
ordering an account (TOMLIN, J.).—-GREENBERG 
v. COOPERSTEIN, [1926] Ch. 657, 665, 666; 95 
L. J. Ch. 466; 135 L. T. 663. 

See, also, Part XVIII., Sect. 9, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—BY WHOM TAKEN. 
See Part XVIII., Sect. 3, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—TAKING THE ACCOUNT. 
A. Special Directions. 
(a2) Application and Form. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXIIL, r. 8. The Court or a Judge may, 
either by the judgment or order directing an account to be 
taken or by any subsequent order, give special directions with 
regard to the mode in which the account is to be taken or 
vouched, and in particular may direct that in taking the account, 
the books of account in which the accounts in question have 
been kept shall be taken as primd facie evidence of the truth 
of the matters therein contained, with liberty to the parties 
ah ti to take such objections thereto as they may be 
advised. 


1860. Application for directions—To judge in 
chambers. }—Circumstances under which books of 
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account were allowed to be taken as primd facie 
evidence under Chancery Procedure Act, 1852 
(c. 86), s. 54. 

Applications under that section ought to be 
made to the judge in chambers, & not in court.— 
HARDWICK v. WRIGHT (1867), 15 W. R. 953. 

1861. Form of direction—By order giving right 
to appeal.]—Where an account has been directed 
to be taken, the court has jurisdiction, on subse- 
quent summons, to give a direction as to the 
principle on which it shall be taken, but such 
direction should be given in the form of an order, 
so that an appeal may lie.—SHaw v. BROWN 
(1881), 44 L. T. 339; 50 L. J. Ch. 232. 


(b) In What Circumstances Given. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XXXIII., r. 8, p. 518, ante. 

1862. Absence of books.|—Special direction 
given on an order for taxation, that if the solicitor 
should be unable to establish any of the charges 
by reason of the death of his clerk, or the absence 
of the books & papers delivered to the client, the 
taxing master should report specifically thereon.— 
Re WATTS (1844), 7 Beav. 491; 49 E. R. 1156. 

1863. -}—Special directions given in a 
decree for an account, that if the master should 
be unable to take such account, by reason of the 
non-production of the books of account or other 
circumstances, he should ascertain & state such 
circumstances, & report thereon. 

Difficulty in making a decrce against parties 
depending on the result of accounts, which could 
not be satisfactorily taken, in consequence of the 
loss of the books of account.—-ROWLEY v. ADAMS 
(1844), 7 Beav. 395; 8 Jur. 994; 49 EK. R. 1118; 
affd. (1849), 2 H. L. Cas. 725. 

1864. Fraud & lapse of time.}—Where an entry 
in an administrator’s account, which had been 
settled, was shown to be fraudulently made, the 
whole account was opened, notwithstanding the 
lapse of forty years since the death of the intestate, 
seventeen since the settlement of the account, & 
more than two since the discovery of the entry 
complained of. 

Special directions inserted in the decree for the 
protection of the accounting party.—ALLFREY v. 
ALLFREY (1849), 1 Mac. & G. 87; 1 H. & Tw. 
Aloe 13 L. T. O. S. 250; 13 Jur. 269; 41 E.R. 

1865. Accounts & vouchers beyond control of 
accounting party.]|—Special decree in a bill for an 
account, where the accounts & vouchers were 
alleged, under special circumstances, to be beyond 
the control & power of the accounting party.— 
oe v. CORNEY (1841), 5 Beav. 515; 49 E. R. 

1866. Vouchers lost.}—The meaning of the 
Chancery Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 86), s. 54, is, that 
where vouchers have been lost, or the accounts 
cannot be taken in the ordinary way, the court 
may give special directions. But such directions 
will not be given unless it appears that the ordi- 
mary evidence cannot be had, or merely to save 
expense. 

Semble: by the ordinary rules of the court 
partnership books are admissible in evidence for 
& against all the partners & their estates.— 
LODGE v. PRITCHARD (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 906 ; 
1 Sm. & G. App. VIII.; 1 W. R. 211; 43 E.R. 
354, L. JJ. 

1867. Accounts improperly kept.]—If a company 
does not discover, & has not the means of dis- 
covering, the correctness of entries in a succession 
of accounts rendered by their agent, they are not 
after the decease of the agent precluded by lapse 
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of time, or by certain shareholders omitting, 
against opposition, to press for explanations pre- 
viously asked, from showing that such entries are 
not only erroneous but fraudulent. 

Where the accounts of an agent acting for a 
company have been improperly kept or mystified, 
& not duly rendered & explained when asked for, 
the court will direct them to be taken through 
a period of twenty-five years, though accounts 
sent in have been acted on, & though shareholders 
who asked for further information & explanations 
on such accounts did not persevere to obtain 
them. 

Special decree for taking a general account, 
with a direction to treat the books as conclusive, 
except as to items challenged within six weeks, 
with liberty to surcharge & falsify.—STAINTON v. 
Carron Co. (1857), 24 Beav. 846; 27 L. J. Ch. 
ee L. T. O. 8S. 299; 3 Jur. N. S. 1285; 63 

. R. 391. 


(c) Account Books declared Primd Facie 
Evidence. 


See R. S. C., Ord. XXXITI., r. 3, p. 518, ante ; 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 362, 386, Nos. 3689— 
36938, 3964. 

1868. Company accounts. }—STAINTON v. CARRON 
Co., No. 1867, ante. 

1869. Trust accounts.]—A trustee under the 
will of a testator who died in 1834, kept the trust 
accounts open to be inspected by the cestuis que 
trustent, who all lived near together & in com- 
munication. In 1855 an examination of the books 
of account was made on behalf of two of them. 
The court, under the Improvement of Jurisdiction 
of Equity Act, 1852 (c. 86), s. 54, allowed the books 
to be taken as prima facie evidence of accounts till 
that examination.—BANKS v. CARTWRIGHT (1867), 
15 W. I. 417. 

Admissibility generally.]}—-See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 361-364, Nos. 3679-3716. 


SUB-SECT, 4.—VERIFICATION OF ACCOUNTS, 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXIII., r.4. Where any account {is directed 
to be taken, the accounting party, unless the Court or a Judge 
shall otherwise direct, shall make out his account and verify 
the same by affidavit. The items on each side of the account 
shall be numbered consecutively, and the account shall be 
referred to by the affidavit as an exhibit and be left in the Judge’s 
chambers, or with the official or other referee, as the case 
may be. 


r. 4A. Upon the taking of any account 
the Court or a Judge may direct that the vouchers shall be 
produced at the office of the solicitor of the accounting party, 
or at any other convenient place, and that only such items as 
may be contested or surcharged shall be brought before the 
Judge in chambers. 


1870. Fees & percentages payable—Accounts of 
executors & trustees of same estate taken separately 
—Double fees.]—In an administration suit the 
decree had directed an account to be taken of the 
receipts of the testator’s executors, & another 
account of the receipts of the trustees of the 
will, There were three trustees, two of whom 
were also executors. The executors in their 
account discharged themselves of the sums 
received by them mainly by means of payments 
made to the trustees, & the sums thus paid over 
to the trustees appeared in their accounts as 
receipts by them. The chief clerk had required 
separate accounts to be taken of the receipts & 
payments of the executors, & of the receipts & 
payments of the trustees. 
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Sect, 2.—Inquiries and accounts: Sub-sects. 4, 5, 6, 
7,8 &9. Part XXXV. 


Sect. 1.] 

The Order of Oct. 28, 1875 (court fees), schedule, 
provides for the payment of a court fee of 6d. 
for every £50 found to have been received by 
executors, trustees, & others on taking their 
accounts :—Held : separate accounts were properly 
taken under the decree & separate sums were 
properly found to have been received from the 
executors & from the trustees, & that a double 
court fee was payable ; a fee on the gross receipts 
of the executors, & a fee on the gross receipts of the 
trustees.— ARMITAGE v. ELWoRTHY (1879), 13 
Ch. D. 91; 41 L. T. 608; 28 W. R. 283, C. A. 

1871. ——— Reference to accountant.]—An 
ordinary administration judgment was obtained 
on June 7, 1878, & in Feb. 1880, certain supple- 
mental accounts were ordered to be taken. 

The accounts brought into chambers being 
very voluminous, by the consent of all parties 
an order was made in July, 1881, appointing an 
accountant to examine & report on the accounts. 
The accountant was paid £900 for his services, & 
his reports were brought into chambers & adopted 
by the chief clerk, the last report being made in 
March, 1883. No certificate of the chief clerk had 
been completely settled, though a draft certificate 
had been prepared, when a claim was made for a 
percentage fee of £1,196 17s. 6d., calculated at 
the rate of ls. on the £100, on the amount received 
by the exccutors, according to the order as to 
fees of Oct. 1875 :—Held: although only the 
accountant’s work had been adopted, the accounts 
had been taken by the court within the mean- 
ing of the order of 1875; & the £900 paid to 
the accountant could not be deducted from the 
fee of £1,196 17s. 6d., but must be borne by 
the parties—Re HUTCHINSON, HUTCHINSON Uv. 
a eae (1884), 50 T.. T. 486; 32 W. R. 392, 


See, also, Supreme Court Fees Order, 1930, 
Sched. I., Sect. TT. (Ch.), items 49, 50; Sect. IV., 
(Probate), item 75. 

1872. Production of vouchers—Object of rule.] 
—The object of that rule [Ord. X X XIII., r. 4A] is 
apparent. It is to prevent the enormous expense 
& delay which are continually incurred by direct- 
ing the general accounts to be taken in the chambers 
of a Chancery judge (Kay, L.J.).—Re Fisu, 
BENNETT v. BENNETT, [1893] 2 Ch. 413, 427; 
62 L. J. Ch. 977; 2 R. 467; sub nom. Re FIsx, 
~ v. BENNETT, 69 L. T. 233, C. A. 

= Whether vouching out of ennurt 
allowed—Right to waive items.}—At the hearing 
of the summons it was suggested by counsel for 
the defts. that the accounts should be taken out 
of court, with liberty to refer disputed points 
to the chief clerk. KEKEWICH, J. said that such 
& course, in his experience, led to greater expense 
& delay than if an ordinary order was made: it 
was not necessary, if the ordinary order went, 
to vouch every item in the accounts before the 
chief clerk, as any items could be waived by the 
parties on taking the account: there would there- 
fore be the usual order for an account.—Re 
BROWN, BENSON v. GRANT, [1895] W. N. 115; 39 

Sol. Jo. 638. 
11-14, 


Forms.|—See Appendix L., 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Practice.|—See R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIII., 
rr. 22, 23, Part XL., post; Ord. LXV., r. 27 (20), 
(21), Part LXXXVI1., post; Ord. LXVI., r. 2 
Part LXXXVII., post. 


Cross-examination. |—See EVIDENCE, 
XXIT., p. 520, Nos. 5537-5543. 


Forms 


9 


Vol. 


PRACTICE. 


SuB-SEcT. §5.—SURCHARGE OF ACCOUNTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXIIL, r. 5. ad pee seeking to charge 
any accounting party beyond what he has by his account 
admitted to have received shall give notice thereof to the 
accounting party, stating, so far as he is able, the amount sought 
to be charged and the particulars thereof in a short or succinct 
manner. 


1874. Account against mortgagees in possession. | 
—Defts. had by the judgment in the action been 
held to be mortgagees in possession of certain 
mortgaged estates, & the usual accounts & 
inquiries as against mortgagees in possession were 
directed. Defts. brought in an account pur- 
porting to show their receipts in respect of the 
rents & profits of the mortgaged estates, but which 
in fact only showed certain lump sums received 
by them from one J. H. Blood, then deceased, 
their agent. 

On motion by pltf. for a further & better 
account :—Held: defts. were bound to render the 
further account, for that the receipts of Blood 
were as between pltf. & defts. the receipts of defts. ; 
defts. were bound to deliver an account showing 
not only what they had received from Blood but 
what he had received from the tenants, & that 
it was a question not of technicality but of sub 
stance, for without the knowledge derived from 
such an account pltf. would be unable to proceed 
on the inquiry as to wilful default, which was a 
matter of surcharge, & that the death of defts.’ 
agent could not excuse defts. from this liability.— 
NOYES v. PoLLocK (1885), 30 Ch. D. 386; 55 
L. J. Ch. 54; 53 L. T. 480; 33 W. R. 787, C. A. 

Certification of surcharge by master.|—Scee 
R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 68, Part LXXI., post. 

Right to surcharge & falsify.|—See Equiry, Vol. 
XX., p. 277, Nos. 359-369. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—ACCOUNT OF PERSONAL ESTATE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXIII., r. 6. Every judgment or order for a 
general account of the porsonal estate of a testator or intestate 
shall contain a direction for an inquiry what parts (if any) of 
such personal estate are outstanding or undisposed of, unless 
the Court or a Judge shall otherwise direct. 


Administration of personal estate.|—-See R.S. C., 
Ord. LV., r. 4, Part LX XI., post. 


SuB-SECT. 7.—FoORM OF JUDGMENT OR ORDER. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXIIIL, r.7. Where by any judgment or order, 
whether made in Court or in chambers, any accounts are directed 
to be taken or inquirics to be made, cach such direction shall 
be numbered so that, as far as may be, each distinct account 
and inquiry may be designated by a number, and such judgment 
or order shall be in the Form No, 28, in Appendix L., with such 


| variations as the circumstances of the case may require. 


Appendix L., Form No. 28.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


Sus-sEctT. 8.—‘‘ ALL Just ALLOWANCES ”’ ON 
TAKING ACCOUNT. 
R. 8. C., Ord. oo r.8. In taking any account directed 


by any judgment or order, all just allowances shall be made 
without any direction for that purpose. 


1875. Unconnected with transactions occasion- 
ing account—Account of rents & profits by solicitor 
steward—Whether bill of costs allowed.|—In a 
suit by a principal against his steward & agent, 
the decree, in conformity to the prayer of the bill, 
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directed an account to be taken of rents, profits & 
timber-money received by deft. on pltf.’s account ; 
& also directed the master, in taking the accounts, 
to make to the parties all just allowances. Deft. 
was a solicitor, & had acted, as such, for the 
pltf. during his stewardship ; & bills of costs were 
due to him from the pltf. The master, at the 
pitf.’s request, taxed the bills, &, in taking the 
accounts under the decree, included the reduced 
amounts of them amongst the just allowances to 
which the deft. was entitled. The pltf. excepted 
to the report on that account ; & the court allowed 
the exceptions.—JOLLIFFE v. HEcToR (1841), 12 
Sim. 398; 59 E. R. 1185. 

To agents.|—See AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 440-441, 
Nos. 1300-1309. 

To personal representatives.J—See MxECUTORS 
& ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. X XIV., pp. 664, 693-696, 
Nos. 6913, 7183-7207. 

To trustees.]|—See Trusts & TrusTEES, Vol. 
XLITI., pp. 762-776, 818-836, 915-917, Nos. 2051— 
2160, 2613-2817, 3554-3580. 

Solicitor as trustee.]—See SoLicirors, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 117-122, Nos. 1137-1183. 

To mortgagees & mortgagors.|—See MORTGAGE, 
Vol. XXXV., pp. 636-640, 647-651, 668 et seq., 
Nos. 3676-3703, 3775-3839, 4041 et seq.; SHIPPING 
& NAVIGATION, Vol. XLI., p. 184, Nos. 242-244. 

To trespassers in mines.]|—See MINES, MINERALS 
& QUARRIES, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 654-657, Nos. 
5387-572. 

To tenant for life.|—See SETTLEMENTS, Vol. 
XI.., pp. 769-771, Nos. 3004-3035. 

To receivers.|—See RECEIVERS, Vol. XX XIX., 
pp. 79-82, Nos. 916-961. 











SUB-SECT. 9.—UNDUE DELAY IN PROCEEDINGS. 


R.8, C., Ord. XXXII, r. 8a. Each Master shall at the 
beginning of each sittings report to the Judge to whose chambers 
he is attached, all the cases in which he considers that there has 
been any undue delay in the proceedings before him. 


es r.9. If it shall appear to the Court 
or a Judge, on the representation of any Master or otherwise, 
that there is any undue delay in the prosecution of any accounts 
or inquiries, or in any other proceedings under any Judgment 
or order, the Court or Judge may require the party having the 
conduct of the proceedings, or any other party, to explain the 
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delay, and may thereupon make such order with regard to 
expediting the proceedings or the conduct thereof, or the stay 
thereof, and as to the costs of the proceed nee: as the circum- 
stances of the case may require; and for the purposes aforesaid, 
any party or the official solicitor may be directed to summon 
the persons whose attendance is required, and to conduct any 
proceedings and carry out apy directions which may be given; 
and any costs of the official solicitor shall be paid by such parties 
or out of such funds as the Court or Judge may direct; and if 
any such costs be not otherwise paid, the same shall be paid 
out of such moneys (if any) as may be provided by Parliament. 


1876. Such order ... with regard to the con- 
duct thereof.}—On an application by the next 
friend of an infant pltf. for the removal of a receiver 
in the action, Kay, J., refused the application, 
but expressed dissatisfaction with the general 
conduct of the next friend, & ordered that the 
official solicitor should be named as the next friend 
of the infant in all future proceedings, & that the 
next friend should deliver up all documents to him. 

On appeal, this order was discharged without 
prejudice to any proceedings that might be taken 
under Ord. XXXITI., r. 9, on the ground that, 
although the court had, on a proper application, 
jurisdiction to remove a next friend, such a course 
ought not to be taken without giving a next friend 
an opportunity of explaining his conduct.—Re 
CORSELLIS, LAWTON v. ELWES (1884), 50 L. T. 
703; 32 W. R. 965, C. A. 

1877. Debenture-holders’ action.J—Where a 
trustee of a debenture trust deed commenced the 
usual debenture-holders’ action, & on motion a 
receiver was appointed, & a summons to proceed 
taken out, but was ordered to stand over generally, 
& the pltf. did not proceed with the action for three 
years :—Held;: on the application of the official 
solicitor under Ord. XX XII11., r. 9, that the action 
must be stayed & the pltf. must pay the costs of 
the appellant to stay.—&#e CORNISH TIN LANDS, 
Lrp., BASTARD v. THE Co. (1918), 63 Sol. Jo. 166. 

1878. Reference to official solicitor.|—-Where the 
court refers a matter to the official solicitor, the 
instructions, if not inserted in the order, ought to 
be embodied in some document, or at least be 
reduced into writing. 

The functions of the official solicitor with regard 
to instituting legal proceedings considered.— 
Re CATON, VINCENT v. VATCHER (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 
313. 

Costs of delay.}—See BR. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 11, 
Part LXXXVI., post. 





Part XXXV.—Special Case. 


Sect. 1.—SPECIAL CASE BY CONSENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r. 1. The parties to any cause or 
matter may concur in stating the questions of law arising thercin 
in the form of a special case for the opinion of the Court. Every 
such special case shall be divided into paragraphs numbered 
consecutively, and shall concisely state such facts and documents 
as may be necessary to enable the Court to decide the questions 
raised thereby. Upon the argument of such case the Court 
and the parties shall be at liberty to refer to the whole contents 
of such documents, and the Court shall be at liberty to draw 
from the facts and documents stated in any such special case 
any inference, whether of fact or law, which might have been 
drawn therefrom if proved at a trial. 


1879. Jurisdiction of court.|—The Act of Parlia- 
ment by which a sewerage board was incorporated 
provided that all controversies between the board 
& any constituent authority should be referred to 
the Local Government Board, whose decision 
thereon should be final & conclusive. 

17* 


Disputes having arisen between the pltfs. & 
defts. during certain sewerage operations conducted 
by the defts. in the pltfs.’ district, the same were 
referred to the Local Government Board, who 
stated a case for the opinion of the court :— 
Held: there was no power to state a special case, 
the reference not having been by consent of the 

arties within the meaning of sect. 5 of the Common 
Late Procedure Act.—BEXLEY LocaL Boarp v. 
West Kent MAIN SEWERAGE BoaArRD (1882), 0 
Q. B. D. 518; 51 L. J. Q. B. 456; 47 L. T. 192; 
46 J. P.519; 31 W. R. 119. 

1880. Hypothetical case—Discretion of court to 
decide.|—-Upon a special case to obtain a decision 
whether persons not in esse would be entitled, under 
certain circumstances which might never arise, 
to a share in property, the court declined to decide 
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Sect. 1.—Special case by consent. Sects. 2, 3, 4, 5, 
9.] 


9 3 


the question, being of opinion that it would be 
injurious to the parties to have that decision until 
the events should happen which would give rise 
to the question. 

Where the interests of the parties to a special 
case are not of such a nature as to give the court 
jurisdiction to decide the questions, the court 
will not feel itself bound to decide upon a fictitious 
interest created for the express purpose of obtaining 
a decision.— BRIGHT v. TYNDALL (1876), 4 Ch. D. 
189; 25 W. R. 109. 

1881. ——_— _-~——-.]—-It is not the function of a 
court of law to advise parties what their rights 
would be under a hypothetical case.—GLASGOW 
NAVIGATION Co. v. IRON ORE Co., [1910] A. C. 
293; 79 L. J. P. C. 83; 102 L. T. 435; 11 Asp. 
M. L. C. 387, H. L. 

1882. -}+—-The courts will not decide 
a hypothetical case.—R. v. ScHorR (1915), 50 
L. Jo. 344, n. 

1883. Amendment of case—Ord. XXVIII., r. 12.] 
—This fact should have been found by the 
registrar: it is not stated in the case, but as I 
have power to amend under Ord. XXVIII., r. 12, 
I will do so (Burt, J.).—THE IMMACOLATA 
CONCEZIONE (1883), 9 P. D. 37, 42; 52 L. J. P. 
he 50 L. T. 539; 32 W. R. 705; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 
bt, 1884. Hearing of case—Number of counsel 
heard.|—Upon the argument of a special case 
only one counsel is heard on each side except when 
the case is stated upon an order of sessions, when 
it is brought before the court upon an order nisi 
to quash, & there all the counsel instructed on both 
sides may be heard.—SpPuRLING v. BANTOFT, 
[1891] 2 Q. B. 384; 60 L. J. Q. B. 745; 65 L. T. 
584; 56 J. P. 1382; 40 W. R. 157; 17 Cox, C. C. 
372, D.C. 

1885. Liberty to draw inferences of law or fact.] 
—Under Ord. XXXIV., r. 1, I am at liberty to 
draw from the facts & documents stated in any 
such special case any inference, whether of fact or 
law, which might have been drawn therefrom if 

roved at a trial (STIRLING, J.).—BARCLAY v. 

SON, [1893] 2 Ch. 154, 164; 62 L. J. Ch. 636 ; 

42 W. QR. 74; 3 R. 388; sub nom. BARCLAY v. 

PEARSON, OPPLER v. PEARSON, 68 L. T. 709; 9 
T. L. R. 269; 37 Sol. Jo. 268. 

1886. Decision of case disposing of action— 
Whether necessary to set down action for trial on 
motion for judgment.]—Where a special case for 
the opinion of the court is stated in an action 
pursuant to Ord. XXXIV., r. 1, & the answers 
to the special case in fact dispose of the action, the 
proper course is to take the answers in the shape of 
a judgment making declarations to the effect of 
the answers, the action being if necessary set down 

ro formd for trial on motion for judgment.— 
HARRISON v. CORNWALL MINERALS Ry. Co. 
(1880), 16 Ch. D. 66; 49 L. J. Ch. 834; 43 L. T. 
496; 29 W. R. 258; on appeal (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
334; sub nom. FENTON v. HARRISON (1883), 8 
ee 780. 


* 











_c--—.]--Where the answer to a 
special case disposes of the action the proper course 
is to take a declaration in the terms of the answer, 
& stay further proceedings in the action, & it is 
unnecessary to set down the action for trial on 
motion for judgment.—Re Cann, RuFF v. SIVERS 
(1890), 60 L. J. Ch. 36; 63 L. T. 746. 

Special case under Arbitration Act, 1889.}— 
See ARBITRATION, Vol. I., pp. 456, Nos. 10834 et 
8Cq. 
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Sect. 2.—SPECIAL CASE, ETC., BY ORDER. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r. 2. If it appear to the Court or a 
Judge, that there is in any cause or matter a qusetion of law, 
which it would be convenient to have decided before any 
evidence {s given or any question or issuc of fact is tried, or 
before any reference is made to a referce or an arbitrator, the 
Court or Judge may make an order accordingly, and may direct 
such question of law to be raised for the opinion of the Court, 
elther by special case or in such other manner as the Court or 
Judge snd deem expedient, and all such further proceedings 
as the decision of such question of law may render unnecessary 
may thereupon be stayed. 


1888. Scope of inquiry.]—Under Ord. XX XIV., 
r. 2, only such questions of law can properly be 
raised as must necessarily arise in the action.— 
BoLivia REPUBLIC v. NATIONAL BOLIVIAN NAVI- 
GATION Co. (1876), 24 W. R. 361. 

1889. When order may be made.]—A judge has 
power, under Ord. XX XIV., r. 2, after writ & 
appearance, & before statement of claim, to order a 
point of law to be decided by statement of special 
case or otherwise. The Court of Appeal will not 
interfere with the discretion of the court below, 
except in an extreme case.—METROPOLITAN 
BoarRD OF WoRKS v. NEW RIVER Co. (1876), 2 
Q. B. D. 67; 46 L. J. Q. B. 183; 35 L. T. 589; 
25 W. R. 175, C. A. 

1890. Legal liability depending on disputed 
facts.}—An order for a special case will not be 
made, where the legal liability depends on facts 
which are disputed.—ANon., [1875] W. N. 200. 

1891. ‘‘ In such other manner as court or judge 
may deem expedient ’’—Action not yet come on 
for trial.]—Ord. XXXIV., r. 2, under which, in 
any actions involving questions both of law & of 
fact, the court may direct the question of law to 
be raised for its opinion before trying the question 
of fact, has reference only to a case where the 
action has not yet come on for trial; but, by 
analogy to that rule, the court will, at the trial of 
an action involving questions both of law & fact, 
decide the question of law first, if it shall appear 
that the direction of such question may render it 
unnecessary to try the question of fact.—POOLEY 
v. DRIVER (1876), 5 Ch. D. 458; 46 L. J. Ch. 466 ; 
36 L. T. 79; 25 W. R. 162. 

1892. Decision on particular documents 
without special case.}—In an action on a marine 
insurance policy, the court, by consent, made an 
order under Ord. X X XIV., r. 2, that ‘‘ the question 
of law whether pltfs. upon the facts stated in the 
average statement & the documents therein 
referred to’ (the charter-party & policy of insur- 
ance) ‘‘ are entitled to recover any, & what, sum 
from the defts., be tried without a special case.’’— 
THE ALps, [1893] P. 109; 62 L. J. P. 59; 68 
L. T. 624; 41 W. R. 527; 9 T. L. R. 285; 7 
Asp. M. L. C. 337; 1 R. 587. 

1893. Amendment of case—Erroneous facts— 
Power to disregard decision.|—In an action for 
the administration of the testator’s estate it was 
ordered that a special case should be stated to 
obtain the opinion of the court on the effect of the 
codicil. The case made it appear that the £3,000 
had been paid by the testator before the date of 
the codicil, & the declaration made by the Court 
of Appeal & the consequent inquiry went on this 
footing, & referred only to sums paid by him before 
the date of the codicil. A certificate was made 
accordingly, & the balance due from J. T. was 
found to be £453. The £3,000 had in fact been 
paid by the testator after the date of the codicil, 
though he had been called upon for payment 
before. No subsequent order had been made 
giving effect to the certificate. The executors on 
discovering the error applied for leave to amend the 
special case, which was refused on the ground of 
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want of jurisdiction :—Held: the special case 
could not be amended. But where a special case 
is stated in an action, & a decision given upon 
it under a mistake of fact, the court is not bound 
by that decision unless it has been adopted by 
subsequent orders, but may disregard it, direct 
the action to go on to trial, & direct inquiries to 
ascertain the real facts.—He Taytor’s ESTATE, 
TOMLIN v. UNDERHAY (1881), 22 Ch. D. 495; 48 
LL. T. 552, C. A.3 subsequent proceedings (1882), 22 
Ch. D. 502, C. A. 





SEcT. 3.—APPEAL. 

Appeals, generally, see R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., 
Part LXXVITI., post. 

1894. Right to appeal—Party not appearing at 
hearing of special case.|—Quare: Whether a 
party to a special case who does not appear at the 
hearing before the Divisional Court can appeal 
from the judgment.—ALLuM v. DICKINSON (1882), 
9 Q. B. D. 632 ; 47 L. T. 493 ; 30 W. R. 930, C. A. 

— -— Whether order final or interlocutory. ]— 
See aoe neae Vol. XXX., pp. 128-140, Nos. 
61-165. 

—-— -~— Under Arbitration Act, 1889.]—See 
ARBITRATION, Vol. I., pp. 459, 462, Nos. 1054~ 
1059, 1082, 1083. 

1895. Time for appealing — Appeal from 
Divisional Court—Case stated under Stamp Act.]— 
The decision of a Divisional Court upon a case 
stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
under the 19th section of the Stamp Act, 1870, 
is an order & not a judgment, & an appeal from 
such a decision to the Court of Appeal must be 
brought within twenty-one days.—ONSLOW uv. 
INLAND REVENUE Comrs. (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 
465; 59 L. J. Q. B. 556; 63 L. T. 513; 38 W. R. 
728; 6T. L. R. 454, C. A. 

1896. —-— —-— Case stated by magistrate in 
civil proceedings.]—A final order of a Divisional 
Court made upon a case stated by a magistrate in 
civil proceedings is an order made in a “‘ matter 
not being an action” within Ord. LVIII., r. 15, 
& an appeal to the Court of Appeal must be brought 
within fourteen days.—AUSTIN Friars S.S. Co. 
v. STRACK, [1906] 2 K. B. 499; 75 L. J. K. B. 658; 
94 L. T. 875; 70 J.P. 528; 22 T. L. R. 701, C.A. 

Costs of appeal—Arbitration Act, 1889, s. 20.]— 
See ARBITRATION, Vol. I., p. 461, No. 1075. 


Sect. 4.—PRINTING AND FILING. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXIV.,r.38. Every special case shall be printed 
by the plaintiff, and signed by the several parties or their counsel 
or solicitors, and shall be filed by the plaintiff. Three printed 
copies for the use of the Judges shall be left therewith. 


Sect. 5.—LEAVE WHERE PARTY UNDER 
DISABILITY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r. 4. No special case in any cause or 
matter to which a married woman, (not being a party thereto 
in respect of her separate property or of any separate right of 
action by or against her,) infant, or person of unsound mind 
not so found by inquisition is a party, shall be set down for 
argument without leave of the Court or a Judge, the application 
for which must be suppetce by sufficient evidence that the 
statements contained in such special case, 80 far as the same 
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affect the interest of such married woman, infant, or person of 
unsound mind, are true. 


Infant born after case set down. ]—See INFANTS, 
Vol. XXVITI., p. 334, Nos. 2015-2016. 

1897. Marriage of female party after case set 
down.]—Where a female party to a special case 
has married since it was set down for hearing, the 
proper course is to discharge the order for the 
hearing & amend the case by adding the husband 
as a party, & to apply for leave to set it down 
afresh.—ATTY v. ETouGH (1872), L. R. 13 Eq. 
aoe 41 L. J. Ch. 782; 26 L. T. 274; 20 W. R. 


Sect. 6.—FORM OF ENTRY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r.5. Either party may enter a special 
case for argument by delivering to the proper officer a memo- 
randum of entry, in the Form No. 25 in Appendix G., and also 
if any married woman, infant, or person of unsound mind not 
s0 found by inquisition be a party to the cause or matter, 
producing a copy of the order giving leave to enter the same for 
argument, 


Appendix G., Form No. 25.]—-See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


Sect. 7.—JUDGMENT FOR SUM AGREED OR 
ASCERTAINED. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r.6. The parties to a special case may, 
if they think fit, enter into an agreement in writing, which shall 
not be subject to any stamp duty that, on the judgment of the 
Court being given in the affirmative or negative of the questions 
of law raised by the special casc, a sum of money, fixed by the 
parties, or to be ascertained ey the Court, or in such manner 
as the Court may direct, shall be paid by one of the parties to 
the other of them, either with or without costs of the cause or 
matter; and the judgment of the Court may be entered for the 
Bum 80 agreed or ascertained, with or without costs, as the case 
may be, and execution may issue upon such judgment forthwith, 
unless otherwise agreed, or unless stayed on appeal. 


Sect. 8.—APPLICATION OF ORDER. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r. 7. This Order shall apply to every 
special case stated in a cause or matter, or in any proceeding 
incidental thereto. 


Special case under Arbitration Act, 1889, ss. 7 & 
19.}-See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 456, Nos. 1034 
et seq. 


Sect. 9.—SPECIAL Tes UNDER 13 & 14 VICT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r. 8. Any special case may hereafter 
be stated, for the same purposes and in the same manner as 
was provided by the Act 13 & 14 Vict. c. 35, and the same shall 
be deemed to be a special case stated in a matter within the 
meaning of this Order. 


1898. Submission of matters within jurisdiction 
of Chancery Division—Protection of trustees acting 
under declaration of court.|—By the combined 
effect of R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r. 8, & the saving 
clause in the Statute Law Revision Act, 1883, the 
protection given to trustees & others acting on the 
declaration of the court on a special case is pre- 
served, notwithstanding the repeal of the Act.— 
FORSTER v. SCHLESINGER (1886), 54 L. T. 51. 
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Sect. 10.—TRIAL OF ISSUES OF FACT WITHOUT 
PLEADINGS. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—-FORM OF ISSUE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r. 9. When the parties to a cause or 
matter are agreed as to the questions of fact to be decided 
between them, they may, after writ issued and before judgment, 
by consent and order of the Court or a Judge, proceed to the 
trial of any such questions of fact without formal pleadings ; 
and such questions may be stated for trial in an issuc in the 
Form No. 15 in Appendix B., with such variations as circum- 
stances may require, and such issue may be entered for trial 
and tried in the same manner as any issue joined in an ordinary 
action, and the proceedings shall be under the control and 
jurisdiction of the Court or Judge in the same way as the 
proceedings in an action. 


Issue defined—R. S. C., Ord. LXV.] 
LXXXVI., Sect. 21, post. 

Appendix B., Form No. 15.|—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


See Part 





2.—ORDER FOR PAYMENT OF SUM 
AGREED OR ASCERTAINED. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r.10. The Court or a Judge may by 
consent of the parties order that, upon the finding in the affirma- 


SUB-SECT. 


PRACTICE. 


tive or negative of such issue as in the last preceding Rule men- 
tioned, a sum of money, fixed by the parties, or to be ascertained 
upon a question inserted in the issue for that purpose, shall be 
paid by one of the parties to the other of them either with or 
without the costs of the cause or matter. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—JUDGMENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r. 11. Upon the finding on any such 
issuc, a8 in Kule 9 mentioned, judgment nay be entered for 
the sum s0 agreed or ascertained as aforesaid, with or without 
costs, a8 the case may be, and execution may issue upon such 
judgment forthwith, unless othcrwise agreed, or unless the 
Court or a Judge shall otherwise order for the purpose of giving 
either party an opportunity for moving to set aside the finding 
or for a new trial. 


SuB-sSECT. 4.—RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS. 

R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r. 12. The proceedings upon such 
issue, as in Rule 9 mentioned, may be recorded at the instance 
of either party, and the judgment, whether actually recorded 
or not, shall have the same effect as any other judgment in a 
contested action. 


Part XXXVI.—District Registries. 


SEcT. 1.—-PROCEEDINGS IN DISTRICT REGISTRY. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXV,,r.1. Wherea cause or matter is proceed- 
ing in a district registry, all proceedings, except where by these 
Rules it is otherwise provided, or the Court or a Judge shall 
otherwise order, shali be taken in the distiict registry, down to 
and including the entry of final judgment, and every final 
judgment and every order tor an account, by reason of the 
default of the defendant, or by consent, shall be entered in the 
district registry In the proper book, iv the same manner as a 
like judgment or order in an action proceeding in London would 
be entered in the central office. 

[New Procedure List, see R. 8S (, Ord. XIL, r 174, p. 379, 
ante; & Part XCIV., Sect. 9, post.] 


1899. Setting down action for trial—To be heard 
in London—Procedure.]|—When pltf. is entitled 
to set down on motion for judgment an action 
which has proceeded in a District Registry, the 
court will not make an order for the removal of 
the action to London, but will direct the papers 
& documents to be sent to London, & upon this 
being done the action may be set down for trial 
without further direction from the court.—-BIR- 
MINGHAM WASTE Co. v. LANE, [1876] W. N. 50; 
24 W. R. 292; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 269. 

1900. -}—This was an action by 
one partner against the other for a dissolution of 
a partnership carried on near Skipton, in the 
county of York. The pltf. claimed an account of 
the partnership dealings, to have its affairs wound 
up, also for an injunction restraining the partner- 
ship business, & for a receiver of the same. The 
writ was issued out of the Leeds District Registry 
on Sept. 5, 1876, & was personally served on the 
deft. on Sept. 11. No appearance having been 
entered for the deft., the statement of claim, which 
bore date Nov. 27, 1876, was filed in the Leeds 
District Registry, & served on the deft. personally 
on Dec. 5. 

Counsel for the pltf. applied ex parte for an order 
that the papers might be brought up from the 
eect Registry to London for the purpose of the 

e ; 











The Vice-Chancellor said it was his impression 


that the motion was unnecessary, & that upon 
application to the District Registrar the action 
would be set down inthe District Registry for hear- 
ing in London, & upon that the papers would be 
sent up to London for the hearing without further 
order. His J.ordship accordingly directed the 
action to be sct down in the District Registry on 
motion for judgment in London.—-LUMB  v. 
WHITELEY, [1877] W. N. 40. 

1901. Jurisdiction of District Registrar—Effect 
of rr. 1—5.]—-A District Registrar has by virtue of 
Ord. XXXV., r. 6, jurisdiction concurrent with 
that of a master under the rules to set aside or 
vary a final judgment signed in default of appear- 
ance in an action proceeding in the District 
Registry. 

ules 1 to 5 inclusive are all imperative & pro- 
vide that the proceedings therein referred to 
‘‘shall’’ be taken in the District Registry unless 
the court or a judge shall otherwise order. They 
therefore give exclusive jurisdiction tothe District 
Registrar in these matters, unless the court or a 
judge otherwise directs (A. L. Smrru, L.J.).— 
TOWNEND v. KIRKHAM, [1898] 1 Q. B. 51, 54; 
67 L. J. Q. B. 5; 77 L. T. 419; 46 W. R. 65; 
42 Sol. Jo. 45, CO. A. 

1902. Setting aside or varying final judg- 
ment in default of appearance—Effect of r. 6.]— 
TOWNEND v. KIRKHAM, No. 1901, ante. 








SrEcT. 2.—ENTRY OF INTERLOCUTORY OR FINAL 
JUDGMENT 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXV.,r.2. Where the writ of summons issues 
out of a district registry, and the plaintiff is entitled to enter 
interlocutory judgment under any of the Rules of Order XIII, 
or where the cause or matter 1s proceeding in the district registry 
and the plaintiff is entitled to enter interlocutory judgment 
under any of the Rules of Order XXVII., in either case such 
interlocutory judgment, and when damages shall have been 
assessed final Judgment, shall be entered in the district registry, 
unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise order. 


Part XXXVIJ.—Distrrict REGISTRIES. 


SEcT. 3.—ENTRY OF ald IN CENTRAL 
OFFICE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 3. Where a cause or matter is pro- 
coenay in a district registry, and the judgment or any other 
order therein is directed to be entered in the central afc: the 
same shall be so entered, and an office copy of every such judg- 
ment or order shall be transmitted to the district registry to be 
filed with the proceedings in the action. 


SEcT. 4.—-ENFORCING JUDGMENTS. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXV., r.4. Where a cause or matter is pro- 
ceeding in a district registry all writs of execution for enforcing 
any judgment or order therein, and all summonses under the 
Debtors Act, 1869, shall issue from the district registry, and all 
costs shall be taxed in the district registry, unless the Court or 
a Judge shall otherwise direct. 


1903. Taxation of costs—Attendance of country 
solicitor on trial—Whether costs allowed.]—Deft., 
a country attorney, employed a London agent & 
attended in person at the trial. It was held that 
he was not entitled to professional costs unless it 
appeared that it was necessary that he should 
attend personally.—LEAVER v. WHALLEY (1833), 
2 Dowl. 80. 

1904. -]—In an action for £1,000 
on an J.0.U., the master having refused, on taxa- 
tion of costs for deft., to allow two briefs, or the 
expense of the attendance at the trial in London 
of the attorney who had conducted the cause in 
the country, on the ground that deft. had called 
no witnesses, tbe court directed a review of the 
taxation, on an affidavit showing that the circum- 
stances of the case justifled the employment of 
two counsel, & the attendance of the attorney from 
the country.—MADISON v. Bacon (1839), 5 
Bing. N. C. 246; sub nom. MAvpison v. Bacon, 
7 Scott, 201; 3 Jur. 248; 132 E. R. 1099. 

1905. -|—The ordinary rule, not 
to allow on taxation the expenses both of the 
attorney & the London agent of the attorney of 
the party as witnesses in the cause (where it is 
tried at a town where neither of them reside), is 
relaxed, where it clearly appears that both of 
them were material & necessary witnesses for the 
party, as where one had written a letter & received 
an answer, & the other had communicated the 
answer to the pltf.—CHAPMAN v. Ropway (1857), 
27 L. J. Ex. 7. 

1906. -J—This was an applica- 
tion to review a taxation of costs. The taxing 
master refused to allow the costs occasioned by 
appellant’s country solicitor coming to London to 
attend the hearing by the chief judge. The 
application was refused, the chief judge holding 
that there was no reason whatever for the solicitor s 
personal attendance.—Re SHERWELL, E’'x p. SNow, 
[1879] W. N. 22. 

1907, ——— Discretion of taxing 
master.|—Where a London agent has been em- 
ployed to attend the trial of a cause, it is a matter 
within the discretion of the master, whether the 
costs of a journey to London by the country 
attorney, to attend the trial of the cause shall be 
allowed.—PARSLOE v. Foy (1833), 2 Dowl. 181. 

1908. ——- ——— ——_— ——.}__-It is a matter for 
the discretion of the master & with which the court 
will not interfere, whether the expenses of a 
country attorney attending a reference, besides 
his town agent, shall be allowed.—ARCHER v. 
a aie (1839), 7 Dowl. 541; 1 Will. Woll. & H. 

1909. ——.]—-Where in a 
London, cause the country as well as the London 
attorney of one of the parties attends the trial, on 
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taxation the master should inquire into & use his 
discretion as to the necessity of such double 
attendance, & should not disallow the costs of the 
attendance of the country attorney without 
inquiry, on the ground that by a rule of practice 
adopted by the masters a double attendance 
cannot be allowed; & even where the master 
has used his discretion in disallowing such costs, 
the court will interfere, if they think that the 
circumstances are such as to make it proper to 
allow them.—BELL v. AITKIN (AITKEN) (1868), 
L. R. 8 0. P. 320; 37 L. J. C. P. 168; 18 L. T. 
363; 16 W. R. 704. 

1910. .}—The master, on 
taxation of deft.’s costs in an action on a policy, 
where the questions to be tried were admitted to 
be extremely difficult & complicated, having 
declined to allow the expenses of the attendance 
at the trial in London, on a motion, of the managing 
clerk of deft.’s attorney who had the entire manage- 
ment of the cause, the court refused to interfere.— 
POTTER v. RANKIN (1868), L. R. 4 C. P. 76; 38 
L. J.C. P. 1380; 19 L. T. 388. 

1911. ——— ——— ——— -———.]--In cases where 

the party whose costs are to be taxed is repre- 
sented by a country solicitor who employs a 
London agent, the taxing officer has a discretion 
to allow the costs of the attendance of the country 
solicitor at the trial of the action; & should allow 
the costs of such attendance where, owing to his 
having had the conduct of the proceedings & 
taken the statements of the witnesses, the presence 
of the country solicitor is necessary for the assist- 
ance of counsel.—THE Soro, [1893] P. 73; 62 
L. J. P. 17; 69 L. T. 281; 41 W. R. 4793; 7 
Asp. M. I. (. 385; 1 R. 579, H. L. 
.}—In a consolidated 
salvage suit the two sets of pltfs. were at issue at 
the trial as to the merits of the services performed 
by them respectively, & the judge at the trial 
directed that the costs of two counsel should be 
allowed to both sets of pltfs. The District Registrar, 
upon taxation, disallowed the costs of the attend- 
ance at the trial in London of the country solicitor 
to that set of pltfs. who had not had the conduct 
of the consolidated suit. Those pltfs. appealed :— 
Held: inasmuch as the judge at the trial had con- 
sidered it reasonably necessary for the elucidation 
of the true state of the facts that both sets of 
pltfs. should be represented by two counsel, it 
was also reasonably necessary that the country 
solicitor should be in attendance at the trial & he 
ought to be allowed the costs of attendance.— 
THE MetTroponre (1809), 81 L. T. 236; 8 Asp. 
M. LL. ©. 583. 

1913. No London Agent em- 
ployed.]—A country solicitor personally attending 
an appeal instead of employing his J.ondon agent, 
will, on taxation, be allowed the additional charges 
& expenses thereby occasioned.—He FostsEr, 

We p. DICKENS (1878), 8 Ch. D. 598; 48 L. J. Bey. 


82; 26 W. R. 915. 

— — Evidence on affidavit 
only.|—The taxation of party & party costs in 
the Liverpool & Manchester District Registries 
proceeds on the same principles as obtain in the 
London Taxing Master’s Offices, where the costs 
in other district registries are taxed. 

There is no hard and fast rule that in no case, 
where proceedings have been initiated ina District 
Registry & are heard in London on affidavit 
evidence only, will the costs of the country 
solicitors’ attendance at the hearing in London 
be allowed. 

Such costs may be allowed in very exceptional 
cases, where no London agent has been employed, 
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e.g. where charges of fraud or personal misconduct 
have been made & have failed.—Re Dixon, TOUSEY 
v. SHEFFIELD, [1898] 2 Ch. 448; 67 L. J. Ch. 537 ; 

79 L. T. 168; 46 W. R. 677; 14 T. L. R. 536; 
42 Sol. Jo. 669, C. A. 

1915. Journeys of country solicitor to town 
—To attend counsel.]|—Upon a summons by a 
solicitor for an order directing the taxing master 
to review his taxation of a bill of costs :—Held: 
the journeys of a country solicitor to town to 
attend counsel & otherwise to conduct the pro- 
ceedings in an action ought to be allowed where 
the solicitor had authority from his client to 
make these charges, but such journeys to town 
ought not to be allowed simply on the principle 
that the country solicitor would probably be 
better acquainted with the subject-matter than 
his London agent.—Re STORER (1884), 26 Ch. D. 
189; 53 L. J. Ch. 872; 50 L. T. 583; 32 W. R. 767. 

1916. Attendance of country solicitor at 
examination of witness.}—R. 10 of the R. S. C., 
Jan. 1902, applies to taxation of costs both as 
crea party & party & as between solicitor & 
client. 

In an action upon a charter-party a witness, 
whose evidence was essential to the pltfs.’ case, 
was examined in London before the trial of the 
action. The pltfs.’ solicitor from Liverpool 
attended at the examination for the purpose of 
instructing counsel. The pltfs. having succeeded 
in the action, upon the taxation of costs between 
party & party the taxing master allowed in respect 
of the solicitor’s attendance as aforesaid an amount 
exceeding two guineas, the maximum allowance 
for such an attendance specified in Appendix N. 
to Ord. LXV., No. 147:—Held: the taxing 
master had power to make the allowance which 
he made in the exercise of the discretion given to 
him by r. 10 of R. S. C., Jan. 1902.—McIvEer 
& Co., Lrp. v. TATE STEAMERS, LTp., [1902] 2 
K. B. 184; 71 L. J. K. B. 717; 87 L. T. 320; 
a Pia R. 642; 18 T. L. R. 653; 46 Sol. Jo. 569, 

1917. ——- Action commenced in _ District 
Registry—By whom costs directed to be taxed.] 
The court will not, except under very special cir- 
cumstances, direct the costs of an action com- 
menced in a District Registry to be taxed otherwise 
than by the taxing master in London.—Day v. 
WHITTAKER (1877), 6 Ch. D. 784; 46 L. J. Ch. 
680; 36 L. T. 683; 25 W. R. 767. 

1918. -}—The court can in its 
discretion order the taxation of costs in an adminis- 
tration action commenced & prosecuted in a Dis- 
trict Registry to be made by the District Registrar. 
The term ‘Taxing Officer” includes ‘“ District 
Registrar,” where the court has directed taxation 
to be made by that officer, & the paymaster is 
bound to act on the certificate of taxation of a 
District Registrar, when the court in the exercise 
of its discretion had directed taxation in the 
District Registry. The court, however, will not, 
except under very special circumstances, direct 
the costs of an action commenced in a District 
Registry to be taxed otherwise than by a taxing 
master of the Chancery Division.—Re WILSON, 
WILSON v. ALLTREE (1884), 27 Ch. D. 242; 653 
L. J. Ch. 989; 32 W. R. 897. 

1919, -}~-This was a debenture- 
holders action which had been commenced in the 
Bristol District Registry, where all the accounts 
& inquiries had been taken & made, the security 
to be given by the receiver & the amount of his 
remuneration determined, the conditions of sale 
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of the company’s property settled, & the reserve 
prices fixed. The assets of the company were 
admittedly insufficient for the satisfaction of the 
debenture-holders’ charges in full, & the Bristol 
District Registrar having made his certificate, the 
pltfs. took out asummons in the District Registry 
asking (inter alia) that the costs should be taxed 
in the registry, the pltfs.’ costs being allowed as 
between solicitor & client, & paid out of the pro- 
ceeds of the realisation, which proceeds had been 
paid into the District Registry. This part of the 
summons, which included other matters, was 
referred by the District Registrar to the judge at 
chambers, but was then adjourned into court, & 
came on for hearing as upon further consideration. 
It was then ordered that it be referred to the 
Bristol District Registrar to tax the costs of the 
pitfs. & (so far as they related to the realisation of 
the company’s assets) of the defts. in the action— 
the costs of the pltfs. to be taxed as between 
solicitor & client.—Re BRISTOL COLLIERIES Co., 
Lrp., WILLIAMS v. BRISTOL COLLIERIES Co., LTD. 
(1909), 54 Sol. Jo. 376. 

1920. Agent attending case as witness. ]|— 
Where there is the common order to tax a bill, as 
between attorney & client or attorney & agent, 
& no reservation of the question of retainer or 
liability, the master has, nevertheless, jurisdiction 
to consider whether any item is a proper item of 
charge & is not confined merely to the question 
of amount. If the agent, having attended a 
case as a witness, has charged for his attendance 
something beyond the ordinary charge of a witness, 
the master will be justified in disallowing such 
extra charge, unless there is some special contract 
to pay a reasonable remuncration, in which case 
it will be for the master to say what is reasonable. 
—SOLLERY v. FLEWKER (1857), 27 L. J. Ex. 11. 

1921. Review of taxation—Jurisdiction of 
judge in chambers—Registrar taking erroneous or 
exaggerated view. ]—Whcere costs have been taxed 
in a District Registry, a judge in chambers, if 
satisfied that the registrar, whether or not he has 
gone wrong on any question of principle, has taken 
an exaggerated or erroneous view of the casc, has 
hagas eon to order that the bill, or part of it, 

e referred for re-taxation to some other person 
of greater skill & experience (e.g. to one of the 
taxing masters in London).—STEVENS v. GRIFFIN, 
[1897] 2 Q. B. 368; 66 L. J. Q. B. 698; 761. T. 
803 ; 45 W. R. 658; 41 Sol. Jo. 606, C. A. 

As to fees & allowances on taxation, see R.S. C., 
Ord. LXV., r. 27 (43), Part LXXXVI, Sect. 28, 
sub-sect. 15, M.M., post. 

As to costs generally, see R. S. C., Ord. LXV., 
Part LXXXVI., post; SoLicirors, Vol. XLII., 
pp. 125 et seg. 








Sect. 5.—PARTICULAR PROCEEDINGS JN 
DISTRICT REGISTRY. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXV., r.5. Where a cause or matter is pro- 
ceeding in a district registry, all proceedings relating to the 
following matters, namely,— 

(a) Leave to enter judgments under Order XVI., Rules 50 

an : 

(6b) Leave to issue or renew writs of execution ; 

(c) Examination of judgment debtors for garnishee purposes, 

or under Order ALII., Rule 32; 

(d) Garnishee orders ; 

(e) Charging orders nisi; 

(f) Interpleader orders ; 
shall unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise order, be taken 
in the district registry. 


1922. Garnishee order—Power to set aside.}— 


_ The District Registrar made an order setting aside 


Part XXXVI.—D1rstrrict REGISTRIES. 


a ter hee order absolute. On appeal to the 
udge in chambers the decision of the District 
egistrar was reversed on the ground that he had 

no jurisdiction to set aside a garnishee order after 

it had been made absolute. On appeal to the 

Court of Appeal it was held that the order could 
be set aside, the deft. having, by accepting an 

issue after the order absolutc, precluded himself 

from relying on the point.—BURRELL & SONS v. 

READ (1894), 11 T. L. R. 36, C. A. 


Sect. 6.—POWERS OF DISTRICT REGISTRARS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 6. Where a cause or matter is pro- 
ceeding in a district registry the district Registrar may exercise 
all such authority and jurisdiction in respect thercof as may 
be exercised by a Judge at chambers, except such as by these 
Rules a Master or chief clerk is precluded from exercising. 


1923. Decree for administration.]—A District 
Registrar has no power even by consent to make a 
decree for administration on an administration 
summons or to direct accounts & inquiries to be 
made, except when there has been default on the 
part of deft.; & accounts & inquiries cannot be 
prosecuted in a District Registry except by the 
direction of the court or a judge of the Division.— 
IrnLaM v. IRLAM (1876), 2 Ch. D. 608; 24 W. R. 
292; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 263. 

1924. To direct accounts & inquiries.|—IrLam 
v. InLAM, No. 1923, ante. 

1925. To direct banking accounts to be opened 
—& money to be paid to accounts.]—Notwith- 
standing Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. XXXV., 
r. la, Chancery actions commenced in District 
Registries ought to be tried in London before the 
judge of the Chancery Division to whom they have 
been assigned. District Registrars have no power 
to appoint receivers, direct banking accounts to 
be opened, & money to be paid in to those 
accounts; nor have they any power to take 
accounts directed by the judge in actions com- 
menced in the District Registries, unless the judg- 
ment specially directs them so to do.—e SMITH, 
HUTCHINSON v. WARD (1877), 6 Ch. D. 692; 36 
L. T. 178; 25 W. RR. 452. 

1926. To take accounts.|—Re SMITH, HUTCHIN- 
SON v. WARD, No. 1925, ante. 

1927. —J—A District Registrar has power 
to make an order for an account under Ord. XV., 
r. 1, & if the order so directs (but not otherwise) 
he can then proceed to take the account himself.— 
Re BOWEN, BENNETT v. BOWEN (1882), 20 Ch. D. 
538; 51 L. J. Ch. 825; 47 L. T. 114. 

1928. Power as to sale.}—The Court of Appeal, 
though it may be of opinion that a sale of real 
estate forming part of an estate being administered 
by the court would more conveniently take place 
in the District Registry where the administration 
action was commenced, will not interfere with an 
order of the judge of the court below directing the 
sale to take place in his own chambers, that being 
a matter for the discretion of the judge.—Mac- 
DONALD v. FosTEeR (1877), 6 Ch. D. 193; 37 L. T. 
206; 25 W. R. 687, C. A. 

1929. ———.]—The judgment in an action under 
sect. 3 of the Partition Act, 1868, may provide 
for an application for sale being made by any 
person interested, as soon as it has been certified 
that all persons who are not parties to the action 
& who ought to be served with notice of the judg- 
ment have been so served, although the parties 
to the action are not interested in a moiety of the 
hereditaments proposed to be sold. The applica- 
tion for sale should be made in chambers, notwith- 








527 


standing that the action has been commenced in 
a District Registry.—SykEs v. SCHOFIELD (1880), 
14 Ch. D. 629; 49 L. J. Ch. 833; 42 L. T. 822; 
29 W. BR. 88. 

1930. Money ordered to be paid into court to 
credit of action—How order complied with.]— 
When an action is commenced in a District Registry 
& money is ordered to be paid by a receiver into 
court to the credit of the action, it is not a com- 
eat with that order to pay the money into a 

ank ‘‘to the credit of the District Registrar.’’— 
FINLAY v. DAVIS (1879), 12 Ch. D. 735; 39 L. T. 
662; 27 W. R. 334, 352. 

1931. Action commenced in District Registry— 
Motion subsequently made in London.]—An action 
was commenced by writ in the Manchester 
Registry for damages & an injunction.  Pltf. 
moved before the Master of the Rolls for an injunc- 
tion against deft. & the motion was ordered to stand 
over. Subsequently, the District Registrar made 
an order under Ord. XXXV., r. 4, of the Rules 
of 1875 (now superseded by r. 6) for the appoint- 
ment of a special examiner & for the attendance 
before him of the persons who had made affidavits 
on the motion :—Held: the order of the District 
Registrar was irregular, as Ord. XX XV., r. 4 (now 
r. 6) did not apply after a motion had been made 
in the action in court, the effect of which was to 
remove the case from the District Registry.— 
Pes v. PICKLES, [1879] W. N. 12; 27 W. R. 
376. 

1932. Class inquiries.;}—Upon a petition, class 
inquiries under a will may be taken in a District 
er aa ices JUDKINS’ Trusts, [1880] W. N. 

1933. Settlement of deed.]—Where a judgment 
directs that a deed shall be executed by deft., & 
be settled by the judge in case the parties differ, 
the District Registrar in whose registry proceedings 
were commenced (other than the District Registrars 
of the Liverpool & Manchester District Registries) 
has no power to settle such deeds. Such a District 
Registrar has no power to act as chief clerk unless 
the matter is sent to him by the judge (Kay, J.).— 
HopGETrs v. BAKER (1890), 34 Sol. Jo. 584; 89 
L. T. Jo. 157. 


Sect. 7.—CHANCERY ACTIONS IN LIVERPOOL AND 


MANCHESTER REGISTRIES. 
R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 6A. Where a cause or matter here- 
after commenced tn the Chancery Division is proceeding in the 
district registry of Liverpool or in the district registry of Man- 
chester, or where a summons is issued in either of those district 
registries for the taxation of the costs of a solicitor under any 
statute or otherwise, the district Registrar shall act in ha ek 
thereof, and throughout all the proceedings therein, including 
any a Selaebat during vacation, as a Master of the Judge of 
the Chancery Division to whom the cause or matter is assigned 
or the Vacation Judge, as the case may be, and as Registrar and 
Taxing Master of the Supreme Court otis, to directions to 
be given from time to time by such Judge: Provided that no 
order for the payment ot money out of Court for an amount 
exceeding 50/, shall be made in any such cause or matter, except 
by the Judge in person; and provided also that no district 
Registrar who is a practising solicitor shall tax the costs in any 
such cause or matter. 


Rules supplementary to the above rule appear in 
the Yearly Supreme Court Practice, to which work 
reference should be made. 


[New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. XII., r. 174, p. 379, 
ante; & Part XCIV., Sect. 9, post.] 


1934. Appeals—Adjournment to judge—Time 
for requesting adjournment.|]— As to the practice 
in chambers relating to the adjournment of 
summonses to be heard by the judge, Prarson, J., 
stated the settled practice to be that an adjourn- 
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Sect. 7.—Chancery actions in Liverpool and Man- 
chester registries. Sects. 8,9,10, 11, 12,13 &14.] 


ment to the judge will not be granted unless an 
application is made to the chief clerk at the time 
when a summons is heard by him, either for an 
adjournment or for time to consider whether an 
adjournment shall be asked for.—PRAcTICE NOTE, 
[1884] W. N. 218. 

1935. -}+—It is the absolute un- 
qualified right of the suitor to adjourn a summons 
in chambers from the chief clerk to the judge, at 
his own risk as to costs. The suitor has a right 
to go to the judge at any time before the chief 
clerk’s order becomes operative—that is, before 
the order is drawn up & passed, or until something 
has been done under it.—ScotTr v. HOMER (1890), 
60 L. J. Ch. 238; 63 L. T. 618. 

1936. Procedure. |—This was a motion 
by pltf. asking that an order of the master staying 
further proceedings in the action as frivolous & 
vexatious & an abuse of the process of the law 
might be rescinded or varied. K¥EKEWICH, J., in 
refusing the motion, observed that these motions 
to vary or discharge an order made by a master 
sitting as deputy for the judge & without the 
matter having been mentioned to the judge in 
person were wholly irregular & he was desirous 
of stopping them. The master’s duty was to 
adjourn to the judge any matter which the suitor 
wished, & no master ever took upon himself to 
refuse to adjourn any question to the judge 
That was the proper course to take, & then it was 
for the judge to say whether he would decide it in 
chambers or adjourn it into court. If an order 
was made in chambers it was open to any one to 
move to discharge the order in court. He could 
not sanction the practice of seeking by a motion 
in court to discharge an order not made by the 
judge in person, but by the master.—HARRINGTON 
v. RAMAGE, [1907] W. N. 1387; 51 Sol. Jo. 514. 

1937. -/—This was a motion by 
deft., to discharge or vary an order made in 
chambers by the District Registrar in the Birming- 
ham District Registry. 

SWINFEN HApy, J., said it was important that 
it should be understood that the proper practice 
for appealing from an order in chambers in a 
District Registry in the Chancery Division was not 
by a motion in court. It was the duty of the 
registrar, on the application of either party, to 
adjourn the summons to the judge in chambers. 
The District Registrar forwards the papers to the 
master, & the master places the summons in the 
judge’s list of matters to be heard in chambers.— 
ATKINSON v. BUTTON, [1909] W. N. 74. 

1938. Accounts—Form of order.|—In this case 
(a Manchester District Registry case) KEKEWICH, 
J., said that he seldom or never made an order for 
accounts unless he could preface it with the words 
suggested by Jessel, M.R.: ‘‘the judge not 
pa eg any other trial of this action,’’ & then 
only by consent.—CHEETHAM v. HIGGINBOTHAM 
(undated), Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

1989. Delivery & taxation of bills of costs— 
Jurisdiction of District Registrar to make order— 
Action proceeding in District Registry.|—A registrar 
of the District Registry of Liverpool or Man- 
chester has no jurisdiction to e a common 
order for taxation of a solicitor’s bill of costs on 
an originating petition of course. 

Rule 6A begins, ‘‘ where a cause or matter 
hereafter commenced in the Chancery Division is 
proceeding in the District Registry of Liverpool or 
in the District Registry of Manchester, the District 
Registrar shall act in respect thereof. ...’’ The 
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first point to consider is, what is the meaning of 
the expression ‘‘ where a cause or matter is pro- 
ceeding ina District Registry ’’? ‘‘ Is proceeding ”’ 
must mean, is proceeding according to the statu- 
tory enactments or the rules made by the proper 
authority. A cause or matter cannot be said to 
be proceeding in a District Registry simply because 
it is improperly commenced there (LINDLEY, L.J.). 
—-Re PORRETT, [1891] 2 Ch. 438, 444; 60 L. J. Ch. 
396; 64 L. T. 752; 39 W. R. 5381; 7T. L. R. 
414, C. A. 

1940. Application by originating summons. ] 
—S., a solicitor, was one of his wife’s executors & 
trustees, & by the terms of her will was entitled 
to be paid his professional charges for work done 
for her estate. He did a considerable amount of 
non-contentious work for the trust, & died in 
1907. His executors delivered to the surviving 
trustee of his wife’s will a bill of costs for the work 
thus done, & applied by originating summons in 
the Manchester District Registry for an order 
referring the bill to the District Registrar to be 
taxed. The surviving trustce asked that the 
taxation should take place in London. The 
question was referred to WALTON, J., in chambers, 
who dismissed the summons, & the executors 
appealed. 

The Court of Appeal dismissed the appeal, 
holding that an originating summons was the 
proper form in which to make the application & 
the learned judge had power to refer the bill for 
taxation.—Re StTEeanp, [1910] 2 K. B. 713; 80 
L. J. K. B. 1; 103 1. T. 12; 54 Sol. Jo. 618, 
C. A.3; on appeal, sub nom. STEAD v. SMITH, 
[1911] A. C. 688, H. L. 

1941. Petitions under Trustee Acts— Contents 
of petition—Section of Act must be stated.]— 
Petitions under the Trustee Acts should contain 
a statement indicating the particular sections of 
the Acts under which the court is asked to make 
an order.—Re Moss’s Trusts (1888), 37 Ch. D. 
5613; 567 L. J. Ch. 423; 58 L. T. 468; 36 W. R. 316. 

.]—See, also, Trusts, Vol. 
XLIII., p. 740, Nos. 1748-1749. 

Appointment of trustees—Affdavit of fitness. |-— 

See Trusts, Vol. XLITT., p. 694, Nos. 1308-1313. 





Secr. 8.—APPLICATION TO DISTRICT 
REGISTRAR 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 7. Every application to a district 
Registrar shall be made in the same manner in which applica- 
tions at chambers are directed to be made by these Rules. 


See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XXX., r. 5, p. 509, 
ante; Ord. LIV., r. 1, Part LXV., post. 


Sect. 9.—REFERENCE TO JUDGE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 8. If any matter appears to the 
district Registrar proper for the deciaion of a J udge, the Registrar 
may refer the same to a Judge, and the Judge may either dispose 
of the matter or refer the same back to the Registrar with such 
directions as he may think ft. 


1942. Necessity for summons to appear before 
registrar.|—Deft., having appeared in person 
before the District Registrar & given an illusory 
address, pltf. applied to the registrar for leave to 
sign judgment & the matter was referred to the 
judge :—Held: a District Registrar cannot refer 
to the judge unless a summons has been taken out 
calling upon the other side to pee before the 
registrar.—ANON., [1875] W. N. 250. 


Part XXXVI.—District REGISTRIES. 


Sect. 10.—APPEAL TO JUDGE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 9. Any person affected by an 
order, finding, or decision of a district egiserar may appeal to 
- Judge. Such appeal May be made notwithstanding that 
the order or decision was in respect of a proceeding or matter 
as to which the district Registrar had jurisdiction only by 
consent, Such appeal shall be by way of indorsement on the 
summons by the Registrar at the request of any party, or by 
notice in writing to attend before the Judge withont a fresh 
summons within seven days after the party complaining has 
notice of the order, finding, or decision complained of, or such 
eee me bee ayn sapere a Judge or the Registrar. 

cast two Cleur days between the service of the 
notice of appeal and the day of ieering. peer 


[New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. XKXVIUA., r. 14 
Part XCIV., post.} 


As to appeal from decision of master. }|—See 
R. 8. C., Ord. LIV., r. 21, Part LXV., post. 

1943. Appeal as to costs only—Power of judge 
to vary order.]—The enactment in sect. 49 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, that no order by the High 
Court, or any judge thereof, as to costs only 
which by law are left to the discretion of the 
court shall be subject to any appeal, does not 
apply to the order of a master or District Registrar, 
& therefore a judge of such court has power to vary 
as to costs an order of a District Registrar dismissing 
the action without costs.—FosTrER v. EDWARDS 
(1879), 48 L. J. Q. B. 767. 

1944. Notice of appeal—Signed by country solici- 
tor. |—This was an appeal from a District Registry. 

The objection was taken that the notice of 
appeal, under Ord. XX XV., r. 9, was signed only 
by the country solicitor, & that as he could not 
practise in London the notice was bad. 

All that I have to say is whether this is a good 
notice of appeal. I think that a notice of appeal 
signed by the country solicitor is a good notice. 
A restriction upon a right of appeal can only be 
imposed by clear words (FIELD, J.).—ROTHERHAM 
CoRPN. v. PRACE, [1883] W. N. 216; Bitt. Rep. 
in Ch. 14. 

1945, Indorsement of summons by ‘District 
Registrar.]—Appellant had requested the District 
registrar to indorse the summons for the purpose 
of appealing without giving notice of appeal, & 
he had refused to do so:—Held: the District 
Registrar had no discretion in the matter & it was 
the right of the appealing party to have the 
summons indorsed by the registrar if he desired it. 
—DANGER v. NELSON, [1884] W. N. 96;  Bitt. 
Rep. in Ch. 15. 

1946. Appeal from order in chambers in District 

Registry in Chancery Division—Procedure. |—This 
was a motion by the deft. to discharge or vary 
an order made in chambers by the District Registrar 
in the Birmingham District Registry. 
_ SWINFEN Eapy, J., said it was important that 
it should be understood that the proper practice 
for appealing from an order in chambers in a 
District Registry in the Chancery Division was not 
by a motion in court; it was the duty of the 
registrar, on the application of either party, to 
adjourn the summons to the judge in chambers. 
The practice in the Chancery Division was correctly 
stated in the Annual Practice, p. 478, note to 
Ord. XXXV., r.12: ‘In the Chancery Division, 
the District Registrar forwards the papers addressed 
to ‘The Master, Chambers of Mr. Justice , 
Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C....’ The 
master places the summons in the judge’s list of 
matters to be heard in chambers.’”’ He dealt 
with the matter on its merits & refused the motion, 
but directed that the costs, which he ordered the 
deft. to pay, should not exceed those which would 
have been payable if the matter had been heard 
by the judge in chambers attended by counsel.— 
ATKINSON v. Burton, [1909] W. N. 74. 
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1947. Decision of District Registrar under 
Sheriffs Order, 1920—-Not appealable against. |—By 
the Sheriffs Act, 1887 (c. 55), s. 20 (2), a sheriff may 
demand, take & receive such fees & rca or 
may from time to time be fixed by the rd 
Chancellor with the advice & consent of the 
judges & the concurrence of the Treasury as therein 
provided. 

By the Sheriffs Order, 1920, made in pursuance 
of this Act, the fees to be demanded, taken & 
received by a sheriff are fixed sometimes exactly, 
sometimes within limits, & sometimes by ‘“ the 
sum actually & reasonably paid”; & it is pro- 
vided that ‘‘ the amount of any fees & charges 
payable ... shall be taxed by a master of the 
Supreme Court or a District Registrar of the High 
Court, as the case may be, in case the sheriff & 
the party liable to pay such fees & charges differ 
as to the amount thereof’ :——-Held : that the order 
was not ulira vires; that no appeal lies from the 
decision of a District Registrar fixing the amount 
of poundage; that his jurisdiction is confined to 
fixing the amount, & that where the difference 
between the parties depends on a matter of 
principle it is to be settled by an action.— UNION 
BANK OF MANCHESTER, LTD. ». GRUNDY, [1924] 
ae B. 833; 93 L. J. K. B. 718; 181 1. T. 49, 

» A. 


SEcT. 11.—APPEAL FROM DISTRICT REGISTRAR 
NOT OPERATIVE AS STAY OF PROCEEDINGS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 10. An appeal from a district 
Registrar shall be no stay of proceedings unless so ordered by a 
Judge or the Registrar 


Sect. 12.—CONTROL OF COURT OR JUDGE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 11. Every district Registrar and 
other officer of a district registry shall be subject to the orders 
and directions of the Court or a J udge, as fully as any other 
officer of the Court, and every proceeding in a district registry 
shall be subject to the control of the Court or a Judge, as fully 
as a like proceeding in London. 


SEcT. 13.—REFERENCE BY APPEAL TO JUDGE 
IN CHANCERY DIVISION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 12. Every reference to a Judge by 
or appeal to a Judge from a district Registrar in any cause or 
matter in the Chancery Division shall be to the Judge to whom 
the cause or matter is assigned: Provided that in any cause or 
matter proceeding in the district registry of Liverpool or the 
district registry of Manchester such reference or rid Fee may be 
uy ae yndee for the time belng sitting elther at Liverpool or 

anchester. 


1948. Appeal from order in chambers in District 
Registry in Chancery Division—Procedure. |— 
ATKINSON v. BUTTON, No. 1946, ante. 


Sect. 14.—CASES REMOVABLE AS OF RIGHT 
TO LONDON. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 18. In any action which would, 
under the foregoing Rules, proceed in the district registry, the 
action may, subject to Rule 14, be removed from the district 
registry as of right in the cages and within the times following : 


(1) Where the writ is specially indorsed under Order ITI., 
Rule 6, and the plaintiff does not within four days 
after the appearance of such defendant give notice of 
an application for an order against him under Order 

IV.; then such defendant may remove the action 
as of right at net time after the expiration of such 
four days, and before delivering a defence, and before 
the expiration of the time for doing 80 : 
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Sect. 14.—Cases removable as of right to London. 
Pan 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25 
& 26.) 


(2) Where the writ is specially indorsed and the plaintiff has 
made such application as in the last paragraph men- 
tioned, and the defendant has obtained leave to defend 
in manner provided by Order XIV.; then such de- 
fendant may remove the action as of right at any time 
after the oder giving him leave to defend, and before 
delivering a defence and before the expiration of the 
time for doing so: 

(8) Where the writ is not specially indorsed under Order III., 
Rule 6, any defendant may remove the action as of 
right at any time after appearance, and before de- 
livering a defence, and before the expiration of the 
time for doing so: 

(4) In an Admiralty action in rem, any person who may have 
duly intervened and appeared may remove an action 
from a district registry as of right. 


1949. Application of rule—Proceeding com- 
menced by originating summons. ]—An originating 
summons was taken out in the Liverpool District 
Registry by a tenant for life against the trustees 
of a testator’s will & infants, asking for an account 
& the appointment of a new trustee. 

The testator’s property was situate in Leicester- 
shire, Lancashire, Scotland, & London, & com- 
prised a large brewery in Lancashire. 

The testator, by his will, appointed three persons 
living in Lancashire as trustees of his will, & the 
deft. A. 

The pltf. & the deft. A. lived in London, & the 
surviving trustee in Lancashire. 

On summons by the deft. A. asking as a matter 
of right that the proceedings might be removed 
from the Liverpool District Registry to London :— 
Held: (1) the proceedings did not come within the 
terms of Ord. XXXV., rr. 13 & 14, of the Rules of 
Court, 1883, the proceedings not having been 
commenced by writ; (2) r. 16 of Ord. XXXV. 
applied, & an important part of the property 
being situate in Lancashire & three of the trustees 
appointed by the will being Lancashire men, the 
summons must be refused.—Re THWAITES, YER- 
BURGH v. ASTON (1890), 63 L. T. 747. 


Sect. 15.—NOTICE OF REMOVAL TO LONDON. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., r.14. Any party or person desirous to | 


remove an action as of right under the last preceding Rule may 
do so by serving upon the other partics to the action, and 
delivering to the district Registrar, a notice, signed by himself 
or his solicitor, to the effect that he desires the action to be 
removed to London, and the action shall be removed accord- 
ingly : Provided, that if the Court or a Judge shall be satisfied 
that the defendant giving such notice is a merely formal defen- 
dant, or has no substantial cause to interfere in the conduct 
of the action, or that there is other good cause for proceeding 
in the district registry, such Court or Judge may order that the 
acon many proceed in the district registry notwithstanding 
notice. 


1950. Application of rule—Proceedings com- 
menced by originating summons.]}—Re THWAITES, 
YERBURGH v. ASTON, No. 1949, ante. 

1951. Writ not specially indorsed—Action against 
several defendants—Contribution in respect of 
Judgment debt—Balance of convenience.]—This 
was & summons to remit an action to a district 
registry, referred by the master to the judge. 

The action was brought against thirty-two defts. 
for contribution in respect of a judgment debt. 
The writ was issued in a District Registry & was not 
specially indorsed under Ord. III., r. 6. All the 
defts. resided within the district. One of the defts., 
who had appeared, had given notice that he 
desired the action to be removed to London. 

The question argued was whether the balance 
of convenience is in favour of ordering that this 
action should proceed in the District Registry ; 


PRACTICE. 


; I hold that I have power so to order (FIELD, J.). 
—SMITH v. BELL, [1 


83] W. N. 196; Bitt. Rep. 
in Ch. 92. 


1952. ———- Action of deceit—‘‘ Good cause ’’ 
for proceeding in District Registry—-What amounts 
to.}—This was a summons on appeal from a 
master’s refusal to order that the action should 
proceed in a District Registry. 

The action was brought against the manager 
of an incorporated building society for inducing 
the pltf. to become a member by falsely represent- 
ing that the company was successful. The writ 
was not specially indorsed under Ord. III., r. 6, 
& was issued in the District Registry of Leeds. The 
deft. had appeared there, & a statement of claim 
had been delivered to him, & he had then given 
notice that he desired the action to be removed ‘ 
London. 

Ord. V., r. 1, has, for good reasons of convenience 
& economy, given a pltf. the right of instituting 
proceedings in a District Registry, & Ord. XX XV. 
points out in r. 5 what the proceedings are which 
are to be taken there, unless reasons to the con- 
trary exist. This is the pltf.’s right. Then r. 13 
gives the deft. as of right the power to remove the 
cause from the registry in an event which exists 
in the present case; & this is the deft.’s right. 
Then r. 14 makes this right subject to the dis- 
scretion of the court or judge, who may order the 
cause to proceed in the District Registry for good 
cause shown. The rule points out two events 
specifically, & then proceeds to say that it may be 
done for other good cause. The retaining of local 
counsel is not good cause, nor is the necessity 
to inspect the company’s books. An order for 
inspection at Leeds may be made. 

1 can only take away the deft.’s right on clear 
grounds; & there are no sufficient grounds here 
for ordering that the action should proceed in the 
district registry (FIELD, J.).—WALKER v. CRAB- 
TREE, [1883] W. N. 197; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 93. 


Sect. 16.—CERTIFICATE AS TO NON-DELIVERY 
OF DEFENCE TO ACCOMPANY NOTICE OF 
REMOVAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 15. Except in Admiralty actions 
in rem, the notice for removal shall be accompanied by a 
certificate signed by the defendant or his solicitor that his 
defence has not been delivered, and that the time for delivering 
the same has not expired. 


Sect. 17.—APPLICATION FOR REMOVAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXV., r.16. In any case not provided for by 
Rules 13 and 14 any party to a cause or matter proceeding in a 
district registry may apply to the Court or a Judge, or to the 
district Registrar, for an order to remove the cause or matter 
from the district registry to London, and the Court, Judge, or 
Registrar, may make an order accordingly, if satisfled that 
there is sufficient reason for doing so, upon such terms, ff any, 
as shall be just. 


1958. Removal for hearing or judgment.]—In 
this case application was made to have the case 
transferred from the Registry Office, Birmingham, 
to London for judgment. No statement of defence 
had been put in. The Vice-Chancellor said it 
would not be a proper course to order the action 
to be transferred to London; pltfs. should apply 
to have the papers in the action sent up to London 
& on that being done the case would be put in the 

aper ; no further direction for that purpose would 
e nece .—BIRMINGHAM WASTE Co. v. LANE, 
[1876] W. N. 50; 24 W. R. 292. 


Part XXXVI.—DistrRict REGISTRIES. 





1954. -}+—Counsel moved for an order that 
the papers might be brought up from the District 
Registry to London for the purpose of the hearing. 
The Vice-Chancellor said it was his impression 
that the motion was unnecessary ; upon applica- 
tion to the District Registrar the action would be 
set down in the District Registry for hearing in 
London & upon that the papers would be sent up 
to London for the hearing without further order.— 
LUMB v. WHITELEY, [1877] W. N. 40. 

1955. Employment of agent in district—As 
ground for removal to London.]—Application was 
made under r. 16 to remove an action to London 
to save the necessity of employing an agent at 
Liverpool. The court made the order.—Re 
EBERSLEY’S HOTEL Co., [1884] W. N. 252. 

1956. Balance of convenience.]—A creditor’s 
petition had been presented in the Liverpool 
District Registry for winding-up a company 
formed for the purpose of purchasing a steamship 
to trade between Neath in Wales & Bristol. An 
application was made by the company, under 
Ord. XXXYV., r. 16, to have the matter removed 
to the High Court on the ground of convenience :— 
Held: the power given by Ord. XXXV., r. 16, 
ought to be freely exercised in two cases, first, 
where the court has reason for supposing that 

ersons who would not otherwise be litigating 
in the District Registry had availed themselves of 
the practice by taking to the District Registry 
business which ought not to be there, &, secondly, 
where the balance of convenience was in favour 
of the transfer being made. On the facts, the 
balance of convenience did not incline towards the 
High Court.—Re Neatn & BristoL STEAMSHIP 
Co. (1888), 58 L. T. 180; 4 T. L. R. 227. 

1957. Action improperly taken to District 
Registry.]—Re NEATH & BRISTOL STEAMSHIP Co., 
No. 1956, anie. 

1958. Important part of property situate in 
district—Mafority of trustees resident there.]—Re 
THWAITES, YERBURGH v. ASTON, No. 1949, ante. 


SEcT. 18.—REMOVAL FROM LONDON TO 
DISTRICT REGISTRY. 


R.S. 0., Ord. XXXV., r.17. Any party to a cause or matter 
proceeding in London may apply to the Court or a Judge for 
an order to remove the cause or matter from London to any 
district registry, and the Court or Judge may make an order 
accordingly, if satisfied that there is sufficient reason for doing 
80, upon such terms, if any, as shall be just. 


Sect. 19.—NOTICE OF ADDRESS FOR SERVICE 
IN LONDON. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 18. Where, under the preceding 
Rules of this Order, a cause or matter is removed from a district 
registry, the defendant shall, upon such removal, give notice 
to the plaintiff of an address for service in London, in all respects 
ag if the appearance had been originally entered in London. 


See, also, R. S. C., Ord. IV., r. 8, p. 302, ante ; 
Ord. XII., rr. 10, 11, p. 378, 379, anie. 


SrecT. 20.—FILING OF PLEADINGS, ETC., IN 
DISTRICT REGISTRY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., r.19. Where a cause or matter is pro- 
ceeding in a district registry all pleadings and other documents 
required to be filed shall be filed in the district registry. 
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Sect. 21.—TRANSMISSION OF FILED DOCUMENTS 
TO CENTRAL OFFICE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 20. Whenever o defendant appears 
in London to a writ issued out of a district registry or any 

roceedings are removed from the district registry to London, 
by notice under Rule 14 of this Order, or by order of the Court 
or a Judge, the district Registrar shall transmit to the central 
office all original documents (if any) filed in the district registry, 
and a copy of all entries of the proccedings in the books of the 
district registry. 


Sect. 22.—FILING DOCUMENTS IN CHANCERY 
ACTIONS PROCEEDING IN DISTRICT REGISTRY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 21. When a cause or matter in the 
Chancery Division is proceeding tn a district registry, other 
than those at Liverpool and Manchester, all certificates of the 
Master and taxing officers and other documents (required to be 
filed) used in London before the Judge in chambers, or before 
any taxing officer or referee, and not already filed in the district 
registry, shall be filed in the same office as they would have 
been filed in if the proceedings had originally commenced in 
London; and if the Court or Judge shall so direct, office copies 
thereof shall be transmitted to the district registry. In causes 
or matters proceeding in the district registrics at Liverpool or 
Manchester all documents shall be filed in the district registry 
in which the cause or matter is procecding. 


Sect. 23.—NO AFFIDAVIT, ETC., TO BE TAKEN 
OUT OF DISTRICT REGISTRY WITHOUT ORDER. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 22. No affidavit or record of the 
Court shall be taken out of a district registry (except upon 
removal of the proceedings to London) without the order of a 
Judge or of the district Registrar, and no subpena for the 
production of any such document shall be issued. 


Sect. 24.—-DISTRICT REGISTRAR TO ACCOUNT 
FOR MONEYS PAID IN. 


R. §. C., Ord XXXV., r. 23. Every district Registrar shall 
account for and pay over all moneys paid into Court at the 
registry of which he is Registrar, in such manner and at such 
times as may be from time to time directed by the Lord 
Chancellor with the concurrence of the Treasury. 


Sect. 25.—FORMS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., r. 24. The forms contained in the 
Appendices shall, as far as they are applicable, be used {n or 
for the purposes of district registries, with such variations as 
circumstances may require. 


See the forms in the Appendices, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


SEcT. 26.—PROCEEDINGS BY POOR PERSONS 
UNDER MATRIMONIAL CAUSES ACTS. 


R. §. C., Ord. XXXVA., Yr. 1. (1) In this Order — 

‘“‘The President ’’ means the President of the Probate, 
Divorce and Admiralty Division of the High Court: 

‘“‘The Divorce Registry ’’ means the registry established 
for the purposes of the Matrimonial Causes Acts at the 
Royal Courts of Justice and at Somerset House in the 
County of London: 

‘“A Registrar’? means one of the Registrars of the 
Principal Probate Registry : 

‘The Senior Registrar ’’ means the Senior Registrar of 
the Principal Probate Registry : 

‘*A High Court District Registry ’’ means a District 
Registry of the High Court to which this Order applies : 

‘*A District Registrar’’ means a Registrar of any such 
High Court District Registry : 
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Sect. 26.—Proceedings by poor persons under Matri: 
monial Causes Acts. Part XXXVII. Sect.1: 
Sub-sects. 1&2. Sect. 2: Sub-sect. 1.] 

‘* A Poor Person ’’ means a person who has been admitted 
to take, or defend, or bo a party to any proceedings under 
the Matrimonial Causes Acts as a poor person under any 
Rules of the Supreme Court for the time being in force : 

‘‘The Matrimonial Causes Rules ’’ mean the Matrimonial 
Causes Rules, 1924, as amended by any subsequent Rules 
whether made before, or after, the making of this Order. 


(2) The District Registries to which this Order applies are the 
District Registries of Birkenhead, Birmingham, Blackburn, 
Bradford, Brighton, Bristol, Caernarvon, Cambridge, Cardiff, 
Carlisle, Carmarthen, Chester, Derby, Durham, Exeter, Gloucester, 
Hull, Ipswich, Leeds, Leicester, Lincoln, Liverpool, Maidstone, 
Manchester, Newcastle, Newport (Mon.), Norwich, Nottingham, 
Portsmouth, Preston, Sheffield, Shrewsbury Southampton, 
Stockton-on-Tees, Swansea, Taunton, Truro, York, and such 
other District Registries as may be named in any order made 
from time to time by the Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence 
of the President. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVa.,r.2. (1) A proceeding by a poor 
person under the Matrimonial] Causes Acts may be commenced 
and prosecuted in a District Registry, and save as is in this 
Order otherwise provided, the Matrimonial Causes Rules shall 
apply to any proceeding by a poor person under those Acts 
which {is sought to be commenced or is commenced in a District 
Registry, and shall as regards any such proceeding be construed 
as If that District Registry were substituted in those Rules for 
the Divorce Registry, and the duties and powers of the Regis- 
trars under those Rules shall, save as aforesaid, be exercised as 
regards any such proceeding by the District Registrar who shall, 
for the purposes of this Order, be deemed to act as a Registrar 
in the Divorce Registry, and save as is in these Rules otherwise 
provided have the powers and duties in respect of any such 
proceeding of » Registrar in the said Registry. 

(2) All proceedings under this Order shall be deemed to be 
proceedings in the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division, 
and shall be entitled accordingly. The practice of the Divorce 
Registry in proceedings under the Matrimonial Causes Acts shall 
be observed in the District Registries, and directions in con- 
formity with the Matrimonial Causes Rules may be issued by the 
President for the purpose of securing due observance of statutory 
requirements [and] uniformity of practice between the Divorce 
Registry and the District Registries and necessary facilities for 
the discharge of the duties of the King’s Proctor. 

(3) A petition filed in a District Registry under this Order 
and every copy to be served shall be endorsed in conspicuous 
characters with a Notice to appear in accordance with Form 
No. 1 in Appendix M, in lieu of the form in Appendix I to the 
Matrimonial Causes Rules. 


r.8. (1) Any appearance to any pro- 
ag commenced in a District Registry shall be entered in 
that District Registry, and shall be accompanied by an address 
for service which shall be either (a) a place within the district 
of that Registry, or (b) the place where the person appearing 
resides or carrics on business, or, if the appearance is entered by 
a solicitor acting for the person appearing (c) the place where 
that solicitor carries on business. 

(2) The appearance may be entered in the ordinary wa 
through a solicitor or personally, or it may be entered throug 
the post by sending to the District Registrar of that Registry by 
prepaid letter an entry of appearance and a duplicate thereof 
duly filled up, and (unless the person entering an appearance has 
been admitted to defend as a poor geen) a& postal order for the 
amount of the preacribed fee (2s. 6d.). 

(3) The form of Entry of Appearance in a District Registry 
shall be in accordance with Form No. 2 in Appendix M, in Heu 
of the form in Appendix IV to the Matrimonial Causes Rules ; 
and the duplicate thereof shall be in accordance with Form No. 3 
in Appendix M. 

(4) Where the appearance is entered by post, the District 
Registrar shall, on reccipt of the documents required by para- 

raph (2) of this Rule, enter the appearance in the book provided 
or that purpose send the duplicate entry of appearance by post 
to the petitioner's solicitor, and send a notice, {n accordance with 
Form No. 4in Appendix M, by post to the address furnished by 
the person entering the appearance. 

(5) If any question arises as to an appearance in an ro- 
ceedings which is pe to have been entered by pend ed 
duction ry the person claiming to have so appeared of Ene notice 
sent to him by the District Registrar in accordance with the 
requirements of this rule shall be priméd facie proof of the right of 
such person to be heard in such proceedings. 


PRACTICE. 


(6) Orders, notices and copies of pleadings and other instru- 
ments which are required by the Matrimonial Causes Rules to be 
served or delivered, but of which personal service is not expressly 
required, may be served or delivered by leaving them at, or by 
sending them by post to, the respective addresses furnished by or 
on behalf of the parties. 

(7) Where a husband is charged with adultery with a named 
person, the notice to be endorsed on the pleading containing the 
charge shall be in accordance with Form No. 5 in Appendix M. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVA.,r.4. Any party to, and any person 
who has duly intervened in & matrimonial cause pending in a 
District Registry, may apply to a Judge in Chambers, or to a 
Registrar, or to the District Registrar of the Registry in which 
the cause is pending for an order to remove the cause to the 
Divorce Registry, and the Judge, or Registrar, or District 
Registrar may make an order accordingly, if satisfied that there 
is sufficient reason for doing so, upon such terms, if any, as are 
just, and where any such order is made, the cause shall, as from 
the date of the order, proceed in the Divorce Registry. 


+r. 5. (1) An apple tion in a District 
Registry under the Matrimonial Causes Rules for any of the 
following purposes, namely :— 

(a) For leave to dispense with the requirement that the 
alleged adulterers, if male, shall be made co-respondents 
in the cause, and served with a sealed copy of the 
petition ; or 

(b) For leave to substitute for personal service some other 
mode of service; or 

(¢) For leave to dispense with the delivery to a named person 
with whom a husband is charged with adultery of a 
sealed copy of the pleading containing such charge 
together with a notice that such person is entitled 
within eight days after delivery thereof to apply for 
leave to intervene in the cause ; 

shall be dealt with in manner provided by this Rule. 

(2) The District Registrar in whose Registry the application {s 
made, shall forward the summons, or other notice of application, 
together with such affidavits as are filed in its support, by post 
to the Senior Registrar, who shall thereupon make such order as 
to him, in his discretion, seems just, or shall, it in his opinion the 
circumstances of the case require it, refer the matter to a Judge 
in Chambers, and the Judge thereupon may either make such 
order as he, in his discretion, thinks Just, or may direct an oral 
hearing of the matter before him. he Senior Registrar shall 
inform the District Registrar accordingly. 

(3) The Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence of the Presi- 
dent, may by order from time to time dispense with the pro- 
visions of this Rule, or any of them, in the case of any District 
Registry named in the order. 

——__-—-—_—-— r, 6. The place for setting down a 
matrimonial cause for trial or hearing shall be the District 
Registry in which the cause 

Saas ie r.7. Every decree and order in any 
matrimonial cause proceeding in a District, Registry shall be 
entered in the District Registry in a book provided for the 
purpose in the same manner as a like decree or order in a matri- 
monial cause proceeding in the Divorce Registry would be 
entered in that Registry, and an office copy of every decree so 
entered shall be transmitted by the District Registrar to the 
Divorce Registry, and shall be filed there. 


1959. Suit for divorce—Not an ‘“‘ action.’’]|—In 
strict language, a decree of the Divorce Court is 
not called a ‘‘ judgment,”’ nor is a suit for divorce 
called an ‘‘ action’”’ (KAy, L.J.).— He BINSTEAD, 
Ex p. DALE, [1893] 1 Q. B. 199, 209; 62 L. J. 
Q. B. 207; 68 L. T. 31; 41 W. R. 452; 9 Morr. 
319; 4 R. 146, C. A. 

1960. Appointment of medical inspector in 
undefended nullity suit—-Power of District Regis- 
trar.}—In a poor person’s undefended nullity 
suit commenced in a district registry & determined 
on assize in accordance with the Matrimonial 
Causes at Assizes Order, 1922, the District Registrar 
has authority to appoint medical inspectors in 
accordance with the practice ofthe Divorce Registry. 
—STROUD v. STROUD (OTHERWISE GRANTHAM) 
(1929), 45 T. L. R. 248; 73 Sol. Jo. 221; 167 
L. T. Jo. 137. 


ed 
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Part XXXVII.—Trial. 


Sect. 1.—FIXING THE MODE AND PLACE OF 
TRIAL. 


SuB-sEcT, 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S. 0., Ord. XXXVI, r.1. The order made on the summons 
for directions in every cause or matter, and every order giving 
leave to defend under Order 14, shall direct whether the cause 
or matter is to be tried with a special jury, or with a common 
jury, or without a jury (whether by a Judge or otherwise), and 
shall also direct where the cause or matter is to be tried, but 
the mode and place of trial so directed may be subsequently 
altered for sufficient cause on a summons or a notice under the 
summons or order for directions issued by elther party without 
any appeal from the former direction. If the mode or place of 
trial is so altered the cause or matter shall thereupon be trans- 
ferred to the appropriate list. 


[New Procedure List, see Part XCIV., 


SUB-SECT. 2.—DIRKECTION FOR SPEEDY TRIAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 1A. On the hearing of a summons 
under Order 14, or any adjournment thereof, or of a summons 
for directions or any adjournment thereof, or of cee application 
on notice thereunder, or of any summons, it shall be lawful for 
the Court or Judge if it of Wir that the action, cause, issue, 
or matter fs one which ought to be tried at an early date, to 
certify that the same should be tried speedily and to fix the 
mode of trial. If the Court or Judge so certifies, elther party 
may apply to the Judge in charge of the list of actions for trial 
in Middlesex in the mode of trial fixed, or to the Judge in 
Chambers, to fix an carly date for the trial of such action, cause, 
issue, or matter, and such Judge may, if in his discretion he 
thinks fit 80 to do, dispense with any notice of trial and fix the 
place and date of trial or direct that the trial be expedited and 
the action, cause, issue, or matter placed in the list for trial In 
such position as he may think fit. 


1961. Ship sailing on next day.]—An applica- 
tion was made to MATHEW, J., on June 17 for an 
immediate trial of this action, in order that a 
difference as to the form of bills of lading should 
be terminated. The loading of the ship had been 
nearly completed, & it was desired that she should 
sail on the following day. It was ordered, by 
consent, that the case should be heard on the next 
day.—ANDERSON, ANDERSON & Co. v. ENGLISH & 
AMERICAN SHIPPING Co. (1895), 1 Com. Cas. 86. 

Order for early trial to avoid going into merits 
on interlocutory application, see R. 8S. C., Ord. J.., 
r. 1A, Part LVI., post. 


Skcr. 2.—MODE OF TRIAL. 
SUB-SECT. ].—-IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 2. In every cause, matter or issue, 
unless under the provisions of rule 6 of this Order a trial with a 
jury is ordered, the mode of trial shall be by a Judge without 
a jury; provided that in any such case the Court or a Judge 
may at any time order any cause, matter or issue to be tried by 
a Judge with a jury, or by a Judge sitting with Assessors, or by 
aD official referee, or special referee with or without Assessors. 

{New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIITA,, r. 8 (2) 
(9), (3), Part XCIV., post.J 


Order fixing mode of trial.|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 1, Sect. 1, sub-sect. 1, ante. 

Direction for speedy trial.|—See R. 8S. C., Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 1A, Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

1962. Trial by Judge—Unless otherwise ordered. ] 
——The general effect of the R. S. C., 1883, Ord. 
XXXVI. is to preserve to the suitor the right to 
a trial before a jury in cases where the right existed 
previously to the passing of the Judicature Act, 
1873 (c. 49), & to confer a discretion on the court 
or judge in cases where such right did not pre- 
viously exist. 


Ord. XX XVI., r. 6, does not confer a right to 
trial before a jury in cases where the Queen’s 
Bench Division & the Chancery Division have 
concurrent jurisdiction. 

Ord. XXXVI., rr. 4 & 7 (a) [see, now, Ord. 
XXXVI., rr. 2, 4], give a discretion to the court 
or judge to direct a trial, either before a jury 
or without a jury, in cases where the suitor has no 
absolute right to trial before a jury. 

Semble: the burden of proof is on the party 
applying for a jury.—CooTE v. INGRAM (1887), 
85 Ch. D. 117; 56 L. J. Ch. 634; 56 L. T. 300; 
35 W. R. 390; 3'T. L. R. 483. 

1963. ~}—Where in an action brought 
in the Chancery Division to restrain a nuisance, 
either party applies for a trial by jury, he cannot 
claim a jury as a matter of right, but the applica- 
tion is one for the discretion of the court under 
Ord. XXXVI., r. 7 (a) [see, now, Ord. XXXVI, 
r. 2], & he has not even such prima facie right to a 
jury as to throw on the other side the burden of 
showing that the case can be tried as well without 
a jury. 

The rr. 2~7 of Ord. XXXVI. [see, now, Ord. 
XXXVI., rr. 2-6] form a group of regulations 
hanging together & requiring to be read together. 
They form a new set of regulations as to trial by 
jury, & we should only be misled if we were to go 
back to decisions on the Orders of 1875. Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 4, may be in the same terms as Ord. 
XXXVI, r. 26, of the Orders of 1875, but the rules 
before it, in connection with which it must be read, 
have been recast & its effect is thereby varied 
(lINDLEY, L.J.).—TIMSON v. WILSON, FANSHAWE 
v. LONDON & PrRovINCIAL Dairy Co. (1888) 
38 Ch. D. 72; 59 L. I. 76; 36 W. R. 418, 
C. A. 

1964. ——- —— -.}—Upon a claim for com- 
pensation against a railway company for lands 
alleged to be injuriously affected, the railway 
company disputed the title of the complainant 
to the lands in question, &, on an application of 
the railway company under the Railways Regula- 
tion Act, 1868 (c. 119), 8. 41, to a judge at chambers, 
an order was made directing that the questions 
of liability & the amount of compensation (if any) 
should be tried before a judge of the High Court 
sitting without a jury :—Held: the order exceeded 
the jurisdiction given to a judge at chambers under 
the said section, & ‘‘ the question between the 
parties ’’ mentioned in the section only embraced 
the question of compensation. 

Semble: the question of compensation, if 
ordered to be transferred to the High Court under 
the section could only be tried by a judge with a 
jury.—/te East LONDON Ry. Co., OLIVER’s CLAIM 
(1890), 24 Q. B. D. 507; 63 L. T. 147; 38 W. R. 
312, C. A. 

1965. —-—.]—If a pltf. who has commenced 
an action in the Chancery Division desires after- 
wards to have it tried by a jury, the onus is upon 
him to show some reason why it should not be 
tried in the manner in which it would in the ordinary 
course be tried in that division. If he does not 
discharge that onus, an application by him to 
have the action tried by jury will be refused.— 
A.-G. v. VYNER (1889), 38 W. R. 194. 























1966. ——,|—JENKINS v. BusHBy, No. 
1990, post. 
1967. -}—That rule (Ord. XXXVI, 


r. 73; see, now, Ord. XXXVI., r. 2] provides that 
in every cause or matter, unless under the pro- 
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visions of r. 6 of this Ordcr a trial with a jury is 
ordered ... the mode of trial shall be by a judge 
without a jury; but it empowers the court or a 
judge to order any cause, matter, or issue to be 
tried with a jury (STIRLING, J.).—KINNAIRD 
(LorD) v. Fieip, [1905] 2 Ch. 361, 370; 74 
L. J. Ch. 692 ; 54 W. R. 85, C. A. 

1968. Trial by jury—Discretion of court or 
judge. |— Pltf. in an action in rem for disbursements 
in the Probate, Divorce & Admiralty Division, 
applied for an order that the action should be tried 
by a judge with a jury. The District Registrar 
refused to make the order :—Held : Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 6, gives no absolute right to a jury in actions 
which before the passing of the Judicature Act, 1873 
(c. 49), would have been triable without a jury; 
& the case fell within Ord. XXXVI., rr. 4 & 7A 
[see, now, Ord. XXXVI., rr. 2, 4], & the judge had 
a discretionary power only to allow trial by a jury. 

Ord. XXXVI., rr 2-7 [see, now, Ord. 
XXXVI., rr. 2-6) form a small group by them- 
selves, dovetailed & hanging together, & requiring 
to be read together. Before the passing of the 
Judicature Acts two kinds of actions existed, those 
with juries & those without juries. The latter 
were such as were tried in the Admiralty Court. 
In the rules passed after the Judicature Acts 
became law, it was necessary to provide for both 
kinds of actions. Therefore where before the Act 
of 1875 parties had a right to a jury they have it 
now (JANDLEY, L.J.).—THr Temple Bar (1885), 
1IP.D.6; 551.J.P.1; 538 1L. T. 904; 84 W. R. 
68; 2T. L. R. 73; 5 Asp. M. 1. C. 509, C. A. 


, 1969. —— — .|]-—CooTre v. InuRAM, No. 1962, 
ante. 

1970. - ——-—-.] TIMSON v. WILSON, No. 1963, 
ante. 

1971. —-- —- .]—A.-G. v. VYNER, No. 1965, 
ante. 

1972. —--—-.]—An action was brought in 





the Chancery Division, pltf. claiming an injunction 
to restrain the continuance of an alleged nuisance 
arising from noise produced by the working of 
electric machinery. He also claimed damages. 
Pitf. applied for & obtained an interlocutory 
injunction to a limited extent; but a second 
application by him for an injunction was refused. 
Pitf. afterwards applied by summons in chambers 
for an order that the action should be transferred 
to the Queen’s Bench Division, & be tried by a 
judge with a jury. On this summons the judge 
made an order for transfer, & refused a subsequent 
motion by defts. to rescind the order. The Court 
of Appeal was asked to set aside the order, on the 
ground that the judge, in exercising his discretion, 
had attached undue weight to the difficulty of 
assessing the damages :—Held: it was obvious 
from his judgment that the judge had not acted 
upon any general rule, but had fully considered 
the particular ‘circumstances of the case, & this 
court ought not to differ from him, unless it thought 
that his order would amount to a miscarriage of 
Justice.— MANGAN v. METROPOLITAN ELECTRIC 
Suppiy Co., [1891] 2 Ch. 551; 65 L. T. 202; 7 
T. L. R. 558, C. A. 

_ 1978. -] -An action was commenced 
in the Chancery Division, & an application for the 
trial of the action before a jury was refused by the 
judge, & the Court of Appeal, while expressing the 
opinion that it was a case which might be ad- 
vantageously tried before a mercantile jury, refused 
to interfere with the judge’s exercise of his dis- 
cretion.—THORNTON v. UNION Discount Co. oF 
LONDON (1891), 7 T. L. R. 3822, 410, C. A. 





PRACTICE. 


1974. -}+—Pltfs. brought an action in 
the Queen’s Bench Division in respect of a claim 
which before the Judicature Act, 1878 (c. 49), 
might have been sued upon either in Chancery 
or at common law :—Held: an application by 
defts. for the trial of an action with a jury was 
properly refused, for defts. could not claim a jury 
as of right, the case being one which before the 
Judicature Act could have been tried in Chancery, 
& which was therefore, within the meaning of 
Ord. XXXVI., r. 4, a cause which before the 
passing of the Act “‘ could without any consent of 
parties have been tried without a jury ’’ & under 
r. 7 [see, now, Ord. XX XV., r. 2] ought to be tried 
by a judge, unless otherwise ordered, & the case 
was not altered by the fact that pltfs. had brought 
the action in the Queen’s Bench Division.— 
BARING BROTHERS & Co. v. NORTH WESTERN 
OF Uruauay Ry. Co., [1893] 2 Q. B. 406, 407; 69 
J.. T. 740; 9 R. 614, C. A. 

1975. -]——The Juries Act, 1918 (c. 23), 
s. 1, means that where there is an existing power 
to direct trial by jury, then trial by jury is not to 
take place except in the cases therein specified, & 
clause (B) thereof is confined to cases in which, 
apart from the Act, it would be in the power of the 
court in which an action in commenced to direct 
trial by jury, & accordingly the section must not 
be used to obtain the transfer of an action from the 
Chancery Division to the King’s Bench Division 
on the grounds that allegations of fraud are made 
therein. 

The Act is an Act to limit the right to a jury in 
certain cases, & must not be used to extend the 
right to civil cases commenced in the Chancery 
Division where the right to a jury never existed.— 
INTERNATIONAL PRODUCERS, LTD. v. FORBES 
(1922), 66 Sol. Jo. 333. 

Application for order.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXXVI, r. 6, Sect. 2, sub-sect. 5, post. 

— —~ Special jury.|—See R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVI, 
r. 9, Sect. 2, sub-sect.. 8, post. 

Judge sitting with assessors.|—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XXXVI, r. 43, Sect. 9, sub-sect. 1, post. 

Special referee.J|—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 45, Sect. 9, sub-sect. 3, post. 

1976. Issue tried separately.|—An action for an 
injunction to restrain deft. from building so as to 
interfere with a right of way claimed by pltf., 
which right was disputed, came on for trial before 
the Master of the Kolls, with witnesses, no issues 
of fact having been directed. After the examina- 
tion had been concluded, the Master of the Rolls 
stated that he found a verdict for pltf. as to the 
right of way, & directed the action to stand over 
in order to give the parties an opportunity of com- 
ing to an arrangement. Upon the action coming 
on again, a mandatory injunction was granted ; 
the order reciting that the court had found the 
pitf. entitled to the right of way. Deft., after 
the expiration of twenty-one days from the time 
when the verdict had been given, appealed from 
the order :—Held: the finding that pltf. was 
entitled to the right of way could not now be 
questioned, for deft. ought to have moved the 
Court of Appeal for a new trial within twenty- 
one days from the verdict being given.— KREHL v. 
BURRELL (1878), 10 Ch. D. 420; 48 L. J. Ch. 252 ; 
39 L. T. 461; 48 J. P. 142; 27 W. R. 234, C. A; 
subsequent proceedings (1879), 11 Ch. D. 146, C. A. 

1977. -]—When in an action in the Chancery 
Division, tried by a judge of that Division without 
a jury, definite issues of fact are settled at the 
commencement of the trial, then, whether the 
judge delivers his finding on the facts & his judg- 
ment on the whole case on separate days or at one 
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time, his finding of fact is an interlocutory order, 
& must be appealed from within twenty-one days. 

But, if no definite issues of fact are settled at the 
commencement of the trial, the finding of fact 
as the judgment on the whole case may be appealed 
from at any time within a year. 

Krehl v. Burrell, No. 1976, ante, explained.— 
LOWE v. LOWE (1879), 10 Ch. D. 432; 48 L. J. Ch. 
383 ; 40 T. L. R. 2386; 27 W. R. 309, C. A. 

1978. Hearing in camera.j—In cross-suits for 
divorce, the case for the wife having been opened 
in public, & the wife, on being called as a witness, 
finding it almost impossible to give her evidence 
by reason of the presence of people in court, the 
President directed this part of the case to be heard 
in camera.—MOOSBRUGGER v. MOOSBRUGGER & 
MARTIN (1913), 29 T. L. R. 658. 

1979. ——-.]—-A mere desire to consider feelings 
of delicacy or to exclude from publicity details 
which it would be desirable not to publish is not, 
I repeat, enough as the law now stands. I think 
that to justify an order for hearing in camera it 
must be shown that the paramount object of 
securing that justice is done would really be 
rendered doubtful of attainment if the order were 
not made (LORD HALDANE, C.).—Scort v. Scorr, 
[1913] A. C. 417, 439; 821. J. P. 74; 109 L. T. 
1; 29 T. L. R. 520; 57 Sol. Jo. 498, H. L. 

1980. -J—In the case of a public trial the 
publicity not of the proceedings only but of the 
judgment in particular is one of the most important 
safeguards of purity of administration. The judge 
must not only give his judgment in public but must 
give his reasons for his judgment, & that not so 
much for the assistance of the tribunal which may 
have to review him on appeal (for in the Court 
of Appeal the same view prevails) but with a 
view to rendering impossible a judgment arbitrary 
or capricious (BUCKLEY, L.J.).—R. v. Locan 
GOVERNMENT BoarD, Hx p. ARLIDGEH, [1914] 1 
K. B. 160, 187; 831. J. K. B. 86; 109 L. T. 651; 
78 J. P. 25; 11 L. G. R. 1187, C. A.; on appeal, 
sub nom. LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOARD v. ARLIDGE, 
[1915] A. C. 120, H. L. 

1981. —-—.]——Petitioner prayed a declaration 
that since Jan. 1, 1927, he had been the legitimate 
son of certain parties. On his behalf a preliminary 
objection was taken to the hearing in public of the 
petition. 

The procedure to be followed under the Legiti- 
macy Act, 1926 (c. 60), is the same as that under the 
Legitimacy Declaration Act, 1858 (c. 93), pro- 
ceedings under which have always been heard in 
public (LorD MERRIVALE, P.).—Ae PETITION FOR 
DECLARATION OF LEGITIMACY, [1927] W. N. 292. 

——~.]—See, further, Courts, Vol. XVI., pp. 
128-131, Nos. 259-289. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—MATTERS ASSIGNED TO 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 8. Causes or matters assigned by 
the Act to the Chancery Division shall be tried by a Judge 
witout a jury, unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise 
order. 


1982. Discretion of court.]—In actions which 
before the coming into operation of the Judica- 
ture Acts could only have been brought as suits 
in the Court of Chancery, the High Court has now 
the same discretion as the Court of Chancery 
formerly had, whether there shall be a trial by 
jury. The parties have in such cases no absolute 
right to a trial by Net ese lat as v. BIRMING- 
HAM SYNDICATE, IRMINGHAM SYNDICATE v. 
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SwWINDELL (1876), 3 Ch. D. 127; 45 L. J. Ch. 
756; 365 L. T. 111; 24 W. RR. 911; 3 Char. Pr. 
Cas. 304, 310, C. A. 








1983. —_-.]|—CooTE v. INGRAM, No. 1962, 
ante. 
1984. — —-.]—-Pltfs. brought an action in the 


Chancery Division to set aside an agreement on 
the ground that they had been induced to enter 
into it by the fraudulent representations of deft. 
The pleadings having been closed, pltfs. gave 
notice of trial by jury. Defts. thereupon moved 
that the action might be tried by the judge without 
a jury. The Vice-Chancellor held that the case 
ought to be tried before the judge without a jury: 
—Held: on appeal, the discretion of a judge as 
to the mode in which an action attached to his 
branch of the court can be most conveniently 
tried will not be interfered with except in a very 
strong casc, & the order of the Vice-Chancellor 
must be affirmed.-—RUSTON v. TOBIN (1879), 10 
Ch. D. 558; 40 L. T. 111; 27 W. R. 588, C. A. 

1985. — —.] —Kither party to an action has an 
absolute right under Ord. XXXVI, r. 3, to have 
the action or the issues tried before a jury, without 
assigning any reasons, unless it shall appear to 
the judge that there are special grounds rendering 
it desirable to try the action before a judge without 
a jury, the onus in such cases being on the party 
who desires it not to be tried before a jury. The 
Vice-Chancellor having made an order that the 
issues in an action should be tried before himself 
without a jury, on the ground that no sufficient 
reason had been shown for its being tried by a 
jury :—Jleld: on appeal, that the judge having 
placed the onus of proof on the wrong party, had 
not exercised his discretion in accordance with 
the rule, & the court overruled his decision. 

Semble: even if the judge exercises his discretion 
in accordance with the rule [Ord. XXXVI., r. 3] 
his decision is subject to appeal, though the court 
will not interfere with his discretion except in a 
very strong case. Where the whole case is a 
proper one to be tried by a jury, it is the more 
convenient practice to transfer the action 
altogether to the Queen’s Bench Division.—Re 
MARTIN, HUNT v. CHAMBERS (1882), 20 Ch. D. 
365; 51 L. J. Ch. 683; 46 LL. T. 399; 30 W. R. 
527, C. A. 

1986. ——-..]}—Where the deft. in an action 
claims an indemnity from a third party, whom he 
serves with a notice, & the third party appears, 
the proper order is, if the third party admits his 
liability, tu give him leave to defend, but if he 
does not to give him leave to attend the trial of 
the action & to take such part thercin as the judge 
at the trial shall think proper, & to direct the 
question of the liability of the third party to stand 
over to the trial. 

Where a pitf. brought his action, which was 
substantially for damages, in the Chancery 
Division, & afterwards took out a summons asking 
for e trial by jury, which deft. resisted on the 
ground that there were questions of law to be 
decided which could not properly go before a 
jury :—Held: if the court had a discretion, it 
would not exercise it so as to deprive pltf. of his 
right to a trial by jury.—Co.Lzs v. CIvIL SERVICE 
SuppLy Assocn. (1884), 26 Ch. D. 529; 53 
L. J. Ch. 638, 639; 50 L. T. 114; 32 W. R. 407. 

1987. -}—Pltf. commenced an action in 
the Chancery Division alleging that deft. was 
trustee of a sum of £700 for her, & claiming pay- 
ment of that sum with interest, &, if necessary, 
an account of profits made by deft. by using it 
in his business, & also claiming the return of 
certain chattels, or their value, & damages for 
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their detention. Deft. denied the trust, stated 
that the money had been lent to him by the pltf., 
& long ago repaid, & denied that he ever had any 
chattels of the pltf. in his possession. Pltf., after 
the defence had been put in, applied to have the 
issues of fact tried by a jury :—Held: the action 
came within Ord. XXXVI., r. 3, & not within 
r. 6 of the same Order. The action therefore was 
to be tried by a judge without a jury, unless it 
could be made out that it was better to have it 
tried by jury, & that in the present case this was 
not shown. 

Now Ord. XXXVI., r. 3, gives the court 
discretion to decide upon the mode of trial in a 
class of cases of which thisis one. That discretion, 
like other judicial discretions, must be exercised 
according to common sense & according to justice, 
& if there is a miscarriage in the exercise of it it 
will be reviewed, but still it is a discretion, & for 
my own part I think that when a tribunal is 
invested by Act of Parliament or by Rules with a 
discretion, without any indication in the Act or 
Rules of the grounds upon which the discretion 
is to be exercised, it is a mistake to lay down any 
rules with a view of indicating the particular 
grooves in which the discretion should run, for 
if the Act or the Rules did not fetter the discretion 
of the judge why should the court do so ? (BOWEN, 
L.J.).—-GARDNER v. JAY (1885), 29 Ch. D. 50, 58 ; 
oe J. Ch. 762; 52 L. T. 395; 33 W. R. 470, 

1988. ——-.} —A.-G. v. VYNER, No. 1965, ante. 

1989, ———.}+-MANGAN v. METROPOLITAN ELEC- 
TRIC SUPPLY Co., No. 1972, ante. 

1990. ——-.}—An action was brought in the 
Chancery Division for an injunction to restrain 
trespass on mines & for an account of minerals 
gotten. Glamorganshire was named as the place 
of trial. The case turned on the question whether 
the land from which the minerals had been gotten 
was part of pitf.’s estate or part of the waste of 
the manor. Pltf. applied for a trial at Cardiff by 
a@ special jury. The judge, on the ground that 
the case would involve an examination of many 
documents, ordered the action to be tried at 
Cardiff Assizes without a jury :—Held: on appeal, 
though pltf. could not claim a jury as a matter 
of right, the importance of a view was so great 
that a trial by jury ought to be ordered. 

As pointed out in Timeon v. Wilson, No. 1963, 
ante, the rules 2 to 7 of Ord. XXXVI. [see, now, 
Ord. XXXVI., rr. 2-6] must be read together ; 
they form a code on this subject. Wherever 
there was, before the Judicature Acts, a right to 
a trial by jury, such right still exists, & where 
there was no such right before there is none under 
the rules, although in such cases power is given 
to the court to direct a trial by a jury if in its 
opinion that mode of trial ought to be adopted. 
That this is the true effect of the rules will be 
seen by going through them one by one... . 
It. 4 applies to causes or matters which before 
1873 could be tried without a jury without any 
consent of parties. It has no application to the 
old common law actions, but it applies to all 
Chancery actions & to old Admiraity actions. 
R. 4 does not say how those actions are to be 
tried... & only authorises trial without a jury 
of one or more issues arising in such actions as I 
ae just sag ete (LINDLEY, L.J.). 

appears me that rules from 2 to 7 of 
Ord. XXXVI. [see, nuw, Ord. AXXVI,., rr. 2-6] 
form a code of regulations as to the mode of trial. 
The effect of them is this. They make a trial 
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by a judge without a jury the normal mode of 
trial. They do not take away the right of trial 
by a jury where it existed before, or give it where 
it did not previously exist. That appears to me 
beyond all question to be the general effect of 
those rules. They do, however, make this change, 
that where it is desired the trial should be a judge 
with a jury, this mode of trial must be asked for. 
That is a great & important change, because 
previously to the Judicature Acts all common law 
actions were tried with a jury, & they could not 
be tried by a judge without a jury unless the 

arties consented (LOPES, L.J.).—-JENKINS v. 

USHBY, [1891] 1 Ch. 484, 489, 490, 492; 60 
L. J. Ch. 254; 64 L. T. 213; 39 W. R. 321; 7 
T. L. R. 227, C. A.; subsequent proceedings (1893), 
125 Lords Journals, 177, H. L. 

1991. ~}—-THORNTON v. UNION DISCOUNT 
Co. oF LONDON, No. 1973, ante. 

1992. »}+—The question with which we arc 
confronted is this, that appellants here say that 
we are leaving to the discretion of a judge to 
determine that which the parties are at present 

. entitled to [that the issues shall be deter- 
mined by a jury]. This objection is ill-founded. 
The matter, it is true, is committed to the dis- 
cretion of a Chancery judge; but to what circum- 
stances has he to apply that discretion ? He has 
to ask himself, Am I to grant, or am I to withhold, 
a jury to a pitf. who under the existing law is 
entitled ex debito justitie to a jury. How can it 
be contended that a judge would be making a 
proper, or a defensible, exercise of his discretion, 
if he used it to deny to a pltf. that to which under 
the law of the land pltf. is properly entitled ? 
(LoRD BIRKENHEAD, C.).—DUNLUP RUBBER Co., 
Lip. v. DuNLop, [1921] 1 A. C. 367; 90 L. J. 
P.C. 140; 124 L. T. 584; 37 T. L. R. 245, H. L. 

1993. -——. ]— INTERNATIONAL PRODUCERS, LTD. 
v. FORBES, No. 1975, ante. 

1994, Jury dispensed with by consent—New trial 
ordered—Effect of consent.])—Giprs v. Gipps & 
HumE, No. 2036, post. 

1995. Trial by jury—-When ordered—Simple 
issue of fact.J—An action which falls within one 
of the classes of actions which, by sect. 34 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, are specially assigned to 
the Chancery Division, will not be sent for trial 
by a jury unless it involves a simple issue of fact, 
the determination of which will decide the action. 

If such an action depends on the determination 
of mixed questions of law & fact, it ought to be 
tried by a judge without a jury, & an order will 
be made for its trial by the judge of the Chancery 
Division to whom it has been assigned, without 
a jury, even though pltf. has by his statement of 
claim proposed a different venue. 

The mere fact that the action will be tried more 
quickly, is not a sufficient reason for sending it 
to be tried at the assizes.—CARDINALL v. CARDI- 
Se al 25 Ch. D. 772; 53 L. J. Ch. 636; 32 

.R. 411. 














1996. —— ——.]—GARDENER v. JAY, 
No. 1987, ante. 
1997. Redemption action.|—This is a 








redemption action in form & substance. ... The 
only question is whether I ought to leave the 
action to take its ordinary course & be tried by a 
judge at Liverpool without a jury, or whether I 
should direct it to be tried with a jury. It appears 
to me that there is no reason for obtaining the 
verdict of a jury, which will only lead to delay & 
expense (KEKEWICH, J.).—RBYNOLDS & GIBSON 
v. BANK oF LIVERPOOL (1892), 9 T. L. R. 46. 
1998. Joinder of other causes of action. |—Pltfs. 
sued in respect of certain alterations made by the 
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defts. in his house at Bath, which adjoined pltfs.’ 
house. Pitfs. claimed, first, specific performance 
of an agreement entered into upon a sale of the 
land on which the house stood, whereby a certain 
building scheme was provided; &, secondly, an 
injunction to restrain the deft. from so building 
. to interfere with the light & air coming to pltfs.’ 
ouse. 

A motion was made on behalf of deft. for an 
order that the action might be tried before a judge 
& jury, & that the trial might take place at the 
forthcoming assizes at Bristol. 

Deft.’s contention was, that the issue as to 
obstructing ancient lights not being one of those 
matters which by the Judicature Act, 1873, was 
assigned to the Chancery Division, the court had, 
so far as that part of the action was concerned, 
no discretion in the matter; but that the deft. 
had a right to have that issue at all events tried 
before a judge & jury. Further that, supposing 
such right did not exist, yet, as this issue was 
quite independent of the question of specific 
performance, & as moreover the locus in quo was 
Bath, & therefore great expense would be saved 
by having the trial at Bristol, the court, in the 
exercise of its discretion, ought to direct a trial 
before a jury :—Held: (1) the action being one 
which by the Judicature Act was assigned to the 
Chancery Division, the court had a discretion 
whether or not it would allow a trial by a jury ; 
& deft. had no right to say that he would split 
the action in two & insist upon one portion of it 
being tried before a jury; (2) as to the exercise 
of that discretion, this was not a case in which 
the issue sought to be tried before a jury was 
preliminary to the rest of the action, & might put 
an end to it; that in whichever way the issuc as 
to obstruction of light was decided, the question 
of specific performance would remain, & would 
have to be tried in the Chancery Division; & 
therefore the application must be _ refused.— 
SHEPPARD v. GILMORE (1885), 53 L. T. 625; 34 
W.R. 179; 2 T. LL. R. 169. 

1999. ——-.]— GARDENER v. JAY, No. 1987, ante. 

2000. -/-—PItf. brought an action for re- 
demption of shares mortgaged by him. Deft. by 
counterclaim sought relief incident to his position 
as mortgagee, & also damages for alleged fraudu- 
lent misrepresentations made by pltf. to dett. 
which affected the amount of the balance to secure 
which the mortgage was given. Pltf. applied to 
have the action tried with a jury, which the judge 
refused :—Held: on appeal, the case did not come 
within Ord. XXXVI., r. 6. so as to give pltf. a 
right to have the action tried with a jury—that 
his proper course would have been to apply to 
have the counterclaim for damages tried separately, 
as a claim which could not be conveniently tried 
in the pending action, & that the appeal must be 
dismissed. 

This action, for the reasons I have given, being 
one assigned to the Chancery Division, is within 
r.33 itis nota cause or matter withinr. 6. Pltf.’s 
application, therefore, as matter of right, fails 
(NORTH, J.).—LyNcH v. MACDONALD (1887), 37 
Ch. D. 227, 231, 232; 567 L. J. Ch. 651; 58 L. T. 
293 ; 36 W. R. 419, C. A. 

2001. ——..]—In an action for dissolution of 
partnership pltfs. by their statement of claim 
made numerous charges of a serious nature 
affecting the character of deft., including charges 
of fraud, maintenance, & perjury. Deft. selected 
five of the most serious of these charges, & applied 
to the court, asking that issues should be directed 
to be tried before a judge & a special jury :— 
Held: the real issue in the action was whether 
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deft. had been guilty of such conduct as to render 
a dissolution of the partnership necessary, & there- 
fore that, even if deft. should succeed on all such 
issues, it would not necessarily follow that the 
partnership ought not to be dissolved; & the 
application must accordingly be refused.— 
EHRMANN v. EHRMANN (1895), 72 L. T. 548, C. A. 

2002. Transfer to King’s Bench Division.|—A 
trial by jury cannot be heard before a judge of 
the Chancery Division. Actions commenced in 
the Chancery Division, if they are to be tried by & 
jury, must be set down in the general list, to be 
tried by one of the judges of the Common Law 
Divisions.—_WARNER v. MuRDOCH, MURDOCH v. 
WARNER (1877), 4 Ch. D. 750; 46 L. J. Ch. 121; 
35 L. T. 748; 25 W. R. 207, C. A. 








2003. .—Re MartTIN, HUNT v. CHAMBERS, 
No. 1985, ante. 
2004. -}—MANGAN v. METROPOLITAN ELEC- 


TRIC SUPPLY Co., No. 1972, ante. 

2005. .}—This was an action commenced 
in the Chancery Division to set aside or cancel a 
policy of insurance for £1,000. Pltfs. were the 
trustees of an insurance co.; defts. were the 
executors of a deceased policy-holder. Pltfs. 
alleged that the policy had been granted to the 
deceased on a suppression or misstatement of 
material facts, & they disputed their liability to 
pay on these grounds. The day after this action 
was commenced defts. issued a writ in the Queen’s 
Bench Division against the insurance company, 
claiming payment of the £1,000 alleged to be due 
to them on the policy. Defts. then applied by 
summons in chambers that all proceedings in the 
Chancery action might be stayed, or that it might 
be transferred to the Queen’s Bench Division; & 
upon hearing this summons BYRNE, J., in chambers 
made an order transferring the action to the 
Queen’s Bench Division. Pltfs. now moved to 
discharge this order. 

I am satisfied, both in chambers & on the present 
occasion, that it wiJl be more convenient & less 
expensive to have the action tried at assizes in 
the country, & it is for that reason that the order 
for transfer has been made, & will now be con- 
firmed; but in making this order I desire to 
do or say nothing which would in any way inter- 
fere with the discretion of the judge before whom 
the action may eventually come; & I intend to 
leave it quite open for that judge to decide whether 
the two actions should or should not be con- 
solidated, & whether either or both of them should 
be tried with or without a jury. The motion must 
be refused with costs (BYRNE, J.).—FORRESTER 
v. JONES, [1899] W. N. 78. 

2006. ——~—.]—INTERNATIONAI. PRODUCERS, LTD., 
v. Forsrs, No. 1975, ante. 





SuB-SECT. 3.—CAUSES FORMERLY TRIABLE 
WITHOUT JURY. 


R. S, C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 4. The Court or a Judge may, if it 
shall appear desirable, direct a trial without a jury of any 
question or issue of fact, or partly of fact and partly of law, 
arising in any cause or matter which immediately before the 
lst November, 1875, could, without any consent of parties, 
have been tried without a jury. 


[New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. KX XVIII, r. 8 (2) 
(g), Part XCIV., post] 


2007. Application of rule.]}—In an action by an 
executor to establish a will, the heir-at-law was 
cited. Pltf. gave notice of trial by jury. The 
action was twice tried by a special jury, before 
the President, & in each case the jury di 
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& were discharged. The tas having set the 
action down for trial again before a special jury, 
the defts. applied fur special directions as to the 
further trial. The President, the heir-at-law 
appearing & not opposing, made an order that the 
action should be tried by a judge without a jury. 
Pitf. appealed :—Held: (1) the case was one 
where, under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 77, s. 35, as the 
heir-at-law did not ask for a jury, the judge could, 
before the Judicature Act, without any consent, 
have ordered the action to be tried without a 
jury ; a choice of the mode of trial under General 
Orders, Ord. XXXVI., r. 3, did not exclude the 
application of r. 26 [see, now, R. S. C., 1883, Ord. 
XXXV., rr. 4, 6], & that the judge therefore had 
jurisdiction to make the order appealed from ; 
(2) though the order was subject to appeal, the 
Court of Appeal would not interfere with the 
discretion of the judge except in a strong case, & 
here there was no ground for holding that his 
discretion had been wrongly exercised.—Re Moor- 
DAFF, BURGOINE v. MOORDAFF (1883), 8 P. D. 


205; 62 L. J. P. 77; 48 L. T. 504; 31 W. R. 
735, C. A. 
2008. ——-.}+-THE TEMPLE Bar, No. 1968, ante. 
2009. ———-.]--TIMSON v. WILSON, No. 2023, post. 
2010. ———.]—-JENKINS v. BUSHBY, No. 1990, 
ante. 
2011. — —.]—BARING BROTHERS & Co. v. NORTH 


WESTERN OF URUGUAY Ry. Co., No. 1974, ante. 

2012. Burden of proof—Party applying for 
jury.J—CooTeE v. INGRAM, No. 1962, ante. 

2013. _ ——-.]—A.-G. v. VYNER, No. 
1965, ante. 

2014. Question of fact—-Whether damages in- 
cluded.}]—In an action to restrain the sale of goods 
under an alleged infringement of pltf.’s trade- 
mark & claiming damages for false representations 
by deft. that his goods were yoods of pltf.’s manu- 
facture, or in the alternative an account of profits, 
it was ordered that the questions of fact arising 
in the action should be tried by a special jury 
before a judge :—Held: pltf., who had not made 
his election between damages & profits, was not 
entitled, before he had succeeded in establishing 
his title to relicf by verdict of the jury upon the 
questions of fact in the action, to discovery as 
to the sales effected by deft. & production of his 
books for that purpose. 

It was contended that ‘‘ damages’’ were in- 
cluded in the term ‘“‘ questions of fact arising in the 
action,” & that Ord. XXXVI., r. 4, was not 
intended to exclude the question of damages. 

Now, I do not say that the damage sustained 
by pltf. is not a question of fact, but is it a question 
of fact within the meaning of that order? At 
the time when the order was made pltf. had not 
elected to waive his account of profits. Would 
it then be right to allow pltf. to get a jury to 
determine what damages he was entitled to before 
he has made his election between damages & 
profits ? Should the jury award him a large sum 
for damages he would probably accept it, but if 
they gave him a small sum only, then he might 
say, ‘No, I would rather have an account of 
profits, as I see by the deft.’s books that he has 
made a much larger sum.”’ 

By ‘“ questions of fact ’’ I think that the order 
means questions of fact on which the pltf.’s 
title to relief depends (Corron, L.J.).—FENNESSY 
v. CLARK (1887), 37 Ch. D. 184, 187; 57 L. J. Ch. 
398; 68 L. T. 289; 4 T. L. R. 127, C. A. 

~ —— Legitimacy Declaration Act proceedings. ] 
See BasTAaRDY, Vol. III., p. 370, Nos. 116-121. 
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2015. Probate action at assizes.J—The Court of 
Probate has no power to order the issues in a 
testamentary cause to be tried by a judge of assize 
without a jury.—BUSHELL v. BLENKHORN (1866), 
L.R.1 P. & D. 89; 35L. J.P. & M. 70; 13 L. T. 
804; 14 W. R. 408. 

2016. ——_—.]—This was a motion, treated as a 
summons adjourned into court, to discharge an 
order made on April 25 by the judges refusing to 
allow a jury in the trial of a probate suit to be 
heard at Bristol Assizes. The judge thereby 
reversed the order for a special jury made by the 
registrar on April 15. The party who applied for 
the jury was a deft. who ‘P eaded lack of know- 
ledge & approval of a will propounded by pltf., 
& asked the court to pronounce against other 
alleged wills. Pltf. & another deft. asked for a 
trial before a judge alone. It was submitted by 
the applicant that in the present condition of the 
law no probate suit involving issues of fact could 
be tried at assizes except with a jury, despite a 
direction issued by the senior probate registrar 
on Dec. 8, 1927, as follows: ‘‘ Probate actions at 
assizes: juries. In view of the repeal of sect. 38 
of the Court of Probate Act, 1857, by the Statute 
Law Revision Act, 1892, the case of Bushell v. 
Blenkhorn, No. 2015, ante, need no longer be followed. 
An order may be made by a registrar for the hearing 
of a probate action at assizes, without a jury.’’ In 
that probate case in 1866, Lord Penzance held that 
he had no power to order an issue to be tried by a 
judge of assize without a jury, & he ordered a com- 
mon jury. He was bound by sects. 35 & 38 of the 
Court of Probate Actin thatregard. Those sections 
had been repealed by the Statute Law Revision 
Act, 1892, which, however, kept in being the estab- 
lished jurisdiction prior to the Judicature Act, 
1875. The matter was now governed by R. 8. C., 
Ord. XXXVI., rr. 4 & 6, the combined effect of 
which, coupled with the saving of the “ established 
jurisdiction ” in the Act of 1892, made a jury a 
matter of right & not of discretion in the trial at 
assizes of a probate suit :—Held: the matter was 
governed by Ord. XXXVI., r. 4, which said: 
‘The court or a judge may, if it shall appear 
desirable, direct a trial without a jury of any 
question or issue of fact, or partly of fact & partly 
by law, arising in any cause or matter which 
immediately before Nov. 1, 1875, could, without 
any consent of parties, have been tried without a 
jury.”’ Before Nov., 1875, a probate suit could 
have been ordered to be tried without a jury 
in the Court of Probate, & as there was no 
exception made in the order as to trial at 
assizes, it followed that the court now had a 
discretionary power, as indicated in the direction 
to order a trial at assizes without a jury. The 
motion failed.—WaATKINS v. REDDY (1932), 173 
L. T. Jo. 381, 382; 73 L. Jo. 396. 


SuB-secT. 4.—ISSUE REQUIRING PROLONGED 
EXAMINATION OF DOCUMENTS, ETC. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 5. The Court or a Judge may 
direct the trial without a jury of any cause, matter or issue 
requiring any prolonged examination of documents or accounts, 
or any scientific or local epee cagtartes which cannot in their or 
his opinion conveniently be made with a jury. 

[New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIII4, r. 8 (2) 
(9), Part XCIV., post.J 


2017. Application of rule.J—R. 5 merely pre- 
serves the old practice of the common law courts ; 
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there always was a power in such actions as there 
mentioned to order a trial without a jury. This 
rule has no application to actions which apart 
from it are properly triable without a jury. ... 
In considering r. 5, judges not accustomed to work 
with juries are apt to underrate their power of 
dealing with questions involving an examination 
of maps, plans, & accounts. No doubt when it is 
necessary to go through a long disputed account 
item by item it is very difficult, if not impossible, 
to do so with a jury at the assizes ; but to suppose 
that there is any real difficulty in getting a special 
jury to see & appreciate the result of accounts, 
or to apply their minds to & appreciate ordinary 
maps & plans, is to make a great mistake. Ques- 
tions of boundary paler ee an examination of 
maps are constantly tried satisfactorily & without 
difficulty by judges with juries at assizes. It is 
obvious that in this case no accounts will have to 
be taken at the trial; & if the judge really thought 
that this case could not be conveniently tried at 
the assizes by a judge with a jury I cannot agree 
with him (LINDLEY, L.J.).—JENKINS v. BUSHBY, 
[1891] 1 Ch. 484; 60 L. J. Ch. 254; 64 L. T. 213; 
39 W. R. 321; 7 T. L. R. 227, C. A.; subsequent 
proceedings (1893), 125 Lords Journals, 177, H. L. 

2018. Jurisdiction exercised—Scientific investiga- 
tion.|—Where one of the necessary issues in an 
action requires scientific investigation, though 
there may be other issues of fact, the court has 
jurisdiction under Ord. XXXVI., r. 5, to direct 
the action to be tried with assessors.—SWYNY v. 
NorTH EASTERN Ry. Co. (1896), 74 L. T. 88; 
12 T. L. R. 202; 8 Asp. M. L. C. 132, C. A. 

2019. ——-.]—In a case of alleged damage 
to a ship owing to a defective berth, involving 
scientific knowledge concerning a ship, the judge 
exercised his jurisdiction & refused trial with a 
jury.—PHILLIPS v. LANCASTER PORT COMRS. 
(1910), Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

2020. Examination of voluminous docu- 
ments. ]—Pitf. in an action which was commenced 
in the Chancery Division applied for a trial by 
jury, on the ground that the issues as to the 
existence of a local custom, & the amount of 
damage done to the pltf., required to be tried in 
the neighbourhood where the cause of action arosc, 
& where the majority of the witnesses resided. 
The application was opposed by defts. on two 
_ wunds: First, that the custom had to be proved 
by the examination of ancient documents of a 
peculiar character ; & secondly, that one of defts. 
was an important mineowner, against whom such 
a local prejudice existed as would endanger defts.’ 
prospects of a trial by jury. Pitf. made no answer 
to defts.’ evidence as to local prejudice, not even 
so far as to express his belief that the defts. would 
have a fair trial:—Held: (1) defts. had brought 
themselves within the terms of r. 5 of Ord. XXXVI. 
of the Rules of Court, 1883; & the application 
for a trial by jury must be refused; (2) apart 
from r. 6 of Ord. XXXVI., pltf.’s evidence was 
insufficient to support his application, inasmuch 
as it contained no answer to defts.’ evidence as to 
local prejudice & the danger of their not obtaining 
a fair trial—SHAFTro v. BOLCKOW, VAUGHAN & 
Aon Lrp. (No. 2) (1887), 67 L. T. 17; 35 W. Kt. 

2021. ——— Though an existing order for trial 
with jury under Ord. XXXVI., r. 1.}—Where an 
action is in the special jury list, & even in the day’s 
list for hearing, the trial judge, if he has reason to 
believe that the case comes within the class of 
cases mentioned in Ord. XXXVI., r. 5, has juris- 
diction to act upon that rule, & to transfer the 
action to the non-jury list, although there is an 
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existing order for trial of the action by a jury made 
under Ord. XXXVI., r. 1, & neither party has 
applied to that judge to vary that order. 

The trial judge will, of course, consider the 
matter very carefully before he deprives a party 
of the mode of trial which he desires, without the 
application of the other party to that effect 
(SCRUTTON, L.J.). 

I think r. 5 is an overriding rule giving power to 
the court or a judge at any time before or at the 
trial to make the order... . If the case is one 
within r. 5 it is not within r. 6. If an order had 
already been made under r. 6, it could only have 
been made on the ground that, in the opinion of a 
court or a judge, the case was not within r. 5. In 
such a case the judge could not make an order 
under r. 5, as the question then would be chose 
jugée. If, on the other hand, an order be made 
under r. 5 before any application under r. 6, no 
order could be made under r. 6. The question in 
this case would also be chose jugée (GREER, L.J.).— 


MAYHEAD v. Hypravurtic Horst Co., [19381] 2 
ae 424; 100 L. J. K. B. 369; 145 L. T. 83, 


SUB-SECT. 5.—TRIAL WITH JURY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 6. In any cause, matter, or issue 
other than those mentioned in rules 3, 4 and 5 of this Order, 
upon the application (not later than ten days after the close of 
the pleadings or where there are no pleadings at the time of or 
within ten days after the making of the Order directing the 
mode of trial) of any party thereto for a trial with a jury of 
the cause, matter, or issue, an order shall be made for a trial 
with a jury. 


Special jury.]—See Sect. 2, sub-sect. 8, post. 

Women jurors.|—See Sect. 2, sub-sect. 9, post. 

Function of jury—Giving a verdict.]}—See JURIES, 
Vol. XXX., pp. 246 ef seq. 

2022. Cases neither within rr. 3-5 nor enume- 
rated within r. 6—Qualified right to trial by jury.}— 
THE TEMPLE BAR, No. 1968, ante. 

2023. ——.]—R. 6 gives no right to a 
trial by jury in any case which before could be 
tried without a jury, without any consent of 
parties (LINDLEY, L.J.).—TIMSON v. WILSON, 
FANSHAWE v. LONDON & PROVINCIAL DatRy Co. 
(1888), 38 Ch. D. 72; 59 L. T. 76; sub nom. 
FANSHAWE v. LONDON & PROVINCIAL DartRy Co., 
36 W. R. 418, C. A. 

2024. .}—R. 6 is qualified by r. 5, 
but it has no reference to r. 4, except this, viz. 
that the causes or matters mentioned in r. 4 are 
excluded from the operation of r. 6. To construe 
r. 6 as applicable to all actions except those 
mentioned in rr. 2, 3, & 5 [see, now, Ord. XXXVI, 
rr. 3 & 5], would be to give a right to a trial by 
jury when there was no such right before, e.g. in 
all Chancery actions except those mentioned in 
r. 3, & in old Admiralty actions (LINDLEY, L.J.). 

Does Ord. XXXVI., r. 6, except from its 
operation all the causes & matters mentioned in 
the preceding rules of that Order, or only the 
causes & matters as to which those rules had 
provided particular modes of trial? Reading 
these rules apart from the decided cases, it seems 
to me that there is very much to be said in favour 
of the latter of these two constructions. But its 
adoption would certainly result in the formidable 
difficulty which was pointed out during the 

ent by Lindley, L.J. (Kay, L.J.). 

They (Ord. XXXVI., rr. 3-6], however, make 
this change, that where it is desired the trial should 
be by a judge with a jury, this mode of trial must 
be asked for. Thatis a great & important change, 
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because previously to the Judicature Acts all 
common law actions were tried with a jury, & 
they could not be tried by a judge without a jury 
unless the parties consented (LoprEs, L.J.).— 
JENKINS v. BUSHBY, [1891] 1 Ch. 484; 60 L. J. Ch. 
254; 64 L. T. 213; 39 W. R. 321; 7 T. L. R. 
227, C. A.3 subsequent proceedings (1893), 125 
Lords Journals, 177, H. L. 

2025. —--.}+—-On Nov. 21, 1912, the steamship 
Royal Scot was proceeding up the Thames in the 
compulsory charge of S., a duly licensed Trinity 
House pilot, when she ran into a causeway on the 
north side of the river, used by the Metropolitan 
Asylums Board in connection with the training 
ship Lamouth. For the damage so occasioned 
the Asylums Board brought, in the Admiralty 
Division, an action in personam against the pilot, 
alleging negligence, & also an action in rem against 
the owners of the Royal Scot. On the summons 
for directions coming before the registrar, the 
pilot, as deft., applied for trial by jury, & therefore 
asked for the transfer of the action against him to 
the King’s Bench Division. This was refused, 
& on appeal to BARGRAVE DEANE, J., the refusal 
was upheld on the ground that the two actions 
could be conveniently tried together in Admiralty 
by the judge sitting with two nautical assessors. 
The pilot appealed. Counsel for deft. contended 
that the pilot had an absolute right to trial by 
jary, & therefore an order should be made, under 
Ord. XXXVI., r. 6, for the trial of the cause with 
a jury, &, for that purpose, the case should be 
transferred to the King’s Bench Division. Counsel 
for pltfs. argued that the case fell within r. 5 of 
the above Order. by which the court may direct 
the trial, without a jury. of any cause requiring 
scientific investigation, & the nautical inquiry 
involved, with reference to the alleged negligent 
handling of the ship by the pilot, could not be 
conveniently made by a jury. The court allowed 
the appeal with costs, on the ground that the 
puot had a right to a jury, & therefore ordered 
the action to be transferred to the King’s Bench 
Division.— METROPOLITAN ASYLUMS BoaRD  v, 
SPARROW, [1913] W.N.115; 29 T. L. R. 450, C. A. 

Cases within rr. 2-5.}—See Sect. 2, sub-sects. 
1-4, ante. 

2026. Cases set down for trial under Ord. XIV.}— 
Opon an application under Ord. XIV. for leave to 
enter final judgment, the judge made an order 
giving unconditional leave to defend & ordered 
the action to be put into the short cause list. 
Deft. then applied, on the summons for directions, 
for an order for a trial with a jury, but the judge 
refused to make the order :— Held: although the 
judge might have given leave to defend upon the 
terms that the trial should be without a jury, yet, 
as this had not been done, deft. was entitled to 
an order for a trial with a jury under Ord. XX XVI., 
r. 6.—WOLFE v. Dr BRAAM (1899), 81 L. T. 533 ; 
16 T. L. R. 61; sub nom. WooLFe v. DE BraaM, 
48 W. HR. 161, C. A. 

2027. —-—.}—Upon an application under Ord. 
XIV. for leave to enter final judgment, the master 
made the following order. It is ordered that 
deft. be at liberty to defend this action, & that 
the action be set down in the short cause list. 
Deft. then applied for an order that the action 
be tried with a jury :—Held: the order giving 
leave to defend imposed no conditions as to the 
mode of trial, deft. was entitled under Ord. 
racer r. 6, to have are action tried with a 
jurv.—MACARTNEY v. ACARTNEY (1 
T. L. R. 818. iene ae 
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2028. -}+—-A judge refusing a pltf. leave to 
sign judgment under Ord. XIV., r. 1, is not bound 
to give deft. unconditional leave to defend; but 
in allowing him to defend, may, under Ord. XIV., 
r. 6, impose the condition that the case shall be 
entered in the special list established by Ord. 
XIV., r. 8 (0b), & notwithstanding Ord. X XXVI., 
r. 6, may add the condition that the case shall be 
tried by a judge without a jury.—Kopbak, LTD. v. 
ALPHA Fium Corpn., Lrp., HUTH (FREDERICK) & 
Co. v. Jackson, [19380] 2 K. B. 340; 99 L. J. 
K. B. 692; 74 Sol. Jo. 370. 

2029. Action falling under r. 4—Commenced in 
King’s Bench Division instead of Chancery 
Division.}—BARING BROTHERS & Co. v. NORTH 
WESTERN OF UrvuGuAY Ry. Co., No. 1974, ante. 

2080. Action falling under r. 6—Commenced in 
Chancery Division.}—CoLEs v. Civil. SERVICE 
SUPPLY Assocn., No. 1986, ante. 

Petition of right.}—See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. 
XVI., p. 243, No. 397. 

2031. Application for 
BusHBy, No. 1990, ante. 

2082. Case falling within r. 6—-No dis- 
cretion.|—A party who desires that an action 
shall be tried with a jury must obtain an order to 
that effect; & if the case falls within Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 6, the master has no discretion, but 
must make the order.—TROWER v. LAW JiIFE 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY (1885), 54 L. J. Q. B. 407; 
§2 L. T. 888; 33 W. R. 647; 17. L. R. 510, C. A. 

20338. ——— ~}—MACARTNEY V. 
MACARTNEY, No. 2027, ante. 

2034. Time for application.|—After an 
action for an injunction & an account was com- 
menced, pltf., on Dec. 11, 1885, moved for an 
anterim injunction, when an order was made that 
such motion should stand over until the trial of 
the action, pltf. undertaking to set down the 
cause for trial forthwith, & deliver a statement of 
claim within ten days, & deft. gave an under- 
taking in the terms of the notice of motion. The 
notice of trial was given on Dec. 21, 1885, the 
statement of claim was delivered on Dec. 19, 
1885, & the defence & counterclaim were delivered 
on Jan. 4, 1886, & on the same date pitfs. received 
notice of defts.’ intention to apply for a trial by 
jury :—Held:; the application was made too late, 
& no case had been made out for the exercise of 
the court’s discretion to enlarge the time under 
Ord. LXIV., r. 7.—MOoORE v. DEAKIN (1886), 53 
L. T. 858; 34 W. R. 227; 2T. L. R. 246. 

2085. -}+—Notice of trial was given 
by pltf., but the cause was not entered for 
trial by either party within the time prescribed 
by the Rules, & the notice was therefore no longer 
in force. Plitf. gave a second notice of trial, 
entered the cause for trial on the same day, & 
then applied for a trial by jury :—Held: under 
Ord. XXXVI., r. 6, the application for a jury was 
too late. (Per MANIstTy, J., dissenting) The first 
notice of trial should under the circumstances be 
regarded as countermanded by consent. The 
second notice of trial was therefore valid & the 
application for a trial by jury was made in time 
within Ord. XXXVI., rr. 6, 16.—TONSLEY v. 
HEFFER (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 1538; 57 L. T. 481; 
36 W. R. 48; 3 T. L. R. 706. 

2036. Jury dispensed with by consent—New trial 
ordered.}—Where, by consent, a jury has been 
dispensed with on the trial of a petition for a 
divorce, if a new trial should be ordered, the 
consent previously given would no longer be 
binding, & the petitioner might demand to have 
his case tried before a jury.—Gtrps v. Giprs & 
Hume (1864), 11 H. L. Cas. 1; 4 New Rep. 308 ; 


order.|}—JENKINS 17. 





ed 
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10 L. T. 735; 10 Jur. 


33 L. J. P. M. 
NS) 11 E. R. 1230, H. L. 


& A. 161; 
N.S. 641; 12 W. R. : 
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SuB-sEcT. 6.—TRIAL OF ONE IsSUE BEFORE 
ANOTHER. 

R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 7. Subject to the provisions of the 
preceding Rules of this Order, the Court or a Judge may, in 
any cause or matter, at any time or from time to time, order 
that different questions of fact arising therein be tried by 
different modcs of trial, or that one or more questions of fact 
be tried before the others, and may appoint the places for such 


trials, and in all cases may order that one or more issues of fact 
be tried before any other or others. 


2037. When allowed—Very special grounds. ]— 
An eye eeuon to have one issue in an action 
tried before another can only be granted on very 
special grounds. 

Where a deft. in a partnership action set up by 
counterclaim an agreement by pltf. for sale to 
deft. of his (pltf.’s) interest in the partnership at 
a stated price:—Held: deft. was not entitled 
under Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. XXXVI., r. 6 
[sec, now, R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 7], to 
have the issue raised by his counterclaim tried 
before pltf.’s issues in the action.—PIERCY v. 
YoOuNG (1880), 15 Ch. D. 475; 42 J... T. 292. 

2038. -+—In a libel action defts. 
pleaded justification & that pltf. had, in return 
for payment, undertaken in writing to indemnify 
them against any action for libel. Pltf. in his 
reply disputed his signature & said that he was not 
bound by the alleged undertaking. Pitf. then 
applied for an order that the issue as to the 

eged undertaking & its construction should be 
tried separately before the other issucs :—Held : 
when a pltf. asked for an order that one issue 
should be disposed of before the trial of the other 
issue, the order should be made only when there 
were special circumstances justifying it, & as there 
were none in the present case the order must be 
refused.—BOTTOMLEY v. Hurst & JWLACKETT, 
Lrp., & HOUSTON (1928), 44 T. L. R. 451, C. A. 

20389. Case to be one of simple issues. }— 
In an action against several defts. involving various 
issues, the plitfs. having applied under Rules of 
Court, 1875, Ord. XX XVI., r. 6 [see, now, r. 7], 
for an order for two simple issues to be tried as 
between themselves & two of the defts. before the 
rest of the action, the court made the order on the 
pltfs.’ undertaking not to seek relief against the 
said two defts. in respect of any cause of action 
other than that covered by the issues so to be tried, 
& also discontinuing such portion of the action as 
the court should direct. 

I do not intend to lay down any general rule 
for the proper construction of Ord. XXXVL., 
r. 6 [see, now, r. 7], because, first of all, I think 
one judge has no right to embarrass other judges 
by laying down general rules of construction; &, 
in the second place, I think it is very undesirable 
to limit the operation of a rule expressed in general 
terms by stating the circumstances, or all the 
circumstances under which the judge thinks the 
discretion ought to be exercised. The discretion 
is general. f course it is a judicial discretion, 
& there must be sufficient reason for exercising it ; 
but what I intend to do is to state one or two 
cases in which I have been asked to put the rule 
in force, & what I have done, & why; & then I 
shall state why I think I ought to put the rule in 
force in the present instance. 

I have been asked to do so in the case of a deft. 
The first case that came before me was a case in 
which a lady alleged that she was the legitimate 
child of somebody, & that as such she was entitled 
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to take some very long & expensive & intricate 
accounts against some trustees. The trustees 
showed by affidavit that the lady was born before 
the marriage of her parents, & that there were 
very strong grounds indeed for au Does that 
she was not a legitimate child at all. I thought 
it a proper case, inasmuch as the expense of 
taking the accounts would have been enormous, 
& the whole suit would have ended in nothing 
but costs if the pltf. did not establish her 
legitimacy, for the issue of legitimacy or ille- 
gitimacy to be tried first under this rule. I so 
directed, &, as I am informed, the result was 
that the lady did not succeed in establishing her 
legitimacy, & there was an end of the action, 
which was exactly what I anticipated. 

In a case of this kind my opinion is that the 
judge must have some evidence which will make it 
at least probable that the issue will put an end to 
the action. Pltf. is not to be harassed at the 
instance of deft. by a series of trials, each trial 
taking issue on every link of pltf.’s case. That is 
not the meaning of the rule as I understand it, 
but it may properly be applied in such a case as 
that I have stated, where the judge has serious 
reason to believe that the trial of the issue will 
put an end to the action. 

I have had a case in which pltf. alleged a very 
long title to, & claimed an estate. He alleged 
himself to be the heir-at-law of a person who was 
entitled to this estate. He wanted a great deal 
of discovery, & the possession of large property. 
Deft. said that pltf. was a pauper, that it was a 
mere experimental action, & that there was not 
a shadow of ground for his claim. In that case 
I felt no hesitation in directing an issue whether 
the man was heir-at-law. It turned out that he 
was not, & I believe the case was abandoned & 
was never tried at all. 

There was a third case I remember before me 
at chambers—l1 only give these instances as 
illustrations—in which a man brought an action 
on behalf of himself & all other the tenants of a 
manor to restrain the inclosure of a common. 
Deft. said, ‘‘ This will be a very expensive action 
to try; it will involve the customs of the manor 
as to rights of common,” & that, as usual, they 
had put up a man, who, although not technically, 
was really a pauper, to sue on behalf of himself 
& all others, the only result of which action could 
be that the defts., if successful, would have to 
pay the costs out of their own pockets. They 
alleged & proved by affidavit that the person who 
was pltf., & who said he was tenant of the manor, 
was not so, & that his name or the name of his 
ancestors had never appeared on the court rolls 
of the manor. The only answer that I could get 
from the pltf. was that he believed he was a tenant, 
but he could not show how. I thought, before 
the defts. were put to the enormous expense of a 
trial of all the issues, it was right to put pltf. to 
the prcof that he was a tenant at the time when the 
action was brought (JESSEL, M.R.).—EMMA 
SILVER MINING Co. v. GRANT (1879), 11 Ch. D. 
918, 926, 927, 928; 40 L. T. 804; subsequent 
proceedings (1880), 17 Ch. D. 122. 

204 Divorce proceedings—Disadvantage 
to parties to be avoided.|—The Divorce Court has 
an inherent jurisdiction to order separate trials 
of different issues in a matrimonial suit in order 
to ensure that equal justice may be done between 
all parties. In the absence of any precise rule of 
practice in the Divorce Rules or statutes, the 
court may be guided by the R. S. C., eg. Ord. 
XXXVI., vr. 7. The jurisdiction should be 
exercised sparingly & on the principle that so far 





542 


Sect, 2.— Mode of trial: Sub-sects.6,7,8d¢9. Sect. 
3: Sub-sect. 1.) 


as possible no disadvantage should be imposed 
on any particular party to the proceeding. 

The right to apply for separate trial of an issue 
or issues belongs to all the parties to a suit in- 
differently, & not to the co-respondents only.— 
Myers v. MYERS, CARPENDALE, RADFORD & 
Trom, [1918] P. 260; 87 L. J. P. 159; 119 L. T. 
343; 34 T. L. R. 464; 62 Sol. Jo. 653. 

2041. Liability & damages in dispute.]— 
Where liability & also the amount of damages are 
disputed in an action, & the question as to the 
amount of damages is one of such detail or nature 
that it will be referred to some other tribunal 
than a jury, it is a proper exercise of discretion 
under Ord. XX AVI., r. 8 [see, now, Ord. XX XVI., 
r. 7), to order the lability to be tried, & the 
question of damages to be postponed until after- 
wards.—SMITH v. HARGROVE (1885), 16 Q. B. D. 
183; 34 W. R. 294. 

2042. Rescission of contract & damages. }— 
Appeal from an order of the judge affirming an 
order of the master directing the trial of certain 
issues before the trial of the action under Ord. 
XXXVI, r. 8 [see, now, R. S. C., 1883, Ord. 
XXXAVI., r. 7]. This was an action by pltf. com- 
pany against deft. company, alleging that pltfs. 
were induced by fraud to enter into a contract to 
take certain shares in the deft. company, & to 
become agents for them. In the alternative pltfs. 
asked that the contract should be cancelled & their 
names removed from the list of shareholders. The 
order appealed from was that the question whether 
the contract should be rescinded should be tried 
before the question of damages for fraudulent 
misrepresentation. The appeal was dismissed. 

Counsel on behalf of pltfs. said that Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 8 [see, now, RK. S. C., 1883, Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 7], under which the order appealed 
from was made, had been the subject of judicial 
interpretation (Piercy v. Young, No. 2037, ante). 
In that case it was laid down that no order would 
be made unless in most exceptional cases. If this 
issue would put an end to the action it might be 
satisfactory, but it did not. 

The judge & the master thought it right to make 
an order that the question of election should be 
tried first. The action is one for inducing pltfs. 
to take shares in deft. company by fraudulent 
misrepresentation. Defts. allege that after pltfs. 
knew of the misrepresentation they elected to 
keep the shares, & the judge & master thought it 
was more convenient to try the question of election 
first, which, if decided in defts.’ favour, would 
put an end to the case. The appeal is dismissed. 
(HUDDLESTON, B.).—SImMson & Mason, LID. v. 
ae BRUNSWICK TRADING Co. (1888), 6 T. L. R. 

2043. Issues of fact.}—On an application 
by pitf. for discovery, the judge at chaiabers 
ordered one issue of fact to be tried by a jury 
before all the others, & adjourned the application 
for discovery & all other proceedings in the action 
till after the trial of that issue.—PHILipps v. 
PHILIPPS (1880), Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

2044. Plaintiff electing mode of trial.}— 
Pitf. who has set down his action for trial before 
a judge of the Chancery Division has thereby 
exercised his option as to mode of trial, & is not 
entitled to apply under Ord. XXXVI, r. 6 [see, 
now, R. 8. C., 1883, Ord. XXXVI., r. 7), for the 
trial of an issue before a jury. 

I consider that the rule referred to does no 
justify the present application. Pltf. had his 
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choice of the mode of trial & set down the action 
before the Master of the Rolls. Besides the 
question of temperature cannot be convenientl 
separated from the question of the damages whic 
are asked. On both these grounds, I think the 
motion ought to be refused with costs (BACON, 
V.-C.).—-D ENT v. SOVEREIGN LIFE ASSURANCE 
Co. (1879), 27 W. R. 379. 

2045. ——— Mixed questions of fact & law.]— 
Where, in an action against a principal & sureties 
for breaches of contract, the sureties claimed to 
be discharged by reason of an alteration of the 
terms of the contract :—Held: (1) this was not 
a case in which an order should be made under 
Ord. XX XVI., r. 6 [see, now, R. S. C., 1883, Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 7], for the trial of the question of the 
sureties’ liability before the other questions in 
the action, since, in the event of the principal’s 
liability not being established it would become 
unnecessary to try that of the sureties; (2) Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 6 [see, now, R. S. C., 1883, Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 7], is not confined to questions of 
fact, but applies also to mixed questions of law 
& fact.—TASMANIAN MAIN LINE Ry. Co. vw. 
CLARK & PUNCHARD, ETC. (1879), 27 W. R. 677. 

2046. ——— Action on foreign judgment. }— 
Paragraph 2, of the defence, stated: ‘If any 
such judgment was obtained (which is not ad- 
mitted) deft. says that the Supreme Court of 
Victoria has no jurisdiction over him or over the 
alleged cause of action. Deft. was not at the 
commencement of the action in which the said 
judgment was obtained in the Commonwealth 
of Australia, nor was he at any material time 
prior to the recovery of the said judgment resident 
or domiciled within the jurisdiction of the said 
court. Deft. further says that he was not subject 
to the laws of the said Commonwealth, & that he 
was under no obligation to & did not in fact 
submit to the jurisdiction of the said court, & 
that he did not appear in the said action or defend 
the same.’’ 

An order was made that the question raised in 
paragraph 2 of the defence should be tried first, 
pitfs. undertaking to limit their evidence to deft.’s 
answers to interrogatories, except the certified 
copy of the judgment & affidavit of service of a 
copy of Victorian writ here.—GAVIN GIBSON & 
Co., Lrp. v. Gibson, [1913] 3 K. B. 379; 82 
L. J. K. B. 1815; 109 L. T. 445; sub nom. 
GiBsON & Co., LTD. v. GIBSON, 29 T. L. R. 665. 

2047. Infringement & validity of patent. }— 
From the evidence & the documents which I have 
seen, the question of validity & the question of 
infringement are almost entirely separate & the 
expense of proving infringement will be very 
heavy &, having regard to the secret character of 
the government processes, will have, if & when 
it comes to be tried, to be tried under particular 
safeguards & circumstances. But as the validity 
of this patent before any infringement question 
can be discussed at all will have to be substantiated, 
I am of opinion that having regard to the particular 
circumstances of this case, it would be a fair & 

roper thing to direct the question of validity to 
bs tried first (ASTBURY, J.).— HANKS v. COOMBES 
1927), 44 R. P. C. 305. 

2048. ——— Validity of covenant—Consent of 
parties.}—On the motion for an injunction to 
restrain F. from inducing employees of pltfs. to 
leave them, & to restrain F. from setting up in 
similar business, the parties to it agreed that, 
as regarded a considerable & separate part of the 
claim at all events, the matter oes upon 
the construction of a covenant by F. contained 
in an agreement & particularly upon the question 
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whether that covenant was void or unenforceable 
as being in undue restraint of trade. Accordingly 
they requested the judge to try this question as a 
separate issue under Ord. XXXVI., r. 8 [see, now, 
Ord. XXXVI., r. 7], & he consented to do so 
subject to deft. W. agreeing to this course, which 
he did, & the mode of trial was fixed as a trial on 
the affidavits filed on the motion with liberty to 
any party to cross-examine in open court.— 
NEVANAS (S. V.) & Co. v. WALKER & FOREMAN, 
{[1914] 1 Ch. 413; 83 L. J. Ch. 380; 110 L. T. 
416; 30 T. L. R. 184; 58 Sol. Jo. 235. 

Separate trials of different causes of action.] 
See PLEADING, pp. 140 et seq., ante. 





SUB-SECT. 7.—NUMBER OF JUDGES, 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 8. Every trial of any question or 
issue of fact with a jury shall be by a single Judge, unless such 
trial be specially ordered to be by two or more Judges. 


2049. Trial at bar—Order absolute granted to 
Crown—Crown waiving right.J—In an action 
against the Secretary to the Board of Trade for 
compensation payable by the Board under sect. 10 
of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1876, in respect of 
an alleged unreasonable detention of a ship as 
unfit for sea, the Crown is interested; the 
Attorney-General is entitled to demand as of 
right a trial at bar; he may under sect. 46 of the 
Crown Suits Act, 1865, state to the court that he 
waives his right, & thereupon the court will change 
the venue to the county in which he elects to have 
it tried. 

The practice is to grant a rule absolute in the 
first instance on the Attorney-General’s state- 
ment; but a party may move to set aside the rule 
as obtained on misinformation. 

, ie at bar is not abolished by the Judicature 
cts. 

The Divisional Court holding a trial at bar is 
not the same as the two or more judges holding 
a trial under Ord. XXXVI., r. 9 [see, now, Ord. 
XXXVI, r. 8} (LonD Esner, M.R.).—Drxon v. 
FARRER (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 43; 56 L. J. Q. B. 
53; 56 L. T. 578; 35 W. R. 95; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 
52; sub nom. DIXON v. SECRETARY OF BOARD OF 
TRADE, 3 T. L. RK. 35, C. A. 

2050. Before issue joined.|—An order 
absolute for a trial at bar is granted as of course 
on the motion of the Attorney-General on behalf 
of the Crown even although before issue joincd.— 
Rt. v. JAMESON (1896), 60 J. P. 662; 75 L. T. 77. 

2051. Matter of discretion—Notice of 
application.}—The court still has jurisdiction to 
order a trial at bar, but it is a matter of discretion. 

Semble: an application for a trial at bar should 
not be made without notice to the other side.— 
aie aaa v. GORRIE (1894), 10 T. L. R. 383, 

ere further, CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., 
p. : 











SUB-SECT. 8.—-SPECIAL JURY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 9. The plaintiff or defendant in 
any cause, matter or issue in which he is entitled to a jury may 
have the issues tried by a special jury, on an application made 
at the time at which the mode of trial is fixed or if the Court 
or Judge thinks fit at any later stage; provided that the Court 
or a Judge may at any time make an order for a special jury 
fee such terms, if any, as to costs and otherwise as may be 


See, generally, JURIES, Vol. XXX., pp. 261 et seq. 


2052. Swearing of the jury—Defendant con- 
senting to Judgment.}—An action in which deft. 
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had summoned a special jury having been called 
on, deft. wished to consent to judgment for the 
amount claimed without swearing the jury. The 
judge, however, had the jury sworn & directed 
them by consent to return a verdict for the 
amount claimed. In such cases it is in the 
discretion of the judge to try the case out or not.— 
SAMWAY v. WINCH (1893), 9 T. L. R. 552. 

Right of third party to special jury.j—See No. 
1440, ante. 

Exemption from. service.]—See JuURIEs, Vol. 
XXX., pp. 213, Nos. 3 et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—WoOMEN JURORS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI.,r. 9A. (1) All jury precepts, warrants, 
writs, lists and returns required to be issued or made under the 
Juries Acts, or any of them, shall include all women qualified 
and liable to serve as jurors, and the jurors’ books shall be made 
up accordingly. 

(2) All persons qualified and lable to serve as jurors shall be 
summoned to serve on juries without distinction of sex, but 
otherwise as heretofore; provided that a husband and wife 
shall not both be summoned to serve on the same occasion. 


(3) The number of women appearing upon any panel of jurors 
shall be in the sume proportion, as near as May be, to the number 
of men appearing thereon as the total number of women is to 
the total number of men in the jurors’ books or other list of 
jurors from which the panel is drawn. 

Provided that it shall be the duty of the Under-Sheriff or 
other person upon whom {is cast the duty of summoning jurors 
to secure that, wherever possible, there shall not be less than 
fourteen women upon the Jury panel. 

Provided also that this Rule shall not apply to Grand Juries. 

(4) On every trial by jury, the jury shall be selected from 
the panel by ballot in manner prescribed by section 26 of the 
Juries Act, 1825; provided also that this Rule shall not apply 
to Grand Juries. 

(5) Upon every jury summons served upon a woman there 
shall appear a notice that she may apply to the Summoning 
Officcr for exemption from attendance as a juror on account of 
pregnancy or other feminine condition or ailment provided that 
such application is received by the Summoning Officer within 
three days of the receipt of the Jury Summons by the 
applicant. 

(6) The Under-Sheriff or other person upon whom is cast the 
duty of forming the Jury Panels may in his discretion exempt 
from attendance any woman who has been summoned to serve 
as a juror if he is satisfied by medical certificate or otherwise 
that on account of pregnancy or some other feminine condition 
or ailment she is, or will be, unfit to serve. 

(7) In any civil cause, matter or issue to be tried in the High 
Court of Justice in London or at the Assizes with a Jury, an 
application under section 1 (b) of the Sex Disqualification 
(Removal) Act, 1919, that the jury shall be composed of men 
only or of women only shall be made whenever possible by 
summons to be served not less than one clear day before the 
hearing of the application to the Judge in whose list the case 
stands for hearing or to whom the case has been definitely 
assigned for trial; or, if such application by summons is not 
practicable, may be made to the Judge at the trial. 


Sect. 3.—PLACE OF TRIAL. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 10. There shall be no local venue 
for the trial of any cause, matter or issue, except where other- 
wise provided by Statute, but in every cause, matter or issue 
in every Division the place of trial shall be fixed by the Court 
or a Judge. 

In fixing the place for the trial of any action cause, issue or 
matter the Court or Judge shall have regard to the convenience 
of the parties and their witnesses and the date at which the trial 
can take place, and when a view may be desirable the locality of 
the object to be viewed, and to the other circumstances of the 
case, including (inter alia) the wishes of and expense to the 
parties, the relative facilities for trial in Middlesex or at the 
Assizes and the burden imposed on bodes 

This rule shall apply to every action, notwithstanding that it 
may have been assigned to any Judge. 


2053. No local venue—No new jurisdiction con- 
ferred.}—The Supreme Court of Judicature has 
no jurisdiction to entertain an action to recover 
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damages for a trespass to land situate abroad ; 
the rules of procedure under the Judicature Acts 
with regard to local venue (Ord. XXXVI, r. 1 
[see, now, Ord. XXXVI., r. 10]) did not confer 
any new jurisdiction—BRITISH SOUTH AFRICA 
Co. v. COMPANHIA DE MOCAMBIQUE, [1893] A. C. 
602; 63 L. J. Q. B. 70; 69 L. T. 604; 10T.L. R. 
7; 37 Sol. Jo. 756; 6R. 1, H. L.; revseg. S. C. 
sub nom. COMPANHIA DE MOCAMBIQUE v. BRITISH 
SouTH AFRICA Co., DE Sousa v. BRITISH SOUTH 
AFRICA Co., [1892] 2 Q. B. 358, C. A. 

2054. Local venue created by statute. ]— 
All existing local venues having been abolished 
by the Judicature Act, 1875; the exception in 
Ord. XXXVI., r. 1 [see, now, Ord. XXXVI, 
r. 10], operates only in favour of local venues 
created by statutes passed since the Judicature 
Act, 1875, & does not have the effect of reviving 
local venues created by statutes prior to that Act. 
—-BUCKLEY v. IlULL Docks Co., [1893] 2 Q. B. 








93; 62 L. J. Q. B. 449; 69 L. T. 347; 5 KR. 
547, D.C. 

2055. 21 Jac. 1, c. 4, ss. 1-3 repealed. |— 
Semble: Ord. XXXVI. r. 1 [see, now, Ord. 


XXXVI., r. 10], abolishing local venues has the 
effect of repealing 21 Jac. 1, c. 4, ss. 1-3.—FORBES 
v. SAMUEL, [1913] 3 K. B. 706; 82 L. J. K. B. 
1135; 109 L. T. 599; 29 T. L. R. 544. 

2056. Fixing place of trial—-Matters to be con- 
sidered.|—The court will not change a venue laid 
by a pltf. unless a deft. can show some serious 
injury & injustice to his case by trying it at that 
venue. 

Pitf. has the option of setting his own case 
down for trial when he likes. Defts. must show 
some injustice & a preponderance of inconvenience 
for displacing pltf.’s right, & the defts. have no 
right to force pltf. on to trial (LINDLEY, L.J.).—- 
SHRODER, GEBRUDER & Co. v. MYERS & Co. 
(1886), 34 W. ht. 261, C. A. 

2057. -J—If defts. could show that a 
Clear preponderance of convenience was against 
the venue which pltf. had chosen, & in favour of 
the venue which defts. suggested, that right would 
be displaced. If defts. could show that pltf. had 
laid the venue at a place where, on account of the 
distance, great expense would be incurred, & that 
all the witnesses & the parties & their solicitors 
resided at the place of trial which the defts. 
suggested, & that the cause of action arose there, 
then without doubt the defts. had made out a 
clear case of preponderance of convenience in 
favour of the venue which they suggested. PItf. 
might in reply support his venue by showing 
that, though that were true, he could not get a 
fair trial at the place suggested by the defts. 
The court must act upon its own view upon the 
materials before it (LORD EsHER, M.R.).—BRIDCUT 
v. DUNCAN & Sons (1891), 7 'T. L. R. 514, 515, C. A. 

2058. -]—The court has jurisdiction 
to order the transfer of an action ex relatione from 
the Chancery Division to the Queen’s Bench 
Division where, according to the usual practice 
of the Attorney-General, the choice of the division 
in which the action was originally brought was 
left entirely to the relator & co-pltf. The co-pltf. 
in such a case cannot assert the prerogative of 
eae acon sores ie own tribunal.—A.-G. v. 

ON , . J. Ch. 234; re be : 
49 W. R. 195, U. A. eae 

2059. — In an action where the 
place of trial had been fixed at Leicester; but it 
was contended that there would be local prejudice 
if the case were tried there: it was held that in 
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absence of special circumstances the place of the 
origin of cause of trial was to be the place of 
trial— WINSTANLEY v. KENDAL (1902), Times, 
Oct. 28th. 

2060. ——.]}The case is purely a Weish 
one involving a large number of Welsh witnesses. 
Against the wish of pltf. & at the instance of 
defts., who offered to pay the extra cost of trial 
in London, the case was ordered to be tried in 
London. This in my view is not fair to London 
cases, & is in addition a ridiculous waste of money 
of lay clients, as no possible advantage has been 
gained by trial in London & great extra expense 
has been incurred. All the evidence might quite 
well have been taken in Swansca at the Summer 
Assizes & the legal argument, if any, adjourned 
to London if necessary. I hope masters or 
district registrars will be more vigorous in keeping 
those cases in their local venue, where they can 
be tried with due economy (ScCRUTTON, J.).— 
JONES v, CONSOLIDATED ANTHRACITE COLLIERIES, 
Lrp., & DyNrEvor (LorD), [1916] 1 K. B. 1238, 
131; 85 1. J. K. B. 465. 

— — How fixed.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XX XVI., 
r. 1, p. 533, ante. 

2061. Change of venue—Discretion of court. ]— 
Pitf. has the right to place the venue where he 
pleases, subject to the order of the court if it 
should think it expedient to change the venue. 
In this case the Vice-Chancellor has not based 
his order on convenience or the place of residence 
of the witnesses, but has changed the venue 
because the action is one which is attached to the 
Chancery Division. In my opinion that is not a 
sufficient reason for changing the venue (LINDLEY, 
L.J.).—Piuuies v. BEALE (1884), 26 Ch. D. 621 ; 
o4 L. J. Ch. 80; 501. T. 483; 32 W. BR. 665, C. A. 

2062. -——.]—This is an appeal from 
Pearson, J., in a case which is one of those assigned 
to the Chancery Division, but where the pltf. had 
selected Cardigan as the venue. VPearson, J., is 
the judge of the Chancery Division who would in 
the ordinary course, unless the venue had been 
fixed by pltf., have dealt with & disposed of this 
case, & it 1nust require a very strong case indeed 
to induce the Court of Appeal to interfere with an 
order made by the Judge to whose court a cause 
is attached, directing how that cause is to be tried. 
Liere Pearson, J., thought that there was sufficient 
reason for not allowing the place selected by pltf. 
to be the place where the case should be tried. 
In my opinion, if we had to decide the case in the 
first instance, that is a right conclusion, because 
we know what the geographical position of 
Cardigan is, & that it is most difficult to bring 
witnesses thither who are not residing in the same 
neighbourhood. Pearson, J., thought that Car- 
digan was a most inconvenient place for the 
trial, & I quite agree with him (Corron, L.J.).— 
POWELL v. COBB (1885), 29 Ch. D. 486, 492; 54 
L. J. Ch. 962; 53 L. T. 188, C. A. 

2063. -]—This was an appeal from an 
order of the President directing that the action 
should be tried in London. The action was brought 
against the owners of the Assyrian by the con- 
signees of a cargo of corn shipped at Baltimore 
for Liverpool on board the Assyrian, & which, as 
they alleged, arrived in a damaged condition. 
They fixed the place of trial at Liverpool, but the 
owners of the Assyrian, contending that the 
action could be more conveniently tried in London, 
applied to the President to remove it. Pltfs. now 
appealed. 

o sufficient reasons have been shown for inter- 
fering with the decision of the President. It is a 
question of judicial discretion, & it ought not to 
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be overruled unless an absolutely clear case is 
made out oeeeee it (LoRD EsHER, M.R.).—TuHp 
ASSYRIAN (1888), 4 T. L. R. 694, C. A. 

2064. —— -+-In a probate suit, where 
the nominal pitf., who was claiming an intestacy, 
had inserted the place of trial in his statement of 
claim, defts., who were propounding a will of the 
deceased & upon whom the onus of proof at the 
trial would lie to establish that will, applied upon 
summons to change the venue from the assizes 
to Middlesex, & the judge (Butt, J.) made the 
order. Upon pltfs. appealing, upon motion, to 
set aside the order :—Held: the order was right, 
that the venue should stand changed, & that the 
case should come on for trial in this court, the 
more especially as there appeared to the judge 
(Butt, J.) a doubt as to whether the case could 
be conveniently disposed of at the approaching 
assizes. 

From this order pltfs., upon special leave given, 
appealed to the Court of Appeal; whereupon the 
Lords Justices, after consulting the judge 
appointed to preside at the assizes in question & 
having ascertained from him that the cause list 
was a light one, & that the case could, without 
difficulty, be disposed of at the approaching 
assizes, & that the judge (Butt, J.) was under a 
misapprehension in supposing that it could not, 
directed the case to be so tried, & ordered accord- 
ingly.—JACKSON v. BRAITHWAITE (1890), 63 L. T. 
231, C. A. 

2065. -}—An application for change 
of venue or for a transfer to the Queen’s Bench 
Division. 

The question is admittedly one for the dis- 
cretion of the court; but the discretion being a 
discretion capable of being reviewed by another 
court it is right that I should state the grounds on 
which 1 exercise it. ... The only question is 
whether I ought to leave the action to take its 
ordinary course & be tried by a judge at Liverpool 
without a jury or whether I should direct it to be 
tried by a jury. It appears to me that there is no 
reason for obtaining the verdict of a jury, which 
will only lead to delay & expense (KEKEWICH, J.). 
—REYNOLDS & GIBSON v. BANK OF LIVERPOOL 
(1892), 9 T. L. R. 46. 

2066. -]—The discretion of the judge 
in chambers as to venue will not be interfered with 
unless he has so exercised it as to cause some 
injustice.—SoLEY & Co., Lrp. v. LAGE (1896), 12 
T. L. R. 191, C. A. 

2067. .J—If there is one matter more 
than another peculiarly appropriate for the de- 
cision of a judge of the King’s Bench Division it 
is a question as to the place of trial of an action 
in that division. Though I do not doubt that the 
Court of Appeal has jurisdiction to review the 
decision of a judge in such a matter, it is a juris- 
diction which ought only to be exercised when the 
court are reasonably satisfied that what I may 
almost describe as a miscarriage of justice would 
take place if the order stood (COZENS-HARDY, L.J.). 
——-THOROGOOD v. NEWMAN (No. 1) (1906), 51 
Sol. Jo. 81; 23 T. L. R. 97, C. A. 

2068. ——— Absence of material witnesses. ] 
—Where, owing to the absence on a voyage of 
material witnesses for the defts., an action was 
stayed until a certain date, with liberty to apply 
upon the witnesses’ return, & the witnesses 
returned after that date, but too late for the action 
to be tried in Middlesex, the venue was, upon the 
application of the defts., ordered to be changed 
from Middlesex to Liverpool. ADMIRALTY LORDS 
Comrs. v. McGregor, Gow & Co. (1885), 1 
T. L. R. 679, C. A. 
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2069. ——— Order by registrar.}—The 
registrar, in a suit for revocation of probate, has 
no power to order the venue to be changed, & to 
direct that the suit be removed from this court 
to be tried at assizes.—LANCASTER v. BROOK 
(1889), 14 P. D. 80; 58 L. J. P. 67; 60 L. T. 680 ; 
53 J. P. 343 ; 37 W. R. 768. 

2070. .J—Pltf. commenced an 
action in the Liverpool District Registry, & 
delivered a statement of claim in which no place 
of trial was named. No order as to the place of 
trial was applied for. On March 16, 1892, pitf. 
gave deft. notice of trial at Liverpool Assizes, the 
commission day for which was fixed for March 26. 

Upon a summons for directions taken out by 
pltf., the District Registrar on March 19 made an 
order for the trial of the action by a jury, & that 
the pltf.’s notice of trial at Liverpool should stand : 
—Held: the notice of trial for Liverpool was 4 
nullity, & although the registrar had jurisdiction 
to change the venue from Middlesex to Liverpool, 
he had no power thereby to deprive deft. of his 
right to ten days’ notice of trial, or to put him 
under terms to take short notice.—LASKIER v. 
TEKEIAN (1892), 67 L. T. 121. 

2071. Grounds—More speedy trial.]—'The 
mere fact that the action will be tried more 
quickly is not a sufficient reason for sending it to 
be tried at the assizes.—CARDINALL v. CARDINALL 
(1884), 25 Ch. D. 772; 53 L. J. Ch. 636; 382 
W. R. 411. 

2072. Complicated questions to be 
determined.|—The fact of the action being 
properly assignable to the Chancery Division is, 
for the purposes of the application, immaterial. 
It is, however, true that I cannot, having regard 
to Ord. XX XVI., r. 1 [now Ord. XXXVI., r. 10], 
overrule pltf.’s choice of Exeter for the place of 
trial, unless some good reason for changing the 
venue is shown. In the present case there is good 
reason for changing the place of trial. Sufficient 
reason for doing so is that the questions to be deter- 
mined in the action are of a very complicated 
nature, & such as to leave no doubt in my mind 
that the judge, if trying the action in the county 
of Devon, would direct the arguments to be 
reserved for further consideration in London 
(Cuoitry, J.).—GREEN v. BENNETT (1884), 54 
L. J. Ch. 85; 50 L. T. 706; 82 W. RR. 848. 

2073. —— Balance of convenience in 
favour of trial elsewhere.]—This was a motion by 
defts. that the trial of the action might take place 
at the Manchester Assizes & not in London. ‘The 
action was brought in the Chancery Division by 
pltfs. for alleged obstruction of water rights. 
Defts. in their statement of defence claimed the 
obstruction, if any, was a subject for compensation 
under the Public Health Act, 1875 (c. 55). The 
action was set down for trial on May 27, & pltfs.’ 
solicitors delivered the briefs on July 7. The locus 
in quo was in the neighbourhood of Manchester, & 
the witnesses on both sides resided in or near Man- 
chester :—Held : Manchester was the proper place 
for the trial—OLD MILL Co. v. DUCKINGFIELD 
(DUKINFIELD) LocaL Boarp (1884), 54 L. J. Ch. 
160; 51 L. T. 414. 

2074. —— ——.]}—This was an appeal 
from an order refusing to change the venue of the 
action from Cornwall to London. The court had 
given deft. leave to appeal. 

Prima facie plitf. is entitled to put the venue 
where he likes, & in an action of ejectment with 
regard to land in Cornwall primé facie Cornwall is 
the right place in which to try it. If it can be 
shown that there is a great balance of convenience 
in favour of trying the case elsewhere, that will be 
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Sect. 3.—Place of trial: Sub-sects. 1 & 2. 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


a@ ground for asking for an order for a change of 
venue. But in my opinion deft. has altogether 
failed to show any such balance of convenience 
in this case (A. L. Smrru, L.J.).—FOXWELL v. VAN 
GRUTTEN (1897), 14 T. L. R. 145. 

2075. Pressure of business.|—In a 
patent action, commenced in the Chancery 
Division, & assigned to the court of Kay, J., pltf. 
named Manchester as the place of trial, & the 
action was set down for trial at Manchester 
Assizes. When the case came on for trial the 
judge of assize declined to try it, on the ground 
of pressure of business, & remitted it for trial by 
Kay, J.:—Held: this was not a sufficient ground 
for an order under r. 34 of Ord. XXXVI1.; the 
case might have been made a remanet, & that the 
order must be discharged. 

I cannot help thinking that Manisty, J. [the 
judge of assize] overlooked the provisions of 
r, 1A of Ord. XXXVI. [see, now, Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 10], which was made in Oct. 1884, to meet this 
very difficulty. The same question was raised in 
Philips v. Beale, No. 2061, ante. The decision of 
the Court of Appeal in that case removed the 
difficulty ; but, to make the matter perfectly 
plain, the rule I have referred to was made, pro- 
viding that r. 1 of Ord. XXXVI. [see, now, Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 10] should apply to actions assigned 
to a particular judge. I agree that the order must 
be discharged (LINDLEY, L.J.).—FAIRBURN & 
HALL v. HOUSEHOLD & ROSHER (1886), 53 L. T. 
5138, 614; 3R. P. C. 263; 1 T. L. R. 681 ; Griffin’s 
Patent Cases (1884-86), 96, C. A. 

2076. County Court or Superior Court— 
Libel action—Plaintiff bankrupt.]—In this case a 
question arose as to the proper court for trying 
it—whether the county court or the superior 
court—a question of considerable importance with 
reference to a large class of cases tried in the 
superior courts instead of the county court. The 
action was by an rapt fart minister in Wales 
for libel in a letter reflecting upon him in that 
character, he residing in Glamorganshire. The 
defence had not yet been delivered, but it 
was stated that it would be that it was a privi- 
leged communication. A judge at chambers had, 
on the application of pltf., obtained an order that 
the case should be tried at the assizes at Liverpool. 
This was an application on the part of deft. to set 
this aside, & send the case for trial either into the 
county court or the assizes for Glamorganshire. 
This application was made on the ground that 
pltf. was an uncertified bankrupt, his debts 
exceeding £1,000 & his assets being about £15. 
It should be stated that actions for slander or 
libel cannot be brought in the county court unless 
in cases of the pltf.’s bankruptcy & consequent 
inability to pay costs. So the application was 
made on that ground. 

The judges were divided in opinion. 

I am of opinion that under the circumstances 
the action is one fit for trial in the superior court, 
the libel being serious in character (MATHEW, J.). 

I am sorry to differ from my learned brother, 

but I think that the action is one of a character 
not fit to be tried in the superior court, but one 
which ought to be tried in the county court 
(Day, J.). 
_ As, however, one of the judges agreed with the 
Judge at chambers, the order stood to try the case 
at Liverpool. WILLIAMS v. Morris (1894), 10 
T. L. R. 6038. 

2077. ——— Election petition.|}—The existence of 


Sect. 4: 
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special circumstances which render it desirable 
that the petition should be tried elsewhere than 
in the borough or county in which the election 
took place is a condition precedent to the power 
to change the place of trial of a Parliamentary 
election from such borough or county, & the fact 
that the inquiry is of such a nature that the trial 
can be more cheaply & conveniently held else- 
where does not constitute such special circum- 
stances.—CIRENCESTER CASE, LAWSON v. CHESTER 
MASTER, [1893] 1 Q. B. 245; 62 L. J. Q. B. 231; 
68 L. T. 60; 57 J. P. 806; 9 T. L. R. 168; 41 
W. R. 221; 37 Sol. Jo. 194; 65 R. 152, D. OC. 


J 


SuB-S8EcT. 2.—-TRIALS ON CIRCUIT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 10. (a) There shall be kept at the 
Central Office lists of all actions in which by an Order drawn 
up in the Central Office the place of trial is fixed at any place 
other than at one of the excepted places as hereinafter defined. 
A separate list shall be kept for each such place, Once in every 
fortnight there shall be sent to the Associate of the Circuit on 
which each such place is a copy of such list relating to such 
place or of any addition thereto since the last list was sent. 

(b) There shall be kept in each District Registry a list of all 
actions in which by an Order made or drawn up in that Registry 
the place of trial is fixed at a place other than one of the excepted 
places as hereinafter dctined. A separate Hst shall be kept for 
each such place. Once in every fortnight there shall be sent 
from the Registry to the Associate of the Circwt on which such 
place is a copy of such list relating to such place or of any 
addition thereto since the last list was sent. 

(c) In the event of the place or mode of trial of any action 
included in such list being changed the Central Office or District 
me PT respectively by whom the list in which such action was 
included was sent shall forthwith send to the Associate to whom 
the list was sent notice of such change, and if the place to which 
the place of trial is changed is on a different circuit also to the 
Associate of the Circuit on which the latter place is. 

(d) The lists referred to in sub-rules (0) and (¢) shall specify 
the names of the parties and their respective solicitors and the 
nature of the action and place and mode of trial fixed. 

(e) In the event of any action in which the place of trial is 
fixed elsewhere than at one of the excepted places being dis- 
continued, dismissed or otherwise dealt with or disposed of so 
that no trial thereof will be necessary, the party having the 
carriage of the order fixing the place of trial or his solicitor shall 
forthwith give notice to the Associate of the Circuit on which 
such place is ot the fact that such action is so discontinued, 
dismissed or otherwise dealt with or disposed of, 

(f) In the case of an action in which the place of trial is flxed 
elsewhere than at one of the excepted places the party having 
the carriage of the order fixing the place of trial or his solicitor 
shall not Jess than three weeks before the Commission day at 
such place give notice to the Associate of the Circuit on which 
such place is stating whether it is probable that the action will 
be tried at such place at such Assizes, and of the length of time 
that the trial is likely to occupy. 

(g) The costs of any notice properly given under sub-rules 
(e) or (f) of this rule may be allowed on taxation. 

(hk) The excepted places referred to in this rule are London, 
Middlesex, Manchester, Liverpool, Leeds, Birmingham, Cardiff, 
Swansea and Bristol. 

(¢) In this rule the word “‘ action ’’ includes cause, matter 
or issue. 


Sect. 4.—-NOTICE AND ENTRY OF TRIAL. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—NoTICE OF TRIAL BY PLAINTIFF. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 11. Notice of trial may be given 
in any cause or matter by the plaintiff or other party in the 
osition of plaintiff. Such notice may be given with the reply 
if any) whether it closes the pleadings or not; or, in other 
than Admiralty actions, where no order for a reply has been 
made under Order XXIII., on the expiration of four days after 
the defence, or the last of the defences shall have been delivered ; 
or at any time after the issues of fact are ready for trial. 


2078. Costs of preparing for trial.]—Where 
judgment is signed for want of a plea, & no notice 
of trial has been given, pltf. is not entitled to the 
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costs of preparing for trial, although deft. by 
obtaining orders for time to plead has so prolonged 
the period as to necessitate such preparations being 
made by pltf. before issue joined in order to be 
able to try the cause at assizes.—FREEMAN v. 
SPRINGHAM (SPRINGHAND) (1863), 14 C. B. N.S. 
197; 2 New Rep. 130; 32 L. J. C. P. 249; 8 
L. T. 428; 11 W. R. 7013; 143 E. BR. 421. 

2079. Issue of fact ready for trial.]/—Where in 
an action for unliquidated damages deft. makes 
default in delivering his defence & pays money 
into court admitting liability, but not the amount 
claimed, pltf. is not compelled to enter an inter- 
locutory judgment under Ord. XXVII., r. 7; but 
may have the issue of the amount of damages 
tried in the ordinary way, this being an ‘‘ issue 
ready for trial’? within the meaning of the rule.— 
MoRSE v. Frost, [1927] 1 K. B. 231; 96L. J. K. B. 
197; 186 L. T. 299, C. A. 

2080. Commercial cases.|—An application by 
pitf. to the judge charged with commercial business 
for leave to enter the cause in the separate list of 
commercial causes may be made before the appear- 
ance of deft., & before the time for such appearance 
has expired, & the judge has power to direct that 
the costs of the application shall be costs in the 
cause.— BARRY v. PERUVIAN CORPN., LTp., [1896] 
1Q. B. 208; 65 L. J. Q. B. 191; 73 L. T. 678; 
44 W. R. 487; 12 T. L. R. 1383; 1 Com. Cas. 269, 


C. A. 

2081. Irregularity in notice.|—To a declaration 
containing two counts, deft. pleaded three pleas 
to the first count, & a fourth plea to the second. 
Issue was joined on the pleas to the first count, & 
there was a special replication to the fourth plea. 
Notice of trial was given, & deft. obtained a rule 
for a special jury, & the jury was duly nominated, 
reduced, & summoned ; but, when the cause came 
on for trial, it was discovered that no issue had 
been joined on the replication to the fourth plea. 
Before the jury were sworn the judge, upon the 
application of pltfs. (without summons), amended 
the record by striking out the second count; & 
deft. declining to appear, pltfs. obtained a verdict. 
Upon a motion to set aside the verdict for irregu- 
larity, on the grounds that there had been no 
sufficient notice of trial, & that there had been a 
discontinuance :—Held: the notice of trial was 
effectual as to the first count, & the trial valid. 
Deft. had waived any irregularity in the notice, 
& there was no discontinuance.—BERRESFORD 
(BERESFORD) v. GEDDES (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 285 ; 
36 L. J. C. P. 115; 15 L. T. 617; 15 W. R. 
067, 

2082. Former practice.}—Where pltf. does not 
deliver a reply, he cannot give notice of trial until 
the expiration of twenty-one days after the 
delivery of the statement of defence.—ROBINSON 
v. CALDWELL, [1893] 1 Q. B. 619; 62 L. J. Q. B. 
252; 68 L. T. 218; 37 Sol. Jo. 305; 5 R. 320; 
41 W. R. 364, C. A. 


SUB-8ECT. 2.— PLAINTIFF FAILING TO GIVE NOTICE 
OF TRIAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 12. If the plaintiff does not within 
six weeks after the time when he first becomes entitled to give 
notice of trial under the last preceding Rule, or within such 
extended time as the Court or a Judge may allow, give notice 
of trial, the defendant may, before notice of trial given by the 
plaintiff, give notice of trial, or may apply to the Court or Judge 
to dismiss the action for want of prosecution; and on the 
hearing of such application, the Court or a Judge may order 
the action to be dismissed accordingly, or may make such other 
ae and on such terms, as to the Court or Judge may seem 
us s 
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2088. Motion to dismiss action—To be made in 
chambers.]—A motion to dismiss an action for 
want of prosecution under Ord. XXXVI, r. 7a 
[see, now, R. S. C., 1883, Ord. XXXVI, r. 12], 
should generally in the Chancery Division be made 
to the judge in chambers.—FREASON v. LOE (1877), 
26 W. R. 138. 

2084. Or to the court.]—An applica- 
tion to dismiss for want of prosecution may, 
according to the circumstances, be made either 
in chambers or to the court. 

If the usual notice of motion is given, & pltf. 
does not at once submit to speed the cause & 
tender the costs of the notice, deft., if the usual 
order is made, will have his costs of making the 
order in court.—EVELYN v. EVELYN (1879), 13 
Ch. D. 188; 49 L. J. Ch. 18; 41 L. T. 4993; 28 
W. R. 73. 

2085. ——— Court of Appeal has no original 
jurisdiction.|—Where the Court of Appeal has 
ordered a new trial, & the party who has obtained 
the order has not entered the action for trial, the 
Court of Appeal has no original jurisdiction to 
entertain a motion to dismiss the action for want 
of prosecution. The proper place to make the 
application is at chambers.—RoBARTS v. FRENCH 
(1895), 72 L. T. 147; 483 W. R. 258; 11 T. LR. 
197; 39 Sol. Jo. 231; 14 R. 210. 

2086. Discretion of judge.]—By a 
master’s order an action was to be dismissed, 
unless notice of trial were delivered by a certain 
day. Through a mistake of the solicitor’s clerk 
notice of trial was not delivered within the required 
time. A judge at chambers refused, in the exercise 
of his discretion, to extend the time fixed by the 
master’s order. On appeal the court declined to 
interfere with the judge’s discretion.—GILDER v. 
MORRISON (1882), 30 W. R. 815. 

2087. Trial not entered.|—-Pltf. gave 
notice of trial (in Middlesex) within the six weeks 
limited by Ord. XXXVI, r. 12; but did not, 
as required by r. 16, enter the trial within six 
days after the notice of trial was given. The trial 
not having been entered :—Weld: deft. was 
entitled to move to dismiss for want of prosecution, 
& an order dismissing the action was accordingly 
made.—CrIcK v. HEWLETT (1884), 27 Ch. D. 
354; 538 L. J. Ch. 1110; 51 L. T. 428; 32 W. R. 


2088. -}—When pltf. has given notice 
of trial but has not entered the trial, & deft. applies 
to dismiss the action for want of prosecution, the 
court or a judge has a discretion, under Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 12, either to dismiss the action or 
to order that it be dismissed unless notiee of trial 
be given, & the trial entered within a certain 
time, or to make such other order as may seem 
just. 

: I see no reason for dissenting from the decision 
in Crick v. Hewlett, No. 2087, ante; the effect of 
which is that, when a notice of trial becomes in- 
effective, the result is the same as if it had never 
been given, so that the court has jurisdiction to 
treat the case as one in which no notice of trial 
has been given, & to dismiss the action for want 
of prosecution. Here we have been asked to 
interfere with the discretion which the master & 
the judge have under Ord. XXXVI., r. 12. We 
have no right to do so in this case (RiaBy, L.J.). 
—SIEVIER v. SPEARMAN (1896), 74 L. T. 182, 


. Az 

2089. ——— One only of several defendants 
delivering defence.}—Where one of several defts. 
in an action has delivered his defence, & the time 
for pltf. to deliver his ly to such defence has 
expired, but pltf. has, without the knowledge of 
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that deft., agreed in writing with the other defts. 
to extend the time for delivering their defences, 
that deft. cannot move to dismiss the action as 
against him for want of prosecution. Deft.’s 
roper course under such circumstances is to write 
pitf.’s solicitors, & inquire how the action stands 
as regards the other defts. 

If pltf. consents in writing to grant deft. an 
extension of time for the delivery of his defence, an 
order for the purpose is unnecessary.—AMBROISE 
v. EVELYN (1879), 11 Ch. D. 759; 48 L. J. Ch. 
686; 27 W. BR. 639. 

2090. Defendant delivering counterclaim. ] 
—After deft. to an action had delivered a counter- 
claim, the action was dismissed for want of prose- 
cution, pltf. not having delivered a reply within 
the time limited for that purpose :—Held: deft. 
was entitled to set down the action on motion 
for judgment according to his counterclaim.— 
ROBERTS v. BooTH, [1893] 1 Ch. 52; 67 L. T. 
646; 41 W. R. 220; 37 Sol. Jo. 66; 3 RR. 151. 

2091. Order dismissing action—Judgment 
within Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893 
(c. 61), s. 1 (b).]}—An order under Ord. XXXVL., 
r. 12, dismissing an action for want of prosecution 
because pltf. has not given notice of trial within 
the time specified for so doing, with costs to be 
paid by pitf., is a ‘ judgment ’’ within Public 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893 (c. 61), s. 1 (8), 
entitling deft. to costs as between solicitor & 
client.—GILBERT v. GOSPORT & ALVERSTOKE 
URBAN COUNCIL, [1916] 2 Ch. D. 587; 86 L. J. Ch. 
54; 115 L. T. 760; 81 J.P. 89; 60 Sol. Jo, 695; 
15 L. G. R. 62. 

2092. Order for security of costs.]—On a 
motion to dismiss an action for want of prosecu- 
tion (pltf. having omitted to give notice of trial 
within the proper time) or that pltf. might be 
ordered to give security for costs, deft. in support 
of the application adduced evidence that pltf. 
was in insolvent circumstances, that he had no 
settled residence, that he had mortgaged his 
interest in the property which was the subject- 
matter of the action to his solicitor, & that there 
were charges on the property to its full amount. 
The costs for which pltf. was already liable in the 
action to deft. were cstimated at about £70 & the 
future costs at £50. 

The Vice-Chancellor, being of opinion that. pitt. 
was carrying on the action not for his own benetit 
but fur that of his solicitors, ordered pltf. to give 
security fpr costs to the amount of £200, & directed 
the proceedings to be stayed in the meantime : 
Held: on appeal, the court would not interfere 
with the discretion of the Vice-Chancellor as to 
ordering security, but the amount must be reduced 
to £100. 

Semble: such an order ought to be made only 
under very special circumstances.—WILMOTT 
(WILLMOTT) v. FREEHOLD HoUsE PROPERTY Co. 
oe 2) (1885), 52 L. T. 743; 383 W. R. 6554, 


2093. Within six weeks—Court cannot abridge 
period.|—The period of six weeks mentioned in 
Ord. XXXVI., r. 12, is not a time appointed for 
doing any act or taking any proceeding within 
Ord. LXIV., xr. 7 , & consequently the court cannot 
make an order giving deft. leave to give notice of 
trial, if pltf. did not give such notice within a 
shorter period than six weeks from the close of the 
pleading.—SAUNDERS v. PawLey (1885), 14 
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SuB-sEcT. 3.—ForM oF NOTICE OF TRIAL. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVL,r.18. Notice of trial shall state whether 
it is for the trial of the cause or matter or of issues therein ; and 
the place and day for which it is to be entered for trial. It shall 
be in the Form No. 16 in Appendix B., with such variations as 
circumstances may require, 


Appendix B., Form No. 16.] 
Court Practice. 





See Yearly Supreme 


SUB-SECT. 4.—LENGTH OF NOTICE OF TRIAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 14. Ten days’ notice of trial shall 
be given, unless the party to whom it is given has consented, 
or is under terms or has been ordered to take short notice of 
trial; and shall be sufficient in all cases, unless otherwise ordered 
by the Court ora Judge. Short notice of trial shall be four days’ 
notice, unless otherwise ordered. 


2094. Full notice.|—It has always been well 
known that a deft. is entitled to full notice of trial 
unless he has consented to take short notice; or 
has been put under terms. . . . Now, this statement 
of claim being delivered with a Middlesex venue, 
plt{f. chooses to give ten days’ notice of trial at 
Liverpool. In my judgment that notice of trial 
is a nullity. Then what happened ? On March 18 
pltf. takes out a summons for directions. We have 
not that summons before us, but I will assume that 
he not only asked for directions as to the mode of 
trial, but also respecting the place of trial. Assume 
he did so, the registrar would have jurisdiction to 
say where the trial should take place; he would 
have power to do that; but then | say he had no 
power to make deft. take less than ten days’ 
notice of trial, which he has done in effect (SMITH, 
J.).— LASKIER v. TEKEIAN (1892), 67 L. T. 121. 

2095. - Short notice before commission day— 
Case not to come on before ten days.|—Upon a 
summons for directions under Ord. XXX., r. 1, 
in an action to be tried at assizes, a judge has 
jurisdiction, although deft. has not done anything 
to render himself liable to have terms imposed 
upon him as to notice of trial, to order that deft. 
shall take notice of trial at a period less than ten 
days before the commission day, & that the case 
shall not come on for trial at the assizes until a 
day which will make,the notice so given a ten days’ 
notice of trial.—BAXTER v. HOLDSWORTH, [1899] 
1 Q. B. 266; 68 L. J. Q. B. 154; 79 L. T. 434; 
47 W. R. 179; 15 T. L. BR. 84; 43 Sol. Jo. 96, 
C. A. 

2096. ——— Defendant to take short notice if 
necessary.|—Where a deft. is under terms to take 
short notice of trial ‘‘ if necessary,’’ pltf. is entitled 
to give such notice if he cannot, using reasonable 
diligence, give full notice, although the regular 
course of pleading was not such as to render short 
notice necessary.—PRETTY v. NAUSCAWEN (1873), 
L. R. 9 Exch. 42; 438 L. J. Ex. 3; sub nom. 
PRETTY v. NANSCAWEN, 22 W. R. 222; sub nom. 
PRETTY v. BOSCAWEN, 29 L. T. 579. 

2097. Short cause action—Without plead- 
ings.|—This was a debenture-holders’ action 
which the master set down for trial without 
pleadings to be heard as a short cause; judgment 
to be applied for on minutes; the evidence to be 
taken by affidavit. 

Two days’ notice of motion was served on defts., 
& an objection was taken at the hearing that this 
was not in compliance with the master’s order, & 
that ten days’ notice of trial ought to have been 
given under Ord. XXXVI., r. 14:—Held: the 
order was defective in that it did not give pltf. 
leave to serve notice of trial, but, assuming that 
leave to serve such notice was implied in the 
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order, it remained that the order was to set down 
the action for trial, & that ten days’ notice must 
be given.—He PRINGLE & Co., LTD., PAWNALL v. 
PRINGLE & Co., Lp. (1903), 89 L. T. 743, 744 ; 48 
Sol. Jo. 101. 

Computation of time.]|—See R.S. C., Ord. LXIV., 
rr. 2, 12, Part LX XXYV., Sects. 2, 8, post. 





SUB-SECT. 5.-—NoTICE BEFORE ENTERING TRIAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 15. Notice of trial shall be given 
before entering the trial: and the trial may be entered not- 
withstanding that the pleadings are not closed provided that 
notice of trial has been given. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—QOMISSION TO ENTER TRIAL IN 
LONDON AND MIDDLESEX, MANCHESTER AND 
LIVERPOOL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 16. In London and Middlesex, 
Manchester and Liverpool, and such other places as the Lord 
Chancellor shall from time to time direct, unless within six days 
after notice ot trial is given the trial shall be entered by one 
party or the other, the notice of trial shall be no Jonger in force 


Middlesex includes county of London.]—Sce 
51 & 52 Vict. (c. 41), 5. 89. 

2098. Length of notice—Former Chancery prac- 
tice.|—The former practice of allowing actions to 
be set down for trial, before pleadings had been 
delivered, was no doubt a convenient one at the 
time it was instituted, because the cause lists 
were then somewhat congested—a state of things 
which T am glad to think no longer exists; but 
I have conferred with some of the other judges of 
the Chancery Division, & they agree with me that 
the former practice ought now to cease, as it only 
opens the door to abuse & delay. I have therefore 
ordered the twelve actions marked ‘‘ Pleadings to 
be delivered ”’ to be taken out of the list of witness 
actions, & a notice giving their names & othcr 
particulars to be affixed to the notice-boards of the 
court; & I desire the solicitors in these cases to 
communicate with my clerk & inform him whether 
the cases are still effective or not, with a view to 
striking out of the cause books such of them as 
have become ineffective, & giving directions for 
the trial of such of them as remain. If necessary 
T shall put the rest of the actions referred to into 
a similar notice (BUCKLEY, J.).—PRACTICE NOTE, 
[1901] W. N. 94. 

Action & counterclaim.}—See SrEtT-orr & 
COUNTERCLAIM, Vol. XL., p. 428, Nos. 495-501. 

2099. Effect of non-entry.}—Crick v. HEWLETT, 
No. 2087, ante. 

aaa -}+-ToNsLEY v. HEFFER, No. 2035, 
ante. 

2101. Abated cause.|—Where a cause has been 
struck out of the cause book as abated, before 
such cause can be re-entered in the cause book a 
new notice of trial must be given.—LE BLOND v. 
rant [1885] W.N. 99; 52,1. T. 574; 33 W. R. 
O61, 





SUB-SECT. 7,.—OPERATION OF NOTICE OF TRIAL FOR 
LONDON Ok MIDDLESEX, MANCHESTER, LIVER- 
POOL, ETC. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 17. Notice of trial for London or 
Middlesex, Manchester, Liverpool and such other places as the 
Lord Chancellor shall from time to time direct, shall not be or 
operate as for any particular sittings; but shall be deemed to 
be for any day atter the expiration of the notice on which the 
trial may come on in its order upon the list. 
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SUB-SECT, 8.—NOTICE OF TRIAL ELSEWHERE THAN 
IN LONDON, OR MIDDLESEX, MANCHESTER, 
LIVERPOOL, ETC. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVL, ¥r.18. Notice of trial elsewhere than in 
London or Middlesex, Manchester, Liverpool and such other 
places as the Lord Chancellor shall from time to time direct, 
shall be deemed to be for the first day of the then next assizes 
at the place for which notice of trial is given. 


2102. When notice to expire—Before commission 
day, or on day of trial.]}—The court has jurisdiction 
to order a deft., in any case in which it seems just, 
to take ten days’ notice of trial, to expire on the 
day when the trial comes on. 

Counsel contended that by the effect of Ord. 
XXXVI, rr. 14 & 18, every deft. was entitled to 
ten days’ notice of trial, unless deft. was himself 
asking the indulgence of the court or was in 
mercy, as it was called, & in the case of actions 
to be tried at assizes the notice must be a notice 
to expire not later than commission day. 

We were pressed by r. 18 [Ord. XX XVI.]....I 
do not see anything in that rule which says that 
a Judge may not, in any case in which it appears 
to him to be right, order a deft. to take ten days’ 
notice, to expire before the hearing of the trial 
(SMITH, L.J.).—BaxtTrer v. Houpswortu, [1899] 
1 Q. B. 266; 68 L. J. Q. B. 154; 79 L. T. 43843 
47 ne R. 179; 15 T. Tu. R. 84; 43 Sol. Jo. 96, 


SUB-SECT. 9.—- COUNTERMANDING NOTICE OF TRIAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 19. No notice of trial shall be 
countermanded except by consent, or by leave of the Court or 
a Judge, which leave may be given subject to such terms as to 
costs, or other wise, as may be just. 


Notice to be in writing.])—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LXVI., r. 1, Part LAX XVITI., Sect. 1. 


SUB-SECT. 10.—ENTRY FOR TRIAL BY PARTY 
SERVED WITH NoTICE OF TRIAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 20. If the party giving notice of 
trial for London or Middlesex, Manchester, Liverpool and such 
other places as the Lord Chancellor shall from time to time 
dircct, omits to enter the trial on the day or day after giving 
notice of trial, the party to whom notice has been given may, 
unless the notice has been countermanded under the last 
preceding Rule, within four davs enter the trial. 


SuB-sEcT. 11.—SETTING DOWN FoR FURTHER 
CONSIDERATION IN CHANCERY DIVISION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 21. When any cause or matter in 
the Chancery Division shall have been adjourned for further 
consideration, the same may. after the expiration of eight days, 
and within fourteen days from the filing of the Master’s 
certificate, be set down by the Registrar in the Cause Book for 
further consideration, on the written request of the solicitor for 
the plaintiff or party having the conduct of the proceca mea: 
and after the expiration of such fourteen days the cause or 
matter may be set down by the Registrar on the written request 
of the solicitor for the plaintiff or for any other party; and in 
either case, upon production of the judgment or order adjourn- 
ing further consideration, or an office copy thereof, ond an office 
copy of the Master’s certificate or a memorandum of the date 
when the certificate was filed, endorsed on the request by the 
proper officer. The request may be in the Form No. 26 in 
Appendix L. The cause or matter when so set down shall not 
be put into the paper for further consideration until after the 
expiration of ten days from the day on which the same was so 
sect down, and shall be marked in the Cause Book accordingly. 
Notice thereof shall be given to the other parties in the action 
at least six days before the day for which the same may be so 
marked for further consideration. Such notice may be in the 
Form No. 27 in Appendix L. 
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Appendix L., Forms Nos. 26, 27.]—See Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

2108. Notice of hearing on further consideration 
——Parties served with notice of Judgment or order 
under Ord. XVI., r. 40.}—As a general rule persons 
served with notice of a judgment or order under 
Ord. XVI.. r. 40, who have not entered an appear- 
ance, need not be served with notice of the hearing 
on further consideration. 

In an action by one beneficiary against the 
trustees of a will, the usual judgment was given 
for administration & execution of the trusts of 
the will. This judgment was served upon the 
other beneficiaries under Ord. XVI., r. 40. None 
of them entered an appearance :—Held: it was 
not necessary to serve them by filing or otherwise 
with notice of the hearing on further consideration, 
the order asked for not requiring them to pay 
money or otherwise affecting them personally.—- 
Re RouFe, Tyson v. JOHNSON (1894), 70 L. T. 
624; sub nom. Re ROLFE, FyYson v. JOHNSON, 38 
Sol. Jo. 457; 8 R. 335. 

2104. Evidence on further consideration—Evi- 
dence used in chambers.]—The question is a 
question of costs depending on the conduct of 
deft. Evidence as to that conduct had been gone 
into at chambers, but of course it would not appear 
upon the certificate. According to the practice 
of the court applicant was not entitled to read 
this evidence without giving notice to the other 
side; the object of requiring such notice being 
to provide in the first place that the other side 
should be prepared to meet the evidence, & in the 
next place to provide for the costs occasioned by 
briefing that evidence, since as a general rule, 
neither side would be entitled to put into his 
brief, on further consideration, the evidence used 
before the Judge in chambers (JESSEL, M.R.).— 
Ite CHENNELL, JONES v. CHENNELL (1878), 8 Ch. D. 
492; 47 L. J. Ch. 583; 26 W. R. 5953 sub nom. 
rg CHANNELL, JONES v. CHANNELL, 38 L. T. 494, 
» A. 

2105. .}+—Is it a matter of course that 
the affidavits referred to in the certificate can be 
read when there is no summons to vary it? To 
lay down such @ rule would immediately increase 
the expense of further consideration, for it would 
make it necessary to deliver briefs of the affidavits 
(Fry, L.J., arguendo).—Re BRIER, BRIER v. 
Evison (1884), 26 Ch. D. 238, 242. 

2106. Affidavit evidence—After certificate 
given.|—Under Ord. XX XVII., r. 1, the court 
may, in an administration action, & after the 
chief clerk has made his certificate, receive, if 
it thinks fit, fresh affidavit evidence on further 
consideration. 

Ord. XXXVI., r. 21, as to setting down a cause 
or matter for further consideration, says nothing 
about evidence; but Ord. XXXVII., xr. J, 
authorises the court as a judge “at any time”’ 
for sufficient reason to order that any particular 
fact or facts may be proved by affidavit, or that 
the affidavit of any witness may be read at the 
hearing or trial on such conditions as the court 
or judge may think reasonable, & I have no doubt 
that under that order the court may receive, if it 
thinks fit, affidavit evidence on further con- 
sideration (Kay, J.).—May v. NEwTon (1887), 34 
Ch. D. 347; 56 L. J. Ch. 318; 56 L. T. 140; 35 
W. R. 368. 

2107. —— Fresh evidence.]}—Where pro- 
ceedings in an action had been carried on under 
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an order made in pursuance of Ord. XV., and 
there had been no trial of the action, the court on 
further consideration allowed an affidavit to be 
read which had not been before the chief clerk, 
& therefore was not mentioned in the certificate.— 
Re MICHAEL, DEssAU v. LEWIN (1885), 52 L. T. 


609. 

2108. ——.}—Under the will of her 
father, who died in 1867, pltf. was entitled to 
certain freehold property to five-eighths of 
£500 secured upon a second mortgage dated 
May 19, 1868, which by the terms of the mortgage 
deed was not to be called in until the death of 
plitf.’s mother, who died in 1897, & which property 
& sum of money had, by the marriage settlement 
of pltf. dated Nov. 26, 1875, been settled upon 
trust for herself for life, her husband (who died 
in 1891), & children. On Feb. 15, 1886, deft. had 
been appointed & was now the sole surviving 
trustee of the settlement. Pltf. having in March, 
1907, caused an originating summons to be issued 
against deft. claiming administration of the trusts 
of the settlement, on May 8, 1907, judgment was 
given that the trusts ought to be carried into 
execution, & an inquiry ordered as to what the 
estate now consists & on what securities the per- 
sonal property is now invested, the costs of the 
application & inquiry being reserved. Before 
the master pltf. filed evidence that deft. had failed 
to obtain a transfer of the second mortgage into 
his own name, & that for five years she had been 
unable to obtain information as to the trust 
from him. After the master’s certificate filed in 
Nov. 1907, deft. on Jan. 29, 1908, filed an affidavit, 
with an exhibit, setting out the attendances & 
correspondence, in which he alleged he had given 
pitf. every information. On a summons by pltf. 
asking that the matter might be heard on further 
consideration, & that deft. be ordered to pay the 
costs, deft. craved leave to read the affidavit 
filed subsequent to the certificate being filed. 
He admitted delay, but not misconduct or neglect, 
& asked the court in the exercise of its jurisdiction 
to admit the evidence, although not before the 
master :—Held: it was impossible to say there 
was no jurisdiction in the court to admit an affi- 
davit which went to the merits on further con- 
sideration, yet the discretion must be exercised 
with great caution, & ought not to be exercised 
in the present case, where deft. trustee, having 
notice of the allegations of neglect of duty made 
against him, deliberately refrained from filing 
evidence to disprove the charge before certificate, 
& leave to read his affidavit in explanation must 
be refused.—Re LEaA’s SETTLEMENT, LEA v. LEA 
(1908), 124 L. T. Jo. 335. 

2109. —— As to conduct of defen- 
dants.J—An action was brought by the bene- 
ficiaries under the will of a testator against the 
trustees thereof to administer the estate of the 
testator. The action was heard as a short cause, 
when the usual judgment was made directing 
accounts & inquiries, & the further consideration 
was adjourned. The judgment contained no 
special reservation as to costs. When the action 
came on upon further consideration pltfs. desired 
to read an affidavit which contained charges against 
the defts. The charges related, for the most part, 
to the conduct of defts. between judgment & 
further consideration, & partly also to the conduct 
of defts. before action brought. The object of 
the affidavit was to make defts. liable to pay the 
costs of the action, or some part thereof, occasioned 
by reason of the acts complained of in such 
affidavit, & otherwise appearing by the evidence 
in the action. Defts. objec to this affidavit 
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being read, contending that the court had no juris- 
diction to allow any such affidavit to be read :— 
Held: (1) as to the conduct of defts. between 
judgment & further consideration, pltfs. were 
entitled to read an affidavit ; (2) as to the conduct 
of defts. before action, no affidavit could be read 
by pltfs. 

Semble: if persons who had been served with 
the judgment desired to read on the further con- 
sideration an affidavit, as to conduct of defts. 
before action, they would be entitled to do so.— 
ue Revit, Letan v. RuMNEY (1886), 55 L. T. 

2110. Notice & consent of 
court.}—As to the practice of filing affidavits, 
there was a note in the Annual Practice, 1904, 
p. 148, that any evidence required on further 
consideration for the purpose of determining who 
was to bear the costs of the action might be by 
affidavit, but I think that when there is a dispute 
between the parties evidence not before the master 
should not be used, first without notice, & secondly, 
without the consent of the court. In the present 
case an affidavit was filed on the eve of the hearing 
of the further consideration which was intended 
to upset the whole of the case. This seems to be 
very wrong. How can solicitors deliver proper 
briefs if at the last moment affidavits are sprung 
upon them? Ona question of practice the court 
is not bound to accept any evidence except that 
before the master, & in another case such further 
evidence should not be used except on fair terms 
erase J.).—He WATSON (1904), 49 Sol. 

o. 54. 

2111. —— - - - -- ~ —.]}--Re T.FaA’s SETTLE- 

MENT, Lua v. LEA, No. 2108, ante. 
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Sect. 5.—ENTRY IN DISTRICT REGISTRY. 
SuUB-SEcT. 1.—ENTRY FOR TRIAL AT ASSIZES. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 228. After notice of trial has been 
given in any action, cause, matter, or issue to be tried elsewhere 
than in London or Middlesex, Manchester, Liverpool, and such 
other places as the Lord Chancellor shall from time to time 
direct, cither party may, at any time, not less than seven days, 
before the commission day appointed for such place, enter the 
action, cause, matter, or issue for trial at the next Assizer in 
the District Registry (if any) of the city or town where the trial 
is to be had or with the Associate. No later entry shall be 
allowed, except by leave of a Judge going that Circuit, or by 
order of a Judge at Chambers, subject to the consent of a Judge 
going that Circuit. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—SPECIAL SITTINGS FOR TRIALS AT 
LIVERPOOL AND MANCHESTER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 22c. If, on the Ist of June and the 
lst of December respectively in any year, it shall appear that 
ten or more witness causes by the Act assigned to the Chancery 
Division, proceeding in the district registries of Liverpool and 
Manchester, or either of them, have been set down for trial ijn 
those registries, special sittings for the trial of such causes, 
commencing as soon after those dates respectively as con- 
veniently may be, shall be held at Liverpool and Manchester, 
for the trial of the causes set down for trial at such places 
respectively, before one of the Judges of the High Court (accord- 
ing to such arrangements as may be from time to time deter- 
mined amongst themselves): Provided that, in any case where 
at the time aforesaid it shall appear that the number of such 
causes is Jess than ten, no special sittings shall take place for that 
occasion, but the causes shall, subject to any application which 
may be made to change the place of trial, be included in the lst 
of trials for the next ensuing assizes at Ei erpod! and Manchester, 
as the case may be: Provided also that, if it shall appear to the 
Judge holding any such specia) sittings, that any cause ALE ons 
ing in the list for trial thereat has no local connexion with the 
County Palatine of Lancashire, he may order the same to be 
atruck out, and give such directions as he may think fit as to 
the trial thereof in the High Court. 


[New Procedure List, see Part XCIV., Sect. 9, post.] 
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SuB-sEcT. 38.—ENTRIES FOR TRIAL AT CERTAIN 
TOWNS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 23. So long as there is no district 
registry in the places enumerated in the first of the following 
columns, entries for trial may be made in the district registries 
in the second of the following columns, ¢.e., trials at— 


may be entered in me 

Bodmin district registry at Truro. 
Chelmsford — 3 Colchester. 
Lancaster — “i Preston. 
Lewes _ ae ee Rnton: 

ewport, 
Monmouth - ” { Monmouthshire. 
Stafford -— a Hanley. 
Wells — _ - Bridgwater. 
Warwick - 5 Birmingham, 


SuB-sEcT. 4.—Lists FOR TRIAL PROVIDED BY 
DISTRICT REGISTRAR. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 24. The district Registrars shall 
provide two numbered lists for trials with juries and trials 
without juries respectively. The entry shall be made in the 
proper list in such vacant number as the party entering shall 
select, and the lists shall be open for the inspection of all parties 
interested therein at all times during office hours. At the time 
of entry two copies of the documents mentioned in Rule 30 of 
this Order shall be delivered as directed by the sald Rule, one 
of which shall be duly stamped with the amount of the fee 
payable on entry of the action or issue for trial. 


SuB-sEcT. 5.—NOTICES OF POSTPONEMENT, WITH- 
DRAWAL OR SETTLEMENT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 25. When a trial which has been 
entered has been poctponty or withdrawn under Order XXVIL., 
Rule 2, or settled, the party who made the entry shall im- 
mediately thereupon give notice thereof to the district Registrar, 
and such entry shall be expunged from the list. 


6. —CLOSING OF LISTS AND TRANS- 
MISSION TO ASSOCIATE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 26. The district Registrar shall 
close the lists and transmit a corrected copy of the said lists, 
together with the two copies of the documents above referred to, 
to the associate at the assize town in such time that the same 
may be received at his ofhce before the opening of the com- 
mission. 


SUB-SECT. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—NUMBERING OF LISTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 27. Trials shall be entered by the 
associate in such vacant numbers in the lists so transmitted as 
the party entering may select. The lists shall then be re- 
numbered consecutively, and shall be the cause lists for the 
assizcs, 


SuB-sECT. 8.—TRIAL ENTERED BY BOTH PARTIES. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 28. If a trial be entered by both 
arties, it shall be tried in the order of the plaintifi’s entry, and 
he defendant’s entry shall be vacated. 


Sect. 6.—LISTS FOR LONDON AND MIDDLESEX. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 29. Separate lists of trials with 
juries and trials without juries respectively, to be tried at the 
sittings of the King’s Bench Division for London and Middlesex 
respectively, shall be prepared, and the trials on each list shall 
be allotted without reference to any other list, and shall be tried 
at such times and in such Courts of the said Division as the 
Lord Chief Juatice of England may arrange. 
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Sect. 7.—PAPERS FOR JUDGE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 30. The party entering the trial 
shall deliver to the proper officer two copies of the whole of the 
pleadings, one of which shall be for the use of the Judge at the 
trial, Such copies shall be in print, except as to such pore 
(if any) of the y these Rules permitted to be 
written. 

[New Procedure List, see R S C., Ord XXXVIIIA., r. 7 (2), 
Part XCIV., post.] 


ocuments as are 


Srect. 8.—PROCEEDINGS AT TRIAL. 
Sus-sEcT. 1.—DEATH OF JUDGE. 


2112. Jurisdiction of another judge to continue 
hearing.|—Semble: a judge has no jurisdiction 
to continue the hearing of a case, in which witnesses 
have been called in court in the course of a trial 
before a jury & another judge.—CoLESHILL v. 
MANCHESTER CoRPN., [1928] 1 K. B. 776; 97 
L. J. K. B. 229; 138 L. T. 537; 92 J. P. 37; 44 
T. L. R. 258; 26 L. G. R. 124, C. A. 

2113. ~/- Where during proceedings with- 
out a jury, after some of the witnesses have been 
called, the presiding judge dies, another judge, 
if there is no conflict of evidence, may at the 
request of the parties preside at the continuation 
of the hearing, after reading the shorthand notes 
of the evidence, & need not have the witnesses 
recalled.—Re BRITISH REINFORCED CONCRETE 
ENGINEERING Co., Lrp.’s APPLICATION (1929), 
45 T. lL. R. 186. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—WHERE PLAINTIFF APPEARS AND 
DEFENDANT DOES NOT. 
R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 31. If, when a trial is called on, the 
plaintiff appears, and the defendant does not appear, the 


plaintiff may prove his claim, so far as the burden of proof lies 
upon him. 


2114. Extent of plaintiff’s relief—Relief claimed 
in statement of claim.]—In a vendor’s action to 
enforce a contract to purchase leaseholds, the deft. 
by his statement of defence admitted that he was 
unwilling to complete the contract, & did not 
appear at the trial :—Held: pltf. was not entitled 
to immediate judgment rescinding the contract 
& forfeiting the deposit, but only to the usual 
judgment for specific performance. 

Deft. by his statement of defence admits that 
he is unwilling to fulfil the contract, & does not 
appear at the trial. That being so, Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 31, applies; & pltf. having proved his claim, 
so far as the burden of proof lies upon him, is 
entitled to such relief as is claimed by his state- 
ment of claim, & to such other relief as is incidental 
thereto (KEKEWICH, J.).—STONE v. SMITH (1887), 
35 Ch. D. 188,189; 56L. J. Ch. 871; 56 L. T. 338 ; 
35 W. RB. 545. 

2115. -——-.]—-An agreement for the sale 
of real estate contained the usual condition, 
empowering the vendor, in case the purchaser 
should fail to comply with any of the conditions, 
to forfeit the deposit. In an action by the vendor 
for specific performance of the agreement, the 
purchaser having accepted the title, but failed to 
complete at the time fixed by the agreement :— 
Held: although deft. had not appeared to the 
writ, & did not appear at the trial, a declaration 
that the vendor was entitled to forfeit the deposit 
might be made, in lieu of the ordinary judgment 
for specific performance, if the writ, as well as 
the statement of claim, claimed such a declaration 
in the alternative.—KINGDON v. KirK (1887), 37 
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Ch. D. 141; 57 L. J. Ch. 328; 58 L. T. 388; 386 
W. R. 480. 

2116. ——.}—As against A. S. (deft.) who 
does not appear, the action is practically unde- 
defended, & there must be judgment for the full 
value & the costs. That value was proved to 
exceed the sum of £228 17s. 1ld., but as that is the 
value stated in the statement of claim, the judg- 
ment must be limited to that amount (RomER, J.). 
—BARKER v. FURLONG, [1891] 2 Ch. D. 1725; 60 
L. J. Ch. 368; 64 L. T. 411; 39 W. R. 621; 7 
T. L. R. 406. 

2117. Motion for reinstatement of case—-Where 
defendant could have attended.|—A case properly 
heard & tried will not be reinstated for trial where 
the party applying could have attended at the 
hearing, & only seeks to clear himself from blame 
without disputing any legal liability.— WILSON v. 
STEVENS (1908), 52 Sol. Jo. 282. 

2118. Proof of service of notice of trial.]— 
Semble: when deft. does not appear at the trial, 
it is not necessary for pitf. to prove service of 
notice of trial—CHORLTON v. DICKIE (1879), 18 
Ch. D. 160; 49 L. J. Ch. 40; 41 J. T. 467; 28 
W. R. 228. 

2119. -/—In an action by a mortgagee 
against mortgagors for accounts & foreclosure, a 
statement of defence was delivered, on which pltf. 
joined issued. At the trial defts. did not appear, 
& an order for accounts & for foreclosure nisi 
was made :—Held: an affidavit of service of notice 
of trial was unnecessary.—BAIRD v. EAST RIDING 
CLuB & RACE CouRsE Co., [1891] W. N. 144. 








SuB-SECT. 3.—WHERE DEFENDANT APPEARS 
AND PLAINTIFF DOES NOT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 82. If, when a trial is called on, the 
defendant appears, and the plaintiff docs not appear, the 
defendant, if he has no counterclaim, shall be entitled to judg- 
ment dismnissing the action, but if he has a counterclaim, then 
he may prove such counterclaim so far as the burden of proof 
lies upon him. 


2120. Extent of defendant’s relief.|—If, when a 
trial is called on, deft. appears & pltf. does not 
appear, & there is no counterclaim, deft. is not 
entitled under Ord. XX XVI., r. 32, to have judg- 
ment entered for him, but judgment should be 
entered dismissing the action for default of appear- 
ance of pltf. 

It was argued that r. 32 [of Ord. XXXVI.] did 
not authorise the entry of judgment for deft. 
because the burden of proof was on him. But the 
words of the rule seem plain, & they say nothing 
about the burden of proof except in the case of 
a counterclaim. . here is no form given in 
the rules for a judgment dismissing an action, & 
so far as J know there never was such a form on the 
common law side. If anaction was dismissed it was 
so by an order of a judge, & no judgment for the 
deft. was drawn up. On the Chancery side, before 
the Judicature Act, Ord. XXIII., r. 18, of the 
Consolidated Orders provided for the case of the 
default of the pltf. when a cause was called on, 
& the form in use, given in Seton on Decrees, 
recited that the pltf. had not attended, & ordered 
that the bill should stand dismissed with costs. 
After the Judicature Act, Ord. XXXVI., r. 19, 
of the Rules of 1875 applied to such a case, & the 
form which appears to have been in use in the 
Chancery Division recited that no one appeared 
for the pltf., & ordered that the action should stand 
dismissed out of court. For that rule Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 32, has been substituted, which is 
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to the same effect. These rules were applicable 
to both divisions, & one would have expected that 
if there was to be this procedure replacing the 
practice in the Chancery Courts & ing a new 
one in the Common Law Courts, that a form would 
have been found in the rules; but there is none, 
& it would seem the best course for us to indicate 
what the form should be. We think that the 
judgment should be drawn up stating that the 
action was dismissed for want of appearance of 
the pltf. at the trial. Theform would be much the 
same as that formerly in use in the Chancery 
Division, & its effect will be the same as if the 
action had been dismissed on the merits ; that is, 
it will give the deft. the costs of the action, & of 
all the issues that were to be determined between 
him & the pltf. (Lornp EsHrer, M.R.).—ARMOUR v. 
BATE, [1891] 2 Q. B. 233, 235; 601. J. Q. B. 483; 
a T. 137; 39 W. R. 546; 7 T. L. R. 557, 


2121. Proof of service of notice of trial.]—When 
an action is called on for trial & pltf. does not 
appear, deft. appearing is entitled to have judg- 
ment in his favour with costs, without proving 
that he has been served with notice of trial.— 
JAMES v. Crow (1878), 7 Ch. D. 410; 47 L. J. Ch. 
200; 37 L. T. 749; 26 W. R. 236. 

2122. —-— .]—Where notice of trial had been 
served on defts., & pltf. did not appear, defts. 
moved to dismiss the action with costs as against 
them :—J/eld: it was not necessary for them to 
produce an affidavit of service of notice of trial, 
& they might have their order as a matter of 
course.—/te PALMER, SKIPPER v. SKIPPER (1883), 
49 L. T. 553; 32 W. R. 83. 

2123. ——--.]~-Where deft. in an action has 
served pltf. with notice of trial & pltf. does not 
appear at the trial, deft. is entitled to judgment 
without proving that he has served the pltf. with 
notice of trial.—DAcRES-PATTERSON v. FOOTE, 
[1890] W. N. 70. 

2124. Effect of judgment.|]—In Chancery, if the 
cause had been sat down to be heard, the dis- 
missal of the bill for want of prosecution was 
equivalent to dismissal on the merits, & was a 
bar to a new action (JESSEL, M.R.).—Jte ORRELL 
COLLIERY & FIRE-Brick Co. (1879), 12 Ch. D. 
681; 48 L. J. Ch. 655; 28 W. R. 145. 








2125. -}—ARMOUR v. BATE, No. 2120, 
ante. 
2126. }—A judgment by consent, or 


default, is as effective as an estoppel between the 
parties as a judgment whereby the court exercises 
its mind on a contested case.—Re SOUTH AMERICAN 
& MEXICAN Co., Ea p. BANK OF ENGLAND, [1895] 
1 Ch. 37; 64 L. J. Ch. 189; 71 L. T. 334, 694; 43 
W. R. 107, 131; 11 T. L. R. 215; 39 Sol. Jo. 27; 
12 R. 1, C. A. 

2127. Form of judgment.J—ARMOUR v. BATE, 
No. 2120, ante. 

2128. Absence through illness.]—A bill having 
been dismissed with costs owing to the pltf.’s 
solicitor [through illness] having neglected to 
instruct counsel or deliver papers, the cause was, 
on motion supported by affidavit, under the cir- 
cumstances ordered to be restored upon payment 
of costs by the ae solicitor.—BIRCH v. WILLIAMS 
(1876), 24 W. R. 700. 

2129. -}—Some of the pltfs. were absent 
from illness at the trial & no evidence was given 
to prove their individual cases; the judge gave 
judgment in favour of those pltfs. who proved their 
cases, but ordered those who did not care to 

ay to the defts. the costs occasioned by their 
eing joined as pltfs.:—Held: on appeal, this 
judgment ought to be varied as regards these 


18* 





553 


latter pltfs. by making it without prejudice to 
their bringing a fresh action.—ARNISON v. SMITH 
(1889), 41 Ch. D. 348; 61 L. T. 63; 37 W. R. 739 ; 
5 T. L. R. 4138; 1 Meg. 388, C. A. 

2180. Test action.J—When an action, 
which had been made a test action (for the purpose 
of deciding the rights of the pltfs. in a number of 
similar actions against the same defts.), came on 
for trial, the pltf. declined to proceed, on the 
ground that he was not in a fit state of health to 
attend & be examined as a witness. Ona previous 
occasion he had moved for & obtained a post- 
ponement of the trial, on the ground of his ill- 
health. .A week before the trial an application by 
the pltf. in chambers to stay all proceedings in 
the action had been refused by the Vice-Chan- 
cellor, on the ground that the pltf. was not dominus 
litis, but a trustee for the pltfs. in the other 
actions. At the trial the pltf. asked for a post- 

onement, or that an order of discontinuance might 

e made under Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. XXIII. : 
—Held: the court could not regard the rights of 
plitfs. in the other actions, but must act as if the 
pltf. had not appeared at the trial, & must dismiss 
the action with costs.—ROBINSON v. CHADWICK 
(1878), 7 Ch. D. 878; 47 L. J. Ch. 607; 38 L. T. 
415; 26 W. R. 556. 

2131. — —- ~]—One of a number of actions 
brought by different pltfs. against the same defts. 
in respect of an alleged misrepresentation in the 
prospectus of a company, was ordered to be a test 
action, the trial of which was to bind all the pltfs. 
but not to bind the defts. When the test action 
came on for trial the pltf. [through illness] did 
not appear, & judgment was given for the defts. :— 
Held: that, though the order contained no express 
provision to that effect, the court had power to 
substitute another of the actions as the test 
action, & that, as the trial of the original test action 
had failed to be a real trial of the issue between the 
pltfs. & the defts. without any fault of the other 
pltfs., this substitution ought to be made. 

In the absence of agreement the pitf. in an 
action thus constituted a test action has no right 
to be indemnified against costs by the other pltfs. 
—-AMOS v. CHADWICK (1878), 9 Ch. D. 459; 47 
L. J. Ch. 871; 391. T. 50; 26 W. KR. 840, C. A. 

2182. Absence through bankruptcy.]—After issue 
had been joined & notice of trial given by the 
sole pltf. in an action, he filed a liquidation 
petition, under which a trustee of his property 
was appointed. When the action came on for 
trial no one appeared for the pitf. or for the trustee, 
& there was no evidence that any notice of the 
action had been served on the trustee :—Held: 
the action had abated, & the only order which 
could be made was to strike the action out of the 
list. ELDRIDGE v. BURGESS (1878), 7 Ch. D. 411; 
47 L. J. Ch. 342; 38 L. T. 282; 26 W. R. 435. 











SuB-sEcT. 4.—PoOWER TO Set ASIDE VERDICT 
AND JUDGMENT WHEN PARTY DOES NOT 
APPEAR. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 38. Any verdict or judgment 
obtained where one party does not appear at the trial may be 
set aside by the Court or a Judge upon such terms as may seem 
fit, upon an application made within six days after the trial; 
Se alata may be made either at the assizes or in 

esex, 


See, also, Ord. XXVII., r. 15, PLEADING, p. 
160, ante; Ord. LIX., r. 16, Part LX XVIII., Sect. 
7, sub-sect. 7, post; Ord. LXV., r. 27 (50), Part 
LXXVI., Sect. 28, sub-sect. 15, NN., post. 
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8.—Proceedings at trial: Sub-sect. 4.] 


2133. Application of rule.]—It is clear therefore 
that this is an application to review an order 
deliberately made after argument & to entertain 
a fresh argument upon it with a view to ultimately 
confirming or reversing it. Has the court juris- 
diction to do this? JI may say at once that if 
we have I should not exercise it in the present 
case, because any application of this sort must be 
supported by an affidavit of merits. I have read 
the affidavit in this application & can find nothi- ~ 
which would lead me to alter the opinion I formed 
on the hearing of the appeal. . . . Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 33, is one of a number of rules dealing with the 
trial of an action & applies only to verdicts & 
judgments at the trial. It might be contended 
that the existence of such a rule is rather against 
the pltf. than in his favour, because, if there was 
an inherent jurisdiction to set aside an order where 
one party does not appear at the trial, the rule 
would not have been necessary. On the other 
hand, it might be said that the rule was made 
ex abundant: cautela, & so in my view that point 
is not of much weight (BANKEs, J.).—HESSION v. 
JONES, [1914] 2 K. B. 421, 425; 83 L. J. K. B. 
810; 110 L. T. 773. 

2134. -]—Where a summons or case is not 
heard, but is merely struck out for non-attendance 
of a party, the court may afterwards, if it thinks 
fit, hear or entertain it, even though the order 
dismissing it has been drawn up. 

Secus, if there has been a hearing. 

The question is whether the judge has juris- 
diction to entertain this summons after it had been 
dismissed on Jan. 26. Inmy opinion he has. The 
principle is that where a summons or case has not 
been heard, but merely struck out, the court may, 
if it thinks fit, hear or entertain the summons or 
case, but if there has been a hearing on the merits, 
though in the absence of one party, it cannot do 
so after the order is perfected (HEWART, C.J.).— 
RACKHAM v. TABRUM (1923), 89 T. L. R. 380, 381 ; 
129 L. T. 24; 87 J. P. Jo. 263. 

2135. To whom application made— Proper course 
in Chancery Division.]—Although the Court of 
Appeal has jurisdiction to hear a direct appeal 
from a judgment by default, such appeals will not 
be encouraged. The proper course for a party 
against whom judgment has been given by default 
is to apply to the judge who heard the cause to 
set aside the judgment & to re-hear the cause.-— 
VINT v. HUDSPITH (1885), 29 Ch. D. 322; 54 L. J. 
Ch. 844; 52 L. T. 741; 83 W. R. 738, C. A.; 
subsequent proceedings, 80 Ch. D. 24. 

2136. Proper course in King’s Bench 
Division.]—Appeal from an Official Referee. 

The pltfs. brought an action against the defts. 
which was referred to an Official Referee on 
March 3, 1925. The pltfs. on Feb. 12, 1926, 
amended their points of claim, the defts.’ solicitors 
not opposing as they had no instructions from their 
clients, who resided in Moscow. The Official 
Referee fixed the trial of the action for Feb. 26. 
The defts.’ solicitors on Feb. 24 applied to the 
Official Referee for a postponement of the trial 
on the ground that, owing to the short notice, they 
were not properly instructed. The Official Referee 
made no order, but gave the defts.’ solicitors leave 
to apply again for a postponement, provided a 
telegram was sent to the defts. at Moscow, & a 
reply was received from them stating that they 
would defend the action. A telegram was accord- 
ingly sent, & a reply was received from the defts. 
asking for a postponement for two months, but 
not stating that they would defend the action. 
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On Feb. 26 the action came on for trial before 
the Official Referee. The defts.’ representatives 
again applied for a postponement on the ground 
that they were not ready for trial as they were not 
sufficiently instructed, their clients being abroad. 
The Official Referee offered to postpone the trial 
if the defts.’ counsel would give an undertaking 
as to costs. The defts.’ counsel was, however, 
unable to give this undertaking in the absence of 
instructions, & accordingly the trial of the action 
proceeded, the defts.’ counsel & solicitor leaving 
the court. The Official Referee on the same day 
gave judgment for the pltfs. 

The defts.’ solicitors on March 3 gave notice to 
the pltfs. that the defts. would appeal to the judge 
in chambers against the refusal of the Official 
Referee to postpone the hearing of the action, &, 
further, that they would apply to the judge to 
set aside the Judgment of the Official Referee 
& to order a new trial. The appeal was heard by 
the judge in chambers on March 19 & dismissed, 
but the judge referred to the Official Referee the 
application to set aside the judgment. The point 
that the application to the judge in chambers to 
set aside the judgment of the Official HKeferee was 
not made within six days of the trial was not taken 
before the judge. The application to set aside 
the judgment was heard ‘ the Official Referee 
on March 29, when he took the point that the 
application had not been made within six days of 
the trial as required by Ord. XX XVI., r. 33, of the 
hk. 8S. C.; &, secondly, that: he had no jurisdiction 
to set aside his own judgment, having regard to 
Ord. LIXa., r. 3 (b), & he accordingly dismissed 
the application. 

When the application to set aside the Official 
Referee’s judgment came before the Official 
Referee, after being referred to him by the judge 
in chambers, he took two points, first, that the 
application had not been made within six days of 
the trial, as required by Ord. XXXVI., r. 33, 
of the R. S. C.; &, secondly, that in any event 
he had no _ jurisdiction to set aside his own 
judgment. The rule was that an application to 
set aside a judgment by default must be made 
within six days of the trial. But this objection 
was not taken when the matter was before the 
judge in chambers. The point that was there 
taken was that the judge was not the proper 
tribunal to which the application ought to have 
been made. That objection, however, was clearly 
wrong, because under Ord. XXXVI.,r. 33, ‘‘ the 
court or a judge’”’ could set aside a judgment 
obtained by default, & a judge sitting in chambers 
had been held to come within that expression. 
The objection as to time was taken for the first 
time when the matter came before the Official 
Referee. I think that the principle laid down 
ought to apply, & that an objection as to time not 
taken at the first opportunity ought not to be relied 
upon now. The main point in the case was whether 
the Official Referee, to whom the action had been 
referred, & who had heard the case in the absence 
of one of the parties, had jurisdiction to set aside 
his own judgment. There was no doubt that if 
a judgment had been given in similar circum- 
stances by a judge of the High Court he would 
have power to set aside his own Judgment upon 
a@ proper application. It had been laid down by 
the Court of Appeal in Vint v. Hudspith, No. 2136, 
ante, that the proper course in such circumstances 
was not to appeal in the first instance but to apply 
to the judge who had heard the case to set aside 
his own judgment & to restore the case to the list. 
The question was whether an Official Referee had 
the same power. An Official Referee was not an 
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arbitrator, he was not a domestic tribunal, nor 
was he appointed by the parties, but by the court ; 
he was in all essentials a judge (SALTER J.).— 
Lonpon 8.8. & TRapIne Corpn., Lrp. v. Russian 
VOLUNTEER FLEET, [1926] W. N. 198, 194; 185 
L. T. 607; 42 T. L. R. 632; 70 Sol. Jo. 838. 

2137. To Court of Appeal.]—VINT v. 
Hupspitu, No. 2135, ante. 

2188. ——- To Official Referee.]—LoNDON 
S.S. & TRADING Corpn., Lrp. v. RussIAN VOLUN- 
TEER FLEET, No. 2136, ante. 

2139. Trial before Commissioner at Assizes. ] 
—Where the trial has taken place before a com- 
missioner at assizes the application must be made 
to the judge in chambers.—MACGREGOR v. PEEK 
(1910), Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

2140. Affidavit of merits—To support applica- 
tion.]|—HESSION v. JONES, No. 2133, ante. 

2 -}++-The pltf. brought an action 
of seduction against the deft. The pleadings were 
closed, & on April 12, 1921, the pltf.’s solicitor 
gave to the deft.’s solicitor notice of trial for the 
next assizes to be holden at Lancaster. On 
June 10 the case came on for trial at Lancaster 
before Swirt, J. The deft. did not appear, & 
judgment was given for the pltf. for £100 & costs. 

On June 16, 1921, the deft. applied ex parte to 
the learned judge at Liverpool to have the judg- 
ment set aside on the ground that the deft. & his 
solicitor had mistaken the place of trial & had 
expected the case to be tried at Appleby. The 
judge directed that notice should be served upon 
the pltf. & that the application should be heard 
on June 20. The application was made on that 
date, both parties appearing by counsel; & with- 
out any affidavit of merits or any evidence given 
by the deft.’s solicitor, Swirt, J., made an order 
that if the deft. should pay into court within a week 
a sum of £20 as security for the pltf.’s costs thrown 
away, the judgment should be set aside & that the 
deft. should be at liberty to defend the action; 
that upon payment of the £20 into court as afore- 
said the pltf. should be at liberty to give notice 
of trial for Manchester; & that the costs thrown 
away by the abortive trial at Lancaster should 
be taxed & paid by the deft. to the pltf. in any 
event. The pltf. appealed. 

The appellant contends that this order ought 
not to have been made without an affidavit of 
merits, & that it is an almost inflexible practice 
to require such an affidavit before setting aside 
a judgment. That may be so where judgment 
has been obtained by default under Ord. XXVII., 
r. 15. In my experience the rule requiring an 
affidavit has been confined to those cases. It does 
not apply to a case under Ord. XXXVI., r. 33, 
where judgment has been given against a party 
in his absence, & he complains that his absence 
was excusable. The order of Swift, J., was right 
(BANKEs, L.J.). 

If judgment is given in chambers against a 
deft. who is in default, & the judgment is not 
irregular, it is the common practice to require 
an affidavit of merits before the judgment is set 
aside. But it is otherwise where the pltf.’s case 
has been heard in court & the deft. is not there, 
for then the judge knows something of the merits. 
If the deft. afterwards comes & shows that he was 
absent through a mistake on his part or on the 
part of his solicitor, & asks to have the case 
reheard, the judge may require an affidavit of 
merits if he thinks it necessary; but more 
commonly an order is made to reinstate the case 
without an affidavit. The objection to this order 
therefore fails (ScrutTron, L.J.).—BRACKEN v. 
GILPIN, [1021] W. N. 274; 152 L. T. Jo. 99, C. A. 
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2142. **Upon such terms ’’—Party in default 
paying all costs.]—Where an action is called on 
for trial & the pltf. does not appear, the deft. is not 
entitled to judgment unless he proves that notice 
of trial has been served upon him. 

When the judgment so obtained is set aside, it 
will be on payment by the pltf. of the costs of the 
day & of the application..—-COCKLE v. JOYCE 
(No. 2) (1877), 7 Ch. D. 56; 47 L. J. Ch. 543; 37 
L. T. 428; 26 W. R. 59. 

2148. -}—The pltf., being unready to 
proceed with the trial of his action when it came 
on unexpectedly, applied for a postponement, & 
upon its being refused let judgment go by default. 
A. divisional court refused to set aside the judg- 
ment; but the Court of Appeal, upon fresh 
materials offering a reasonable explanation of the 
pitf.’s umreadiness, set aside the judgment & 
ordered the action to be restored to the list on the 
pltf. paying the costs of the day, including all costs 
thrown away, & the costs of the application both 
to the Divisional Court & to the Court of Appeal.— 
KING v. SANDEMAN (1878), 26 W. R. 569; 38 
L. T. 461, C. A. 

2144, ——- — —-.]}—-Where a pltf., against whom 
judgment by default had been given, applied to 
have the judgment set aside & the action restored 
to the trial list on the ground that his solicitor, 
acting under a belief that the action was some way 
down in the cause list, & that negotiations, which 
were then going on, would result in a settlement 
of the action, had deferred instructing counsel to 
appear :—-Held: the circumstances were sufficient 
to justify the court in setting aside the judgment 
& restoring the action to the list, on the payment 
by the pltf. of the costs of the day & of the 
application.—WRiGHT v. CLIFFORD (1878), 47 
L. J. Ch. 544; 26 W. R. 369. 

2145. .}—A deft. was not represented 
at the trial of an action, because his solicitor was 
ignorant of the fact that, in pursuance of an order 
of the Lord Chancellor, the action had, with 
others, been transferred from one judge of the 
Chancery Division to another, & had therefore 
only watched the list befowe the former judge. 
Fry, J., held that the solicitor had been guilty of 
gross negligence, & that the judgment which had 
been given for the pltf. could not be set aside under 
Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. XXXVI., r. 20 :— 
Held: on appeal, the judgment must be set aside 
on payment of the costs of the day.—-BURGOINE v. 
TAYLOR (1878), 9 Ch. D. 1; 47 L. J. Ch. 542; 
38 L. T. 438; 26 W. R. 568, C. A. 

2146. -/—An action was commenced 
by W. & Co., bankers, to recover £3,512 paid over 
by the pltfs. at the request of M., Agent-General of 
the Government of the Cape of Good Hope, to his 
credit at the Standard Bank of South Africa. M. 
had paid over the money to the Cape Government. 
The money was part of a guarantee fund lodged 
by the deft. M. with the pltfs. as security for the 
completion of a contract to construct a railway in 
South Africa, entered into between the deft. M., 
on behalf of his Government, & G. & Co., con- 
tractors. The deft. M. was served with the writ 
personally, but he did not enter any appearance. 

On April 10, 1889, judgment was given against 
deft. M. by default, declaring, as between the 
pltis. & the defts. F, & Co., the pltfs. were entitled 
to the money, subject to any claim which the 
Colonial Government might have thereon under 
the contract, & ordered the deft. M. to pay over 
such part of the money as should not be claimed 
by the Government, & also the costs of the action. 

On motion to set aside the judgment on the 
ground that the money was not in the hands of the 
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deft. M., having been handed over by him to the 
Colonial Government, & that the action had been 
brought against him really as nominee of the 
Colonial Government, & that the Government 
could not be sued :—Held: the Agent-General 
must be allowed to have an opportunity of pre- 
senting his case & of defending the action, but 
only on the terms that all costs occasioned to the 
pltfs. by his default in the action must be paid by 
him to the pltfs., including the costs of the present 
application. On these terms the judgment set 
aside, & twenty-one days allowed to the Agent- 
General for putting in his defence.—WRIGHT v. 
Mints (1889), 60 L. T. 887; subsequent proceed- 
ings (1890), 63 L. T. 186. 

2147. --—Where, for a reason ex- 
plained to the court, the pltf. was not represented 
at the hearing of a probate suit, & applied within 
six days from the date of the judgment for leave 
to restore the cause, the court, in granting the 
application made it a condition that the pltf. 
should before a certain day, pay the costs of the 
deft. as between solicitor & client, & directed that, 
if he failed to do so, the judgment against him 
should stand.—CUDWORTH v. HAYWARD (1896), 
75 L. T. 456. 

2148. -]—The action was dismissed 
on the application of deft. on being called on, as 
no one appeared on behalf of pltf. An application 
was made to restore it to the list. Another action 
of a similar name had been transferred, & the 
solicitor had been under the impression that both 
actions had been transferred, & in consequence 
had not watched the list. The solicitor was not 
prepared to give an undertaking for the payment 
of the costs of the day. 

Defts. submitted that this being an action by 
the next friend of infants, the action ought only 
to be restored on pltf. not only paying the costs of 
the day, but also giving security for costs :—Held: 
an order must be made for the restoration of the 
case to the list, on the payment within seven days 
of the costs throwa away, & the costs of this 
application.—FoAKES v. MILLER (1900), 108 
L. T. Jo. 346. 

2149. ‘*‘ Within six days.’?]—Where the deft. 
in a foreclosure suit obtained an order for leave 
to file a counterclaim by way of set-off, & through 
the negligence of his solicitor, no counterclaim was 
delivered, & a decree of foreclosure was made in 
his absence, an application more than six months 
afterwards for leave to file the counterclaim was 
refused on the ground of delay.— WILKINS uv. 
BEDFORD (1876), 35 L. T. 622. 

2150. -/—An action came on for trial on 
July 30, 1885, & was dismissed with costs in con- 
pee of the non-appearance of the pltf. at the 

rial. 

On Oct. 31, 1885, a motion was made on behalf 
of the pltf. to restore the action to the cause list 
for hearing :—Held: as the application was not 
made within the limited time mentioned in Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 33, the action could not be restored 
to the list, notwithstanding the words of Ord. 
XXVII., r. 15.—WaALKER v. JAMES (1885), 53 
L. T. 597. 

2151. -]}—The pltf. brought an action 
against the deft. on two cheques given for a 
gambling debt. The debt. did not appear at the 
trial & the pltf. obtained judgment but no proceed- 
ings were taken to enforce it. Later a money- 
lender obtained a judgment against the pltf., & 
the judgment debt due from the deft. to the pltf. 
was assigned to him. Subsequently, one year after 
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the judgment had been obtained against the deft., 
he applied to have it set aside:—Held: the 
moneylender was in the position of a bond fide 
holder for value with regard to the judgment debt 
due from the deft., & there was no reason to 
exercise the discretion of the court by setting it 
aside.— HARLEY v. SAMSON (1914), 30 T. L. R. 450. 

2152. Extension of time.}—Where a deft. 
had instructed a solicitor to enter appearance & 
defend an action, & the solicitor, after entering 
appearance, neglected the action & allowed it to come 
to trial without communicating with the deft., or 
appearing, or instructing counsel to appear at the 
trial, & the deft. did not ascertain that the action 
had been tried & judgment recovered against him 
with costs until more than six days after the trial, 
he personally having been guilty of no negligence 
& having made an application for enlargement 
of the time within six days of his having heard 
that the trial had taken place: 

The court granted an extension of the time to 
enable him to apply to set aside the judgment.— 
MICHELL v. WILSON (1877), 25 W. R. 380. 

2153. -/—Where no irreparable wrong 
will be done to a pltf. who has obtained judgment 
by default, lapse of time is not a bar to an applica- 
tion to set it aside.—-ATWOOD v. CHICHESTER (1878), 
3 Q. B. D. 722; 47 L. J. Q. B. 300; 38 L. T. 48 ; 
42 J. P.341; 26 W. R. 320, C. A. 

2154. ~.|—The court has a discretion 
to enlarge the time appointed by Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 83, so as to enable the application to be made 
as soon as practicable after the expiration of the 
time to the judge who tried the action.—SCHAFER 
v. BLYTH, [1920] 3 K. B. 140; 89 L. J. K. B. 671. 

2155. Unless objection raised at once.] 
—LONDON S.S. & TRADING CORPN., LID. v. 
RUSSIAN VOLUNTEER FLEET, No. 2136, antic. 


























SUB-SECT. 5.—POSTPONEMENT AND CHANGE 
OF PLACE. 


R. S. C., Ord. VI., r. 34. The Judge may, if he think it 
expedient for the interests of justice, postpone or adjourn a 
trial for such time, and to such place, and upon such terms, if 
any, a8 he shall think fit. 


—— r. 384A. In the event of the Judge at 
any place on circuit other than one of the excepted places as 
defined in rule 10 (A) of this Order being of opinion that any 
action, cause, matter, or issue in the list for trial at that place 
cannot, owing to the time allotted for the Assize at that place 
or for any other sufficient reason, be conveniently tried at that 
place, it shall be lawtul for such Judge, on or without an applica- 
tion for that purpose, to change the place of trial to some other 
place on the same Circuit, or to postpone the trial to another 











eS r.85. Where a party js brought up 
to attend the trial or hearing of a cause or matter by virtue of 
any writ of habeas corpus duly issued from the central office, 
and by reason of the pressure of other business, or from any 
other cause, the trial or hearing of the cause or matter in which 
such party is concerned is postponed to a future day, a new 
writ of habeas corpus may be issued for such future day, if the 
Court or a Judge shall so direct, without payment of any fee. 


2156. General rule.}—The applications to the 
court for actions to stand over (applications made 
in general for the convenience of the parties) are 
so numerous that I desire to state the principles 
upon which I deal with them. The expense of 
these applications must be considerable, & if the 
rules which I observe are known, expense may in 
many cases be saved. In dealing with the business 
I desire as far as possible so to conduct it as to 
put all parties concerned to the lease inconvenience. 

hat result is, I think, best attained by ensuring 
as far as possible the continuity of the list. This 
continuity may be broken by causes beyond the 
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control of the court & sometimes of the parties. 
Actions may become abated by death or other 
cause; actions may be settled; actions may for 
good reasons be directed to stand over, as, for 
instance, that a commission to take evidence is 
issued & until it is executed the action cannot be 
tried. Against these contingencies it is impossible 
to provide. But where the parties to an action 
ask that it may stand over for their convenience, 
or for any reason which is not one which affects 
the fair trial of the action, the application if acceded 
to is one which interferes unfairly with the con- 
tinuity of the list for the convenience or benefit 
of one suitor to the inconvenience or detriment of 
others. In witness actions a large number of 
pa witnesses & others, have of necessity to 

old themselves at the disposal of the court when 
the action shall happen to be reached, & to render 
the uncertainty which necessarily exists as small 
as possible it is desirable that there should be as 
far as possible certainty as to the number of actions 
which stand before them for trial. I do not, 
therefore, allow actions to stand over simply 
because all parties agrec, or for any reason not 
addressed to the fair trial of the action. I reserve 
to myself full liberty to deal with any particular 
case as I think the circumstances justify. If an 
action were a long way down the list & could not 
be reached, say, for six weeks, I should accept a 
less reason than would be required if it were within 
a short distance of being heard. But in any case 
I require a reason sufficient to justify an inter- 
ference with what would otherwise be the order of 
the list. I make this statement with a view to 
discouraging applications which I think it my duty 
to refuse, because they are applications which 
invite me to consider the convenience of one suitor 
at the expense of the inconvenience of others. I 
hope that applications for actions to stand over 
will not be made unless there exist a reason bring- 
ing the case within the principles which I have 
indicated (BUCKLEY, J.).—PRACTICE Nort, [1901] 
W.N. 107. 

2157. -}—All applications for postpone- 
ment of actions must be made to the judge in 
court not later than two days before the case 
would come into the list in the ordinary course. 
No notice will in future be taken of consents 
to postponement signed by the solicitors & left 
with the judge’s clerk.—PRACTICE NOTE, [1922] 
W.N. 25. 

2158. When application to be made—Party 
applying to use due diligence—& show some good 
& strong reason.]—Issue was joined in an action 
on June 11, & the same day it was set down for 
trial. On Nov. 13 it was in the paper for trial, 
but on the pltf.’s Yano with the consent 
of the defts., the trial was postponed for a month. 
On Dec. 13 the pitf. gave notice of motion for the 
appointment of a commission to take the evidence 
of himself & another witness, who were in India, 
& that the trial might be postponed until the 
return of the commission. At the hearing of the 
motion on Dec. 17 the defts. offered to consent 
to a postponement of the trial for two months, but 
this offer was declined :—Held: the pltf. was too 
late in making the application, & as he had refused 
the defts.’ offer, the motion must be refused with 
costs. 

Now, I have a very strong opinion that when a 
pltf. comes to ask that the hearing of his cause 
may be postponed he must show due diligence on 
his own part in making the el Werder I think 
it is a great hardship upon defts. to have the 
hearing of causes postponed & suspended, &, so 
far as I am concerned, I shall always endeavour 
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to avoid granting the indulgence of Poeeening 
a trial unless the plitf. has used due diligence in 
applying, & has some good & strong reason for 
seeking a postponement (Fry, J.).—STEUART v. 
GLADSTONE (1877), 7 Ch. D. 394; 47 L. J. Ch. 
154; 37 L. T. 575; 26 W. R. 277. 

2159. Grounds for application—Other party in 
contempt.]—Although mere non-payment of the 
costs of an interlocutory motion, which a piltf. 
has been ordered to pay, is not per se sufficient 
ground for ordering further proceedings in his 
action to be stayed, in cases where the party is 
acting vexatiously in withholding payment of 
costs, there is jurisdiction, upon application by 
summons, to stay proceedings until he has com- 
plied with the order for payment. 

Pending a summons before NortH, J., to whose 
court the action was attached, to stay all further 
proceedings until the pltf. should have paid the 
costs he had been ordered to pay, the action, at 
the pltf.’s instance, came on for trial before 
KEKEWICH, J., to whom it had been transferred 
for trial only. Deft. having taken the preliminary 
objection that the costs in question had not been 
paid, KEKEWICH, J., ordered the trial to stand over 
generally, with liberty to pltf. to restore the action 
to the paper on payment of the costs :—Held: 
(1) the order ought to have postponed the trial, 
not until the costs should have been paid, but until 
the summons before NORTH, J., should have been 
disposed of; (2) also, that Nortu, J., had, in the 
circumstances, rightly upon the summons ordered 
proceedings to be stayed until the pltf. had 
complied with the order for payment of costs. 

Where a party was in contempt the court on 
application properly made—but not at the hearing 
—interfered to stay the proceedings, on the ground 
that it would be unreasonable that a party in 
contempt should harass his opponent by further 
proceedings until he had paid what he had been 
ordered to pay (CoTron, L.J.).—He WiIcKHAM, 
MARONY v. TAYLOR (1887), 35 Ch. D. 272, 279; 
56 L. J. Ch. 718; 57 L. T. 468; 35 W. KR. 525, C. A. 

2160. Pressure of business.]—-In a patent 
action, commenced in the Chancery Division, & 
assigned to the court of Kay, J., the pltf. named 
Manchester as the place of trial, & the action was 
set down for trial at Manchester Assizes. When 
the case came on for trial the judge of assizes 
declined to try it, on the ground of pressure of 
business, & remitted it for trial by Kay, J. :— 
Held: this was not a sufficient ground for an order 
r. 34 of Ord. XXXVI.; the case might have been 
made a remanet, & that the order must be dis- 
charged.—FAIRBURN & HALL v. HOUSEHOLD & 
RosHER (1886), 53 L. T. 513; 3 R. P. C. 263; 
1 ne R. 681; Griffin’s Patent Cases (1884-86), 
96, C. A. 

2161. — War emergency.|—-In April, 1909, a 
city corporation commenced an action against a 
railway company to determine rights with regard 
to the abstraction of water from:a river, both the 

Itfs. & defts. being riparian owners. Negotia- 

ions for a settlement continued until Dec. 1913, 
& no step was taken in the action from that time 
until March, 1915. The defts. had meanwhile, 
owing to the outbreak of war, become engaged 
on important Government work, & immediately 
td ie for the trial of the action to be postponed 
until after the declaration of peace. The defts. 
admitted that they were using water in excess of 
their rights as riparian owners, but justified them- 
selves on the ground of (a) prescription, & (b) agree- 
ment :—Held: the trial must be postponed until 
after the declaration of peace, with liberty to 
apply to examine de bene esse any witness who was 
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aged or infirm or who was going abroad.—-CARDIFF 
Coren. v. BARRY Ry. Co. (1916), 85 L. J. Ch. 816 ; 
114 lL. T. 229; 80 J. P. 261; 60 Sol. Jo. 854; 14 
L. G. R. 535. 

2162. Convenience of counsel.}—These 
applications cause great difficulty in arranging the 
lists. & I do not intend in future to grant any 
applications for the postponement of cases for the 
convenience of counsel, except in very special 
circumstances. The practice of arranging dates 
to suit counsel has led to great embarrassment 
to the court. Cases are put in the list before their 
turn comes, with the result that the waiting list 
is filled with cases that have been passed over to 
suit counsel. It must now be definitely under: 
stood that the court will set itself against allowing 
cases to be postponed merely to suit the con- 
venience of counsel. There is no reason why a 
junior should not be protected as well as leading 
counsel, & the court will make no difference 
between the leading counsel & a junior. The 
old practice must now be reverted to that cases 
must come on in their turn (LORD READING, C.J.). 
—PRACTICE Nore, [1920] W. N. 34. 

2163. Absence of material witness.]—A 
litigant who, through no fault of his, is prevented 
from calling his material witness is entitled, 
subject of course to terms as to costs, to an 
adjournment as a matter of justice (LUSH, J.).— 
ORD v. ORD, [1923] 2 K. B. 482; 92 L. J. K. B. 
859; 129 L. T. 605; 39 T. L. R. 437, D.C. 

2164. Pending appeal on similar action. ]}— 
At the conclusion of a libel action in favour of the 
defts. the judge stated that the papers would be 
impounded & sent to the Public Prosecutor. 
Another action by the same pltf. but against 
different defts. for a somewhat similar but not 
identical libel was the next case in the list. Counsel 
for the pltf. applied for an adjournment on the 
ground that there was to be an appeal in the first 
action, & also on the ground of the publicity given 
to the statement about the papers in that action 
being sent to the Public Prosecutor. The applica- 
tion for an adjournment was refused; the case 
was called on, & as no one then appeared for the 
pltf., Judgment was entered for the defts. :—Held : 
the judgment entered for the defts. in those cir- 
cumstances must be set aside & a new trial ordered. 
—Hosss v. TINLING, HoBBs v. NOTTINGHAM 
JOURNAL, [1929] 2 K.B.1,2; 98 L. J. K. B. 421; 
ares T. 121; 45 T. L. R. 328; 73 Sol. Jo. 220, 

2165. ‘‘Upon such terms ’’—-Payment of all the 
costs incurred.]—When the hearing of an action is 
adjourned in order to allow parties to be added, 
the party who applies for the adjournment must 
pay all the costs incurred by the action having 
been in the paper for hearing, & not merely a fixed 
sum for costs of the day.—LYDALL v. MARTINSON 
(1877), 5 Ch. D. 780; 37 L. T. 69; 25 W. R. 866. 

2166. ——- Pending hearing of summons to 
stay proceedings.|—Re WICKHAM, MARONY v. 
TAYLOR, No. 2159, ante. 

2167. Discretion of judge—lInterference with by 
Court of Appeal.]—An order postponing the hear- 
ing of a suit for dissolution of marriage for six 
months, on the ground that petitioner who was 
abroad had entered into an engagement to act 
there for six months, is within the discretion of 
the judge, & will not be interfered with on appeal. 
—BOUCICAULT v. BoucIcavLT (1888), 4 T. L. R. 
195, C. A. 

2168. -}—Although it cannot be said 
that under no circumstances would the Court of 
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Appeal be justified in interfering with the dis- 
cretion of the jrdge in the court below as to the 
proper mode time of trying an action, yet it 
would only be in the most extraordinary circum- 
stances that an application to review the decision 
of the judge as to the conduct of the business in 
his own court could succeed ; the only case in which 
the Court of Appeal would so interfere would be 
if satisfied that the decision was such that not- 
withstanding any exercise by the judge of the power 
of control which he would have over the action 
when it came on for trial, justice did not result, 
& he had failed to see that such would be the effect 
of his decision.—SACKVILLE-WEST v. A.-G. (1910), 
128 L. T. Jo. 265, C. A. 

2169. -}—An order made by a judge 
dismissing an application to postpone the hearing 
of an action in his list & ordering the applicant 
to pay the costs is a ‘‘ judgment or order ”’ within 
the meaning of the Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925, s. 27 (1), from which an appeal lies by 
leave to the Court of Appeal. 

The Court of Appeal ought to be very slow to 
interfere with the discretion vested in a judge by 
Ord. XX XVI., vr. 34, with regard to such a matter 
as the adjournment of the trial of an action before 
him, & very seldom does so; but if it appears that 
the result of an order refusing such an adjourn- 
ment will be to defeat the rights of the applicant 
altogether, & to do that which the Court of Appeal 
is satisfied would be an injustice to one or other of 
the parties, the court has power to review the order, 
& it is its duty to do so. 

Rule laid down in Sackville-West v. A.-G., 
No. 2168, ante, applied.—MAXWELL v. KEUN, 
{[1928]1 K. B. 645; 97 L.J.K. B. 305; 138 L. T. 
310; 44 T. L. R. 100; 72 Sol. Jo. 48, C. A. 

2170. County Court judge.J—Ord. XII., 
r. 16, of the County Court Rules, provides that 
‘*. . . the court may, in its discretion . . . make 
an order postponing or adjourning for good cause 
the trial of any action or matter upon such terms, 
as to costs or otherwise, as may be just ”’ :—Held: 
the pendency in the High Court of an action in- 
volving practically the same issue as that raised 
in the county court action may be “ good cause ”’ 
within the above rule entitling the county court 
judge, in the exercise of his discretion, to post- 
pone the trial of the action in his court till after 
the hearing of the High Court action.— HAMMOND 
BROTHERS & CHAMPNESS, LTD. v. JACKSON, [1914] 
are B. 241; 83 L. J. K. B. 380; 110 L. T. 110, 

a oF 

2171. -}—A county court judge 
sitting as arbitrator under the Workmen’s Com- 

ensation Act, 1906, is not acting within his 
Judicial discretion in refusing, without reason 
assigned, to grant an adjournment for the pro- 
duction of relevant evidence. In such a case a 
new trial will be ordered.—JonkEs v. S. R. 
ANTHRACITE COLLIERIES, LTp. (1920), 90 L. J. 
ah B. 1815; 124 L. T. 462; 18 B. W.C. C. 346, 

. A. 

Habeas Corpus—lIssue of writ.]J—See CROWN 
PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 272, 274, 275, Nos. 832— 
840, 854, 869-879. 

——— Form.]—See Yearly Supreme Court Prac- 
tice, Appendix J., No. 2. 

















SuB-sEcT. 6.—HEARING OF COUNSEL. 


Addresses to jury, see Sub-sect. 7, poat. 
Right of audience.]—See BarRistTurs, Vol. III.. 


pp. 818-820, Nos. 38-69. 


Part XXX VII.—TRIAL. 


Onus of proof.]—See EvipENcCE, Vol. XXII., 
pp. 35 et seg., Nos. 119 ef seg. 

Right to begin.}—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p- 
196, Nos. 1105, 1107; ARBITRATION, Vol. II., 
p. 461, Nos. 1069-1971 ; EvipENnce, Vol. XXII., 
p. 43, Nos. 180 et seq., & Supp. 

Non-attendance of counsel.}—See BARRISTERS, 
Vol. III., pp. 349-851, Nos. 408-425; PARLIA- 
MENT, Vol. XXXVI., p. 266, Nos. 101-103. 

Duties & discretion of counsel.|—See Bar- 
RISTERS, Vol. III., pp. 848-354, Nos. 380-466. 

2172. King’s Bench Division—Question of fact— 
One counsel only heard.]—One counsel only will be 
rere on each side upon the trial of a question of 

act. 

In this case, if there are any questions of law 
they are so severed from the questions of fact, 
that it will be better to dispose of the questions of 
fact first; & upon the questions of fact I shall 
hear one counsel only. When the questions of 
fact are disposed of, the case will be discussed upon 
the questions of law, when it will be both reason- 
able & proper that two counsel should be heard 
(HALL, V.-C.).—CONINGTON v. GILLIAT (1876), 1 
Ch. D. 694; 45 L. J. Ch. 278; 84 L. T. 128; 24 
W. R. 269. 

2173. Counsel addressing court a second 
time—What matters may be referred to.]—Deft.’s 
counsel, in addressing the court a second time, 
after calling evidence, has only a right to sum up 
that evidence on his own side, & not to comment 
generally on the case.—GILFORD v. DAVIS (1860), 
2K. & F. 23. 

2174. ——— Co-defendants represented by different 
counsel — Number of counsel heard.]|—Where 
several defts. appear by several counsel, it is a 
matter for the discretion of the presiding judge 
whether he will allow more than one counsel to be 
heard. Semble: where one defence alone is relied 
on, the better rule is, that one counsel only ought 
to be heard.—NICHOLSON v. BROOKE (1848), 2 
Exch. 213; 17 L. J. Ex. 229. 

2175. Judge requested to put to jury— 
Questions not distinctly raised in issue.]—At the 
trial, the judge, in summing up, left the points to 
the jury in the terms of the several issues, but gave 
no opinion as to the validity of the patent. He 
was then requested by the defts.’ counsel to put 
two other questions to the jury, which were not 
distinctly raised by the issues, but he refused to 
do so :—Held: this refusal was proper.—WALTON 
v. PoTTER & HORSFALL (1841), 3 Man. & G. 411; 
4 Scott, N. R. 91; 11 L. J.C. P. 138; 1 Goodeve’s 
Patent Cases, 488; 1 Web. Pat. Cas. 585; 133 
E. R. 12038. 

2176. Chancery Division—Summing up by Junior 
counsel.|—-Where, at the trial of an action with 
witnesses, the leading counsel has opened his case, 
& put in his evidence, either the leading counsel 
or his junior may sum up the evidence, but so 
that only one counsel shall be heard after the evi- 
dence has been put in.—METZLER v. Woop (1877), 
47 L. J. Ch. 189; 37 L. T. 523; 26 W. R. 125. 

2177. -+—-This was an action for 
specific performance of a contract to sell a lease- 
hold shop. After the witnesses for the pltf. had 
been examined, his lordship said he theught it 
would be convenient to allow a reasonably short 
address by the junior counsel on behalf of pitf. 
That might prevent a motion for judgment from 
being necessary, & where there was no jury it 
would be inconvenient to separate the trial from 
the motion for as saa la ca v. JEN- 
KINS, [1877] W. N. 202. 

2178. »}+—The trial of an action before 
me is not like a trial at nisi prius ; it embodies two 
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proceedings, the trial of the action & a motion for 
judgment. The course which appears to me the 
most convenient, & which I intend to adopt, is 
this: the leading counsel for pltf. will open his 
case. Pltf.’s evidence will then be put in, & the 
junior counsel will sum up. If pitf. has shown a 
prima facie case, deft.’s leading counsel will then 
open his case; deft.’s evidence will be put in, & 
his junior counsel willsum up. Then, if necessary, 
pitf.’3 leading counsel will reply. I am aware 
that some of the other judges adopt a different 
procedure, but this appears to me, on the whole, 
the most convenient (FRY, J.).—KINo v. RUDKIN 
(1877), 6 Ch. D. 160. 

2179. Probate Division—Separate representation 
of different defendants.|—The pltfs. propounded a 
will which was opposed by the two defts., one of 
whom was the next-of-kin, & the other was the 
heir-at-law of the testator. They both pleaded 
the same pleas. The cause was tried before Sir 
J. P. WILDE, by a special jury. 

The question was raised as to the right of counsel 
for the heir-at-law to take part in the trial as well 
as counsel for the next-of-kin. 

Sir J. P. WILDE said it was a matter entirely in 
the discretion of the judge, & allowed Huddleston 
to cross-examine the pltf.’s witnesses after they 
had been cross-examined by Dr. Deane, & also to 
address the jury after Dr. Deane had opened 
the case of the next-of-kin.—Pocock v. LOWE & 
Moore (1868), L. R. 1 P. & D. 535, n. 

2180. Court of Appeal—Two counsel only heard 
on each side.]}—The Lord Chancellor will not, 
unless under special circumstances, hear more than 
two counsel on the same side.—HOARE v. BREM- 
RIDGE (1872), 21 W. R. 43; 42 L. J. Ch. 1; 27 
L. T. 598, C. A. 

2181. -}—On. the argument of a case 
in the Court of Appeal two counsel will be heard 
on either side.—SNEESBY v. LANCASHIRE & 
YORKSHIRE Ry. Co. (1875), 1Q. B. D. 42; 45 
L.J.Q.B.1; 33 L. T. 372; 403. P.36; 24 W. R. 
99; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 424, C. A. 

2182. -}—We cannot hear’ three 
counsel on the same side (LORD COLERIDGE).— 
ILES v. WEST HAM UNION ASSESSMENT CoM- 
MITTEE (1881), 46 L. T. 149, 150. 

2183. ---— Address by respondent’s counsel in 
support of appeal—When allowed.|—The rule that 
a respondent to an appeal cannot be heard by 
counsel in support of the appellant’s case, may be 
relaxed in favour of a respondent trustee who 
supports an appeal by a tenant for life, on a 
petition under sect. 10 of the Settled Land Act, 
1890. 

A respondent is not, as a rule, entitled to address 
the court in support of an appeal, but W.’s position 
as a trustee is a peculiar one, & the court is desirous 
of hearing what counsel on his behalf has to say 
(LINDLEY, L.J.)—e AILESBURY’s (MARQUIS) 
a ae D ESTATES, [1892] 1 Ch. 506, 526, 507, 
C. A; 

2184. House of Lords—Number of counsel 
heard.|—-In an appeal before the House of Lords 
Mr. R. Palmer & Mr. C. M. Rorfell, appearing for an 
executor who was one of several respondents, de- 
sired to address the House; but Lorp BRouGHAM 
(who sat as Speaker) was of opinion that they 
ought not to be heard, as their client had no 
distinct interest.—PRENDERGAST v. PRENDERGAST 
(1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 195, 217; 14 Jur. 989; 10 
K. R. 84, H. L. 

















+] — See, also, PARLIAMENT, Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 265, Nos. 97-100. 
2185. ——— Order of hearing separate appellants. 


-——The interests of the two appellants being the 
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Sect. 8.—Proceedings at trial: Sub-sects. 6 & 7.) 


same, & those of the first two respondents being 
identical, it was proposed & arranged that Sir R. 
Bethell & Mr. Selwyn should first be heard for 
Mr. Arthur John Bethell Thellusson & Mr. Thomas 
Robarts Thellusson, to be answered by Mr. 
Roundell Palmer & Mr. Rolt for Lord Rendlesham 
& Mr. Charles Sabine Thellusson; that the 
Solicitor-General (Sir H. Cairns) & Mr. Faber 
should then be heard on behalf of those who 
insisted that the will was void for uncertainty, 
that Mr. R. Palmer or Mr. Rolt should answer 
them, & that Sir R. Bethell should have the general 
reply.—-THELLUSSON v. RENDLESHAM (1858), 7 
Hi. lL. Cas. 435, n. 

2186. Privy Council—-Number of counsel heard. | 
—An application having been made to fix a day 
for the hearing of the petition, the counsel for the 
petitioner applied to the court to know the rule 
respecting the appearance by counsel of the parties 
entering caveats, & whether each party opposing 
would be entitled to be heard by two counsel. 

LORD BROUGHAM observed that the _ rule 
respecting the number of counsel entitled to be 
heard being the same here as in the House of 
Lords, viz. two only on either side, two counsel 
only would be heard to oppose the petition, unless 
the parties had independent & distinct grounds of 
opposition founded on separate & independent 
interests.—Rte WOODCROFT’S PATENT (1841), 3 
Moo. P. C. C. 171; 13 E. R. 72. 

2187. -}-~—-Their lordships, in con- 
sideration of the appeals being consolidated, & the 
magnitude of the papers, allowed a third counsel 
to be heard for the appellants in reply, & as the 
defence of the widow & next-of-kin was the same, 
two counsel only were allowed for the respondents. 
—PrinsEP & East INDIA Co. v. DycE SOMBRE 
(1856), 10 Moo. P. C. C. at p. 234, n.; 14 E. R. 


431. 
.}—See, Vol. XVI, 
p. 150, Nos. 494-499. 
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SUB-SECT. 7.—ADDRESSES TO JURY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 36. Upon a trial with a jury, the 
addresses to the jury shall be regulated as follows: the party 
who begins, or his counsel, shall be allowed at the close of his 
case, if his opponent does not announce any intention to adduce 
evidence, to address the jury a second time for the purpose of 
summing up the evidence, and the opposite party, or his counsel, 
shall be allowed to open his (ase, and also to sum up the evidence, 
if any, and the right to reply shall be the same as heretofore. 


Right to begin.]—See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., 
p. 461, Nos. 1069-1971 ; Supp. ; EvipENcr, Vol. 
A XIT., pp. 43, Nos. 180 et seg. 

2188. Right of reply.]—If a deft. prove payment 
tu a pltf., by showing the particulars of demand, 
delivered under a judge’s order, in which the pltf. 
has credited the deft., this is the evidence of the 
deft., & entitles the pltf. to reply.—Rymmr v. 
Cook (1827), 1 Mood. & M. 86, n. 

2189. -]—Where the counsel for the deft. 
opens facts to the jury, & calls no witness to prove 
them, it is in the discretion of the judge to allow 
the pltf.’s counsel to reply. Assumpsit for work 
& labour. The defts.’ counsel having opened 
facts, to prove which no witness was calle , the 
are counsel insisted on the right of reply. The 

efts. counsel resisted this, except on condition 
of the facts being admitted as proved. 

If the defts.’ counsel refuse to call a witness to 
establish the facts which they have undertaken to 
establish, the judge may, in his discretion, permit 





PRACTICE. 


a reply; but, as to the strict right, the practice 
is clearly against it (LORD TENTERDEN, oF). 

The defts.’ counsel afterwards put in the rule 
for payment of money into court, & the pltfs.’ 
counsel was allowed to reply without further 
objection.—CRERAR v. Sopo & COLLINGWOOD 
(1827), 1 Mood. & M. 85; 173 KE. R. 1089. 

2190. -]—Where counsel for a deft. opens 
facts to the jury, but does not go into any evidence, 
the counsel for the pltf. has not an absolute right 
to reply, but it is in the discretion of the judge ; 
the object of allowing a rig ed in such cases being, 
that injustice should not be done by facts being 
improperly opened, when the defts.’ counsel has 
no intention of proving them.—NalIsH v. BROWN 
(1846), 2 Car. & Kir. 219; 175 EB. R. 91, N. P. 

2191. -}—Under 17 & 18 Vict. c. 125, s. 18, 
the right of the party who begins, to sum up the 
evidence at the trial, is confined to the case where 
the judge holds there is evidence to go to the jury. 
—HODGES v. ANCRUM (1855), 11 Exch. 214, 215; 
83 C. L. R. 13817; 24 L. J. Ex. 257; 25 L. T. O.S. 
167; 1 Jur. N.S. 547; 3 W. R. 518. 

2192. Speeches of counsel—-For different defen- 
dants.j|—PItf. claimed damages for personal 
injuries against two sets of defts. who were 
separately represented. At the conclusion of 
pltf.’s case counsel for the first defts. on the record 
opened the case & then called evidence on their 
behalf. Counsel for the second defts. then opened 
the case & called evidence on their behalf :—Held : 
counsel for the first defts. should sum up their 
case to the jury before counsel for the second defts. 
summed up the case on their behalf.—MEDLEY v. 
LONDON UNITED TRAMWAyYS, LTD., & LONDON 
en OmniBus Co., Lrp. (1910), 26 T. L. R. 

15. 

2193. —-—- Co-respondent’s counsel calling no 
evidence.|— Where counsel for co-respondent has 
called no evidence, he is entitled to address the 
jury after the petitioner’s counsel.—JEFFREE v. 
JEFFREE & NUTTALL (1910), 54 Sol. Jo. 655. 

2194. In same _ interest. |—Where 
several defts. appear by separate attorneys & have 
separate counsel, if they are in the same interest, 
only one counsel can be heard to address the jury, 
& the witnesses are to be examined by one counsel 
on the part of all the defts., in the same manner 
as if the defence were joint.—CHIPPENDALE v. 
MASSON (1815), 4 Camp. 174. 

2195. -}—Only one counsel can 
be allowed to address the jury for several defen- 
dants relying on same defence.—MASson v. DITCH- 
BOURNE & SARSON (1835), 1 Mood. & Kh. 460, 462. 

2196. ——— ——.]—Where two. defts. 
appear by different attorneys & counsel, & have 
pleaded separately the general issue & several 
special pleas verbatim the same, the issues on each 
set of pleas being exactly the same, the judge at 
the trial will only allow one counsel to address the 
jury for the defts.—SPARKES v. BARRETT & 
GILLETT (1837), 8 C. & P. 442; 173 EK. R. 567. 

2197. ——- ——- -——.]—Where two defts. 
appear, & plead by one attorney, but at the trial, 
counsel appear only for one deft., & the other 
deft. appears in person, the counsel only will be 
allowed-to address the jury, but the deft. who has 
no counsel may cross-examine the witnesses.— 
PERRING v. TUCKER (1829), 4 C. & P. 70; Mood. 
& M. 391; 172 E. R. 611, N. P. 

2198. —— ———- -}—If in an ejectment a 
landlord & tenant defend by different attorneys & 
have different counsel, but it appear that the tenant 
claims no title but what he derives from the 
landlord, the judge at the trial will only allow one 
counsel to address the jury for the defence, but 
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the partys counsel who does not address the jury 
will be at liberty to cross-examine, & also to call 

tnesses.— Dor D. Hoaa v. TINDALE & LAMBERT 
(1829), 3 C. & P. 565; Mood. & M. $14. 

21 -}—In the course of a 
cause, PARK, J., inquired of the associate, if defts. 
appeared by different attorneys. The associate 
replied that there were separate attorneys, & also 
separate issucs. His lordship intimated that, 
notwithstanding the separate issues, if the defts. 
had appeared by one attorney, he should not have 
suffe more than one counsel to address the jury 
for them.—BatTty v. M‘Cunpirz & BALDEY (1828), 
3C. & P. 204, n.; 172 E. R. 388. 

_ 2200. Not in same interest.]—Prac- 
tice as to the examination of witnesses, when two 
defts. appear by different counsel. 

This was a special action on the case for 
negligence in not properly shoring up a wall 
belonging to one of the defts., in consequence of 
which the building fell into the pitf.’s wine cellar, 
& destroyed a large quantity of wine belonging to 
the pltfs., who were wine merchants. The wall 
in question belonged to Williamson, & Clapton, the 
other deft., was employed under him to manage 
the work. The defts. had appeared by different 
attorneys, & were defended by different counsel. 
Each of their counsel cross-examined the pltf.’s 
witnesses, & each addressed the jury. Several 
witnesses were afterwards called who had been 
subpoenaed by both the defts.; there were also 
other witnesses who had been subpoenaed sepa- 
rately for each. The counsel for each deft. pro- 
posed that each should examine their joint 
witnesses in chief; but ABBorTtT, L.C.J., intimated 
that one counsel only ought to be allowed to 
examine their joint witnesses in chief, & this 
course was adopted.—KING v. WILLIAMSON & 
CLAPTON (1822), 3 Stark. 162; 171 E. R. 808. 

2201. -l—Severa] defts. sued as 
partners defended separately, one ground of 
defence being that they were not partners. They 
appeared by different counsel, each of whom cross- 
examined the pltf.’s witnesses, & made a speech 
to the jury in favour of his own particular client :— 
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Held: regular.—RipG@way v. PHILLIPS (1834), 3 
Dow). 154; 5 Tyr. 1381; 1 Cr. M. & R. 415; 4 
L. J. Ex. 14. 

2202. .]—The question I have to 


determine is new, & is as to the proper mode of 
trial where pltf. seeks relief in the alternative 
against two sets of defts. 

The case against the Stennings, two of the defts., 
is, that they have no right on the land at all, & are 
trespassers, & the pltf. claims against these defts. 
an injunction & damages. The case against the 
other deft., Wagner, is, that if the Stennings have 
a right of way over this land, then Wagner, under 
his covenant for quiet enjoyment, is liable to 
indemnify pltf. On the first question, therefore, 
both pltf. & Wagner are interested in showing that 
the Stennings have no right of way. 

The case of pltf. has been very fully opened, & 
now counsel for Wagner set agar pltf. must elect 
which defts. to go on against, & cannot beyond 
this stage of the proceedings retain both sets of 
defts. In my opinion that is not the full extent 
of the right given to a pltf. by the Rules of Court, 
especially when I bear in mind the decision on the 
demurrer in this case; & I think that pltf. is 
entitled to retain both sets of defts. I think that 
Wagner’s counsel should not be allowed to address 
the court in support of the pltf.’s case, & to cross- 
examine the it .8 witnesses. Whether they will 
be allowed to address the court again, & in support 
of their own case against the plitf., will be matter 
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for consideration hereafter (Fry, J.).—CHILD v. 
STENNING (1878), 7 Ch. D. 418; 47 L. J. Ch. 371; 
88 L. T. 282; 26 W. R. 265. 

2203. In what order.j]—On the trial 
of an issue directed by the Court of Chancery to 
try whether the pltf. was the next-of-kin of J. S. 
(with the usual order for indorsing any special 
matter on the record), one deft., A. B., claimed to 
be as nearly related to J. S. as the pltf. was; the 
other deft., C. D., set up a claim inconsistent with 
the cases both of the plitf. & A. B.:—Held: at 
the close of the pltf.’s case, C. D. should not only 
open but prove his case, & that then A. B. should 
do the like, the pltf. having the general reply on 
both.—PHILLIPS v. WILLETTS (1840), 2 Mood. & R. 
319; 174 E. R. 302, N. P. 

2204. -}—In Phillips v. Willetts, 
No. 2203, ante, during the course of the argument 
Erle (counsel) cited a case tried at Salisbury a 
few years ago, where Mr. Serjeant Wilde came 
down specially to conduct the case of an 
heir-at-law, while Sir W. Follett appeared for 
one party claiming by devise; & he, Erle, ap- 
peared for another party, who set up a different 
will. In that case, after Wilde had finished the 
pltf.’s case, Sir W. Follett opened & proved the 
case of his client; & then he, Erle, pursued the 
same course on behalf of his client—WyYNNE v. 
oe (circa 1840), cited in 2 Mood. & R. at 
p. 321. 

2205. -}-An action for goods 
sold & delivered had been brought against three, 
who pleaded in abatement the non-joinder of P. 
& four other persons. The pltf. did not take issue 
on that plea, & brought another action against 
the eight, in which P. pleaded, separately, non 
assumpsit. At the trial, the counsel for two of the 
original defts., in his address to the jury, proposed 
to go into evidence to prove that one of them was 
not liable, & also to prove under the stat. 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 42, s. 10, that P. was liable. P.’s 
counsel asked to be allowed to address the jury 
after the proposed evidence was given, instead of 
before, & it was held that he might do so.— BEALE 
ee (1848), 1 Car. & Kir. 1; 174 E. R. 

2206. —-—_ —-— ——-—-.}—At the trial of an action 
for libel against two dcfts., one deft. called wit- 
nesses who gave evidence material to the cases of 
both defts., & the other deft. called no evidence :— 
Held: deft. who had not called witnesses had the 
right to address the jury after the pltf.’s con- 
cluding speech.— RYLAND v. JACKSON & BRODIE 
(1902), 18 T. L. R. 574. 

2207. Practice where defendant insured. ]— 
Appeal from Wandsworth County Court. 

Plitf. sued deft. for damages for personal injuries 
caused by being knocked down by deft.’s motor 
car. The case was tried with a jury. In cross- 
examination deft. was asked by counsel then 
representing pltf.: ‘‘ Are you insured?’ Deft. 
did not answer this question, & the judge said it 
had nothing to do with the case, & he added that 
nowadays every prudent & sensible man was 
insured. The jury having found a verdict for 
pitf., deft. my aan on the ground that there was 
no evidence justify the verdict, & he claimed 
that at all events he was entitled to a new trial, 
because, as he alleged, there had been no direction 
to the jury on the question of contributory 
negligence, & further that the question put to deft. 
as to whether he was insured was irregular & was 
likely to prejudice the jury. 

It is admitted that the counsel who represented 
pltf. in the county court asked deft. in cross- 
examination if he was insured. I wish to say 
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emphatically that that was a most improper & 
most irregular question to put. It appears, how- 
ever, that the question was not answered. The 
judge seems to have said that it had nothing to do 
with the case, & to have added that every prudent 
& sensible man was insured. But although the 
putting of the question might create prejudice in 
the minds of the jury, yet, having regard to the 
fact that it was not answered, & that, as we must 
assume, the county court judge said something 
to remove, as far as he could, its effect upon the 
minds of the jury, 1 do not think we can say 
that the jury was in fact prejudiced. The appeal 
must be dismissed (AVORY, J.). 

At the trial the counsel then appearing for pltf. 
asked deft. whether he was not insured. That 
was an irregular question to put, & its effect was 
not removed by the fact that it was not answered. 
It was irregular & was calculated to prejudice 
deft. with the jury. It should be stated emphati- 
cally that counsel are not entitled to do such a 
thing in order to prejudice the minds of the jury. 
It is the duty of counsel to know & observe the 
rules governing what they may & what they may 
not do in the conduct of cases; they may not 
disregard those rules & trust to not being checked 
in time. In proportion as counsel voluntarily 
observe those rules so will their standing & 
reputation grow. When this question was put to 
the deft. the judge might justifiably have dis- 
charged the jury & made pltf. pay the costs. The 
judge did not take that course in this case, but 
those who make suggestions such as that now com- 

lained of must face the possibility of such an order 
betig made (ROWLATT, J.).— WRIGHT v. HEARSON, 
[1916] W. N. 216, D.C. 

2208. —— -}—In the course of the opening 
counsel for pltf. read the correspondence. In one 
letter read to the court & jury the word “‘ assured ”’ 
occurred. The Lord Chief Justice pointed out 
that this should not be read, as the jury would 
now infer that the parties were insured. Counsel 
for the defts. then made application to withdraw 
the case from the jury sworn & to allow the case 
to go before another jury. In the absence of 
authority, this application was refused by the 
Lord Chief Justice, who made the suggestion that 
the jury might be discharged from the case, & 
that he might try the case alone. Both counsel 
consented to this course, & the jury were dis- 
charged from the case & paid their fees, & the case 

roceeded as a ‘‘ non-jury by consent.’’—ELLIs v. 

AYHEW (M.), Lrp. (1926), cited in [1929] 2 K. B. 
at p. 252; 98 L. J. K. B. at p. 705. 

2209. -}—On the trial by a judge & 
jury of an action for damages for personal injuries 
alleged to have been caused by negligence, the 
practice is, where the deft. is insured against 
liability, not to inform the jury of that fact. 
— ASKEW v. GRIMMER (1927), 438 T. L. R. 


2210. -]}—It is a well-established rule 
of practice at the Bar, enforced by the judges, that 
in an action against a motorist the jury should not 
be informed that the deft. is insured.—Gowar v. 
HALges, [1928] 1 K. B. 191; 96 L. J. K. B. 1088; 
1387 L. T. 580, C. A. 

2211. -}+—Where in an action for 
damages for personal injuries the fact that the deft. 
is insured is disclosed to the jury, the judge, in 
his discretion, may discharge the jury & order 
another trial.—GRINHAM v. Daviss, [1929] 2 
K. B. 249; 98 L. J. K. B. 703; 139 L. T. 379; 
44 T. L. R. 523; 72 Sol Jo. 308, D. C. 
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SusB-sECT. 8.—LIBEL OR SLANDER ACTIONS WHERE 
DEFENDANT Dorks Not Assert TRUTH OF 
STATEMENT. 

R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 87. In actions for libel or slander, 
in which the defendant does not by his defence assert the truth 
of the statement complained of, the defendant shall not be 
entitled on the trial to give evidence in chief, with a view to 
eon of damages, as to the circumstances under which 
the bel or slander was published, or as to the character of the 

laintiff, without the leave of the Judge, unless seven days at 
east before the trial he furnishes particulars to the plaintiff of 
the matters as to which he intends to give evidence. 


2212. Common law rule.}—<Action for a libel 
alleging that the pltf., a theatrical critic, had 
endeavoured to extort money by threatening to 
publish defamatory matter concerning a deceased 
actress. Defence—that the allegation was true 
in substance & fact :—Held: evidence of rumours 
before the publication of the libel that the pltf. 
had committed the offences charged in it, & 
evidence of particular facts & circumstances tend- 
ing to show the misconduct of the pltf. as a 
theatrical critic could not be admitted in reduction 
of damages. 

On principle, therefore, it would seem that 
general evidence of reputation should be admitted, 
& on turning to the authorities ... it will be 
found that it has been admitted in a great majority 
of those cases, & that its admission has been 
approved by a great majority of the judges who 
have expressed an opinion on the subject. As to 
the second head of evidence or evidence of rumours 
& suspicions to the same effect as the defamatory 
matter complained of, it would seem that on 
principle such evidence is not admissible, as only 
indirectly tending to affect the pltf.’s reputation. 
If these rumours & suspicions have, in fact, 
affected the pltf.’s reputation, that may be proved 
by general evidence of reputation. If they have 
not affected it they are not relevant to the issue. 
To admit evidence of rumours & suspicions is to 
give any one who knows nothing whatever of the 
pitf., or who may even have a grudge against him, 
an opportunity of spreading through the means 
of the publicity attending judicial proceedings 
what he may have picked from the most disreput- 
able sources, & what no man of sense, who knows 
the pltf.’s character, would for a moment believe 
in. Unlike evidence of general reputation, it is 
particularly difficult for the pltf. to meet & rebut 
such evidence; for all that those who knew him 
best can say is that they have not heard anything 
of these rumours. Moreover, it may be that it is 
the deft. himself who has started them (CAVE, J.). 
—ScoTtT v. SAMPSON (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 491, 503, 
504; 51L. J. Q. B. 380; 46 L. T. 412; 467. P. 
408; 30 W. R. 541, D. C. 

2213. Effect of R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 87.]|—Ord. XXX VI., r. 37, has not altered the 
common law as laid down in Scott v. Sampson, 
No. 2212, ante, with reference to the admissibility 
of evidence of the pltf.’s bad character in mitiga- 
tion of damages in an action of libel. 

The case of Scaife v. Kemp, No. 2214, post, is not 
an authority to the contrary (PHILLIMORE, J.).—- 
MANGENA ¥v. WRIGHT, [1909] 2 K. B. 958; 78 
L. J. K. B. 879; 100 L. T. 960; 25 T. L. R. 584 ; 
53 Sol. Jo. 485. 

2214. Delivery of particulars.}—Where the deft. 
has, within the time limited by the rule (Ord. 
XXXVI, r. 37], furnished particulars to the pltf. 
of matters as to which he intends to give evidence 
in mitigation of damages, he is entitled to 
administer interrogatories to the pltf. as to the 
matters referred to.—ScaIFE v. Kump & Oo., 
al 2Q. B. 319; 61L. J. Q. B. 615; 66 L. T. 

89. 
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2215. ——~.]—In an action for libel, if the deft. 
pute in a Br of justification & delivers particulars 
in support of his plea, the issues to be tried under 
that plea are limited to the matters referred to in 
the particulars; & the deft. can only obtain dis- 
covery of documents relating to those matters. 

An action was brought by a life insurance com- 
pany against the defts. for publishing a statement 
that the pltfs. habitually refused to pay legal 
claims on their policies. The defts. pleaded 
justification, & delivered particulars of thirty 
claims which, they alleged, the pitis. had refused 
topay. They also delivered, without leave, further 
particulars of other alleged misconduct of the 
pitfs. in reduction of damages. The defts. then 
obtained an order for discovery of documents 
by the pltfs. The pltfs.’ officer scheduled the 
registers of policies & claims, but objected to permit 
their inspection, except so far as they related to the 
thirty claims mentioned in the particulars :— 
Held: the defts.’ right of inspection was limited 
to the entries relating to the thirty claims 
mentioned in the particulars, & that their right 
was not enlarged by the particulars in reduction 
of damages. 

Reliance has been placed upon the further 
era ere given under Ord. XXXVI., r. 87; 

ut I am satisfied those particulars were given 
without any sufficient justification & that they 
may be disregarded. I consider this as a mere 
attempt to give particulars without leave, & I 
disregard it as irregular & improper (LINDLEY, 
L.J.).—- YORKSHIRE PROVIDENT LIFE ASSURANCE 
Co. v. GILBERT & RIVINGTON, [1895] 2 Q. B. 148, 
153; 64 L. J. Q. B. 578; 72 L. T. 445; 14 BR. 
411, C. A. 

2216. What evidence not admissible. |—Where a 
deft. pleads only a plea which admits the pltf.’s 
right to recover, evidence of facts which would be a 
bar to the action is not admissible in mitigation 
of damages. Thus where to an action for wrong- 
fully discharging the pltf. from the deft.’s service, 
the deft. pleads only payment of money intw court, 
he cannot prove, in mitigation of damages, that 
he discharged the pltf. for misconduct. 

It is a principle as old as my recollection of 
Westminster Hall, that matter of justification 
cannot be given in evidence in an action in order 
to mitigate the damages (LORD ABINGER, U.B.).— 
SPECK v. PHILLIPS (1839), 5 M. & W. 279, 281; 7 
Dowl. 470; 8L. J. Ex. 249,277; 3J.P.421; 151 
E. R. 119. 

2217. -}-—-Even in mitigation of damages it 
is well settled you cannot go into evidence which, 
if proved, would constitute a justification. Nor 
does it appear to me that it makes any difference 
that the evidence is offered in cross-examination 
(LoRD HatspuRyY, C.).—WarTtr v. Wart, [1905] 
A.C. 115; 741. J. K. B. 488; 92 L. T. 480; 53 
W.R. 547; 21 T. L. R. 386, H. L. 

2218. -}—In an action for libel the pltf. 
set out in his statement of claim the alleged libel, 
& in a separate paragraph alleged an innuendo 
which practically repeated, but somewhat ex- 
tended, the statements in the alleged libel. The 
defts. did not plead justification or fair comment, 
but paid 20s. into court in respect of the alleged 
libel as sufficient damages ; they made no payment 
into court in respect of the innuendo; & they gave 
notice under Ord. XX XVI., r. 37, of their intention 
to give in evidence certain matters in mitigation 
of damages. At the trial the pltf. gave evidence 
that save for one lapse he was a man of unblemished 
reputation. Thereupon he was cross-examined as 
to specific incidents not mentioned in the libel or 

in the particulars served under Ord. XXXVI., 
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r. 87, it being suggested that he was a man of bad 
reputation. This line of cross-examination was 
objected to, but was allowed. Before the con- 
clusion of the cross-examination the jury inter- 
vened with an intimation that they desired to 
find for the defts., which they then did without 
any eras 

On appeal :—Held: (1) that the cross-examina- 
tion was admissible as cross-examination to credit, 
but that if the incidents were denied by the pltf. 
no further evidence could be called to rebut the 
pltf.’s denials, & that the jury should have been 
told that while they were not bound to accept the 
pitf.’s denials, those denials, though unaccepted, 
afforded no evidence that the incidents had taken 
place; (2) that the cross-examination was not 
admissible to mitigate damage, & that the jury 
ought to have been directed to this effect ; (3) that 
the jury should have been told that their inter- 
vention was premature & that they must hear the 
pitf.’s case to the end & be directed as to the 
issues they had to try ; & (4) that the trial having 
been in those respects unsatisfactory there must 
be a new trial—Hosss v. TINLING, HOBBS »v. 
NOTTINGHAM JOURNAL, [1929] 2 K. B. 1, 2; 98 
L. J. K. B. 421; 141 L. T. 121; 45 T. L. R. 328; 
73 Sol. Jo. 220, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—CROSS-EXAMINATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 388. The Judge may in all cases 
disallow any questions put in cross-examination of any party 
or other witness which may appear to him to be vexatious, and 
not relevant to any matter proper to be inquired into in the 
cause or matter. 


See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XX XVII., r. 1, p. 576, 
post; EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 459 et seq. 

2219. Abuse of process. |—The court will prevent, 
the process of the court from being abused for the 
purpose of oppression. 

The pltf. in an administration action having 
without any necessity made an affidavit for the 
purpose of an application in chambers for accounts, 
the defts. proposed to cross-examine her on her 
affidavit, & on her refusing to appear, applied for 
an order on her to attend :—Held: the affidavit 
having been immaterial to the relief sought, & no 
reason having been suggested for supposing that 
the cross-cxamination could be productive of any 
result, the application was an abuse of the process 
of the court for the purpose of oppression, & must 
be refused.—Re MUNDELL, FENTON v. CUMBERLEGE 
(1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 756; 48 L. T. 776. 

In mitigation of damages. ]—See Nos. 2216-2218, 
ante. 

2220. As to credit.}—Where a witness has said 
nothing in examination-in-chief he cannot be 
cross-examined to discredit him.—BRACEGIRDLE 
v. BAILEY (1859), 1 F. & F. 536, N. P. 

2221. ——.]|—Hosss v. TINLING, 
NOTTINGHAM JOURNAL, No. 2218, ante. 

2222. As to answers to judge.|—At the trial of 
an action the judge has power to call & examine 
a witness who has been called by either of the 
parties, &, when he does so, neither party has a 
right to cross-examine the witness without the 
leave of the judge. 

If the evidence of the witness given in answer 
to questions put to him by the judge is adverse 
to either of the parties, leave should be given to 
that party to cross-examine the witness upon his 
answers, but a general cross-examination ought 
not to be permitted.—CouLSON v. DISBOROUGH, 
(1894] 2 Q. B. 316; 70 L. T. 617; 58 J. P. 784; 


HOBBS vy. 
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42 W. R. 449; 10 T. L. R. 429; 38 Sol. Jo. 416; 
9 R. 390, C. A. 

22238. .J—Neither a judge nor an umpire 
has any right to call a witness in a civil action with- 
out the consent of the parties—Re ENocH & 
ZARETZKY, Bock & Co., [1910] 1 K. B. 327; 79 
L. J. K. B. 868; 101 L. T. 801, C. A. 

As to defendant being insured.|—See Nos. 
2208-2211, ante. 





SuB-SEcT. 10.—ENTRY OF JUDGMENT AFTER 
TRIAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 39. The Judge shall, at or after 
trial, direct judgment to be entered as he shall think right, and 
no motion for judgment shall be necessary in order to obtain 
such judgment. Any appeal from any judgment so directed 
shall be to the Court of Appeal. 


2224. What constitutes entry.}—Pronouncing 
judgment is not entering judgment; something 
has to be done which will be a record, & so the 
judgment that the judge has pronounced is the 
judgment which is to be entered. No subsequent 
ceremony, no signing of judgment, is now necessary 
(LorD ESHER, M.R.).—HOLTBY v. HODGSON (1889), 
24 Q. B. D. 103; 59 L. J. Q. B. 46; 62 L. T. 145; 
38 W. R. 68. 

2225. Judge refusing to direct entry.]—At the 
trial of an action before JELF, J., & a jury at the 
Cardiff Assizes, certain questions were left: by the 
judge to the jury, who disagreed as to some of 
them. The defts., contending that there was no 
evidence against them, asked the judge to direct 
judgment to be entered for them. The judge, 
however, refused to direct judgment to be entered 
for either party. No formal order of the judge 
was drawn up refusing to direct judgment to be 
entered. The defts. thereupon gave notice of 
appeal from the refusal of the judge to enter judg- 
ment, but the officials refused to enter the appeal, 
upon the ground that there was no order of the 
judge in existence. Upon an application to the 
Court of Appeal for a direction to enter the appeal, 
the court said that it had been decided that there 
must be a formal judgment or order upon which an 
appeal could be founded, &, therefore, the defts. 
must first obtain a formal order in writing from the 
judge refusing to direct judgment to be entered, 
& upon that the defts. might enter the appeal.— 
ANON. (1907), 51 Sol. Jo. 442. 

2226. On disagreement of jury.]—In an 
action tried with a jury the judge was asked at the 
conclusion of the pltf.’s case to withdraw the case 
from the jury on the ground that the pltf. had 
failed to make any case against the defts. The 
judge refused to do so. Witnesses were then 
called for the defence. The jury disagreed. 
Subsequently an application was made to the 
judge to enter judgment for the defts. upon the 
above ground & also upon the ground that upon 
all the evidence in the case the jury could not 
reasonably have found a verdict for the pltf. 
The judge refused to enter judgment for the defts. 
On appeal from his refusal to do so. 

It is always open to a judge, if he thinks fit, 
to reconsider his decision that there was no case 
to go to the jury & to enter the judgment for the 
defts. if he is then of opinion that the pltf. has 
failed to make a case ayainst the defts. Frequently 
at trials with a jury, the judge, although he thinks 
the pitf. has not made a case, submits it to the 
jury in order that their views may be ascertained. 
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This practice very often has the advantage of 
making an end of the contest as to the facts & in 
the event of a successful aupes! against the judge’s 
ruling enables this court dispose of the action 
without sending it for re-trial. If the judge thinks 
a case, however weak, has been made by the 
Itf. which, unanswered, would justify a verdict 
or the pltf., &, therefore, submits the case to a jury, 
the judge ought not thereafter to enter judgment 
for the defts., however strong may be his opinion 
that, upon all the evidence, including that of the 
defts., they should succeed, unless he would have 
been justified in directing the jury to find a verdict 
for the defts. (LORD READING, C.J.). 

Under Ord. XXXVI., r. 39, he is to direct 
judgment to be entered as he shall think right, 
that means, of course, as he judicially thinks right, 
& if he is judicially of opinion that upon the case 
as a whole—that upon the evidence both of the 
pitf. & of the deft.—there is no case, it is his duty, 
I think, to enter that which he thinks is the right 
judgment, namely, a judgment for the deft. 
(BUCKLEY, L.J.).—SKEATE v. SLATERS, LTD., 
{[1914]2 K. B. 429, 484, 485, 438, 439; 83 L. J. 
K. B. 676; 110 L. T. 604; 30 T. L. BR. 290, C. A. 

2227. Running down action—Jury finding both 
sides negligent.|—In an action for damages for 
personal injuries alleged to have been caused by 
the deft.’s negligent driving of a motor car, the 
jury found that there was negligence on both 
sides, but they were unable to agree on the question 
whose negligence was really responsible for the 
accident :—Held: that on this verdict judgment 
could not be given for either party.—SERVICE v. 
SUNDELL (1929), 99 L. J. K.B.55; 46 T. L. R. 12 ; 
73 Sol. Jo. 729, C. A. 

2228. No case to go to jury.]—The plttf., 
who was the widow of a man who had been killed 
by accident, sued the driver of the motor car in 
which her husband was riding when he was killed. 
At the end of the pltf.’s case the judge, on the 
invitation of counsel for the deft., held that there 
was no case to go to the jury, & therefore gave 
judgment for the deft. The pltf. appealed. 

It is very much better for the parties in the 
matter of expense that the verdict of the jury 
should be taken in such a case, coupled with the 
submission that there is no evidence to go to the 
jury, because then you save the expense to the 
parties of a second trial (Scrutron, L.J.).— 
HALLIWELL v. VENABLES (1930), 99 L. J. K. B. 
353; 143 L. T. 215; 74 Sol. Jo. 264, C. A. 

2229. Several causes of action—Jury disagreeing 
as to same.|}—The pltf., who had been treated for 
cancer by the deft., an unqualified medical practi- 
tioner, brought an action against him for (1) fraudu- 
lent representations, (2) negligence, & (3) breach 
of a warranty that he could cure the pltf. in three 
months. The jury could not agree as to the alleged 
fraudulent representations or as to the alleged 
negligence, but they found that the deft. did not 
warrant a cure in three months :—Held: that the 
deft. was entitled to judgment on the cause of 
action for alleged breach of warranty, although 
there must be a new trial of the claims on which 
the jury had disagreed.—BURRELL v. EVANS 
(1930), 46 T. L. R. 578, C. A. 

2280. Jury’s verdict contrary to Judge’s direction 
——Counsel’s failure to ask for express direction. ]— 
When an action for libel is brought to trial the 
written or printed words may be so plainly & 
ey defamatory that the judge should 
instruct the jury that they are calculated to bring 
the pltf. into hatred or contempt, & should forth- 
with proceed to direct their attention to the 
question of es. Where a judge does so 
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direct a jury, if the jury should find a verdict 
contrary to his direction, it may be deemed per- 
verse, & may be set aside, & a new trial may be 
ordered. But in the case now pending counsel 
for the pltf. did not ask the judge to give such a 
direction & the judge did not give it (Lorp 
PHILLIMORE).—LOCKHART v. HARRISON (1928), 
139 L. T. 521; 44 T. L. R. 794, 796, H. L. 

2231. Drawing up judgment — According to 
direction of Judge as to issues.]—The pltf. brought 
an action against (among others) a firm of stock- 
brokers to recover damages for having been 
induced by certain alleged false representations 
In @ prospectus of a company to subscribe for 
shares in the company. The brokers were sued 
as having issued or authorised the issue of the 
prospectus. The brokers in their defence denied 
that they issued or authorised the issue of the 
prospectus: & further alleged that they had no 

nowledge of & did not admit any of the remaining 
allegations in the statement of claim. At the 
trial the judge asked the jury certain questions 
which with the answers thereto were as follows : 
(1) Did the brokers authorise the issue of the 
prospectus ? No. (2) Did the prospectus con- 
tain untrue statements of material facts or material 
omissions of facts? Yes. (3) Did the brokers 
believe that the prospectus was true, & had they 
‘reasonable ground for such belief 2? Yes. (4) Did 
the pltf. take his shares relying upon the truth 
of the prospectus? Yes. The judge directed 
judgment to be entered for the brokers with costs. 
The judgment as drawn up gave the pltf. the costs 
of the issues stated in questions (2) & (4) :—Held: 
these questions were not separate ‘“‘ issues’’ & the 
answers thereto were not ‘ events’’ within the 
meaning of Ord. LXV., rr. 1 & 2, & that therefore 
the pltf. was not entitled to any costs against the 
brokers.—HOWELL v. DERING, [1915] 1 K. B. 54; 
84 L. J. K. B. 198; 111 L. T. 790; 58 Sol. Jo. 
669, C. A. 

2232. -l-In a breach of promise 
action, at the close of pltf.’s case it was submitted 
on behalf of deft. that there was no corroboration 
of pltf.’s evidence. The judge held that there was, 
and the jury found separate issucs of fact, & judg- 
ment was drawn up.—QUIRK v. THOMAS, [1916] 
nar B. 516; 85 L. J. K. B. 519; 114 L. T. 308, 

2233. —-— Costs parties entitled to]— 
Where at the trial of an action with a jury several 
questions are left to the jury the questions & their 
answers do not necessarily constitute separate 
issues within the meaning of r. 2 [of Ord. LXV.]}. 
The judge at the trial is the proper person to say 
whether there is any separate issue upon which 
the party unsuccessful in the action is entitled 
to his costs. 

Ord. XXXVI., r. 39, gives the judge power at 
or after trial to enter any judgment that he thinks 
fit (BANKES, J.).—BusH v. Roa@ers, [1915] 1 
K. B. 707; 84 L. J. K. B. 686; 112 L. T. 945. 

When judgment delivered in court takes effect.] 
—See R.S.C., Ord. XLI., r. 3, Part XLIII., Sect. 
3, post. 

234. General verdict by jury—Refusal to answer 
specific questions.|—If the jury in this case had, 
as they had a constitutional right to do, declined 
to answer questions & found a general verdict 
for deft., in my view the court could not possibly 
have interfered (SCRUTTON, L.J.).—BROOME v. 
AGAR (1928), 44 T. L. R. 339; 138 L. T. 698, C. A. 

2235. Further questions asked by judge. ]— 
When upon a trial before a judge & jury the jury 
have once given a general verdict, the judge is 
not entitled to ask any further question of the jury 
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for the purpose of ascertaining whether the ground 
of their verdict was one which there was evidence 
to support. : 

It may be conceded that if a judge has left several 
specific questions to the jury & they have answered 
them he may afterwards, notwithstanding that 
they have given their verdict, ask them a further 
question; but it is otherwise where the verdict 
is general. The case should go back for a new 
trial (BRAY, J.).—ARNOLD v. JEFFREYS, [1914] 
1K. B. 512; 88 L. J. K. B. 329; 110 L. T. 253, 
D. C. 

2286. Judge leaving case to jury—Judge open 
to reconsider decision—-No case made out by 
plaintiff.J—In an action for personal injuries the 
judge was asked to non-suit, on the ground of there 
being no evidence of negligence. This he refused 
to do, & the jury, having heard the whole case, 
disagreed. The judge then entered judgment for 
defts. 

It was argued by counscl that as the case had 
gone to the jury, it was no longer competent to 
me to give judgment without a finding of the jury. 
I do not agree with this contention. It is often 
convenient, having regard to the possibility of an 
appeal, to hear the whole of the evidence & to 
take the opinion of the jury upon the facts, but 
the judge, I consider, is at liberty at the end 
of the case, even if there should be no finding by 
the jury, or notwithstanding a finding by the 
jury for the pltf., to enter judgment for the deft. 
if he is satisfied there is an absence of evidence 
upon which a jury could reasonably have found for 
the pltf. (Bruck, J.).—PETERS v. PERRY & Co. 
(1894), 10 T. L. R. 366. 

2237. ——-,]—SKEATE v. SLATERS, LYD., 
No. 2226, ante. 

2238. 





.}—In a case on contract, after 
the closing speeches of counsel the judge summed 
up the case & left three questions for their deter- 
mination, & the jury answered all the questions in 
the affirmative. & counsel asked for judgment. 

At the close of pltf.’s case it was submitted that 
there was no evidence to go to the jury. I had not 
then the opportunity to consider the matter fully 
& therefore took the precaution of leaving questions 
to the jury. I have now further considered the 
point & have come to the conclusion that I ought 
not to have left the case to the jury (Avory, J.). 
—SHEARS v. MENDELOFF (1914), 30 T. L. R. 
342. 

2239. Libel & slander action—Jury unable to 
discriminate between the two causes—Award of 
single sum as damages.]—The pltf. sued the deft. 
for a slander & for a libel. The deft. pleaded an 
apology, & paid into court two sums of £105 each, 
one in respect of the slander & the other in respect 
of the libel. The jury returned a verdict for a 
lump sum of £200 to cover both causes of action :— 
Held: that was no verdict, & that no judgment 
could be entered upon it for either party.— 
WEBER v. BIRKETT, [1925] 2 K. B. 152; 94 L. J. 
a B. 767; 183 L. T. 598; 41 T. L. R. 451, 

A. 

2240. Informal verdict by jury—Judge having 
left court.|—-The rule that any separation of the 
jury after the judge’s summing up in a criminal 
case invalidates their verdict does not apply to 
civil cases. In a civil action a jury stated to the 
associate, after the judge had left the court one 
evening, that they had agreed to a verdict on two 
points, but could not agree on the third, & then 
separated for the night. Coming before the judge 
the next morning they gave a verdict on all three 
points. To this verdict they attempted to attach 
a condition, but the judge directed them that they 
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could not do so, & they then withdrew the con- 
dition :—Held: the verdict was valid.—FAn- 
SHAW v. KNOWLEs, [1916] 2 K. B. 5388; 85 L. J. 
K. B. 1735; 115 L. T. 339, C. A. 

2241. Judgment as to declaration of plaintiff’s 
rights.|—The court has power to make a declara- 
tion at the instance of a pltf. though he has no 
cause of action against the deft.—GUARANTY 
Trust Co. OF NEW YORK v. HANNAY & Co., 
(1915]2 K. B. 686; 84L. J. K. B. 1465; 113 L. T. 
98; 21 Com. Cas. 67, C. A. 


SuB-SEcCT. 11.—NoTE oF TIME OCCUPIED BY 
TRIAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 40. The Registrar, Master, or other 
proper officer present at any hearing or trial, shall make a note 
of the times at which such hearing or trial shall commence and 
terminate respectively, and the time actually occupled thereby, 
on each day on which the same shall take place, for communica- 
tion to the taxing officer if required. 


Refresher fees.]|— See R.S. C., Ord. LXV.,r. 27 
(48), Part LX XXVI., Sect. 28, sub-sect. 15, L. (e), 
post. 


SuUB-SECT. 12.—OFFICER FOR ENTRY OF JUDG- 
MENTS NOT PRESENT AT TRIAL. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 41. Upon every trial at the assizes, 
or at the sittings of the Queen’s Bench Division for London and 
Middlesex, where the officer present at the trial is not the officer 
by whom judgments ought to be entered, the Associate or 
Master shall enter all such findings of fact as the Judge may 
direct to be entered, and the directions, if any, of the Judge as 
to judgment, and the certificates, if any, granted by the Judge, 
in a book to be kept for the purpose. 


2242. Associate’s _certificate.} — By Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 41, the associate has to enter the 
findings of fact, & if nothing more than that takes 
place at nist prius, if the judge does not direct 
judgment to be entered, the associate’s certificate 
would be only a certificate of the verdict of the 
jury (Lorp EsHER, M.R.).—HOLTBY v. HODGSON 
(1889), 24 Q. B. D. 103; 59 L. J. Q. B. 46; 62 
L. T. 145, C. A. 

22483. Amendment of certificate.]—The 
orders af cae to the case are Ord. LVIII., r. 5, 
& Ord. LIX., r. 2. If application had been made 
at the time to the judge, there is no doubt that 
he could have amended the record under Ord. 
LIX., r. 2, & directed the finding of the jury to be 
altered. Then Ord. LVIIL., r. 5, says that ‘‘ the 
Court of Appeal shall have all the powers & duties 
as to amendment & otherwise of the court of first 
instance:”’ & again, that ‘‘ the Court of Appeal 
shall have power to give any judgment & make 
any order which ought to have been made, & to 
make such further order as the case may require.”’ 
Therefore it is plain that we can order the record 
of the trial to be amended (JEssEL, M.R.).— 
CLACK v. Woop (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 276; 47 L. T. 
144; 30 W. R. 931, C. A. 

2244 -}—-The judge who tries the 
case is the proper person to say whether there is 
any separate issue upon which the unsuccessful 
party is entitled to costs. . . .I1 direct that the 
associate’s certificate shall be amended so as to 
include a direction that deft. is entitled to his costa 
(BANKES, J.).—BusH v. RoGcers, [1915] 1 K. B. 
707; 84L. J. K. B. 686; 112 L. T. 945. 
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SUB-SECT. 138.—-CERTIFICATH FOR ENTRY OF 
JUDGMENT FOR PARTY ABSOLUTELY. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r.42. If the Judge shall direct that any 
Judgment be entered for any party absolutely, the certificate 
of the Associate or Master fo that effect shall be a suffictent 
authority to the proper officer to enter judgment accordingly. 
The certificate shall be in the Form No. 17 in Appendix B., with 
such variations as circumstances may require. 


Appendix B., No. 17.}—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. See, also, R.S.C., Ord. XLI., r. 1, 
Part XLIII., Sect. 1, post. 


Sect. 9.—ASSESSORS, COMMISSIONERS AND 
REFEREES. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—ASSESSORS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 43. Trials with assessors shall take 
place in such manner and upon such terms as the Court or a 
Judge shall direct. 


High Court or Court of Appeal——Power to call in 
assessors.}—See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 98. 

2245. Official Referee sitting with assessor— 
Costs of assessor. |—If an action has been referred 
for trial to an Official Referee, he can, in a proper 
case call in the aid of an assessor, & the costs of 
an assessor will be borne as the Official Referee 
directs.—LAW GUARANTEE SOCIETY v. HOWARD 
(unreported), Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

2246. Assessors differing —- Judge to form own 
judgment. |—The question between the two vessels 
—the Gannect & the Algoa—has been narrowed 
to the comparatively small question whether or 
not the light which by the regulations ought to 
have been exhibited by the Algoa at or near the 
stern was in such a position that it could be seen 
by vessels approaching from above. . . . I thought 
it right to propound this question to the nautical 
assessors who were good enough to give us their 
assistance yesterday: ‘‘ What is the view of the 
assessors as to the possibility or probability of the 
second light on the Algoa being seen on board 
the Gannet?”’ The answer was: ‘ We think 
the light ought to have been seen.’’ That seemed 
to ine to be somewhat ambiguous, & I repeated the 
question, but I obtained the same answer again. 
I think it suggests that the light was in such a 
position that it ought to & but for the negligence 
of the look-out would have been seen by those on 
board the Gannet. I have great respect for that 
opinion, but I cannot surrender my own judgment 
on the matter. & I am the less disposed to do 80 
because I see from the very clear judgment of 
Romer, L.J., that he took the same view as 1 do, 
but he yielded his own view to that of the nautical 
assessors, who were then assisting the court, which 
was in conflict with that of the nautical assessors. 
It is clear that it is the duty of a judge to form his 
own judgment whatever that judgment may be 
(LORD ALSBURY, C.).—GANNET (OWNERS) Uv. 
ALGOA (OWNERS), THE GANNET, [1900] A. C. 234, 
235, 286; 69 L. J. P. 49; 82 L. T. 329; 9 Asp. 
M. 1. C. 43, H. L. 

2247. -}—1 wish to make an observa- 
tion with reference to the position of the Elder 
Brethren in the Court of Admiralty & of the 
assessors in this court. The language of the judge 
no doubt by inadvertence, rather seems to have 
treated the Elder Brethren as constituting the 
court, & I understand that this case was re-argued 
because there was a difference of opinion between 
the assessors. It may, of course, be desirable 
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under some circumstances to adopt that course, 
but I think it wise just to point out that, whatever 
may be the opinion & advice given by Elder 
Brethren in the Admiralty Court, who are there 
to assist the court, as are our assessors here, the 
decision, both of fact & law, is the decision of the 
court, & we cannot shelter ourselves, nor can the 
judge of the Admiralty Court, by the opinion of the 
assessors or of the Elder Brethren (LoRD ALVER- 
STONE, C.J.).—THE Crry oF BERLIN, [1908] P. 
110,118; 77L. J.P. 76; 98 L. T. 298; 11 Asp. 


M. L. C. 4, C. A. 

2248. —— -}—I think it is important to 
bear in mind what seems to my mind, I confess, 
to have a little tended to obscure the true position 
of the findings of fact in this case—a disposition 
on the part of the judge to treat himself & the two 
assessors as together forming the court, speaking, 
as he does, of this judgment as a judgment of the 
majority of the court. It is material in my view 
to remember that this is not the case, for this 
reason—that otherwise the Admiralty judge may 
be tempted to leave to the assessors a question of 
fact not involving nautical skill, & when I find 
the judge saying, as I read here, that ‘‘in the 
opinion of the majority of the court she was closer 
than three to four ships’ lengths ’’—which is a 
question of fact dependent mainly, if not wholly, 
on the truth of the evidence—& ‘“‘ one member of 
the court is of opinion that you must take her own 
evidence as to the distance ’’—-which is partly 
fact & partly law—-I confess I think it is important 
to point out that it ought to be his judgment, 
unaffected in questions of credibility of evidence 
by the opinion of those of whose nautical skill upon 
all questions of seamanship he has the great 
advantage at the trial (KENNEDY, L.J.).—THE 
KONING WILLEM II., [1908] P. 125, 187; 77 
a a P. 66; 98 L. T. 13; 10 Asp. M. J. C. 591 

2249. Opinion of assessor considered on appeal. | 
— Where a trial takes place before a judge, assisted 
by an assessor, & the assessor has given his 
opinion to the judge, upon an appeal from the 
decision of the judge, the Court of Appeal has 
power to consider the opinion given by the 
assessor, & the reasons, if any, stated by him for 
that opinion. —HATTERSLEY & Sons, Lrp. v. 
HODGSON (GEORGE), Lrp. (1905), 21 T. L. R. 178 ; 
22 R. P. C. 229, 240, C. A. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—COMMISSIONERS. 


R.5S. C,, Ord. XXXVI, r.44. In any cause or matter the Court, 
or a Judge of the Division to which the cause or matter is 
re denier may, at any time, or from time to time, order the 
trial and determination of such cause or matter, or of any issue 
of fact, or partly of fact and partly of law, therein, by any 
commissioner appointed in pursuance of section 70 of the Act 
(Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925], or at 
the sittings to be held in London and Middlesex, and such cause, 
matter, or issue shall be tried and determined accordingly. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—REFEREES. 
A. Distribution of Business. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 45. When an order is made refer- 
ring any busincss to the Official Referees, the order may refer 
such business to any one in particular of the Referees; but if 
no A forla end referee is named in the order the business shall 
be distributed among the Official Referees by the clerk to the 
Senior Official Referee, in rotation or in such other manner as 
the Lord Chancellor may from time to time direct. 


r. 46, When an order shall have been 
made referring any business to the Official Referees not namin 
any one of them in particular, the order, or a duplicate of ! 
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shall be produced to the clerk in the last preceding Rule men- 
tioned, who shall indorse on the order the name of the Official 
Referee to whom that business is to be referred, {n accordance 
with the last preceding Rule, and the order so indorsed shall be 
sufficient authority for the Official Referee to proceed with the 
business so referred. 


R.8.C.,Ord. XXXVI.,r.47. When an order shall have 
been made referring any business to any one in particular of 
the Official Referees, the clerk in making the distribution of 
the business as by these Rules directed shall have regard to 
such reference, 


—-____—_—--—- r,. 47a. The Senior Official Referee 
shall make a quarterly return to the Lord Chancellor of the 
state of the business pending before each referee, the first return 
to be made on the 1ith day of January, 1889. 


———_____—_--—_———__ r. 478. The Lord Chancellor and the 
Lord Chief Justice of England, or either of them, shall have 
power to order the transfer of any causes or matters from any 
one or more of the Official Referees to any other or others of 
them whenever in his opinion it shall be expedient so to do, 
peg regard to the state of the business pending before the 

eferees. 


2250. Trial before Official Referee—Whether an 
arbitration.|—-Where an order has been made 
under s. 14 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, that the 
whole cause or matter, or any question or issue of 
fact arising therein, shall be tried before an Official 
Referee, no leave to appeal is required from an 
order of the Divisional Court on an application 
made to that court to review the decision of the 
Official Referee. 

Sect. 8 of the Judicature Act, 1884, applies to 
appeals brought after the commencement of the 
Act from an award or certificate of a referee or 
arbitrator, but only in cases where there has been 
@ compulsory reference to arbitration. The 
Arbitration Act, 1889, by sect. 14, enables the 
court in certain cases to compulsorily refer the 
cause or matter, or any question or issue of fact 
arising therein, ‘‘ for trial before a special referee 
or arbitrator agreed on by the parties, or before 
an Official Referee or officer of the court.” That 
has been acted on in this case, & there has been 
a reference to the Official Referee for the trial of 
the cause, in which reference he may pronounce 
judgment. He has done so, & an appeal has been 
brought on that judgment which is neither an 
award nor a certificate, nor was it made on a 
compulsory reference to arbitration (Fry, L.J.).— 
MUNDAY v. NorTON, [1892] 1 Q. B. 403, 404; 61 
L. J. Q. B. 456; 66 L. T. 173; 40 W. R. 355; 8 
T. L. R. 396; 36 Sol. Jo. 306, C. A. 

2251. Allocation of business—Fixed by Rules of 
Supreme Court—Official Referees have no discretion 
to alter.]}—The distribution of business among 
Official Referees is fixed by the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, & they have no discretion to 
alter it. 

An action having been commenced before a judge 
& jury, the judge ordered it to be tried before an 
Official Referee under sect. 14 of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, & refused to refer it to any one in 
particular of the Official Referees. The order 
was produced to the clerk of the senior Official 
Referce under Ord. XXXVI., r. 46, of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court. The clerk in breach of 
r. 45 of that Order endorsed the order of reference 
with the name of a referee who was not the referee 
in rotation. The case was heard & determined 
by the referee whose name had been indorsed on 
the order. The pltf. in the course of the hearing 
became aware of the irregularity, but allowed the 
case to proceed :—Held (ATKIN, L.J., dissenting) : 
the irregularity did not render the trial a nullity, 
but was one which could be waived by the parties ; 
& that in the circumstances it had been waived 
by the pitf. 

It is unnecessary to explain at length how this 
result is reached. It follows from the _ well- 
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established practice of assigning in the rota to 
each Official Referee as it comes into the office 
any order of reference in which he is specially 
named, leaving the open orders to be assigned in 
rotation to the Ofticial Referees who are then left 
available. . . . In ordinary cases a litigant can- 
not even by consent give coercive jurisdiction to 
a tribunal not in fact invested with it, but in the 
case of a reference to an Official Referee consent to 
a named referee authorises an order of reference 
to him; & I think that it would be too narrow a 
view of well-established cases on jurisdiction to 
hold that an express consent to a referee not named 
in the order, given after the order & acted upon, 
would not preclude the consenting party from dis- 
puting the jurisdiction so submitted to (ATKIN, 
L.J.).-SHRAGER v. BASIL DIGHTON, Lrp., [1924] 
1 K. B. 274, 284, 286, 287 ; 93 L. J. K. B. 348; 
130 L. T. 642; 39 T. L. R. 705; 68 Sol. Jo. 166, 
C. A. 

2252. Accounts & inquiries.J—An Official 
Referee is not bound to take accounts & inquiries 
referred to him for report under Judicature Act, 
1873, s. 56, in the strict way usually adopted before 
a chief clerk in chambers; though he may adopt 
that method if he finds it convenient & likely to 
advance the ends of justice.—He TAYLOR, TURPIN 
vu. PAIN (1890), 44 Ch. D. 128; 59 L. J. Ch. 803 ; 
62 L. T. 754; 38 W. R. 422. 

2253. Transfer from one Official Referee to 
another.}—An application under r. 47B is made 
to the Lord Chief Justice by summons returnable 
in his chambers, & the order of transfer, if made, 
must be lodged with the clerk of the Official Referee 
to whom the action is transferred.—HEUGH v. 
MACDONALD (1915), Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

Appeal from Official Referee.|—See KR. S. C., 
Ord. LIXA., Part LX XIX., post. 


B. Powers and Duties. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r.48. Where any cause or matter, 

or any question in any cause or matter, is referred to a Referee, 
he may, subject to the order of the Court or a Judge, hold the 
trial at or adjourn it to any place which he may deem most 
convenient, and have any inspection or view, either by himself 
or with his assessors (if any), which he may deem expedient for 
the better disposal of the controversy before him. He shall, 
unless otherwise directed by the Court or a Judge, proceed with 
the trial de die in diem, in a similar manner as in actions tried 
with a jury. 
; r.55c. The provisions of Rules 48 
to 55 of Order XXXVI. and of Rule 55s shall apply, where any 
cause Or mnatter or any question or issue of fact thercin is referred 
to an ofhcer of the Court or to a special referee or arbitrator. 
Provided that where the arbitrator is appointed otherwise than 
by an order of the Court the provisions of Rule 48 as to sitting 
de die in diem shall not apply. 


References by order of court.}|—-See ARBITRATION, 
Vol. Il., pp. 613 et seg. ; Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 38. 

2254. Appointment to hear.]—A referee, whether 
official or special, & whether he has to try a matter 
or report thereon, has power, subject to the control 
of the court, to peremptorily appoint a day for 
the hearing of the reference, & in the absence of 
either party, to procecd with the same.—WENLOCK 
(BARONESS) v. RIVER DEE Co. (1883), 53 L. J. 
Q. B. 208 ; 49 L. T. 617; 32 W. R. 220, C. A. 

2255. Sitting de die in diem.J]—Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 30, of the Rules of Court under the Judicature 
Act [see, now, R. 8. C., 1883, Ord. XXXVI, r. 48] 
relating to trials by referees, is directory only. 
Therefore, where a special referee did not sit 
de die in diem, as prescribed by that rule, the court 
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refused to set aside the award.—ROBINSON v. 
ROBINSON (1876), 835 L. T. 837; 24 W. BR. 675; 3 
Char. Pr. Cas. 316. 

2256. ——— Waiver of formal hearing.]—The 
Court of Appeal may, without the consent of the 
parties, refer any question arising on the appeal 
to an expert to inquire & report; & although 
the prescribed mode of conducting such inquiry 
is by taking evidence, the parties may waive that 
procedure & may consent to the inquiry being 
conducted by means of experiments. 

It is clear that Ord. XX XVI., r. 55c, makes the 
provisions of rr. 48 to 55 of that Ord. & of r. 55B 
apply to such a reference, but parties may waive 
the formalities of procedure which would render 
the carrying out of a reference of this kind incon- 
venient & impracticable (LORD GORELL).—A.-G. 
v. BIRMINGHAM, TAME & REA DISTRICT DRAINAGE 
Boarp, [1912] A. C. 788; 82 L. J. Ch. 45; 107 
L. T. 353; 76 J.P. 481; 11 L. G. R. 194, H. L. 

——— Hours of sitting.}—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LXIII., r. 16, Part LX XXIV., Sect. 10, post. 

2257. Motion for removal of arbitrator.]—On a 
motion to remove the arbitrator under Arbitra- 
tion Act, 1889, s. 11, on account of his alleged 
misconduct in making two orders :—Held: 
although the arbitrator had plainly been guilty 
of serious mistakes of law, yet that was not 
sufficient ground for removing him from his office 
as a person not fit to act as arbitrator, he not 
having misconducted himself under the above 
section.—SCHOFIELD v. ALLEN (1904), 48 Sol. Jo. 
176, C. A. 


C. Conduct of Trial. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r.49. Subject to any order to be nade 
by the Court or Judge ordering the same, evidence shall be 
taken at any trial before a Referee, and the attendance of 
witnesses may be enforced by subpena, and every such trial 
shall be conducted in the same manner, as nearly as circum- 
stances will admit, as trials are conducted before a Judge. 


2258. ‘*‘ The same ’’—Meaning of.]—An Official 
Referee, to whom an action is referred for trial, 
has jurisdiction to make an order granting a com- 
mission to examine witnesses abroad, & a judge 
at chambers has jurisdiction to review the decision 
of Ape Official Referee granting or refusing such an 
order. 

Rr. 49 & 50 of Ord. XXXVI. are somewhat 
difficult to construe from a grammatical point of 
view. A difficulty arises as to the meaning of the 
words ‘‘the same’”’ in r. 49. There is no ante- 
cedent, & nothing is mentioned in the rule to which 
the expression can refer, but I think it must mean 
subject to any limitation of the order which may 
be imposed. The words ‘‘ conduct the reference ”’ 
in sect. 15 appear to be large enough to include the 
case of proceedings which are ancillary to the 
actual trial & necessary to bring about the proper 
result, & I do not see why discovery & production 
of documents, which are expressly provided for 
by Ord. XXXVI., r. 50, should be put on a 
different footing from the power to grant a com- 
mission (WILLS, J.).—HAYWARD v. MUTUAL 
RESERVE Assocn., [1891] 2 Q. B. 236, 239; 65 
L. T. 491; 39 W. R. 624; 7 T. L. R. 575. 

2259. Evidence & witnesses.}—Arbitrators are 
bound by those rules of evidence which govern the 
courts of law.—A.-G. v. Davison (1825), M‘Cle. 
& Yo. 160; 148 EH. R. 366, Ex. Ch. 

2260. -}—Under the arbitration clause any 
disputes between the parties were to be referred to 
arbitration, here there was a dispute as to the claim 
of damages, though arising no doubt out of & 
depending upon the meaning of the charter- 
party & the “‘ intentions of the parties ’’; that is 
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what they had really intended & understood. The 
meaning of the charter or the ‘ intentions of the 
parties '’ would not be material until a claim was 
made for damages, & such a claim had been 
made. With reference to the nature of the arbitra- 
tion, I think the arbitrators were right in receiving 
evidence as to the actual intentions of the parties— 
the intention of the charterer & the shipowner’s 
knowledge of it, I should be very unwilling to set 
aside an award merely on account of a supposed 
mistake of the arbitrators as to the admissibility 
of evidence (LORD COLERIDGE).—Re M‘CLEAN & 
Co. & Marcus (1890), 6 T. L. R. 355, 356. 

2261. -}—HAYWARD v. MUTUAL RESERVE 
Assocn., No. 2258, ante. 

2262. -+—Under sect. 10 of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, the court or a judge has power to remit 
an award to the arbitrator for reconsideration 
where it appears that since the making of the 
award material evidence has been discovered which 
might have affected the arbitrator’s decision. 

It has been argued that we ought not to remit the 
award unless the fresh evidence would be good 
evidence if the case were being tried in a court of 
law. But the parties have agreed to go before 
an umpire, who is not bound by the strict rules of 
evidence enforced in a court, & to be bound by his 
decision ; & in my judgment the court ought not 
to fetter the arbitrator or the parties by its own 
rules of evidence, but should consider whether 
something has been discovered since the award 
which the arbitrator might think material, & 
which might alter his decision (LORD EsHER, M.R.). 
—Re Krienitey, Maxstep & Co. & Durant & 
Co., [1893] 1 Q. B. 405, 411; 62 L. J. Q. B. 105; 
41 W. R. 437; 9 T. L. R. 107; 37 Sol. Jo. 99; 7 
Asp. M. L. C. 268; 4 R. 186, C. A.; sub nom. 
Re MAXTED, KEIGHLEY & Co. & BRYAN, DuRANT & 
Co., 68 L. T. 61. 

2268. ———.]}—Neither a judge nor an umpire 
has any right to call a witness in a civil action 
without the consent of the parties. 

Arbitrators are bound to observe the rules of 
evidence no less than judges.—Re ENocH & 
ZARETZKY, Bock & Co., [1910] 1 K. B. 327; 
79 L. J. K. B. 363; 101 L. T. 801, C. A. 

——.]}—See, further, ARBITRATION, Vol. II., 
pp. 393, 481 et seg., 588, 629, 630, Nos. 520, 813 
et seqg., 2213, 2559, 2569 ; Discovery, Vol. XVIII., 
pp. 48, 60, Nos. 60, 163; Arbitration Act, 1889 
(c. 49), 8. 7; Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 
1925 (c. 49), 5. 90. 

Subpoona.}—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., 
rr. 20, 26-34, pp. 582, 583, post; Arbitration Act, 
1889 (c. 49), s. 18. 

Remuneration.|—See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., 
PP. 423 et seq.; Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 90 (3). 














D. Discovery and Production of Documents— 
Direction to Enter Judgment. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 50. Subject to any such order as 
last aforesaid, the Referee shall have the same authority with 
respect to discovery and production of documents, and in the 
conduct of any reference or trial, and the same power to direct 
that pneg ment be entered for any or either party, as a Judge 
of the High Court. 


2264. Discovery & inspection. }—In actions which 
have been referred under Judicature Act, 1873 
(c. 66), s. 57, orders for the production of docu- 
ments may be made by the judge who has directed 
the reference. Quare: whether they can also be 
made by the referee.—Re LEIGH, ROWCLIFFE v. 
wee eit) 4 Ch. D. 661; 46 L. J. Ch. 60 ; 25 
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——.]— See, also, ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 
432, 629, Nos. 817, 2559 ; Discovery, Vol. XVIII. 
p. 48, Nos. 56, 57; Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 90. 

Addition of party.}—See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., 
p. 629, No. 2567. 

Commission to examine witnesses.]—-See ARBI- 
TRATION, Vol. II., pp. 482, 630, Nos. 822, 823, 2569. 

2265. Judgment—Power to enter.]—Although 
sect. 9 of the Judicature Act, 1884, gave the 
Official Referee power to deal with costs, & 
mentioned his power to enter up judgment, yet such 
last-mentioned power was not derived by him from 
that Act, but from Ord. XX XVI., r. 50 (Kay, J.). 
—BANNISTER v. MCDONALD, [1890] W. N. 50. 
Forms. ]—See Appendix F., Nos, 8, 9, 9A, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Appeals from.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LIXa., 
Part LXXIX., post; ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 
631 et seq. 

Fees payable on reference to an Official Referee. ] 
—See Supreme Court Fees Order. 1930, Sched. I., 
Sect. V., Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 








Ei. No Powcr of Committal. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 51. Nothing in these Rules con- 
tained shall authorise any Referee to commit any person to 
prison or to enforce any order by attachment or otherwise. 


Attachment & committal generally.]—-See Con- 
TEMPT OF CouRT, Vol. XVI., pp. 46 ef seq. 


F. Power to Submit Question to Court or State 
Facts Specially. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 52. The Referee may, before the 
conclusion of any trial before him, or by his report under the 
reference made to him, submit any question arising therein for 
the decision of the Court, or state any facts specially, with power 
to the Court to draw inferences therefrom, and in any such case 
the order to be made on such submission or statement shall be 
entered as the Court may direct ; and the Court shall have 
power to require any explanation or reasons from the Referee, 
and to remit the cause or matter, or any part thereof, for re-trial 
or further consideration to the same or any other Referee; or 
the Court may decide the question referred to any Referee on 
the evidence taken before him, cither with or without additional 
evidence as the Court may direct. 


2266. Application of rule.|}—It is obvious in the 
first place that a referee may have a difficulty 
as to the report he should make, & the rule first 
provides for this by enabling him before the con- 
clusion of the trial before him or in his report to 
submit any question for the decision of the court, 
or state any facts specially. This provides for 
any difficulty the referee may feel; but, when that 
is disposed of, or when the report has been made, 
the court may itself have a difficulty, & the rule 
accordingly enables the court to require explana- 
tions or reasons from the referee. ow it seems 
to me that these explanations or reasons are as 
likely to be required when no preliminary questions 
are raised, or no facts stated to raise a question, 
as when that is the case. In such an event the 
rule authorises the court to require any explana- 
tions or reasons from the referee, & to remit the 
cause or matter, or to decide the question referred 
on the evidence taken before the referee, either 
with or without any additional evidence as the 
court may direct. It certainly seems to me that 
in this part of it, the rule is no longer dealing with 
the difficulties felt by the referee, but with those 
of the court, & is providing a means of meeting 
them (CAVE, J.).—DYKE v. CANNELL (1883), 11 
oar D. 180, 182, 188; 49 L. T. 174; 31 W. R. 
747, 

2267. -}—On appeal from an Official Referee 
who has ordered judgment to be entered for pltf. 
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the court has power not only to set aside such 
judgment. but to enter judgment for deft.— 
CLARK v. SONNENSCHEIN (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 464; 
59 L. J. Q. B. 561; 38 W. R. 743, C. A. 

2268. -+ Reference was made to Ord. 
XXXVI.,r.52. On looking at this I am of opinion 
that it refers to a case where the referee has sub- 
mitted some questions of law or fact to the court. 
There has been no such submission here (ROMER, J.) 
—LEWIS v. WALKER (1891), 36 Sol. Jo. 110. 

Special case.]—-See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., 
pp. 456, Nos. 1034 et seq. 

2269. Remitting award.}—A referee under the 
Judicature Act, 1873 (c. 66), 8. 56, is not bound to 
give his reasons for his findings; he may simply 
find in the affirmative or the negative of the issues, 
& the issues in an action cannot he sent back to 
him for re-trial or further consideration merely on 
the ground that his report does not set out the 
reasons for his findings.— MILLER 7. PILLING (1882), 
9Q. B.D. 736; 51 L. J. Q. B. 481; 47 LL. T. 536, 
C. A. 

2270. ——-.]}-—This is an appeal from a decision 





of Chitty, J., in an action brought to recover | 
' case under the Act [Acquisition of Land (Assess- 


ment of Compensation) Act, 1919 (c. 57)] & the 


damages for injury caused by the overflow of the 
tidal water on certain land belonging to pltf., the 
defts. being the owners of docks running across 
from one bend of the river to another, over whose 
wall the rush of water came. The liability of 
the defts. having been established, the question, 
to what damages the pltf. was entitled, was referred 
to a special referee, & he gave the pltf. £1,941. 
The defts. disputed the propriety of this finding, 
& the special referee was asked certain questions 
by both parties for the purpose of ascertaining 
on what footing he had given that amount. 
Chitty, J. [on a motion by pltfs. to have the report 
affirmed & by defts.to have it varied], allowed the 
whole amount, & of this decision the defts. now 
complain. The pltf. is only entitled to those dam- 
ages which are the direct result of the injury— 
the act of omission or commission—complained of 
(Cotton, L.J.).—RUsT v. VICTORIA GRAVING Dock 
Co. & LONDON & ST. KATHARINE DOCK Co. (1887), 
36 Ch. D. 113; 56 L. T. 216, 217; 35 W. R. 673, 
C. A.3; subsequent proceedings (1889), 60 L. T. 
645, C. A. 
2271. .]—I think that the judge remitted 
this case to the arbitrator because, in the first 
place, by some inadvertence he did not give due 
attention to the paragraph in the award under 
which alone the case could be sent back to the 
arbitrator, &, in the next place, because he was 
startled at the county council calling no evidence 
& putting forward no case upon which the 
arbitrator could exercise his judgment. If he had 
looked carefully at the question he would have seen 
that, having held that the evidence was admissible, 
there was no power reserved in the special case to 
send the matter back to the arbitrator. He was 
bound to deal with the special case as it was sub- 
mitted to him (LAWRENCRH, J.).— NORTH RIDING OF 
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL v. MIDDLESBROUGH 
County BorovuGu Counciz, [1914] 2 K. B. 847, 
864; 88 L. J. K. B. 1004; 110 L. T. 961; 78 J. P. 
257; 53 Sol. Jo. 431; 12 L. G. R. 555, C. A. 
2272. -J—At common law there is no power 
to remit an award to an arbitrator. This difficulty 
was first avoided by agreement between the parties 
that the award should be made a rule of court. 
Then by the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, 
& afterwards by the Arbitration Act, 1889, pro- 
vision was made for this purpose; but that 
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statutory provision does not apply to this new 
tribunal created under the Finance (1909-10) 
Act, 1910. This motion must therefore be dis- 
missed (SCRUTTON, J.).—SIMPSON v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comprs., [1914] 2 K. B. 842, 846; 83 
L. J. K. B. 13818; 110 L. T. 909. 

2278. -}—This is an action to enforce an 
award. The arbitrator has awarded one sum in 
respect of the whole area of No. 9 on the plan. 
The pltfs. have succeeded as to all but a length 
of seventy-seven yards ; but as I have no materials 
for dividing or apportioning the sum awarded, I 
cannot enforce the award in whole or in part, & 
I regret that for this reason the action fails 
(BAILHACHE, J.). 

Counsel applied that the award should be 
remitted to the arbitrator for amendment: that 
the sum payable under the award should be 
apportioned. 

AILHACHE, J., refused to order that the award 
should be remitted, & directed that the matter 
should be formally raised on summons before 
him.—NESBITT v. MABLETHORPE URBAN DISTRICT 
CouNCIL, [1917] 2 K. B. 568; 86 L. J. K. B. 1401, 
1407; 117 L. T. 365; 81 J. P. 289; 15 L. G. R. 
647; on appeal, [1918] 2 K. B. 1, C. A. 

2274 .}—An official arbitrator stated a 








Divisional Court decided adversely to the con- 
tention of the claimants for compensation. The 
arbitrator then made his award, embodying therein 
the decision of the Divisional Court. The claimants 
applied to another Divisional Court to set the 
award aside on the ground that the award was on 
the face of it erroneous in law, but the court dis- 
missed the application. The claimants’ then 
appealed from this decision:—Held: no appeal 
could be entertained._—-NoRTIWwOOD v. LONDON 
County CounciL (No. 2) (1927), 96 L. J. K. B. 
520; 187 L.T.49; 91J.P.93; 43 T. L. R. 347 ; 
25 L. G. R. 254, C. A. 

——.]--See, further, ARBITRATION, Vol. IT., 
pp. 471, 561, Nos. 1155 et seq., 1938 et seq. 

Powers of court over findings & judgment. |— 
See ARBITRATION, Vol. LI., pp. 631, Nos. 2581 ef seq. 


G. Power as to Questions or Issues of Lact. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 524. Rules 49 to 52 of Order 
XXXVI. shall apply where any cause or mattcr or any question 
or issue of fact is referred to an Official Referee. 


H. Notice of Report by Referee. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 53. Whenever a report shall be 
made by a Reterec, he shall on the same day cause notice thereof 
to be given to all the parties to the trial or the reference before 
him by prepaid post letter directed to the address for service 
of each pote who shall in due course of post be deemed to 
have notice ot such report. 


I. Adoption or Variation of Report. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 54. Where under section 13 of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, the report of the Referee has been made 
in a cause or matter, the further consideration of which has 
been adjourned, it shall be lawful for any party, on the hearing 
of such further consideration, without notice of motion or 
summons, to apply to the Court or Judge to adopt the report, 
or without leave of the Court or a Judge to give not less than 
four days’ notice of motion, to come on with the further con- 
sideration, to vary the report or to remit the cause or matter 
or any part thereof for re-hearing or further consideration to 
the same or any other Referee. 


——-—____-_-__-___—- p, 55. Where under section 13 of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, the report of the Referee has been made 
in 2 cause or matter, the further consideration of which has not 
been adjourned, it shall be lawful for any party by an eight 
days’ notice of motion to apply to the Court to adopt and carry 
into effect the report of the Referee, or to vary the report, or to 
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remit the cause or matter or any part thereof for re-hearing or 
further consideration to the same or any other referee. 

See, generally, ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 616, 
Nos. 2458 et seq.; Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925, 8. 88 (2). 

2275. Rule independent of R. 8. C., Ord. LILI, 
r. 4.]—In an action to restrain threats, under the 
Patents, Designs, & Trade Marks Act, 1883, s. 82, 
the question of damages was referred to the Official 
Referee notwithstanding the offer of the deft. to 
pay £5. The referee made his report, assessing 
the damages at £30. On the action coming on to 
be heard on further consideration, the deft. moved 
that the report might be varied so as to find that 
the pltf. was not entitled to any damages. The 
notice of motion did not state any other ground for 
varying the report. 

Counsel for the pltf. took the preliminary 
objection that the notice of motion was insufficient, 
as it did not specify the grounds of the application 
as required by Ord. LII., r. 4. 

A the construction of the Rules, Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 54, is independent of Ord. LII., r. 4, 
& the notice of motion was sufficient under the 
former rule. It was, however, convenient that the 
notice of motion should apprise the respondent 
of the ground on which it was sought to vary the 
report ; but in the present case it appeared that 
this had been sufficiently done (KEKEWICcH, J.).— 
SCHEIDGES v. WILLIAMS, [1893] W. N. 158. 

2276. Reference for inquiry to two persons or 
their umpire.|—The action was tried in July, 
1922. The pltf. alleged that he & the second deft., 
M., were partners in the carpet business of the 
deft. G. The court held that the business was the 
sole property of G., & that the pltf. & M. were 
employed by him on commission, & ordered an 
account to be taken of all the dealings & trans- 
actions of the pltf. & M. in respect of the said 
business. Instead of taking the account in 
chainbers the parties agreed to an order as follows: 
‘* And it is ordered that such account be taken by 
B. & J., the accountants nominated by the deft. 
G., & the pltf. & deft. M., respectively, & failing 
an agreement between the said accountants, by a 
chartered accountant to be nominated by the said 
accountants. & the further consideration of this 
action is adjourned with liberty to apply.”’ The 
two accountants failed to agree, & on March 7, 
1923, they nominated H., who took the account, 
& gave his decision on July 13, 1923, in a document, 
in the form of an award on arbitration, which G.’s 
solicitor filed. On that document being com- 
municated to the pltf., he gave notice of motion 
for July, 1923, to remove it from the file. The case 
was also in the paper for further consideration. 
The motion & further consideration were ad- 
journed, & were heard on Oct. 16, 1923, together 
with a second motion asking that H.’s award 
should be varied. 

The judge dismissed both motions on the ground 
that the directions in the order for taking the 
account were directions which could not have been 
given except by consent of the parties, that they 
were a submission to the final arbitration so that 
the award could not be questioned in the way 
provided by Ord. XX XVI., r. 54. In arriving at 
that conclusion the judge was wrong. The order 
could have been made by the judge under sect. 14 
of the Arbitration Act, 1889. In my opinion it 
was competent to the judge to direct that the 
account should be taken by a special referee to be 
agreed upon by the parties. It could make no 
difference that the special referee should be nomi- 
nated by their respective accountants. The judge 
was, therefore, wrong in dismissing the two 
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motions (WARRINGTON, L.J.).—KENDJIAN  ¥. 
GUMUCHDJIAN (No. 1), [1928] W. N. 307, 308; 
68 Sol. Jo. 320, C. A. 

2277. Inquiry as to an alleged nuisance. }—This 
was an action for an injunction to restrain a 
nuisance, & it was referred to an Official Referee 
for inquiry & report. The referee found there was 
no nuisance. The defts. moved under Ord. XL., 
r. 7, upon a two-days’ notice of motion, that the 
action should be dismissed with costs :—Held: 
Ord. XX XVI., r. 55, was a rule enabling the court 
to give effect to the report of a referee, irrespective 
of the trial of the action, whether further con- 
sideration had not been adjourned, & did not 
apply to a case like the present, where the report 
directed no act to be done, & that a two-days’ 
notice of motion under Ord. XL., r. 7, was therefore 
sufficient.—-LARKIN v. LLoyp (1891), 64 L. T. 507. 

2278. Notice of motion.}—The court will not 
upon the further consideration of an action go 
into the evidence upon which the referee to whom 
matters in the action have been referred has based 
his report, unless one of the parties has given 
notice of motion to vary the report, or remit the 
matter for re-hearing.—Re Firron, HARDY Uv. 
FITTon (1893), 63 L. J. Ch. 164; 70 L. T. 397; 
42 W. R. 281; 38 Sol. Jo. 129; 8 R. 99. 

—— Computation of time.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LXIV., rr. 2, 12, post. 

2279. Motion to set aside or for new trial— 
Where application to be made.|—Where there has 
been a trial before an Official Referee, a motion for 
a new trial must be made in the Q. B. D., & not 
in the Court of Appeal.—GowERrR v. ToBiTr (1891), 
39 W. R. 198; 7T. L. R. 182, C. A. 

2280. -}—Where in an action in the 
Chancery Division the whole action has been 
referred to an Official Referee for trial, & judgment 
has been entered in pursuance of his direction, an 
appeal from the judgment does not lie to the 
Court of Appeal, but an application to set aside 
the judgment must be made to the judge of the 
Chancery Division to whom the action is assigned. 
—WYNNE-FINCH v. CHAYTOR, [1903] 2 Ch. 475; 
72 L. J. Ch. 723; 89 L. T. 1283; 52 W. R. 24; 19 
T. L. R. 631, C. A. 








J. Costs—Discretion of Referee. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 55B. Where the whole of any cause 
or matter is referred to an Official Referee under an order of 
Court, he may, subject to any directions in the order, exercise 
the same discretion as to costs as the Court or a Judge could 
have exercised. 


See, generally, ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 5865, 
603, Nos. 2185 et seq., 2344 et seq. 

2281. Findings of referee equivalent to findings 
of jury.]—An issue in fact & an issue in law were 
raised upon aclaim. The pltfs. succeeded on both 
issues before a judge sitting without a jury, & he 
ordered judgment to be entered for the pltfs. 
with costs. The defts. appealed on the issue in 
law onty. The Court of Appeal ordered that the 
appeal be allowed, & that the judgment in favour 
of the pltfs. be wholly set aside, & that judgment 
be entered for the defts. with costs, including the 
costs of the appeal. No special application was 
made by either side as to the costs of the issue of 
fact. n a summons to review taxation, BAIL- 
HACHE, J., held that the taxing master was not 
debarred by the order of the Court of Appeal from 
taxing the pitfs.’ costs of the issue of tact :—Held : 
that the taxing master was bound by the order 
of the Court of Appeal, & the pltfs. were therefore 
not entitled to the costs of the issue of fact. 

No doubt the second sub-section of sect. 15 of 
the Arbitration Act makes the report of the Official 
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Referee equivalent to the finding of a jury. The 
written report of the Official Referee is therefore 
rightly ikon as equivalent to the certificate of 
the associate at a trial at nisi prius, upon which 
judgment ought to be entered strictly according 
to law following the certificate ; so judgment ought 
to have been entered strictly according to law 
following the report (PHILLIMORE, L.J.).—INGRAM 
& ROYLE, LTD. v. SERVICES MARITIMES DU TRE- 
PORT, Lrp., [1914] 3 K. B. 28, 35; 83 L. J. K. B. 
1128; 110 L. T. 967, 969; 12 Asp. M. L. C. 493, 
C. A. 

2282. -_+The pltf. was a traveller in the 

employ of the defts. & was paid by commission. 
After he had left their service he brought an 
action, claiming £103 17s. 4d. balance due for 
commission, the claim consisting of a number of 
tems. Proceedings were started in the High 
Court under Ord. XIV. The defts. paid a sum of 
money into court, & the claim for the balance was 
eventually referred to an Official Referee. After a 
protracted hearing he found in favour of the pltf. 
for £14 15s. lld., above the total sum paid into 
court by the defts. In respect of several items he 
found in favour of the defts. Counsel for the 
defts. contended that there ought to be no costs, 
but the Official Referee awarded the pltf. his costs, 
& on the High Court scale. An appeal was brought 
against that order on the grounds: (1) that the 
items on which the defts. had succeeded were 
separate issues, & that as they had succeeded on 
those, they were entitled to the costs of them; 
(2) that there were no materials on which the 
Official Referee could exercise his discretion to 
award the plitf. High Court costs. The Divisional 
Court held that the appeal failed on both grounds. 
The decision in Reid, Hewitt & Co. v. Joseph, 
[1918] A. C. 717, constituted an “ issue ’’ applied to 
the facts of that particular case, & did not lay down 
a general rule that in every action for the balance 
of an account each item is to be regarded as a 
separate issue, carryingitscosts. An issue is some- 
thing which goes radically to the whole or to a 
substantial part of the action. As to the second 
ground of appeal, in view of the nature of the 
action, there were materials on which the Official 
Referee could exercise his discretion, & therefore 
the court could not interfere with it :—Held: by 
the Court of Appeal (1) that there was no ground 
for saying that the Official Referee ought not in the 
exercise of his discretion to have awarded the pltf. 
High Court costs. In the circumstances there 
could be no appeal from the Official Referee on that 
point ; (2) that the order of the Divisional Court 
should be varied by directing that the defts. were 
entitled to the costs, if any, of one of the issues 
on which they succeeded. 

A very interesting point arises on the discretion 
of the Official Referee in that respect, & it arises 
from the words of the Arbitration Act of 1889, 
8. 15 (2). Sect. 14 has provided that, in any 
cause or matter if the parties consent, the court 
may order the whole cause or matter to be tried 
before an Official Referee, which is what was done 
in this case; & then sect. 15 provides that: ‘‘ In 
all cases of reference to an Official or special 
Referee . (2) The report or award of any 
Official or special Referee or arbitrator on any such 
reference,’’ which is a reference under the order 
of the court, ‘‘ shall, unless set aside by a court or 
a judge, be equivalent to the verdict of a jury ”’ ; 
& one would have thought that probably was laid 
down for the purpose of enabling judgment to be 
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entered upon it, or for the purpose of providing 
for an appeal in respect of it. But what has 
happened is this: Ord. XXXVI., r. 5538, has 
provided that: ‘‘ Where the whole of any cause 
or matter is referred to an Official Referee under 
an order of court, he may, subject to any directions 
in the order, exercise the same discretion as to 
costs as the court or a judge could have exercised,”’ 
& that refers you to the discretion given to the 
court or judge. The discretion of a court or judge 
varies according as to whether the issues of fact 
have been or are being determined by a jury or 
not, because Ord. LXV., r. 1, begins by giving a 
discretion as to costs to the court or a judge, but 
then there is a proviso that ‘‘ Where any action 

. . is tried with a jury, the costs shall follow the 
event, unless the judge by whom such action... 
is tried, or the court, shall, for good cause, other- 
wise order,’’ & thesuggestion is that as the Official 
Referee is to be considered as the verdict of a jury 
& the Official Referee is given a discretion as to 
costs, he can only exercise his discretion over the 
events which follow from his awards by treating 
them as being equivalent to a verdict of a jury, & 
the costs must follow the event unless the judge 
for good cause otherwise orders. On the other 
hand, the general provision is what I have read 
under r. 2 of Ord. LXV., which provides: ‘‘ When 
issues in fact & law are raised upon a claim or 
counterclaim, the costs of the several issues 
respectively, both in law & fact, shall, unless 
otherwise ordered, follow the event.’ It appears 
to me quite plain in that part of the rule, the words 
‘‘unless otherwise ordered ’’ introduce the full 
discretion of a judge under the first part of Ord. 
LXV., r.1; it is not limited by the words, “ for 
good cause,’’ & I myself should have no doubt at 
all that an Official eferee was intended to be 
invested with the full discretion of a judge in 
dealing with costs notwithstanding that his awards 
on issues of fact are to be treated as equivalent to 
the verdict of a jury, if it were not for the decision 
of the Court of Appeal in the case of Slatford, v. 
Erlebach, [1912] 3 K. B. 155, where the two Lords 
Justices who are dealing with the case there seem 
to me to treat the matter as though the Official 
Referee could only deal with the costs for good 
cause. It does not seem to have been essential 
to their decision & I do not think the provision 
of Ord. LXV., r. 2, was brought to their atten- 
tion; indeed, the argument proceeded upon the 
footing that Ord. LXV., r. 1, was the whole of 
it that applied. It does not seem to me in that 
state of the authorities & the rules to be neces- 
sary to decide whether or not an Official Referee 
has only power to deprive the successful party 
of costs for good cause or whether he must 
exercise the ordinary judicial discretion, because 
I think the facts in this case, even if they show the 
discretion must be only exercised for good cause, 
enable us to make the order which has been indi- 
cated by my Lord. 

The result of that appears to me to be this, that 
the learned Official Referee was wrong in deciding 
that there were not separate issues with separate 
events. I think it is plain now, upon the 
authorities, that the successful party can only 
succeed in getting costs of a separate issue by 
applying to the judge & getting an order to that 
effect ; that is the result of decisions in the Court 
of Appeal, & therefore it was necessary for the 
defts. to apply, & the Official Referee, with great 
respect to hit, ought to have dealt with the 
matter & considered it upon the footing of there 
being separate issues (ATKIN, L.J.).—WILLIAMS v. 
JONES (STANLEY) & Co., Lrv., [1926] 2 K. B. 37; 
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95 L. J. K. B. 471; 184 L. T. 652, 658, 659; 70 
Sol. Jo. 463, C. A. 

2283. Appeal against decision as to costs.|— 
Where the whole of an action is referred by order 
of court to an Official Referee, without any direction 
as to costs in the order, his decision as to costs 
cannot be appealed against except by his leave.— 
MINISTER & Co. v. APPERLEY, [1902] 1 K. B. 643; 
i a J.K.B. 452; 861L. T. 625; 50 W.R. 510, 


K. Court Fees. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVL., r. 55D. In any proccedings before an 
Official Referee or Master in which the party by whom the fees 
prescribed by the Orders as to Court fees are payable is repre- 
sented by a solicitor, if the fees or any part of the fees payable 
under the said Orders are not paid as therein prescribed, the 
Court or a Judge may upon the application of the Official 
Solicitor by summons, and upon a report signed by the Official 
Referee or Master stating the amount of the unpaid fees, order 
the said solicitor of the said party forthwith personally to pay 
the said amount in the manner prescribed by the sald Orders, 
and to pay the costs of the Official Solicitor of the application. 


2284. Appeal adjourned—Till fees paid.]—On an 
appeal by pltf. from a judgment of the Official 
Referee in favour of deft. the court adjourned the 
appeal until the court fees, as stated inthe Official 
Referee’s report, were paid by pltf.’s solicitors.— 
WALTON v. WOOLWICH EQUITABLE SOCIETY (un- 
reported), Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


Sect. 10.—WRIT OF INQUIRY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 56. The provisions of Rules 14, 15, 
19, 34, 35, 36, and 37 of this Order shall, with the necessary modi- 
fications, apply to an inquiry, pursuant to a writ of inquiry. 


Form. ]|—Scee Appendix J., No. 8, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

2285. Under Juries Act, 1918.]—-Sect. 2 of the 
Juries Act, 1918, enacts that a writ of inquiry 
shall not issue without the leave of the court or a 
judge, provided that when the claim is in respect 
of (amongst other things) slander, either party 
shajl, on application in accordance with rules of 
court, be entitled to insist on the issue of a writ 
of inquiry. By r. 64 of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court (Juries Act), 1918, ‘the application shall be 
made ’’ by a summons. 

In an action of slander the deft. did nut enter 
an appearance, & the pitf. signed interlocutory 
judgment, & without taking out a summons for 
leave to issue a writ of inquiry lodged a precipe, 
& a writ of inquiry was issued from the district 
registry office to the sheriff to assess the damages 
with a jury. The deft. took certain steps in the 
action after he became aware that the writ of 
inquiry bad been issued without a summons. The 
jury assessed the damages at £5, & judgment was 
entered for the pltf. for that amount. 

The deft. appealed to the Court of Appeal, 
claiming that the verdict given & judgment 
directed on the trial before the under-sheriff 
should be set aside & a new trial had or judgment 
entered for the deft., on the ground that the writ 
of inquiry was issued without leave & that the 
proceedings before the under-sheriff were null & 
void :—Held: the appeal should be dismissed. 
The deft.’s real application was not for a new trial 
or judgment, but to have the writ of inquiry set 
aside, & his proper procedure was by an applica- 
tion in the King’s Bench Division; it was not a 
case in which the court should exercise any 
jurisdiction which it might have over the verdict 
& judgment obtained by the pltf. Further, the 
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omission to take out a summons was a mere 
irregularity within Ord. LX X., which was capable 
of being waived & had been waived by the deft.— 
SMYTHE v. WILES, [1921] 2 K. B. 66; 90 L. J. 
K. B. 1278; 124 L. T. 688; 37 T. L. R. 256; 
65 Sol. Jo. 258, C. A. 

Under Tithes Acts.]—See ECCLESIASTICAL Law, 
Vol. XIX., p. 494, No. 3503. 

2286. Application for new trial.}—Where there 
has been a trial before the under-sheriff & a jury 
for the assessment of damages in an action in the 
High Court, an application for a new trial must be 
made, under sect. 1 of the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature Act, 1890 [see, now, Judicature Act, 1925, 
s. 30 (1)], to the Court of Appeal, & not to a 
Divisional Court.—RADAM’S (WILLIAM) MICROBE 
KILLER Co. v. LEATHER, [1892] 1 Q. B. 85; 61 
L. J. Q. B. 38; 65 L. T. 604; 40 W. R. 83; 8 
T. L. R. 68; 36 Sol. Jo. 59, C. A. 

Service of notice of inquiry.]—See Ord. LXVIIL., 
rr. 2, 4, Part LX XXVIIL., Sects. 2 and 4, post. 





Sect. 11.—REFERENCE AS TO DAMAGES. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 57. In every action or proceeding 
in the King’s Bench Division in which it shall appear to the 
Court or a Judge that the amount of damages sought to be 
recovered is substantially a matter of calculation, it shall not be 
necessary to issuc a writ of inquiry, but the Court or a Jud; 
may direct that the amount for which final judgment is to | -_ 
entered shall be ascertuined by an otHcer of the Court, and the 
attendance of witnesses and the production of documents before 
such officer may be compelled by subpoena, and such officer may 
adjourn the inquiry trom time to time, and shall indorse upon 
the order for reterring the amount ot damages to him the amount 
found by him, and shall deliver the order with such indorsement 
to the pen entitled to the damages, and such and the like 
proceedings may thereupon be had as to taxation of costs, 
entering judgment, and otherwisc, as upon the finding of a jury 
upon a writ of inquiry. 


-— y.57a. The direction in Rule 657 
mentioned may be made to any one of the Oflicial Referees, or 
to the Official Refcree in rotation ; and in such case the powers 
given by the said Rule tu the Officer of the Court therein men- 
tioned shall be exercised by such Oflicial Referee; and the 
rovisions of the Rules as to the distribution of business among 
ee mee Reterees shall apply to directions given under 
tule 97, 


r.58. Where damages are to be 
assessed in respect of any continuing cause of action, they shall 
be assessed down to the time of the assessment. 


2287. County Courts Act, 1919 (c. 73), s. 11— 
Operation after assessment.]—What happened in 
this case was that the parties agreed to take the 
case before Master Chitty for the ascertainment 
of the damages, & he, acting in accordance with 
Ord. AX XV1., r. 57, indorsed on the order referring 
the amount of damages to him, the amount found 
by him, & then delivered the order with that 
indorsement to the person entitled to the damages. 
The master’s indorsement was made on Nov. 29, 
& the parties applied to Rowlatt, J., on Nov. 30 


before the final entry & completion of the judg- 


ment, which took place on Dec. 2. 

Upon that application Rowlatt, J., came to the 
conclusion that, inasmuch as his judgment given 
at the trial involved further proceedings in execu- 
tion of the judgment, it was a case where liberty 
to apply was implied, & on that he made an order 
for costs on the High Court scale. There seems to 
be something to be said for that course, but I prefer 
to decide the point on another ground, namely, 
that until the amount of damages was found, 
s. 11 of the County Court Act, 1919, did not come 
into play (LoRD HAaNWoRTH, M.lt.).—LiGauT v. 
WEST (WILLIAM) & Sons, LTD., [1926] 2 K. B. 238; 
95 L. J. K. B. 557; 134 L. T. 693; 42 T. L. R. 
311; 70 Sol. Jo. 404, C. A. 
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Sect. 11.— Reference astodamages. Part XXXVIII. 
Secis. 1,2 &38: Sub-sects.1,2,3&4. Sects. 
4&5: Sub-sects. 1, 2,3,4,5,6&7. Sects. 6, 
7&8: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 


2288. Continuing cause of action.]—With refer- 
ence to damages in a common law action of tort 
the devisec, of course, could not recover them ; 
they would form part of the personal estate & 
belong to the executors. Formerly the damages 
in a common law action were only damages down 
to the date of the writ, but under the existing 
rules, Ord. XXXVI., r. 58, it is provided that in 
respect of any continuing cause of action, they 
shall be assessed down to the time of the assess- 
ment, so that the late pltf. could have recovered 
the common law damages down to the time of the 
assessment, & would not have been confined, as she 
would have been under the old practice, to damages 
down to the date of the writ (CHITTY, J.).—JONES 
v. SimEs (1890), 43 Ch. D. 607; 59 L. J. Ch. 351; 
62 L. T. 447. 

2289. ——.]—There is in this writ a claim for 
damages, & under Ord. XXXVI., r. 58, ‘‘ Where 
damages are to be assessed in respect of any 
continuing cause of action, they shall be assessed 
down to the time of the assessment.”’ 

Consequently, if it is proved at the trial that 
there has been a breach of the contract under which 
the premises are held before action brought, con- 
tinuing at the time when the action is brought, & 
down to the trial, damages may be assessed down 
to not only the issue of the writ, but to the time 
of assessment (STIRLING, J.).—READ v. WOTTON, 
{1893] 2 Ch.171; 62 L. J. Ch. 481; 68 L. T. 209; 
41 W. R. 556; 37 Sol. Jo. 285. 

2290. -}—‘ A continuing cause of action,” 
within the meaning of Ord. XXXVL, r. 58, is a 
cause of action arising from the repetition of acts 
or omissions similar to those in respect of which 
the action is brought. 
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The pltf. brought an action against the defts. 
for permitting sewage to fall into & pollute a 
stream running through the pltf.’s land, & obtained 
judgment for a perpetual injunction & for damages. 

he defts. continued to pollute the stream, & three 
years after the judgment the chief clerk assessed 
the damages sustained by the pltf., carrying the 
assessment down to the date of his certificate :— 
Held: there was a continuing cause of action 
within the meaning of Ord. XX XVI., r. 58, & the 
damages were rightly assessed down to the time of 
the assessment.—HOoOLE v. CHARD UNION, [1894] 
1 Ch. 293; 63 L. J. Ch. 469; 70 L. T. 52; 38 
Sol. Jo. 113; 7 R. 84, C. A. 

2291. -}—In assessing the damages recover- 
able by a surface owner for subsidence owing to the 
working of minerals under or adjoining his pro- 
perty, the depreciation in the cnarket value of the 
property attributable to the risk of future subsi- 
dence must not be taken into account. ‘To recover 
damages the surface owner must wait until the 
damage or injury caused by subsidence has hap- 
pened.—WesT LEIGH COLLIERY Co., Lrp. v. TuUN- 
NICLIFFE & HAMPSON, LTD., [1908] A. C. 27; 77 
L. J. Ch. 102; 98 L. T. 4; 24 T. L. R. 146; 52 
Sol. Jo. 938, H. L.; reversing S.C. sub nom. TUNNI- 
CLIFFE & HAMPSON, LTD. v. WEST LEIGH COLLIERY 
Co., LTp., [1906] 2 Ch. 22, C. A. 

2292. -+—If matters subsequent to the 
date of the commencement of the action or pro- 
ceeding are to be taken into account, it must be 
by virtue of some special provision or rule, such 
as Ord. XX XVI., r. 58, under which damages in 
respect of a continuing cause of action are to be 
assessed down to the time of assessment (LORD 
HANWORTH, M.R.).—Re KEYSTONE KNITTING 
MILLS’ TRADE MARK, [1929] 1 Ch. 92, 104; 97 
ae Ch. 316; 140 L. T. 9; 45 R. BP. C. 421, 
oar further, DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., p. 91, Nos. 











Part XXXVIII—Trial of Matrimonial Causes at Assizes. 


SrcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. §. C., Ord. XXXVIA., r.1. When the pleadings and pro- 
ceedings in any Matrimonial cause of a class which may be 
heard or tried and determined by a Commissioner acting under 
a Commission of Assize are referred to a Registrar in accordance 
with Rule 30 of the Matrimonial Causes Rules, 1924, the applica- 
tion for the Registrar’s Certificate shall, In addition to the 
information which it is required to contain in accordance with 
the existing practice, specify whether it is desired to set the 
cause down for hearing or trial at the Royal Courts of Justice 
in London, or at one, and if so which of the towns in these 
Rules hereafter specified as being a town at which matrimonial 
causes may be heard or tried. 


See, generally, HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., 
pp. 262, Nos. 2312 et seq. 

Matrimonial Causes Rules.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


Srect. 2.—UNDEFENDED CAUSES. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVI4., r. 2. In undefended causes the place 
of hearing shall be determined by the Registrar upon considera- 
tion of the petition and of any information in relation to the 
cause which he may require. 


SEcT. 3.—DEFENDED CAUSES. 


SUB-8SECT. 1.—NoTICE OF PLACE WHERE TRIAL 
DESIRED. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIa., r. 3. In defended causes :— 

(a) The petitioner shall eight days before application is made 
under Rule 30 give notice to such of the partios as have 
entered appearance of the place at which it is desired 
that the hearing or trial shall take place and shall 
lodge with the application a certificate that such 
notice has been given. 


SUB-SECT. 2.— PARTY NOT CONSENTING TO PLACE 
OF HEARING OR TRIAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIA., r. 3. (b) Any such party who does 
not consent to the place of hearing or trial specified in the notice, 
May, within the aforementioned period, apply to the Registrar 
by summons, and the Registrar shall thereupon fix the place 
of hearing or trial, and in so doing shall have regard to the 
circumstances of the case, including the convenience of the 
parties and their witnesses, costs, the date at which the hearing 
or trial can take place, and the relative facilities for eater d or 
rites in London or at the Assizes, and the burden imposed on 

urors. 


Part XXXVIII.—Triat or MatrimoniaALt CAusES AT ASSIZES. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—REGISTRAR’S CERTIFICATE—TRIAL 
AT PLACE SPECIFIED. 


R.8.C., Ord. XXXVIA.,r.3. (c) If within the aforementioned 
period no a dea has been made to vary, the Registrar 
shall, subject to the provisions of Rule 30 of the Matrimonial 
Causes Rules, 1924, issue together with the Certificate that the 
pleadings and proceedings in the cause are correct, a direction 
a ae cause shall be heard or tried at the place specified in 

e notice, 


SUB-SECT. 4.— VARIATION OF PLACE BY REGISTRAR. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIA,, r. 3. (d) The Registrar may, subse- 
quently to the aforementioned period, vary an Order as to the 
place of hearing or trial upon special cause being shown on a 
summons issued by any party to the suit. 


SecT. 4.—ASSIZE TOWNS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIa., r.8. The towns at which divorce 
business may be taken at the assizes shall be Birmingham, 
Bodmin, Bristol, Caernarvon, Cardiff (or Swansea when the 
Glamorgan Assizes are held at Swansea), Carlisle, Carmarthen, 
Chester, Derby, Durham, Exeter, Gloucester, Ipswich, Lecds, 
Leicester, Lewes, Lincoln, Liverpool, Manchester, Monmouth, 
Sasa Norwich, Nottingham, Shrewsbury, Winchester and 

ork. 


Srecr. 5.—CAUSE LIST. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—REGISTRARS TO SUPPLY INFORMA- 
TION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIA., r. 4. (1) Where the place fixed for 
hearing or trial is one of the towns specified in Rue & of this 
Order (in this Order called the assize town), the Registrars ot 
the Registries in which causes to be heard or tried at the assize 
town are proceeding shall trom time to time turnish to the 
Associate of the Cireuit on which the assize town is, stch 
information with regard to the number of the causes as the 
Associate may require; and shall, fourteen days betore Com- 
mission Day at the assize town turnish to the Associate three 
numbered lists of the causes proceeding in their Registries set 
down for hearing or trial at the assize town showing (1) the 
undefended causes for hearing betore a Judge alone, (2) the 
defended causes for hearing before a Judge alone, and (3) the 
defended causes for trial by a Judge with a jury, distinguishing 
those which are to be tried with a Common Jury and a Special 
Jury respectively. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ORDER OF CAUSES. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIA., r.4. (2) The causes shall be entered 
in ay list, in the order in which they are set down for hearing 
or trial. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—COMPILATION. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXVIa., r. 4. (3) The Associate shall, in 
making up the lists of causes for trial at the assize town enter 
the matrimonial causes togcther with the other causes, placing 
matrimonial causes proceeding in the Principal Probate Registry 
before matrimonial causes proccerne in District Registries, 
and placing the matrimonial causes at the end of the lists of 
Special Jury Causes, Common Jury Causes and Non-Jury 
Causes respectively unless the Judges or one of the oycees 
going upon the Circuit shall otherwise direct, and if such Judge 
shall otherwise direct shall enter the same in accordance with 
such direction. 


SuB-sEcT, 4.—LIVERPOUOL AND MANCHESTER. 


R. §. C., Ord. XXXVIA., r. 4. 
Liverpool or Manchester, the foregoing paragraphs of the Rule 
shall be construed as if the District Registrar of Liverpool or 
Manchester, as the case may be, was substituted for the Associate. 


(4) Where the assize town is 
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SUB-SECT. 5.—COPIES OF LIST. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIA,, r. 44. | When lists of causes are sent 
to the Associate under Rule 4 of this Order, copies of those lists 
shall be sent at the same time from the Registries In which the 
causes are proceeding to the Registry hereinafter indicated (if 
not the same as the "Regletry in which the causes are proceed- 
ing) : (a) if the assize town is Bodmin, Monmouth or Winchester, 
to the District Registry of the High Court at Truro, Newport 
(Mon.) or Portamouth, pespecuye (b) if the assize town is 
Lewes, to the District Probate Registry at Lewes ; (c) in any 
other case to the District Registry of the High Court at the 
assize town. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—NOTICH OF ENTRY OF CAUSE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIA., r. 4B. Nocause shall be entered for 
hearing or trial under the foregoing provisions of this Order less 
than fourtcen days from the Commission Day at any town 
except by order made by a Judge of the Probate, Divorce and 
Admiralty Division, and with the consent of the Judge going 
upon the Circuit. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—LISTS OPEN FOR INSPECTION OF 
PUBLIC. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIaA., r. 5. The lsts shall, while In the 
yossession of the Associate or tho District Registrar of the 
ligh Court, as the case may be, be open for the inspection of 
the public at all times during office hours. 


Srecr. 6.- FORWARDING OF FILE OF PAPERS IN 
CAUSE. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVIaA., r.6. (1) The file of papers in a cause 
for hearing or trial at the assize town shall be forwarded from 
the Registry not less than seven days before Commission Day 
at the assize town in which the cause is proceeding to the 
Registry indicated in Rule 44 of this Order (if not the same as 
the Registry in which the cause ix proceeding). 


SrecT. 7.—ATTENDANCE ON JUDGE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIA., r.6. (2) Such officer of the Principal 
Probate Registry as the President of the Probate Division shall 
from time to time direct or such District Registrar or other 
officer of a District Registry of the High Court as the President 
of the Probate Division (with the concurrence of the Lord 
Chancellor) shall trom time to time direct, shall attend the 
Judge of Assize upon the hearing or trial of matrimonial causes 
at the Assizes and shal] draw any decree or order which may be 
made by the Court. 


SECT. 8.—SHORTHAND NOTE. 


SuB-8ECT. 1.—SHORTHAND NOTE AT PROCEEDINGS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXKVIA,, r. 7. (1) Shorthand notes shall be 
taken of the proceedings at the hearing or trial of any cause 
under these Rules. 


SUB-8BECT. 2.—APPOINTMENT OF SHORTHAND 
WRITERS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIa.,r.7. (2) Shorthand Writers snail pe 
appointed from time to time as required for the purposes of 
these Rules by the Lord Chancellor and the President of the 
Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division for such period and 
on such conditions as they shall think right. 
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Sect. 8.—Shorthand note: Sub-sects. 2, 3 & 4, A., 
B., C. & D. Sects. 9 & 10. Part XXXIX. 
Sects. 1, 2 & 3: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6. 

4: Sub-sect. 1.] 


SUB-SECT. 3.—SIGNING OF NOTE BY SHORTHAND 
WRITER. 


R.S. C,, Ord. XXXVIa., r. 7. (3) Tho Shorthand Writer shall 
sign the shorthand note taken by him of any such proccedings 
and certify it to be a complete and correct shorthand note of 
those proceedings, and shall retain the note unless he is directed 
by the Senior Registrar of the Principal Probate Registry to 
forward the shorthand note to him. 


SuB-sEcCT. 4.—TRANSCRIPT OF NOTE. 


A. Furnishing Transcript to Senior Registrar. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIA., r.7. (4) The Shorthand Writer shall, 
on being 60 directed by the Senior Registrar, furnish to him a 
trauscript of the whole or of any part of the shorthand note 
taken by him in pursuance of these Rules. 


B. Furnishing Transcript to Parties. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVIa., r. 7. (5) The Shorthand Writer shall 
furnish to any party entitled thereto a transcript of the whole 
or of any part of the shorthand note for which any such party 
makes application on payment by that party to the Shorthand 
Writer ot his charges on such scale as the Treasury may fix, 
but, save as aforesaid, shall not furnish the shorthand note or 
any transcript of the whole or any part of the shorthand note 
to anyone. 

(6) The parties entitled to require from a Shorthand Writer a 
transcript of the shorthand note or any part thereof shall be the 
petitioner, or any party who at any time has appeared or inter- 
vened in the suit, and the King’s Proctor. 


C. Who May Make. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIA., r. 7. (7) Where under these rules a 
transcript of the whole or of any part ot any shorthand note 
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is required, that transcript may be made by the Shorthand 
Writer who took and certified the shorthand note, or by such 
other competent person as the Senior Registrar may approve. 


D. When Required for any Appeal or by the Court. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIaA., r. 7. (8) Where a transcript of the 
whole or any part of the shorthand note is required, in the case 
of any appeal, for the use of the Divisional Court or Court of 
Appeal, or, in the case of an intervention by the King’s Proctor 
by the Court, the transcript shall be typewritten and verified 
by the person by whom it is made by a statutory declaration 
to the effect that the transcript {s a correct and complete tran- 
script of the whole of the shorthand note, or of such part as 
may be required, purporting to have been taken, signed and 
certified by the Shorthand Writer by whom it was taken. 


SEcT. 9.—RETURN OF FILE OF PAPERS IN CAUSE 
AFTER TRIAL 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIA.,r. 6a. (1) After the hearing or trial 


“of a cause at the assize town, the Registrar of the Registry to 


which the file of papers in the cause was forwarded under 
Rule 6 of this Order shall return it to the Registry in which 
the cause is peeceee, together with any documentary evidence 
which may have been produced and not ordered to be handed 
out, and the notes made by the officer attending the Judge, and 
the decree or order drawn by him for signature by the 
Registrar. 


SEcT. 10.—SIGNING OF DECREE OR ORDER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIA., r. 6a. (2) The decree or order shall 
be signed, where the cause is proceeding in the Principal Probate 
Registry, by one of the Registrars of that Registry, and, whcre 
: ie Preceecne in a District Registry, by the Registrar of that 

egistry. 


Part XXXIX.—Evidence. 


Srecr. 1.—VIVA VOCE IN OPEN COURT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r.1. In the absence of any agreement 
{nu writing between the solicitors of all partics, and subject to 
these Rules, the witnesses at the trial of any action or at any 
assessment of damages shall be examined vivd voce and in open 
Court, but the Court or a Judge may at any time for sufficient 
reason order that any particular fact or tacts may be proved 
by affidavit, or that the affidavit of any witness may be read 
at the hearing or trial, on such conditions as the Court or Judge 
may think reasonable, or that any witness whose attendance in 
Court ought for some sufficient cause to be dispensed with be 
exainined by interrogatories or otherwise before a commissioner 
or oxaminer; provided that, where it appears to the Court or 
Judge that the other party bond fide desires the production of a 
witness for cross-examination, and that such witness can be 
produced, an order shall not be made authorising the evidence 
of such witness to be given by affidavit. 


[New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r. 8 
(2) (9), Part XCIV., ~ 


2298. Whether essential.J—-The practice of the 
High Court, past & present, as to hearing motions 
on affidavits & taking evidence before special 
examiners or the examiners of the court, shows 
that there is nothing universally essential in the 
judge’s seeing & hearing the witnesses for himself 
(HAMILTON, L.J., dissenting).—R. v. Loca 
GOVERNMENT BoaRD, I’z p. ARLIDGE, [1914] 1 
K. B. 160, 191; 83 L. J. K. B. 86, 103; 109 L. T. 
651, 661, 662; 78 J. P. 25,31; 30 T. L. R. 6,9; 
11 L. G. R. 1186, C. A. ; onappeal, sub nom. LOcAL 
GOVERNMENT BOARD v. ARLIDGE, [1915] A. C. 
120, H. L. 

Bankruptcy proceedings.|—See BANK- 
RUPTCY, infra. 


7 talon proceedings. |—See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 6, 
post. 

Bankruptcy proceedings.|—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vols. IV. & V., pp. 509-515, 621-623, Nos. 4606- 
4679, 5592-5612. 

Viva voce evidence—Necessity for leave. }. 

See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 510, Nos. 46138-4619. 
Refusal to give evidence.|—See BANnk- 
RuUPTCY, Vols. IV. & V., pp. 109, 611, 612, 618— 
619, 623 et seg., Nos. 975-977, 5489-5499, 5559— 
5572, 5613 et seq. 

Evidence on petition.|}—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., pp. 143, 144, Nos. 1332-1343. 

Evidence on public examination.}—See 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 610-614, Nos. 5474-5516. 

—— Evidence on private examination. }]—See 
BANERUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 618-621, Nos. 5552- 


5591. 
Action by trustee.}—See BANKRUPTCY, 

Vol. V., pp. 988-990, Nos. 8083-8094. 

Competency of witness.])—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 388-392, Nos. 3974-4010. 

Cross-examination.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., 
pp. 459-463, Nos. 4803-4860. 

—— Power of judge to disallow vexatious ques- 
iat a al R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 38, p. 563, 
a 














Privilege of witness.J—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., Pp. 392-420, Nos. 4011-4315. 
atter incriminating witness.]—See 
EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 398-399, 403-404, Nos. 
4052-4059, 4108-4117. 





aa 


Part XXXIX.—-EvIpENCE. 





See Husspanp & Wire, Vol. XXVII., pp. 430-432, 
Nos. 4883-4403. 

Who may cross-examine. ]}—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., p. 461, Nos. 4828-4834. 

Examination-in-chief.|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXIT., Pp. 457-459, Nos. 4783-4802. 

—— Hostile witness.|}—See EvipENcer, Vol. 
XXIT., pp. 482-487, Nos. 5077-5134. 

Expert witness.|—See EvipENcE, Vol. XXIUI., 
pp. 127-128, 508-516, Nos. 1031-1035, .5397—5483. 

Further evidence. |——See EvipENCE, Vol. XXII., 
pp. 476-482, Nos. 5021-5076. 

Re-examination.]|—See EvipENcE, Vol. XXII., 
pp. 463-465, Nos. 4861-4872. 

-——— Recalling witness.}—See Evipencn, Vol. 
eras pp. 476, 478, Nos. 5022-5026, 5033, 5034, 
——— Re-establishing credit of witness.]—Sce 
oe a a Vol. XXII., pp. 491-492, Nos. 5202— 

Refusal to be examined.|—See EvipEncr, Vol. 
XXIT., p. 476, Nos. 5018-5020. 

Revenue proceedings.|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LXVIII., Part LX XXIX., post. 

Trade marks.|—See TRapr MARKS, Vol. XLIII., 
pp. 189, 190, Nos. 387, 388. 

Witness called by judge or arbitrator.]—Scee 
ARBITRATION, Vol. II., p. 437, Nos. 868-869 ; 
EVIDENCE, Vol. X.XII., p. 465, Nos. 4873--4875. 

Witness ordered out of court.]—See EvipENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 455--457, Nos. 4749-4782. 








SEecr. 2.—ORDER FOR EXAMINATION. 


Examination of witnesses.|—See Sect. 5, post. 
Examiners of the court.]—See Sect. 8, post. 


SEcT. 3.—BY AFFIDAVIT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—-IN GENERAL. 


[New Procedure List, sce k. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIIla., r. 8 
(2) (9), Part XCIV., post.] 

By order of court—-Time when order made.]— 
See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 521-522, Nos. 
5563-5567. 

Cases where order made. |—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXITI., pp. 521, 522, 527, Nos. 5556-5562, 
5569-5572, 5625. 
Unless witness required for cross-examina- 
tion.j—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 527, Nos. 
5626-5627. See, also, Part XL., Sect. 1, post. 
By consent.]—See Part XL., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 1, 





ost. 
- Admissibility of affidavits—-When no _ cross- 
examination.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 
525, 526, Nos. 5607-5614. 

——— Affidavits sworn in previous stage.]—See 
EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 526, 527, Nos. 5615- 


5627. 
Affidavits in different causes.|}—See Evi- 

DENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 527-529, Nos. 5628-5650. 

Cross-examination. |—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., 
pp. 523-525, Nos. 5583-5600. 
Withdrawal of affidavit to avoid cross- 
examination.}—See EvIpENCE, Vol. X XII., p. 525, 
Nos. 5601-5606. 

Preparation, form, etc.]—See Part XI., Sect. 2, 
post. 

P.P.—19 





——— Questions tending to show adultery. }— 
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SuB-sSECT. 2.—BANKRUPTCY PROCEEDINGS. 


Necessity for affidavit.J—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
IV., p. 512, No. 4639. 

Leave for viva voce evidence. |—-Sce BANK- 
RUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 510, Nos. 4613-4619. 

Cross-examination. ]—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., 
p. 514, Nos. 4665, 4666. 

Admissibility & proof.]|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
IV., pp. 512-515, Nos. 4640-4679. 

——— Affidavits in different causes.]—See BANK- 
RuptTcY, Vol. IV., pp. 513-514, Nos. 4640, 4641, 
4653, 4656, 4660, 4662, 4664. 

Actions by trustees.]}—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. V., pp. 988-990, Nos. 8083-8094. 








SUB-SECT. 3.—PROBATE PROCEEDLNUs. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol, X XII., p. 522, Nos. 5569- 
5572. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—COMMERCIAL List. 
See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII, p. 522, No. 5568. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—DIVORCE PROCEEDINGS. 


Sce HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. X XVII., pp. 437- 
439, Nos. 4468-4499. 


SuUB-SECT. G6.—ADMIRALTY PROCEEDINGS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r. 2. In default actions in rem, and 
in reterences in Admiralty actions, evidence may be given 
by affidavit. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 193, 216, Nos. 
1079, 1081, 1402. 


Siucr. 4.—ADMISSIBILITY. 


1.—LEVIDENCE TAKEN IN 
CAUSE OR MATTER. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVIIL,r.3. An order to read evidence taken 
in another cause or matter shall not be necessary, but such 
evidence may, saving all just exceptions, be read on ez parte 
applications by leave of the Court or a Judge, to be obtained at 
the time of making any such application, and in any other case 
upon the party desiring to use such evidence giving two days 
previous notice to the other parties of his intention to read such 
evidence. 


Admissibility of evidence given in former pro- 
ceedings, see EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 130-133, 
Nos. 1046-1087. 

2204. Effect of rule—Order to read evidence un- 
necessary.}—R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 3, has 
only the effect of doing away with the necessity of 
an order to read such evidence & does not affect 
the admissibility of the evidence, in the cause in 
which it is sought to read it.—PRINTING TELE- 
GRAPH & CONSTRUCTION Co. OF AGENCE HAVAS 
v. DRUCKER, [1894] 2 Q. B. 801; 64 L. J. Q. B. 
58; 71 L. T. 172; 42 W. R. 674; 10 T. L. R. 
641; 38 Sol. Jo. 661; 9 R. 677, C. A. 

Admissibility of evidence — Depositions & 
examinations.|—See KVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 
286-294, Nos. 2725-2814. 


SUB-SECT. ANOTHER 
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Sect. 4.—Admissibility: Sub-sects. 1&2. Sect. 5: 
Sub-sect. 1, A. & B. (a) & (b); sub-sects. 2 & 


Proceedings between same parties or 
privies.}—See EvIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 288- 
291, Nos. 2744-2782. 
Same issues.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 291-292, Nos. 2783-2797. 

———. ——— Witness dead or unavailable. ]—See 
EvIpDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 292-294, Nos. 2798-— 


2814. 
— For what purposes admitted.]—Sce 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 294, 295, Nos. 2818-— 


2825. 
Admissions in judicial proceedings. ]—See 
EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 83-84, Nos. 516—525. 
—— Affidavits in different causes.]—-See EvI- 
DENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 527-529, Nos. 5628-5650. 
—— Awards, judgments, convictions, etc.}—See 
EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., p. 276, Nos. 2631 et seq. 
—— Office copies & examined copies of judicial 
proceedings. }]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 254, 
255, 256, Nos. 2372~2389, 2397-2417. 
Records of judicial proceedings. ]— See 
EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 304-308, Nos. 2943-— 
3003. 
Reading evidence in subsequent proceedings in 
same cause. |—See Sect. 5, sub-sect. 21, post. 




















SUB-SECT. 2.—OFFICE COPIES OF FILED DOCU- 
MENTS. 

R.S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r.4. Office cupies of all writs, records, 

pleadings, and documents filed in the High Court of Justice 

shall be admissible in evidence in all causes and matters and 


between all persons or parties, to the same extent as the original 
would be admissible. 


See, generally, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 253, 
Nos. 2366 et seq. 

Judicial proceedings.|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 254, 255, 256, 304-309, Nos. 2372-— 
2389, 2397-2417, 2943-3003. 

Awards. ]—See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 313, 
314, 582, Nos. 6, 7, 10-14, 2154 ; EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., p. 277, Nos. 2634-2635. 

Bankruptcy proceedings——Production of adjudi- 
cation order under seal of court.|—See BANK- 
RuPtTcy, Vol. IV., p. 174, No. 1621. 

Convictions. ]}—See CRIMINAL LAw, Vols. XIV. 
& XV., pp. 485, 486, 498-500, 715, Nos. 5307, 
5308, 5483-5510, 7731-7738; EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 281-282, Nos. 2676 et seq. 

Decrees. |—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 284- 
285, Nos. 2712-2717, 

Depositions & examinations.|—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., p. 294, Nos. 2815-2817. 

Judgments.|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 
296-297, Nos. 2834-2858. 

Verdicts.|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 310, 
311, Nos. 3023-3025. 

Pleadings.|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 302, 
Nos. 2913-2916. 

Documents.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 
253-255, Nos. 2366-2371, 2390-2396. 

Writs—Admissibility & proof.]—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII, p. 312, Nos. 3042-3047. 





SecT. 5.—EXAMINATION OF WITNESSES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—ORDER FOR EXAMINATION. 


A. In General. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r.5. The Court or a Judge may, in 
any cause or matter where it shall appear necessary for the 


PRACTICE. 


pur g of justice, make any order for the examination upon 


oath before the Court or Judge or any officer of the Court, or any 
other person and at any place of any witness or person, and 
may empower any party to any such cause or matter to give 
such deposition in evidence therein on such terms, if any, as 
the Court or a Judge may direct. 


[New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIIIa., r. 8 
(2) (3), Part XCIV., post.] 


Discretion of court to order.]—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 566-567, 578, Nos. 6170-6180, 
6300-6301. 

On ex parte application.]—Sce EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 567, 568, Nos. 6181-6183. 

By whom ordered. |—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., 
pp. 568-569, Nos. 6184-6201. 

Application for order—Forms.]—See Sect. 5, 
sub-sect. 1, B., post. 

Before examiner or under commission. ]—Scee 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 586, 587, 600, Nos. 
6445, 6633. 

In what proceedings ordered.|—-See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 569, Nos. 6202 et seq. 

2295. Necessity for pending cause or matter. |— 
When the provisions of Ord. XX XVII., which is 
headed ‘‘ Evidence generally,”? are looked at, it 
will be found that r. 1 provides in effect that 
witnesses at the trial of any action or at any 
assessment of damages shall be examined vivd voce 
& in open court, as a general rule, subject to certain 
exceptions; & then, after certain intervening 
rules relating to evidence, r. 5 provides for the 
case where it is thought necessary for the purposes 
of justice that evidence should be given otherwise 
than vivd voce, viz. by taking the examination of 
the witness otherwise than at the trial, & allowing 
the deposition so taken tu be afterwards given in 
evidence. It is impossible, as it seems to me, to 
avoid seeing that this provision applies only to 
the examination of witnesses in matters where 
there is a pending litigation between contesting 
parties. The whole scope of the order is confined 
to cases where testimony is to be obtained for the 
puree of an action, or matter analogous thereto, 

etween litigating parties. That this is so is clearly 
shown by the part of the order relating to per- 
petuation of testimony. If there could be a case 
in which it might appear permissible to examine 
witnesses for the purpose of discovery, though no 
litigation were actually pending, the case where 
the perpetuation of testimony becomes necessary 
would seem to be one; but it is provided by Ord. 
XXXVII., r. 37, that witnesses shall not be sum- 
moned to perpetuate testimony unless an action 
has been commenced for the purpose (CAVE, J.).— 
Re WUEwitTr, Lx p. HEWITT (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 
159, 163; 54 L. J. Q. B. 402; 53 L. T. 156; 2 
Morr. 184, D.C. 

At what stage of proceedings ordered.]—wSce 
Te Vol. XXII., pp. 5670-572, Nos. 6211-— 
6238. 

Grounds for grant or refusal of order.]—See 
nange Vol. XXII., pp. 572-581, Nos. 6239- 
6362. 

Proof of grounds for order.|—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 582-584, Nos. 6363-6412, 

Order subject to terms.]|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 584-586, Nos. 6413-6431. 

** Before any officer of the court ’’—-Examiners 
of the court. ]—-See Sect. 8, post. 

‘*‘ Or any other person ’’—Special examiners or 
commissioners.|—-See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXIL,, 
pp. 586-587, Nos. 6432-6457 ; HusBAND & WIFE, 

ol. XXVII., p. 440, No. 4521. 

Evidence on commission.|—See Sub- 














sect. 2, poat. 
At any place.’’]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., 
pp. 525, 526, 576, 587, 594, 595, 601, Nos. 5610, 


Part XXXIX.—EvIDENCE. 


6285-6301, 6445-86447, 6452-6457, 6545-6554, 
6636-6637, 


‘*Of any witness or person.’’]—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 568, 588, Nos. 6183, 6463, 6465. 
Parties resident or going abroad.]—Sce 
aa Vol. XXII., pp. 576-578, Nos. 6285— 


‘* Giving depositions in evidence.’’]—See Sub- 
sect. 14, post. 

2296. Right to issue subpoena unaffected.]—The 
Judicature Act has an express provision that the 
old practice remains except so far as it is altered 
by that Act & the new rules. Is this practice 
altered by the Act & the new rules? The only 
rule referred to is r. 4 of Ord. XXXVII. 

I should have said, without the repetition of 
the word ‘‘ any ’’ so often in that clause, that it 
plainly was intended to be an enabling clause to 
provide for the taking of evidence in cases where 
the ordinary practice did not provide for it, & it 
gave the court power to take evidence, & the 
examiner to take evidence de bene esse where for 
the moment the cause was not at issue, & you 
wanted evidence for the hearing, & in like cases. 
But it is attempted here to read that as restrictive, 
as though it had abolished (although it does not 
refer to it) the old practice of taking evidence 
after the hearing which was expressly provided 
for by these sections which I have read of 15 & 16 
Vict. c. 86, & had substituted for that old practice 
the necessity of getting the leave of the court. I 
think it is very unreasonable to suppose 80, par- 
ticularly when you consider that the consequence 
would be that these sections referring to the 
taking of evidence vivd voce would not restrict 
parties in the position of this pltf. from putting 
in evidence by affidavit, but would restrict them 
from putting in vivd voce evidence on a subpena. 
I cannot conceive that that is the meaning. To 
my mind it plainly is not the meaning (KAy, J.).— 
RAYMOND v. TAPSON (1882), 22 Ch. D. 4380, 432, 
433; 48 L. T. 403. 

Bankruptcy proceedings. ]|—Scee 
Vol. V., pp. 614, Nos. 5517 et seq. 

Company proceeding. |-—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., 
pp. 869-871, 891, Nos. 5891-5908, 6066 ef geq. 





BANKRUPTCY, 





B. Forms. 


(a) Examination by Examiners of the Court and 
Special Hraminers. 


Summons to examine witness—Appendix K., 
No. 34a.]— See Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Order for examination—Appendix K., No. 35.]— 
Sec Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Requisites of order.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 

XXIT., p. 601, Nos. 6635-6640. 

Appointment of examiners—Appendix K., Nos. 
35a~-85BB.]-—See Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 





(6) Examination under Commission. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 6. An order for a commission to 
examine witnesses shall be in the Form No, 36, in nppena K., 
and the writ of commission shall be in the Form No. 13 in 
SD nes J., with such variations as circumstances may 
require. 


Appendix J., Form No. 13.]—-See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Appendix K., Form No. 36.] 
Court Practice. 

Summons for commission—Appendix K., No. 
35c.]—See Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 
What must be shown.]—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol, XXII., pp. 592, 600, Nos. 6511-6513, 6634. 





See Yearly Supreme 
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Order for commission—Requisites of.|—Scee 
EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., p. 591, Nos. 6522-6532. 

Form of commission—Requisites of.J—-See EvI- 
DENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 587, 593, 594, Nos. 6457, 
6533-6544. 

Request in lieu of commission.]—See Sub-sect. 3, 
infra. 


SUB-SECT, 2.—EXAMINATION ON COMMISSION. 


Order for examination on commission.]—See 
Sub-sect. 1, ante. 

Notice of commission.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 592, 593, Nos. 6514-6512. 

Time allowed for commission.]—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXIT., p. 595, Nos. 6555-6563. 

Effect of order.]—See EvipENCE, Vol. XXII., 
p. 595, Nos. 6564-6565. 

Remuneration of commissioner. ]—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 595, 596, Nos. 6566-6576. 

Misconduct of commissioner.]|—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 596, 597, Nos. 6577-6585. 

Suppression of depositions.|—-See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 597, 598, Nos. 6586-6604. 

New commission—When ordered.]—See EvIi- 
DENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 598-600, Nos. 6605-6630. 

Discharge of order.|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., p. 690, Nos. 6631-6632. 

Production of documents or subject-matter of 
action at examination.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII1., pp. 589, 590, Nos. 6481-6489. 

Translation & interpretation of depositions. ]— 
See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 590, 591, Nos. 
6490-6496. 

Position of witnesses. ]— Sce Vol. 
XXII., p. 591, Nos. 6497-6503. 

Correction of evidence.]—See EvipENcr, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 591, 592, Nos. 6504-6510. 


KVIDENCE, 





SUB-SECT. 3.—REQUEST IN LIEU OF COMMISSION, 
A. In General. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIL,r. 6a. If in any case the Court or a 
Judge shall so order, there shall be issued a request to examine 
witnesses in lieu of a commission. The Forms 1 and 2 in the 
Appendix hereto shall be used for such order and request 
i eee with such variation as circumstances ed require, 
and may be cited as Forms 374A and 37B in Appendix K., 


Appendix K., Forms 87a & 373.]—See Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

Issue in addition to order for examination before 
special commissioner.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., p. 602, No. 6662. 

Issue refused for production of documents alone. ] 
—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 602, No. 6663. 

Evidence required must be material.]|—See 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 576, No. 6269. 

To what countries issued.]—-See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXIT., p. 602, Nos. 6664-6666. 





B. Examination of Witnesses Abroad. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 6B. Where an order is made for 
the issue of a Request to examine a witness or witnesses in 
France, or in any other foreign country with which a Con- 
vention in that behalf has been or shall be made, the following 
procedure shall be adopted :— 


(1) The party obtaining such Order shall file in the Central 
Office an Undertaking in the Form No. 87co in 
Appendix K., which Form may be varied as may be 
necessary to meet the circumstances of the particular 
case in which it is used. 
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Sect. 5.—Ezanvination of witnesses: Sub-sect. 3, B.; 
sub-sects. 4 & 5, A., B. & C.; sub-sects, 6, 7, 8, 
9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 14 & 15.) 


(2) Such undertaking shall be accompanied by— 
(a) A Hequcst in the Form No, 87cco in fd het K., 
with such variation as may be directed In the Order 
for the issue thereof, together with a translation of 
such Request in the language of the country in which 
the same is to be executed. 
(0) A copy of the Interrogatories (if any) to accompany 
the Request. and a translation thereof. 
copy of the cross-interrogatories (if any), and a 
translation thereof. 


Appendix K., Forms Nos. 37cc, 37ccc.}—See 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


(c) A 


SUB-SECT. 4.—BRITISH CONSUL APPOINTED AS 
SPECIAL EXAMINER. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 60. Where an Order is made for 
the examination of a witness or witnesses before the British 
Consular authority in France, or in any other foreign country 
with which a Convention in that behalf has been or shall be 
made, such Order shall be in the Form No. 35BB in Appendix K.., 
which Form of Order may be varied as may be necessary to 
ne the circumstances of the particular case in which it is 
used. 


Appendix K., Form No. 35ss.] 
Supreme Court Practice. 


See Yearly 





SUB-SECT. 5.—-ATTENDANCE OF WITNESSES. 


A. Order for Attendance to Produce Documenis. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 7. The Court or a Judge may in 
any cause or matter at any stage of the proceedings order the 
attendance of any person for the pub of producing any 
writings or other documents named in the order which the 
Court or Judge may think fit to be produced: Provided that 
ho person shall be compelled to produce under any such order 
any writing or other document which he could not be compelled 
to produce at the hearing or trial. 


Scope of rule.J—See DmIscovery, ETC., Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 119, 120, Nos. 694, 695. 

Order made ex parte.}—See DISCOVERY, ETC., 
Vol. XVITI., pp. 119, 120, Nos. 694, 695. 

Inspection of books of strangers to action.]— 
See DISCOVERY, ETC., Vol. XVIII., pp. 119, 120, 
Nos. 694, 698-701. 

Under 6 & 7 Vict. (c. 82), s. 5.}—See Discovery, 
Vol. XVIII., p. 120, Nos. 703, 704. 

Inspection of banker’s books.]|—See BANKERS & 
BANKING, Vol. III., p. 308, Nos. 1011, 1012. 


B. Disobedience of Order of Court. 


R.8. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r.8. Any person wilfully disobe 
any order requiring his attendance dos the purpose of Bains 
examined or producing any document shall be deemed guilty 
of coutempt of Court, and may be dealt with accordingly. 


See, generally, 
Nos. 4629 ef seq. 

Refusal to attend or be sworn, etc.]—See Sub- 
sect. 9, post. 


C. Expenses of Attendance. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r. 9. Any person required to attend 
for the purpose of being examined or of producinn any document, 
shall be entitled to the like conduct money and payment for 
pxpenees and loss of time as upon attendance at a trial in 


2297. Application of rule—No right per se o 
making of order.}—It is faipartant iS bea in 
mind that what is called “ conduct money ” does 
not arise per se upon an order being made that a 
person shall attend for examination, an attend- 


EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 445, | 


PRACTICE. 


ance which may involve him in some outlay, & 
calling it ‘‘ conduct money” is only a way of 
expressing the fact that in certain cases in which 
actual provision is made there is a duty to tender 
‘conduct money” to the witness before he is 
required to take the necessary steps to reach the 
place at which his evidence is as Gia (LORD Han- 
WORTH, M.R.).——RICHARDS v. UNITED NATIONAL 
COLLIERIES, LTD. (1927), 96 L. J. K. B. 716, 717 ; 
187 L. T. 467; 20 B. W. C. C. 465, 0. A. 

—— Judgment debtor—Examination as _ to 
means.}—See Evipence, Vol. XXII., p. 435, 
No. 4524. 

-+ See, also, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 
434, 449, Nos. 4511-4518, 4692. 

2298. Costs of attendance—Witness also attend- 
ing trial.}—Where a pltf. obtains an order for his 
examination, & is examined, before the trial, but 
ultimately attends the trial as a witness, the costs 
of both his examination & attendance may be 
allowed, if both were reasonably incurred.— 
DELAROQUE v. S. S. OXENHOLME & Co.. [1888] 
W. N. 227. 

-.}+—See, also, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 
809-611, Nos. 6738-6753. 





SUB-SECT. 6.—DOCUMENTS TO BE FURNISHED TO 
EXAMINER. 

R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVII, r. 10. Where any witness or person 
is ordered to be examined before any officer of the Court, or 
before any person appointed for the purpose, the person taking 
the examination shall be furnished by the party on whose 
application the order was made with a copy of the writ and 


picecings, if any, or with a copy of the documents necessary to 
bform the person taking the examination of the questions at 


issue between the parties. 


SUB-sECT. 7.—PRESENCE OF PARTIES, COUNSEL, 
SOLICITORS OR AGENTS. 
R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 11. The examination shall take 


place in the presence of the parties, thelr counsel, solicitors, or 
agents, and the witnesses shall be subject to cross-examination 


and re-examination. 


Who may attend—Examination private. ]—Sec 
EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., p. 589, Nos. 6477-6478, 

Private examination in bankruptcy. ]—See 

Bankruptcy, Vol. V., pp. 618-8621, Nos. 5552- 


5591. 
Examinations under Companies Acts.]— 

See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 897, 898, Nos. 6116- 
6131. 

Number of counsel—Costs of one only allowed.] 
—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 611, No. 6749. 

Right of audience.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXIT., 
. 588, Nos. 6466-6467. 





SuB-sEcT. 8.—CONDUCT OF EXAMINATION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r. 12. The depositions taken before 
an officer of the Court, or before any other person appointed to 
take the examination, shall be taken down in writing by or in 
the presence of the examiner, not ordinarily by question and 
answer, but so as to represent as nearly as ma the state- 
ment of the witness, and when completed shall be read over to 
the witness and signed ue him in the presence of the parties, or 
such of them as may think fit to attend. If the witness shall 
refuse to sign the depositions, the examiner shall sign the same. 
The examiner may put down any particular question or answer 
if there should appear any special reason for doling so, and may 
put any question to the witness as to the meaning of any answer, 
or as to any matter arising in the course of the e on. 
Any questions which may be objected to shall be taken down by 
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the examiner in the depositions, and he shall state his opinion 
thereon to the counsel, solicitors, or parties, and shall refer to 
such statement in the depositions, but he shall not have power 
to decide upon the materiality or relevancy of any question. 


Order of examination of witnesses.}—See Evi- 
DENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 591, No. 6502 ; COMPANIES, 
Vol. IX., p. 221, No. 1405. 

T down evidence.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXITI., pp. 587, 588, Nos. 6458-6462. 

——— Whether by hand of examiner.]—See 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 588, Nos. 6460-6462. 
Mistake in transcription of shorthand 
note.]—See EvipENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 592, No. 


6510. 
Costs of shorthand writer.]—Sce 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 611, No. 6750. 

Hostile witness.|—See EvipENCE, Vol. XXII., 
p. 589, Nos. 6472-6475. 

Admissibility & relevancy—Determination by 
examiner.}—See EvipENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 588, 
589, Nos. 6469-6471. 

Whether written statement admitted.]— 
See EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., p. 589, No. 6479. 
Objection to be taken at examination. ]— 
See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 604, 605, Nos. 
6681, 6682. 

Validity of objection.] 
anfra. 

Correction of evidence.|—See EvIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 591, 592, Nos. 6504-6510. 

Practice as to examination.]—See Sub-sect. 18, 
post. 

















See Sub-sect. 10, 








SUB-SECT, 9.—REFUSAL TO ATTEND OR BE SWORN 
OR ANSWER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVII., r.13. If any person duly summoned 
by subpena to attend for examination shall refuse to attend, 
or if, having attended, he shall refuse to be sworn or to answer 
any lawful question, a certificate of such refusal, signed by the 
examiner, shall be filed at the central office, and thereupon the 
party requiring the attendance of the witness may apply to the 

ourt or a Judge ez parte or on notice for an order directing the 
witness to attend, or to be sworn, or to answer any question, as 
the case may be. 


Refusal to attend.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., 
p. 591, Nos. 6502, 6503. 

Refusal to be sworn.] Vol. 
XXII., p. 591, No. 6501. 

Refusal to answer. }—See EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., 
p. 591, No. 6500. 

‘* Certificate to be filed ’’—Certificate not taken 
up—Effect of certificate not allowed to be stated 
in court.}—See EvIpENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 591, 
No. 6502. 

‘Order directing witness to attend ’’—Dis- 
a aad to order.}—See Sect. 5, sub-sect. 5, B., 
ante. 

—_— —-—— Disobedience of chief clerk’s summons. | 
—See CONTEMPT OF CouRT, Vol. XVI., p. 41, No. 
482 ; Supp. 

Order directing witness to answer—Bankruptcy 
examination.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., Part 
XIX., Supp. 

Costs occasioned by refusal of witness.]—See 
Sub-sect. 11, infra. 


See KEVIDENCE, 





SvuB-sEcT. 10.—OBJECTION OF WITNESSES TO 
QUESTIONS Put BEFORE EXAMINERS. 
Ord. rrsgeeles i 14. any witness shall object to 
6 


R. 8. 0. 
any question which may ut to him before an examiner, the 
“ g9 put, and the objection of the witness thereto, shall 
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be taken down by the examiner and transmitted by him to the 
central office to be there filed, and the validity of the objection 
shall be decided by the Court or a Judge. 


Costs occasioned by objections.}|— See Sect. 5, 
sub-sect. 11, infra. 


SuUB-SEcCT. 11.—CosTs OCCASIONED BY REFUSAL 
OR OBJECTION. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 15. In any case under the two 
last preceding Rules, the Gourt or a Judge shall have power to 
order the witness to pay any costs occasioned by his refusal 
or objection. 


SuB-sEcT. 12.—DEPOSITIONS TO BR FILED IN 


CENTRAL OFFICE, 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 16. When the examination of any 
witness before any examiner shall have been concluded, the 
origina) depositions, authenticated by the signature of the 
examiner: shall be transmitted by him to the central office, and 

ere filed. 


Omission by examiner to sign depositions. }— 
ny EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 601, Nos. 6642- 
4, 


SuB-SECT, 13.—SPECIAL REPORT TO THE COURT. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVII.,r.17. The person taking the examina- 
tion of a witness under these Rules may, and if need be shall, 
make a special report to the Court touching such examination, 
and the conduct or absence of any witness or other person 
thereon, and the Court or a Judge may direct such proceedings 
Pet make such order a3 upon the report they or he may think 

ust, 


SuB-SECT, 14.—PUTTING IN DEPOSITION AT TRIAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 18. Except where by this Order 
otherwise provided, or directed by the Court or a Judge, no 
deposition shall be given in evidence at the hearing or trial of 
the cause or matter without the consent of the party against 
whom the same may be offered, unless the Court or Judge is 
satisfied that the deponent is dead, or beyond the jurisdiction 
of the Court, or unable from sickness or other infirmity to 
attend the hearing or trial, in any of which cases the deposttions 
certified under the hand of the person taking the examination 
shall be admissible in evidence saving all just exceptions without 
proof of the signature to such certificate. 


See, generally, EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 605, 
Nos. 6688 et seq. 

Deponent dead.}—See EvipENCE, Vol. XXII., 
p. 607, Nos. 6696-06708. 

Witness beyond jurisdiction.}—See EVIDENCcn, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 607, 608, Nos. 6709-86718. 

Proof of absence.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 

XXIT., p. 608, Nos. 6714-6720. 

Sickness or other infirmity.]—See EvIpENcsE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 608-609, Nos. 6721-6730. 

Depositions taken in action to perpetuate testi- 
mony.]|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 616, 617, 
Nos. 6812-6831. 


SuB-sEcT. 15.—ADMINISTERING OATH. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 19. Any officer of the Court, or 
other person directed to take the examination of any witness 
or person, or any person nominated or appointed to take the 
examination of any witness or person pursuant to the pro- 
visions of any Convention now made or which may hereafter 
be made with any foreign country, may administer oaths, 
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16, 17, 18, 19,20 & 21. Sect.6: Sub-sects. 1, 
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Evidence Act, 1851 (c. 99), s. 16. Every court, judge, 
justice, officer, commissioner, arbitrator or other person, now 
or hereafter having by law or by consent of parties authority 
to hear, recelve, and examine ¢«vidence, is hereby empowered 
to administer an oath to all such witnesses as are legally called 
before them respectively. 


SUB-SECT. 16.—SUBPG@NA REQUIRING ATTENDANCE 
OF WITNESSES OR DEPONENT TO AFFIDAVIT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIL, r. 20. Any party in any cause or 
matter may by subpena ad testificandum or duces tecum require 
the attendance of any witness before an officer of the Court, 
or other peron appointed to take the examination, for the 
purpose of using his evidence upon any proceeding in the cause 
or matter in like manner as such witness would be bound to 
attend and be examined at the hearing or trial; and any party 
or witness having made an affidavit to be used or which shall be 
used on any proceeding in the cause or matter shall be bound 
on being served with such subpena to attend before such officer 
or person for cross-examination. 


Necessity for subpcna.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXITI., p. 591, Nos. 6500-6503. 

Subpeena duces tecum served on solicitor’s clerk 
— Disclosure before operation of subpcena.]— See 
MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. X X XIV., p. 120, No. 920. 

Deponent to affidavit—Cross-examination. |—See 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 523-525, Nos. 5583- 


5600. 

- Withdrawal of affidavit to avoid cross- 
examination.]|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 525, 
Nos. 5601-5606. 

——— Admissibility of affidavit where no cross- 
examination.]|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 
525-526, Nos. 5607-5614. 








SUB-SECT. 17.—EVIDENCE SUBSEQUENT TO TRIAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 214. Evidence taken subsequently 
to the hearing or trial of any cause or matter shall be taken as 
nearly as may be in the same manner as evidence taken at or 
with a view to a trial. 


Expenses of production of witness for cross- 
examination—Application of R. S. C., Ord. 
Sy eee r. 28.]—See EVIDENCR, Vol. XXII., 


SUB-SECT. 18.—PRACTICE AS 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 22. The practice with reference to 
the examination, cross-examination, and re-examination of 
witnesses at a trial shall extend and be applicable to evidence 
taken in any cause or matter at any stage. 


Expenses of production of witness for cross- 
examination—Application of Ord. XXXVIII., r. 28.] 
—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 525, No. 5599. 


oo of examination.}—See Sub-sect. 8, 
a . 


TO JSXAMINATION. 


SUB-SEcCT. 19.—SprcIAL DIRECTIONS AS TO 
EVIDENCE SUBSEQUENT TO TRIAL. 

R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r. 23. The practice of the Court with 
respect to evidence at a trial, when applied to evidence to be 
taken before an officer of the Court or other person in any cause 
oy matter after the hearing ur trial, shall be subject to any 
special directions which may be given in any case, 


ee subsequent to trial.]—See Sub-sect. 17, 
ante. 


PRACTICE. 


SuB-SEcT. 20.—NoTIcH oF INTENTION TO USE 
AFFIDAVIT OR DEPOSITION AT THE TRIAL. 

R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 24. No affidavit or deposition filed 
or made before issue joined iu any cause or matter shall without 
special leave of the Court or a Judge be received at the hearing 
or trial thereof, unless within one month after issue gine, or 
within such longer time as may be allowed by special leave of 
the Court or a Judge, notice in writing shall have been given by 
the party intending to use the same to the opposite party of his 
intention in that behalf. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 517, Nos. 5497— 
5499. 


SuB-SECT. 21.—EVIDENCE aT TRIAL MAY BE USED 
IN SUBSEQUENT PROCEEDINGS. 
R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 25. All cvidence taken at the 


hearing or trial of any cause or matter may be used in any 
subsequent proceedings in the same cause or matter. 


Admissibility—Absence or death of witness. ]-—— 
See EviIpDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 180, 131, Nos. 
1046-1060. 

In what proceedings.|—See EvipENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 13]-1383, Nos. 1061-1079. 

How proved.}]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII, 
p. 133, Nos. 1080-1087. 

Evidence taken in another cause or matter. ]— 
See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 1, ante. 





SEcT. 6.- SUBPCNA. 
SUR-SECT. 1.-—-IN GENERAL. 


Right to subpena.] --See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXIT., 
p. 421, Nos. 4317-4324. 
Unless in abuse of process. ]|— See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 421, 428, Nos. 4317-4322, 4427, 
4428. 


—— 











Divorce proceedings. ]|—-See IluSBAND 
& WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 425, 435, Nos. 4313, 
4439, 4448. 

Requiring attendance before officer of the 
court or examiner.]|—See Sect. 5, sub-sect. 16, 
ante. 

Requiring 

_. )J—See Rt. S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 
LXXVII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, L., post. 

Subpoena ad testificandum-—Witnesses within 
jurisdiction.]|—-See EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 421- 
426, Nos. 4316-4404. 

Witnesses out of jurisdiction.]—-See Evi- 
DENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 426, 427, Nos. 4405-4408. 

Subpoena duces tecum.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 

XXII., pp. 427, Nos. 4409 et seq. 
Objection to production of documents.] 
See BANKERS, Vol. III., p. 307, No. 1006; Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., B 899, Nos. 6134, 6137, 6138 ; 
Discovery, Vol. XVIII., p. 55, No. 127; Evi- 
DENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 432-433, Nos. 4486- 
4492. 




















SUB-SECT. 2.—PRACIPE FOR SUBPGNA. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 26. Where it is intended to sue out 
a subpend, a pracipe for that purpose, in the Form No. 21, in 
Appendix G., and containing the name or firm and the place of 
business or residence of the solicitor intending to sue out the 
same, and, where such solicitor is agent only, then also the name 
or firm and place of business or residence of the principal solicitor, 
shall in all cases be delivered and filed at the central office. 


Form No. 21, Appendix G.}—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. a a 


Part XX XI1X.—EvIDENCE. 


SuB-sectT. 3.—Form or SUBPGNA. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r. 27. A writ of subpena shall be in 
one of the Forms 1 to 7 in Appendix J., with such variations 
as circumstances may require. 


Forms Nos. 1~7, Appendix J.]—See Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 


d testificandum.]—See Evipencez, Vol. XXII., 
p. 428, Nos. 4337-4344. 
Duces tecum.]—See Evipencr, Vol. XXII., 
p. 428-429, Nos. 4429-4431, 


SuB-sEcT. 4.—IN WHat Proceepinas ISsuEmp. 
A. In General. 


Subpoena ad testificandum.]—See EvipENcer, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 422, Nos. 4327 et seq. 

Subpena duces tecum.]—See EvIpENcF, Vol. 
XXII., p. 428, Nos. 4425, 4426. 

Proceedings under National Insurance Acts.]— 
See Sub-sect. 8, post. 








B. In Cases for Trial at Assizes. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 27a. Where an action, cause, 
matter, or issue has been entered for trial at any Assizes, a writ 
of subpena may be sued out by any party and may be issued 
out of the Central Office or out of the district registry of the 
district in which the city or town where the trial is to be had, 
notwithstanding that such an action, cause, matter, or issue is 
not proceeding in such district registry. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 422, No. 4329. 


C. Applications under aoe Act, 1889 (c. 49), 
s. 18. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r. 27B. An application under section 
18 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, for the issue of a writ of sub- 
pena ad testificandum or of subpana duces tecum may, if the 
attendance of the witness is required within the district of any 
district a grett be made either at the Central Office or at the 
registry of that district at the option of the applicant, and any 
such writ may upon such application be issued out of the Central 
Office or the district registry accordingly. 


D. For Attendance at Chambers. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 28. Where a subpena is required 
for the attendance of a witness for the purpose of proceedings 
in Chambers, such subpena shall issue from the central office 
upon a note from the J udge. 


2299. ‘*‘ Note from the judge ’’—No note ob- 
tained—Subpena set aside.|—-During the taxation 
of a solicitor’s bill of costs the solicitor desired to 
obtain the evidence of the client whose bill was 
being taxed & of H. & P., two persons not parties 
to the taxation. The solicitor bclieved (as it 
proved, erroneously) that the taxing master had 
given him leave to call such evidence as he thought 
necessary, & he issued subpanas duces tecum 
against these three persons without having 
obtained a note from the master authorising the 
issue as required by Ord. XX XVII., r. 28 :—Held : 
the irre ity in issuing the subpoenas was not 
merely formal & the subponas must be set aside. 
Pry ANDERS (A SoLiciTor) (1919), 147 L. T. Jo. 

Before master in Chancery Division.]—See 
R. 8. C., Ord. LV., rr. 16, 17, Part LX XI., Sect. 15, 
sub-sect. 3, post. 

Before taxing officers.)—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LXV., r. 27 (25), Part LXXXVI., Sect. 28, sub- 
sect. 15, V., post. 

Before official referee.J—Sce R. S. C., Ord. 
XXXVI, vr. 49, p. 568, ante. 
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SuB-sEcT. 5.—NUMBER OF NAMES IN SUBPCENA. 


A. Subpoena other than Subpoena Duces Tecum. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 29. Every subpoena other than a 
subpoena duces tecum shal) contain three names where necessary 
or required, but may contain any larger number of names, 


B. Subpena Duces Tecum. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 80. No more than three persons 
shall be included in one subpa@na duces tecum, and the party 
suing out the same shall be at Iiberty to sue out a subpena for 
each person {ff it shall be deemed necessary or desirable. 


SuB-sEecT. 6.—ERRORS OR IRREGULARITY. 
A. In General. 


Subpena ad_ testificandum.]—See EviIpENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 423, 426, Nos. 4338-4344, 4404. 

Subpeena duces tecum.]—See EvipENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 428, 429, Nos. 4429-4431, 4433, 4434. 


B. Correction of Errors in Names. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 81. In the interval between the 
suing out and service of any subpena the party suing out the 
same may correct any error in the names of parties or witnesses, 
and may have the writ re-sealed upon leaving a corrected 
precipe of such subpena marked with the words ‘ altered and 
re-sealed,’’ and signed with the name and address of the solicitor 
suing out the same, 


Substitution of new names—lIrregularity not 
amounting to forgery.]—-See CRIMINAL LAW, Vol. 
XV., p. 1065, No. 12,048. 

Re-sealing.|—-See EVIDENCE, Vol. X XIIT., p. 426, 
Nos. 4398, 4399. 





SuB-sEcT. 7.—SERVICE OF SUBPGNA. 


A. Mode of Service. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 32. The service of a fe: 
shall be effected by delivering a copy of the writ, and of the 
indorsement thereon, and at the same time producing the 
original writ. 


Subpena ad testificandum.|—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 423, 425, Nos. 4345-4350, 4357— 
4379. 

——— Substituted service.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII, p. 425, Nos. 4380-4386. 

Subpoena duces tecum.|—<Sce EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., p. 429, No. 4432. 

Expenses of witness.J—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 433, Nos. 4493 ef seq. 





B. Affidavits of Service. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVII, r. 33. Affidavits filed for the purpose 
of proving the service of & subpena upon any defendant must 
ate _ ih where, and how, and by whom, such service was 
effected. 


Contents of affidavit—Sufficiency.|—See Evr- 
DENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 425, 426, Nos. 4392- 
4396. 

Proof other than by affidavit.]—-See EvipENCE, 
Vol. XXITI., pp. 425, 426, Nos. 4387-4391, 4397. 








C. Time of Service. 


R.S. C., Ord. KXXXVII., r. 84. The service of any subpoena 
shall be of no validity if not made within twelve weeks after the 
teste of the writ. 


yr. 834A. Any other than a 
subpoena issued from the Crown Office or in an action to be tried 
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at Assizes shall remain in force from the date of issue until the 
trial of the action or matter in which it is issued. 


See EvIpENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 428, 424, Nos. 
4351-4356. 


SuUB-SECT. 8.—PROCEEDINGS UNDER NATIONAL 


HEALTH INSURANCE ACTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 34B. Where the provisions of s. 8 
of the Arbitration Act, 1889, apply (whether by virtue of regula- 
tions made by the Minister of Health or otherwise) to appeals 
or disputes referred to in section 90 of the National Health Insur- 
ance Act, 1924, or to arbitrations in which the Minister of 
Health or any person or persons appointed by them [him] are 
acting as arbitrators, the solicitor to the Minister of Health may, 
on the application to him of any party to such an appeal, 
dispute, inquiry, or arbitration, sue out a subpeena on behalf of 
such party. 


Appeals & proceedings under National Health 
Insurance Act, 1924.}-—See Part LXAXIII., Sect. 1, 


post. 


Sect. 7.—ACTION TO PERPETUATE TESTIMONY. 
SuUB-sEcCT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 35. Any person who would under 
the circumstances alleged by him to exist become entitled, upon 
the happening of any future event, to any honour, title, dignity, 
or office, or to any estate or interest in any property, real or 
personal, the right or claim to which cannot by him be brought 
to trial before the happening of such event, may commence an 
action to perpetuate any testimony which may be material for 
establishing such right or claim. 


Pais EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 612, Nos. 6754 
et seq. 

Nature of action & extent of right.}—See Evt- 
DENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 612, Nos. 6754-6761. 

For what  purposes.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXIT., pp. 612, 613, Nos. 6768-6770. 

Grounds for granting or refusing order.}—WSee 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 613, Nos. 6771-6778. 

At what stage order made.}—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., p. 618, Nos. 6779-6783. 

What must be proved.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXIT., pp. 614, 615, Nos. 6784-6806. 

Publication of testimony.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXIT., pp. 290, 616-617, Nos. 2773, 6812-6831. 

Costs.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 617, 
Nos. 6832-6836. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—ATTORNEY-GENERAL MAY BE 
DEFENDANT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIL, r. 36. In all actions to perpetuate 
testimony touching any honour, title, dignity, or office, or any 
other matter or thing in which the Crown may have any estate 
or interest, the Attorney-General may be made a defendant, 
and in all proceedings in which the depositions taken in any 
such action, in which the Attorney-General was so made a 
defendant, may be offered in evidence, such depositions shall 
be admissible notwithstanding any objection to such depositions 
upon the ground that the Crown was not a party to the action 
in which such depositions were taken. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—WrtnEssEs Not To BE EXAMINED 
UNLEss ACTION COMMENCED. 
R.5.C., Ord. XXXVIL,r.37. Witnesses shall not be examined 


to perpetuate testimony unless an action has 
fof the puree: y been commenced 


PRACTICE. 


Before whom examined.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 615, 616, Nos. 6809, 6810. 

Conduct of examination.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 615, 616, Nos. 6807-6811. 


SuB-SEcCT. 4.—ACTION NoT TO BE SET DOWN FOR 
TRIAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 88. No action to perpetuate the 
testimony of witnesses shall be set down for trial. 


If brought to hearing—Dismissed with costs. ]— 
nee EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 612, Nos. 6762— 
6765. 


SEcT. 8.—EXAMINERS OF THE COURT. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—EXAMINATION UNDER RULES 
1 AND 5. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVII., r.89. The examination of any witness 
or person ordered to be taken under Rules 1 and 5 of this Order 
shall, in any cause or matter in any Division of the a 5 Court, 
unless the Court or Judge shall otherwise direct, be taken 
before one of the examiners of the Court: provided that nothing 
in this Rule shall interfere with the practice as to examinations 


_ in Admiralty actions. 


SuB-SECT. 2.—BARRISTERS TO BE APPOINTED. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 40. A sufficient number of 
Barristers-at-Law, of not Icas than three years’ standing, shall 
be from time to time appointed by the Lord Chancellor to act 
as examiners of the Court for a pened not Exeecaing flve years, 
and shall be at any time removable by the same authority. 


SuB-SECT. 3.—ROTATION OF EXAMINERS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r.41. The examinations to be taken 
before the examiners of the court shall be distributed among 
them in rotation by such clerk in the office of the registrars of 
the Chancery Division as the chief registrar may from time to 
time determine. 


Assignment to particular examiner. | 
sect. 11, post. 


See Sub- 





SUB-SECT. 4.—RoOTA TO BE KEPT SEORET. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r.42. The clerk in the last preceding 
Rule mentioned shall be responsible for making the distribution 
according to regular and just rotation and in such manner aa 
to keep secret from all persons the rota or succession of 
Examiners of the Court: and it shall be his duty to keep a 
record thereof with proper indexes and dates. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—NAMBE OF EXAMINER TO BP MARKED 
ON ORDER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIIL, r. 43. The party prosecuting the 
order or his solicitor shall produce such order or a duplicate 
thereof to the clerk in Rule 41 mentioned, who shall, except in 
the case provided for in Rule 49, add at the foot thereof a 
memorandum specifying the name of the Examiner of the Court 
in rotation before whom the examination is appointed to be 
taken; and the order or duplicate shall be left by the party 
prosecuting the same, or his sol{citor, with the Examiner so 
appointed, and shail be a sufficient authority for him to proceed 
with the examination. 


Part XXXIX.—EvIDENCE. 


SuB-sECT. 6..—APPOINTMENT TO PROCEED. 


R. §. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r. __. Upon production of the order 
indorsed with his name the Examiner of the Court shall give an 
appointment in writing specifying the place and time (within 
not more than seven save at which, subject to any application 
from the parties, the examination shall be taken; and the 
party prosecuting the order or his solicitor shall within 24 hours, 
or such shorter time (if any) as may be mentioned in the order, 
give notice of the appointment to all parties. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—PLACE AND TIME OF EXAMINATION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 45. In determining the place and 
time at which an examination shall be taken, the Examiner 
shall have regard to the convenience of the witnesses or persons 
to be examined and all the circumstances of the case; and he 
shall proceed with such examination at the place and time 
appointed, and subject to such adjournment as he shall think 
necessary or just continue the same de die in diem. 


2300. Time for examination—Time limit im- 
posed by order of court.|— Application for leave to 
cross-examine witnesses before an examiner of the 
court. 

I will make the order, but the cross-examination 
must be completed within one month. The 
manner in which these examinations often drag 
on from time to time has become a scandal. It 
is a serious matter; & in future I intend, when 
making an order for examination, to limit the time 
within which the examination shall be completed, 
so that it shall not go on beyond that time without 
a further order of the court (KEKEWICH, J.).— 
GEDYE v. PELLING, [1892] W. N. 44. 

Adjournment after examination & depositions 
signed—Power to recall witness.]— See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., p. 898, No. 6131. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—HXAMINATION OF ADDITIONAL 
WITNESSES BY CONSENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 46. Tho Examiner may, with the 
consent in writing of all parties, take the examination of any 
witnesses or persons in addition to those named or provided 
for in the order, and shall annex such consent to the original 
depositions, 


SUB-SECT. 9.—TIME OCCUPIED AND FEES 
RECEIVED TO BE CERTIFIED. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r. 47. Upon the completion of an 
examination taken before an Examiner of the Court, he shall 
indorae the original depositions with a note, authenticated by 
his signature, certifying the number of hours or days (as the 
case may be) exclusively employed thereupon, and the fees 
received In respect thereof. 


SuB-sEcT. 10.—ExXAMINER UNABLE TO ACT. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r. 48. In case any Examiner of the 
Court, before whom according to the rotation any examination 
is to be taken, shall be engaged as counsel in the cause or matter 
to which such examination relates, or shall from illness or from 
any other cause be unable or decline to take such examination, 
the same shall be assigned by the clerk in Rule 41 mentioned 
to another Examiner of the Court according to the rotation 
aforesaid : Provided that it shall be the duty of any Examiner 
before whom any examination is pending to decline any other 
examination in any case where the acceptance thereof is likely 
~ rete delay or inconvenience in the taking of any examination 

efore him, 


Effect of death of examiner.}—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., p. 601, Nos. 6648-6644. 
19* 
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SuB-sEcT. 11.—ASSIGNMENT TO PARTICULAR 
EXAMINER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r. 49. The Court or a Judge may, if 
they or he think fit, direct or transfer an examination to any 
one in particular of the Examiners of the Court. 


SuB-SsECT. 12.—F EES OF EXAMINERS. 


A. Order for Payment. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII, r. 50. The Court or a Judge may, on 
the application of an Examiner, order the payment to him by 
the party prosecuting the order of the fees and expenses payable 
to him on account of any examination, but without prejudice to 
any question on the taxation of costs as to the party by whom 
the costs of such examination should eventually be borne. 


Order on party obtaining order for examina- 
tion.|}—See EviIpENCcE, Vol. XXII., p. 601, No. 
66465. 


B. Scale of Fees. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 54. The Examiners of the Court 
shall be entitled to charge the fees mentioned in the Appendix 
hereto, in substitution for the fees heretofore allowed. 


~- — ——---- --— pr. 51a. Inthe case of an examination, 
or any adjournment thereof, a dcposit of three guineas (or five 
uineas where the examination is more than three miles from the 
oyal Courts of Justice) shall be made with the Examiner’s 
clerk in respect of fees and expenses of the day, before the 
examination is proceeded with; and any balance remaining 
oer discharge of such fees and expenses shall be repaid by 
e clerk. 


SUB-SECT. 13.—STATEMENT OF TIME OF HE: XAMINA- 
TION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 52. Every Examiner of the Court, 
and every other person appointed to take an examination under 
this Order shall indorse on the depositions, when he transmits 
them to the central office a statement of the hours within which 
the examination began and ended. 


SUB-SECT. 14.—-TRANSMISSION OF DEPOSITIONS BY 
EXAMINER TO BE FILED. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 538. An Examiner shall not be 
required to transmit any deposition to be filed at the central 
office until all fees and expenses due to him in respect of that 
deposition have been paid. 


Srcr. ¥.—OBTAINING EVIDENCE FOR FOREIGN 
TRIBUNALS. 


SuUB-SECT. 1.—ORDER FOR OBTAINING EVIDENCE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIL, r. 54. Where under the Foreign 
Tribunals Evidence Act, 1856, or the Extradition Act, 1870, 
8. 24, any civil or commercial matter, or any criminal matter 
is pres before a Court or tribunal of a eae Se country an 
it is made to appear to the Court or a Judge, by Commission 
Rogatoire, or letter of request, or other evidence as hereinafter 
provided, that such Co or tribunal is desirous of obtaining 
the testimony in relation to such matter of any witness or wit- 
nesses within the jurisdiction, the Court or a Judge may on the 
ex parte appucetioe of any person shown to be duly authorised 
to make the application on behalf of such foreign Court or 
tribunal, and on production of the Commission Rogatoire, or 
letter of request, or of a certificate signed in the manner, and 
certifying to the effect mentioned in s. 2 of the Foreign Tribunals 
Evidence Act, 1856, or such other evidence as the Court or a 
Judge may require, make such order or orders as may be neces- 
sary to give effect to the intention of the Acts above mentioned 
raged with 5. 1 of the said Foreign Tribunals Evidence 

ct, 


Court or tribunal of a foreign country—Suffi- 


ciency of jurisdiction.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXIT., p. 609, No. 67386. 
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Sect. 9.—Obtaining evidence for foreign tribunals: 
Sub-sects. 1, 2,3,4,5,6& 7. Part XL. Sects. 


1&2: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7.) 





Discovery of documents—No power to order.] 
See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 609, No. 6737. 
Documents to be specified in order.]—WSee 
Foreign Tribunals Evidence Act, 1856 (c. 113), s. 1. 
Letter of request without application to the 
court.]—See Sub-sect. 7, post. 











SuB-SEcT. 2.—FoRM OF ORDER. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIL., r. 55. An order made under the last 
preceding Rule shall be in Form numbered V. in the schedule 
to these Rules, which may be cited as Form No. 73, Appendix K, 
with such variations as circumstances may require. 


Appendix K., No. 73.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—BEFORE WHOM EXAMINATION TO 
BE HELD. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 56. The cxamination may be 
ordered to be taken before any fit and proper person nominated 
by the person applying, or before one of the Examiners of the 
Court, or such other qualified person as to the Court or a Judge 
may seem fit. 


4.—CERTIFICATION AND FORWARDING 
OF EXAMINATION. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 57. Unless otherwise provided in 
the order for examination, the Examiner before whom the 
examination is taken shall, on its completion, forward the same 
to the Senior Master of the Supreme Court, and on receipt 
thereof the Senior Master for the time being in attendance shall 
append thereto a certificate, in Form numbered VI. in the 
schedule to these Rules, which may be cited as Form No. 74, 
Appendix K, with such variations as circumstances may require, 
duly sealed with the seal of the Supreme Court for use out of 
the jurisdiction, and shail forward the depositions so certified, 
and the Commission Rogatoire or letter of request, if any, to 
his Majesty’s Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs for trans- 
inission to the foreign Court or tribunal requiring the same. 


SUB-SECT. 


PRACTICE. 


Appendix K., No. 74.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


SUB-sECT. 5.—CONDUCT OF EXAMINATION. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 58. An order made under Rule 54 
of this Order may, if the Court or a Judge shall think fit, direct 
the said examination to be taken in such manner as may be 
requested by the Commission Rogatoire or letter of request 
from the foreign Court, or thercin signified to be in accordance 
with the practice or requirements of such Court or tribunal, 
or which may, for the same reason, be requested by the applicant 
for such order. But in the absence of any such special directions 
being given in the order for examination the same shall be taken 
in the manner prescribed in Part II. of this Order, and where 
such examination is ordered to be taken before one of the 
Examiners of the Court, the Rules in Part V. of this Order shall 
apply to such examination. 


Admissibility of evidence.]|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXITI., p. 589, No. 6471. 

Production of documents—lIn custody or control 
as servant.|—See DISCOVERY, Vol. XVIII., p. 428, 
No. 1912. 


SuB-SECT. 6.—DOMINION OR COLONIAL COURTS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVII., r. 59. Rules 54 to 58 of this Order 
shall apply as far as may be to applications under the Evidence 
by Commission Act, 1859 (22 Vict. c. 20), for the purpose of 
a effect to any commission or letter of request from any 

ritish tribunal out of the jurisdiction; except that in such 
cases the depositions certified as above provided, and letter of 
request, if any, shall be forwarded by the Senior Master to his 
Majesty’s peer etary of State for the Colonies, or, in the case of 
a letter of request from a Judge of an Indian Court, to his 
Majesty’s Secretary of State for India. 


7.—LETTER OF REQUEST WITHOUT 
APPLICATION TO THE COURT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVII., r.60. Where a Commission Rogatoire, 
or a letter of request. as mentioned in Rule 64, of this Order, is 
transmitted to the Supreme Court by his Majesty’s Secretary 
of State for Foreiga Affairs with an intimation that it is desirable 
that effect should be given to the same without requiring an 
application to be made to the Court by the agents in England 
of any of the parties to the action or matter in the foreign 
country, the Senior Master shall transmit the same to the 
Solicitor to the Treasury, who may thereupon, with the consent 
of his Majesty’s Treasury, make such applications and take 
such steps as may be neccssary to give effect to such Commission 
Rogatoire, or letter of request, in accordance with Rulcs 54 to 58 
of this Order. 


SUB-SECT. 


Part XL.—-Affidavits and Depositions. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL, 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 1. Upon any motion, petition, or 
summons, evidence may be given by affidavit; but the Court or 
a Judge may, on the application of elther party, order the 
attendance for cross-examination of the person making any such 
affidavit. 

[New Procedure List, sce R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r. 8 
(2) (j), Part XCIV., post.] 


2301. Right to use affidavits in court—Amend- 
ment of notice of motion—Power to read without 
leave—Afidavits filed prior to amendment.]— 
Alteration of a notice of motion in a mere matter 
of detail not affecting the nature of the relief 
claimed does not necessitate the obtaining of leave 
of the court to use at the hearing affidavits filed 
prior to the alteration (KEKEWICH, J.).—Re KING 
& Co.’s TRADE-MARK, [1892] 2 Ch. 462; 62 L. J. 
Ch. 153; 66 L. T. 491; 9 R. P. C. 350, C. A. 

——— Right to read opponent’s affidavits. ]—See 
Bankruptcy, Vol. IV., p. 514, No. 4665; Evi- 
DENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 516, 517, Nos. 5491-5493. 





2302. Statutory declaration made in colony. | - 

—PRACTICE NOTE (1907), No. 2306, post. 
-Interlocutory proceedings.]—Sce EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 517, 518, Nos. 5495-5506. 

Right to cross-examine. ]—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. 
I., p. 216, No. 1402; EvipEeNce, Vol. XXII., 
pp. 518-520, Nos. 5507-5543. 

Withdrawal of affidavit.]—See EvIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., p. 525, Nos. 5601-5606. 

See, further, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 523- 

525, Nos. 5583-5600; & Sect. 4, sub-sect. 3, post. 








SEcT. 2.—PREPARATION, FORM, FILING, ETC. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—PREPARATION. 


2308. Duty of solicitor—Facts to be reliable. }]— 
Pltfs. alleged that they had been induced to 
execute blank transfers of shares in a company 


Part XL.—AFFIDAVITS AND DEPOSITIONS. 


& to give a receipt & discharge dated Oct. 5, 1909, 
by the misrepresentations & concealment of deft., 
& pitfs. asked that the we & discharge should 
be set aside, & that they should be remitted to 
their rights under an agreement of May 27, 1909, 
upon giving credit for sums actually paid. Deft., 
whilst denying fraud, submitted to an account, 
to have the receipt & discharge set aside, & that 
pitfs. should be remitted to their rights under the 
agreement of May 27, 1909, & on these terms the 
action was settled. Evs, J., approved the settle- 
ment, but remarked on the discrepancies which so 
often existed between the affidavits & the evidence 
given in the witness-box under cross-examination, 
resulting often in two different stories being told. 
It was very undesirable that solicitors for the 
purpose of obtaining an early trial should get 
their clients to make affidavits before the true 
state of facts had been really ascertained. At 
the same time it was very convenient to hear cases 
on motion by which an end was often put to 
litigation. Some judges took a strong view of 
these discrepancies, & they must distrust hearing 
motions if they felt that the affidavits did not 
represent the real facts. Every care should be 
taken by solicitors & others engaged in their 
preparation that the affidavits should tell the true 
a v. CECIL (1910), 129 I. I. Jo. 
263. 


-TITLE OF AFFIDAVIT. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVIII.,r.2. Every affidavit shall beintituled 
in the cause or matter in which it is sworn; but in every case 
in which there are more than one plaintiff or defendant, it shall 
be sufficient to state the full name of the first plaintiff or defen- 
dant respectively, and that there are other plaintiffs or defen- 
dants, as the case may be; and the costs occasioned by any 
unnecessary prolixity in any such title shall be disallowed by 
the taxing officer. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 530-535, Nos. 


5661-5741. 
Penalty for prolixity.|—Sece R.S. C., Ord. LXV., 
r. 27 (20), Part LX XXVI., Sect. 28, sub-sect. 15, 


post. 


SUB-SECT. 2. 





SuB-sEcCT. 3. —CONTENTS OF AFFIDAVIT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIL, r. 3. Affidavits shall be confined to 
such facts as the witness is able of his own knowledge to prove, 
except on interlocutory motions, on which statements as to his 
belief, with the grounds thereof, may be admitted. The costs 
of every affidavit which shall unnecessarily sect forth matters of 
hearsay, or argumentative matter, or copies of or extracts from 
documents, shall be paid by the party filing the same. 


See, generally, EvipENCH, Vol. XXII., pp. 546- 
549, Nos. 5894-5920. 

2304. Affidavits on information & belief.] 
Information & belief are not admissible in an 
affidavit, where hearsay evidence would not be 
admissible on a trial (BRAMWELL, B.).—ARNDT v. 
PORTER (1860), 30 L. J. Ex. 19. 

.]—See, also, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 
547-549, 554, Nos. 5905-5918, 5986-5988. 

Prolix affidavits.}—Sce EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., 
p. 554, Nos, 5993-5996. 

2305. Improper affidavits—Removal from file. ]— 
Re JEssopp, No. 2308, post. 

.]—See, also, DISCOVERY, Vol. XVIIL., 
p- 75, Nos. 304-307; EvipENcE, Vol. XXII, 
pp. 565, 566, Nos. 6154-6158. 

Affidavit verifying cause of action.]—See Part 

IV., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 8 LB. (6), ante. 
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SuB-sEcT. 4.—BEFORE WHOM Sworn. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIL, r. 4. Affidavits sworn in England 
shall be sworn before a J udge, District Registrar, Commissioner 
to administer oaths, or officer empowered under these Rules to 
administer oaths. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 555, Nos. 5997 
et seq., & notes to R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 4, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—INSERTION OF TIME AND PLACE OF 
SWEARING. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 5. Every Commissioner to ad- 
minister oaths shall express the time when and the place where 
he shall take any affidavit, or the acknowledgment of any deed, 
or recognizance ; otherwise the same shall not be held authentic, 
nor be admitted to be filed or enrolled without the leave of the 
Court or a Judge; and every such Commissioner shall express 
the time when, and the place where, he shall do any other act 
incident to his office. 


See Commissioner for Oaths Act, 1889 (c. 10), 
8s. 5. See, also, EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 539- 
543, Nos. 5801-5842. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—AFFIDAVITS, ETC., OUT OF THE 


JURISDICTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 6. All examinations, affidavits, 
declarations, affirmations, and attestations of honour in causes 
or matters depending in the High Court, and also acknowledg- 
ments required for the purpose of enrolling any deed in the 
central office, may be sworn and taken in Scotland or Ireland 
or the Channel Islands, or in any colony, tsland, plantation, or 
place under the dominion of Her Majesty in foreign parts, before 
any Judge, Court, notary public, or person lawfully authorised 
to administer oaths in such country, colony, island, plantation, 
or place respectively, or before any of Her Majesty’s consuls or 
vice-consuls in any foreign parts out of Her Majesty’s dominions ; 
and the Judges and other officers of the High Court shall take 
judicial notice of the seal or signaturc, as the case may be, of 
any such Court, Judge, notary public, person, consul, or vice- 
consul, attached, appended, or subscribed to any such examina- 
tions, affidavits, affirmations, attcstations of honour, declarations, 
acknowledgments, or to any other deed or document. 


See Commissioner for Oaths Acts, 1889 (c. 10), 
s. 6; 1891 (c. 50), s. 2. 

See, also, BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 323, Nos. 
3025, 3026; EvipENcE, Vol. XXII., pp. 558- 
562, Nos. 60438-6112 ; ExrcuTrors, Vol. X XIII., 
p. 90, Nos. 826, 827. 

Judicial notice—Any other deed or document— 
Release.|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 158, 
Nos. 1356, 1357. 

2306. Statutory declaration made in dominions. ] 
- -uere: whether a statutory declaration made 
in the colonies can be received in evidence.— 
PRACTICE NOTE, [1907] W. N. 180. 





SUB-SECT. 7.—FORM OF AFFIDAVIT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII, r. 7. Every affidavit shall be drawn 
up in the first perons and shall be divided into paragraphs, and 
every paragraph shall be numbered consecutively, and as nearly 
as may be shall be confined to a distinct portion of the subject. 
Every affidavit shall be written or printed bookwise. No costs 
shall be allowed for any affidavit or part of an affidavit sub- 
stantially departing from this Rule. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 529, Nos. 5651 
et seq. 

Affidavit in answer to interrogatories. ]—See 
DIscovERY, Vol. XVIII., pp. 74, 75, Nos. 296-807. 

2307. ‘‘ Printed bookwise ’’—-Affidavits type- 
written on one side only.}—Typewritten affidavits 
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Sect. 2.—Preparation, form, filing, etc.: Sub-sects. 
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 & 19. 
Sect. 3: Sub-sects.1,2,3 &4. Sect. 4: Sub- 
sect. 1.] 


written on one side only will not be received. The 

rules as to affidavits are not merely formal but are 

framed to prevent certain consequences that might 

result from the breach of them, & they must be 

observed.—R. v. JUDGE oF CrTy OF LONDON 
JOURT (1890), 34 Sol. Jo. 527. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—DESCRIPTION AND ADDRESS OF 
DEPONENT.: 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIL, r. 8. Brery affidavit shall state the 
description and true place of abode of the deponent. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 535-539, Nos. 
5742-5799. 

True place of abode.]—Sec HusBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., p. 464, No. 4845. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—JOINT AFFIDAVITS: 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVI, r.9. In every affidavit made by two 
or more ce penenvs the names of the several persons making 
the affidavit shall be inserted in the jurat, except that if the 
affidavit of all the deponents is taken at one time by the same 
officer it shall be sufficient to state that it was sworn by both 
(or all) of the “ above-named ’’ deponents. 


ee EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 546, Nos. 5889- 
9] . 

Jurat.}—See EviIpENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 543, 
Nos. 5843-5851. 

Affidavit in answer to interrogatories.}]—Sce 
DIscovErRY, Vol. XVIIL., p. 74, Nos. 302, 303. 


SUB-SEcT. 10.—FILING. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r.10. Every affidavit or other proof 
used in Admiralty actions shall be filed in the Admiralty registry : 
every affidavit used in Probate actions shall be filed in the 
Probate registry : every affidavit used on the Crown side of the 

ueen’s Bench Division shall be filed in the Crown Office 

epartment: every affidavit used in a cause or matter pro- 
ceeding in a district registry shall be filed there: and every 
other affidavit used shall be filed in the central office. There 
shall be indorsed on every affidavit a note showing on whose 
behalf it is filed, and no affidavit shall be filed or used without 
such note, unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise direct. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 562, Nos. 6113 
et 8eq. 


SUB-SECT. 11.—SCANDALOUS MATTER. 


R. §. C., Ord. XXXVIIL, r. 11. The Court or a Judge may 
order to be struck out from any affidavit any matter which is 
scandalous, and may order the costs of any application to strike 
out such matter to be pafd as between solicitor and client. 


gaee EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 552, Nos. 5952- 

General jurisdiction to strike out.}—See So.ici- 
Tors, Vol. XLIT., p. 159, No. 1595. 

Pe pel alieder hd ee & 
matter pleadings.|—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XIX., r. 27, PLEADING, 7 66, ante. 

2808. Whether frrelevant matter scandalous.]— 
The question of the admissibility in evidence of 
letters written without prejudice ought to be 
decided at the trial of an action, when all the facta 
are before the court, and not on an application 
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under Ord. XXXVIII., r. 11, to strike extracts 
from such letters out of an affidavit. 

Scandalous matter must, of course, be irrele- 
vant ; but to say that every irrelevant matter is 
scandalous would be going far beyond authority 
(CozmNs-Harpy, M.R.).—Re JESSOPP, [1910] W. N. 
128; 54 Sol. Jo. 643. 


12.—INTERLINEATIONS, ALTERATIONS 


AND ERASURES. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIL, vr. 12. No affidavit having in the 
jurat or body thereof any interlineation, alteration, or erasure, 
shall without leave of tho Court or a Judge be read or made use 
of in any matter depending in Court unless the interlineation 
or alteration (other than by erasure) is authenticated by the 
initials of the officer taking the affidavit, or, if taken at the 
central office, either by his initials or by the stamp of that office, 
nor in the case of an erasure, unless the words or figures appearing 
at the time of taking the affidavit to be written on the erasure 
are rewritten and signed or initialled in the margin of the 
affidavit by the officer taking it. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 548, 553, Nos. 
5870-5882, 5970-5977. 


SUB-SECT. 


13.—ILLITERATE, BLIND oR ALIEN 


DEPONENT. 


R.S8. C., Ord. XXXVIIIL, r.18. Where an affidavit is sworn by 
any person who appears to the officer taking the affidavit to be 
illiterate or blind, the officer shall certify in the jurat that the 
aftidavit was read in his presence to the deponent, that the 
deponent seemed perfectly to understand it, and that the 
deponent made his signature in the presence of the officer. No 
such affidavit shall be used in evidence in the absence of this 
certificate, unless the Court or a Judge is otherwise satisfied 
that the affidavit was read over to and appeared to be perfectly 
understood by the deponent, 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 543-545, Nos. 
5852-5868. 


SUB-SECT. 


SUB-SECT. 14.—IRREGULARITY IN FORM. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 14. The Court or a Judge may 
receive any affidavit sworn for the purpose of being used in any 
cause or matter, notwithstanding any defect by misdescription 
of parties or otherwise in the title or jurat, or any other irregu- 
larity in the form thereof, and may direct a memorandum to be 
made on the document that it has been so received. 


Mistakes & omissions in name of cause.}—See 
CHARITIES, Vol. VIII., p. 405, No. 2387; 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 532, 583, Nos. 5694, 
5696-5714. . 

Amendment of title of affidavit.}—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 584-535, Nos. 57382-5741. 

Mistakes & omissions in jurat.}—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 539, 546, Nos. 5801 et seg. ; 5888. 

Mistakes & omissions in affidavit.}—See Evi- 
DENCE, Vol. ae cade 550-551, Nos. 5983-5942. 

Amendment of avit.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., p. 553, Nos. 5967-5969. 

2809. Power of court to receive defective affidavit 
—Signature at side of written matter.}—Where a 
witness had signed her name at the side of the 
affidavit instead of immediately underneath & 
above the jurat, the Vice-Chancellor directed the 
affidavit to be filed.—Down v. YEARLEY, [1874] 
W.N. 168. 

2310. ———_ Wrong judge’s name on affidavit. }— 
An affidavit in support of a motion to make abso- 
lute an order for foreclosure was by mistake marked 
with the name of Lad le e from whom on his pro: 
motion to the Co of Appeal the action 
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been transferred to another judge :—Held: Ord. 
XXXVIII., r. 14, applied.—HARLOCK v. ASHBERRY 
(1883), 28 Sol. Jo. ae 

Waiver of irregularities.}—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., p. 553, Nos. 5970-5977. 


SvuB-SECT. 15.—Usk oF ORIGINAL OR OFFICE COPY. 


R.S8. C., Ord. XXXVIII.,r.15. In cases in which by the present 

ractice an original affidavit is allowed to be used, it shall before 
t is used be stamped with a proper filing stamp, and shall at 
the time when it Is used be delivered to and left with the proper 
officer in Court or in chambers, who shall send it to be filed. 
An office copy of an affidavit may in all cases be used, the 
pp, er affidavit having been previously filed, and the copy duly 
authenticated with the seal of the office. 


Bee EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 566, Nos. 6159— 
Duty of solicitor to file all affidavits.]—See 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 563, No. 6120. 


SUB-SECT. 16.—SoniIciTorRs IN CAUSE 
TAKE AFFIDAVITS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIIL, r. 16. No affidavit shall be sufficient 
if sworn before the solicitor acting for the party on whose behalf 
the affidavit is to be used, or before any a or correspondent 
of such solicitor, or before the party himself. 


Not To 





—— ———— y,17. Any affidavit which would 
be insufficient if sworn before the solicitor himself shall be 
insufficient if sworn before his clerk, or partner. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 556-558, Nos. 
6004-6042. 


SUB-SECT. 17.—AFFIDAVITS FILED OUT OF TIME. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 18. Whero a special time is 
limited for filing affidavits, no affidavit filed after that time 
shall be used, unless by leave of the Court or a Judge. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 563-565, Nos. 
6121-6146. 


SUB-SECT. 18.—ExX PARTE APPLICATIONS IN COURT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 19. Except by leave of the Court 
or a Judge no order made ex parte in Court founded on any 
affidavit shall be of any force unless the affidavit on which the 
application was made was actually made before the order was 
abies for, and produced or filed at the time of making the 
motion. 


re EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 365, Nos. 6147- 


SUB-SECT. 19.—VZERIFICATION OF CONSENT OF 
New TRUSTER TO ACT. 


R. 8. 0., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 19a. The consent of a new trustec 
to act shall be Rufficiently evidenced by a written consent signed 
by him and verified by the signature of his solicitor. Form 1 
in the Appendix hereto shall be used withysuch variations as 
circumstances may require, and may be cited as Form 29 in 
Appendix L. 


Appendix L., Form 29.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

2311. Affidavit of fitness.}—It is not sufficient 
to describe a person making an affidavit of the 
fitness of a new trustee merely as a ‘‘ gentleman.”’ 
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—Re OrvDE (1883), 24 Ch. D. 271; 52 L. J. Ch. 
832; 49 L. T. 480; 31 W. R. 801, C. A. 

-}See, also, TRustTs, Vol. XLIII., p. 694, 
Nos. 1310-1313. 





SzcT. 3.—IN CHAMBERS. 


SuB-SEcT. 1.—NoTICE OF INTENTION TO 
AFFIDAVIT IN CHANCERY CHAMBERS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 20. The party intending to use 
any affidavit in sUpLort of any application made by him in 
chambers in the Chancery Division shall give notice to the 
other parties concerned of his intention in that behalf. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXIT., p. 517, Nos. 5497— 


USE 


2.—UsrE oF AFFIDAVITS PREVIOUSLY 


READ IN CouRT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 21. All affidavits which have been 
previously made and read in Court upon any proceeding in a 
cause or matter may be used before the Judge in chambers. 


As to affidavits used in different causes.}—See 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 527-529, Nos. 5628- 
5650. 


SUB-SECT. 


3.—ALTERATION IN ACCOUNT TO BE 


VERIFIED. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVIIL, r.22. Every alteration in an account 
verified by affidavit to be left at chambers shall be marked with 
the initials of the Commissioner or officer before whom the 
affidavit is sworn, and such alterations shall not be made by 
erasure. 


As to alterations in affidavits.|—See Sect. 2, 
sub-sect. 12, ante. 


SUB-SECT, 





SuB-SECT. 4.—EXHIBITS. 


R. S. C.,Ord. XXXVIIL,r.28. Accounts, extracts from parish 
registers, particulars of creditors’ debts, and other documents 
referred to by affidavit, shall not be annexed to the affidavit, 
or referred to in the affidavit as annexed, but shall be referred 
to as exhibits. 





———-—-—- r.24. Every certificate on an exhibit 
referred to in an affidavit signed by the Commissioner or officer 
before whom the affidavit is sworn shall be marked with the 
short title of the cause or matter. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXIT., pp. 553, 554, Nos. 
5978-5985. 





Srcr. 4.—TRIAL ON AFFIDAVITS. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—PLAINTIFF’S AND DEFENDANT’S 
AFFIDAVITS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 25. Within fourteen days after a 
consent for taking evidence by affidavit as between the parties 
has been given, or within such times as the parties may agree 
upon, or the Court or a Judge may allow, the plaintiff shall file 
emcox te and deliver to the defendant or his solicitor a List 

ereof. 





r. 26. The defendant, within four- 
teen days after delivery of such Het, or within such time as the 
parties may ee upon, or the Court or a Judge may allow, 
mars hs Biss davits and deliver to the plaintiff or his solicitor 
& list thereof. 


Consent to evidence by affidavit.}—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 520-521, Nos. 5544-5555. 
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Part XLI. Sect. 1: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. & B.] 


- Discretion of court—To insist on viva voce 
evidence.|—See EvIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 573, 
No. 6254. 

2312. Time for filing.]—These rules limit a 
time for filing affidavit evidence & r. 26 gives a 
deft. fourteen days after delivery of pltf.’s list of 
affidavits, but it does not lay down a hard and fast 
rule, because the parties may agree upon a time, 
or the judge may grant them an extended time: 
still in the absence of argument or special direc- 
tions, fourteen days is the time fixed (per 
Cuitry, J.).—Re DAVIES, ISSARD v. LAMBERT 
(1890), 44 Ch. D. 253; 62 L. T. 715. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—AFFIDAVITS IN REPLY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIL, r. 27. Within seven days after the 
expiration of the last-mentioned fourteen days, or such other 
time as aforesaid, the plaintiff shall file his affidavits In reply, 
which affidavits shall be confined to matters strictly in reply, 
and shall! deliver to the defendant or his solicitor a list thereof. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 522, 523, Nos. 
5574-5582. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—CROSS-EXAMINATION. 


R. §. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 28. When the evidence is taken 
by affidavit, any party desiring to cross-examine a deponent who 
has made an affidavit filed on behalf of the opposite party may 
serve upon the party by whom such affidavit has been filed a 
notice in writing, requiring the production of the deponent for 


PRACTICE. 


cross-examination at the trial, such notice to be served at any 
time before the expeuon of fourteen days next after the end 
of the time allowed for filing affidavits in reply, or within such 
time as in any case the Court or a Judge may ar appoint ; 
and unless such deponent is produced accordingly, his affidavit 
shall not be used as evidence unless by the special leave of the 
Court or a Judge. The party roducing such deponent for 
cross-examination shall not be entitled to demand the expenses 
thereof in the first instance from the party requiring such 
production. 


R.S.C., Ord. XXXVIIL,r.29. The party to whom such 
notice as is mentioned in the last preceding Rule is given shall 
be entitled to compel the attendance of the deponent for cross- 
examination in the same way as he might compel the attendance 
of a witness to be examined, 

[New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r. 8 


(2) (j), Part XCIV., post.] 


See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 216, No. 1402; 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 523-525, Nos. 5583- 
5600. 

23138. Order for cross-examination—Crown side 
of King’s Bench Division.]—-Cross-examination of 
deponents will not be ordered on the Crown side 
of K. B. D. except in very special circumstances.-— 
R. v. Kent JJ., Exe p. Smirn, [1928] W. N. 137, 


D.C. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—PRINTING OF AFFIDAVITS AND TIME 
FOR NOTICE OF TRIAL. 


R.S8. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 80. When the evidence under this 
Order is taken by affidavit, such evidence shall be printed, and 
the notice of trial shall be given at the same time after the close 
of the evidencewas in other cases is by these Rules provided 
after the close of the pleadings: provided that other affidavits 
may be printed if all the parties interested consent thereto, or 
the Court or a Judge so order; provided also that this Rule 
shall not apply in the Probate Divorce and Admiralty Division 
to default actions an rem, or references in actions, or actions for 
pool of Nability, unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise 
order. 


Part XLI.—New Trial. 


SEcT. 1.—APPLICATION FOR. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXIX., r.1. Every application for a new 
trial or to set aside a verdict, finding, or judgment where there 
has been a trial with or without @ jury shall be made to the 
Court of Appeal. 


-y.2. Every such application shall be 
brought before the Court of Appeal in like manner as an appeal, 
and on the hearing of such application the Court of Appeal shall 
have all such powers as are exercisable by it upon the hearing 
of an appeal. 


2314. Application to Court of Appeal—Proceed- 
ings before under-sheriff & jury—Assessment of 
damages.|—Where there has been a trial before 
the under-sheriff & a jury for the assessment of 
damages in an action in the High Court, an 
application for a new trial must be made to the 
Court of ro aes & not to a Divisional Court.— 
RADAM’sS (WILLIAM) MICROBE KILLER Co. v. 
LEATHER, [1892] 1 Q. B. 85; 61 L. J. Q. B. 38; 
65 L. T. 604; 40 W. R. 83; 8 T. L. R. 68; 36 
Sol. Jo. 59, C. A. 

2315. -/—In an action of slander 
deft. did not enter an appearance & pltf. signed 
interlocutory judgment for damages to be assessed. 
Pitf. thereupon, without taking out a summons 
for leave to issue a writ of inquiry, lodged a precipe 
& a writ of ay was issued by a clerk in the 
district registry office directed to the sheriff to 
assess the damages with a jury. Deft., after he 
became aware that the writ of inquiry was issued 











without a summons having been taken out, took 
certain steps in the action, as for instance by apply- 
ing for particulars of the claim, & by attending at 
the inquiry & objecting to the jurisdiction of the 
court; & when the under-sheriff overruled the 
objection, by taking part in the hearing. The 
jury assessed the damages at £5, & judgment was 
entered for pltf. for that amount. Deft. gave 
notice of appeal to the Court of Appeal, asking that 
the verdict given & judgment directed on the 
trial before the under-sheriff & a jury be set aside 
& a new trial had or judgment entered for deft., 
upon the ground that the writ of inquiry was issued 
without the leave of the court or a judge, & that 
the under-sheriff had no jurisdiction to hold the 
inquiry, & the proceedings before him were null 
& void :—Held: the appeal should be dismissed. 
The court cannot in the circumstances exercise 
any jurisdiction it has under Ord. XX XIX. 
over the verdict & judgment by setting them aside, 
deft.’s real application being, not for a new trial 
or judgment, to which the application to set aside 
the verdict & judgment are merely incidental, 
but to have the writ of inquiry set aside, which 
can only be done by an application for that purpose 
in the King’s Bench Division. Though, therefore, 
it is not necessary to decide it, the omission to 
take out a summons was a mere irregularity within 
Ord. LXX. which was capable of being & had 
been waived by the deft. (BANKES, L.J.).—-SmMyYTHE 
v. WILES, [1921] 2 K. B. 66, 67; 90 L. J. K. B. 
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1278; 124 L. T. 688; 37 T. L. R. 256; 65 Sol. 
Jo. 258, C. A. 

From Liverpool Court of Passage.]—WSce 
Courts, Vol. XVI., p. 200, Nos. 1062, 1063. 

-—_—— Divorce proceedings.|}—See HusBanp & 
WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 491-494, Nos. 5234-—-5267. 

23 Power of court—To enter judgment. ] 
—~-The Court of Appeal ought to enter judgment 
only in a case where on the evidence the jury 
should have been directed to find a verdict one 
way, there being no evidence to support a verdict 
the other way, & ought not to do so in a case in 
which there is some evidence for the jury, even 
though the case is such that if the verdict is one 
way a new trial might be ordered on the ground 
that the verdict was unreasonable (PHILLIMORE, 
L..J.).—-SKEATE v. SLATERS, Lrp., [1914] 2 K. B. 
429; 83 L. J. K. B. 676; 110 L. T. 604, C. A. 

2317. -}—If we think, upon the 
facts of this case, that the finding of the jury was 
a& perverse finding, & that if they were to find it 
again & again it ought to be set aside again and 
again, then that is a state of things under which 
we are justified in applying the provisions of 
Ord. LVIII., r. 4. In my opinion that is the case 
here. I am not prepared to say there was 
absolutely no evidence, but I am prepared to say 
that, in my opinion, at any rate, a verdict such as 
the jury found ought to be set aside as often as it 
is found on the same evidence; & there is no reason 
to suppose any further evidence would be given 
on any new trial (Pickrorp, L.J.).—CooKE v. 
WILson (T.) Sons & Co., Lrp. (1915), 85 L. J. 
K. B. 888, 897; 114 L. T. 268. 

2318. ———— To provide against risk of 
injustice.|—If the exercise, without control or 
limitation, of the discretionary power to grant 
a new trial may produce what appears to be a 
manifest injustice, it is well within the power of 
the court in making the order to provide against 
the risk of injustice arising. 

In an action in British Columbia for damages 
for malicious prosecution the pltf. recovered a 
verdict & judgment for $5,490. The Court of 
Appeal of that Province set aside the judgment & 
ordered a new trial. The pltf. appealed to the 
Supreme Court of Canada, but died before the 
hearing of the appeal. The Supreme Court made 
an order providing for a new trial as to the damages, 
& that upon the new trial the original judgment 
should stand, unless the deft. submitted to a 
condition that no exception should be based upon 
the fact that the pltf. was dead :—Held: that the 
Supreme Court, having all the powers of the Court 
of British Columbia, had power to impose the 
above conditions upon the deft.—WING LEE v. 
LEw, [1925] A. C. 819; 133 L. T. 578; sub nom. 
Wina@ LEE v. Yick Pana Lew, 94 L. J. P. C. 161, 


P.C., 

— To draw inferences of fact, direct issues, 
etc.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XL., r. 10, Part XLII., 
Sect. 9, post. 

Powers of Court of Appeal.]—See R. 8. C., 
Ord. LVIII., r. 4, Part LXXVII., Sect. 1, sub- 
sect. 2, L., post. 

Application to Divisional Court—Trial before 
Official Referee.}—See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., 
p. 632, Nos. 2595, 2596. 

2319. New trial list.}—Cozens-Harpy, M.R., 
announced that it was proposed next Sittings to 
make a change in the method of keeping the King’s 
Bench Division Lists of Final Appeals & New 
Trials. Instead of two separate lists, one a Final 
List, & the other the New Trial Paper, which 
formerly were dealt with separately, with the 
result that the Final List got into arrear while the 
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New Trial Paper was being proceeded with, & 
vice versa, there would in future be only one list for 
both Final Appeals & New Trials, which would be 
heard & disposed of by the court in the order in 
which they were set down.—-PRACTICE NOTE, [1909] 
W.N.6,C. A. . 

2320. Non-entry after new trial ordered—Motion 
to dismiss action.]}—Where the Court of Appeal 
has ordered a new trial, & the party who has 
obtained the order has not entered the action 
for trial, the Court of Appeal has no original 
jurisdiction to entertain a motion to dismiss the 
action for want of prosecution. The proper place 
to make the application is at chambers.— ROBARTS 
v. FRENCH (1895), 72 L. T. 147; 43 W. R. 258 ; 
11 T. L. R. 1907; 39 Sol. Jo. 231; 14 R. 210, C. A. 

2821. Death of party—Effect of.]—-Where pltf. 
has died after verdict, the court may grant a 
new trial on the application of deft., & would, in 
such case, impose terms on him to prevent his 
taking advantage of pltf.’s death.—GRIFFITH v. 
WILLIAMS (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 47; 148 E. R. 1329. 

2322. -}—Pltf. obtained a verdict in 
an action for libel, but died before judgment 
entered. Judgment was entered up by his 
executor. Counsel for deft. in moving to set it 
aside argued that if executors could enter up 
judgment in a case where they could not be parties, 
they would have an undue advantage, for deft. in 
such a case could not move for a new trial. 
Counsel for pltf. referred to Griffith v. Williams, 
No. 2321, ante, where in an action for breach of 
promise of marriage, the Court of Exchequer 
said that although pitf. had died, they should have 
no difficulty in imposing such terms as would 
enable the parties to go to another trial if necessary. 
ILORD TENTERDEN, C.J., decided that it might be 
done in an action of this kind, as well as in a mere 
action of debt.—PALMER v. COHEN (1831), 2 
B. & Ad. 966; 109 E. R. 1402. 

2323. ——.|—WING LEE v. No. 
2318, ante. 
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SUB-SECT, 2.—NoOTICE OF MOTION. 


A. In General. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXIX., r. 3. Every such application shall be 
made by notice of motion. The notice of motion shall state 
whether the whole or part only, and if part only what part, of 
the verdict, finding, or judgment is complained of, and when 
there has been a trial with a jury shall also state the grounds of 
the application, but where there has been a trial without a jury 
it shall not be necessary in the notice of motion to ask specifically 
for a new trial or to state the grounds of the application. 


2324. Notice of motion—Contents of notice. ]— 
A notice of motion for a new trial on the ground of 
misdirection should state how & in what matter 
the judge misdirected the jury.—PFEIFFER v. 
MIDLAND Ry. Co. (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 243; 35 
W. R. 335. 

2325. Probate proceedings.J|—Ord. XXXIX., 
r. 3, which requires that the grounds on which 
misdirection is alleged should be stated in the 
notice of motion for a new trial, applies to motions 
in the Probate Division as well as to the Queen’s 
Bench Division.—MURFETT v. SmItTH (1887), 12 
P.D. 116; 57 L. T. 408; 51 J. P. 374, D.C. 


B. Time for Service. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXIX., r. 4. The notice of motion shall be a 
fourteen days’ notice, and shall be served within six weeks after 
the trial, or where the trial has been adjourned for further 
consideration, within six weeks after judgment has been given 
on such further consideration. 


2826. Extension of time.}—aA litigant in person, 
who had allowed the time to expire within which 
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he ought to have brought his appeal in conformity 
with Ord. XXXIX., r. 4 (motion for new trial), 
claimed the right to the lqnger period of three 
months in which to appeal provided by Ord. 
LVIII., r. 15 (appeals to Court of Appeal), but, 
upon objection taken by counsel for respondent, 
the court dismissed his appeal & held that such 
appeals are governed by Ord. XXXIX. alone.— 
FRYER v. CHURCH AGENCY, Lp. (1903), 47 Sol. Jo. 
361. 

2327. By whom granted.]—On appeal from 
the decision of a judge in chambers granting an 
extension of time, their lordships held that it was 
for the Court of Appeal to extend the time for 
appealing & that a judge of first instance had no 
jurisdiction to grant an extension.—KARNO vw. 
SPRATT, [1909] W. N. 251. 

Power of court to enlarge or abridge time.}] 
—See R.S.C., Ord. LXIV., r. 7, Part LXXXV., 
Sect. 8, post. 
Mistakes & omissions of counsel.]— See 
BARRISTERS, Vol. III., p. 348, Nos. 377, 378; & 
Part LXXVII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, U. (c); Part 
LXXXV., Sect. 6, post. 
Appeal from referee. ]—See Part LX XIX., Sect. 3, 
ost. 
i Computation of time.}—See Part LXXXV., 
Sect. 8, post. 

2828. New trial conditional on decision in Court 
of Appeal.]—Where a motion for a new trial is to 
be made conditionally on the result of a decision 
pending in the Court of Appeal in a similar cause, 
notice of motion should be given within the usual 
time, & application be then made to the court to 
postpone the hearing till the decision in the Court 
of Appeal has been obtained. The court has a 
full discretion over such applications, & is not 
limited to cases only where parties have been 
cogs rt as vy. SHORT BROTHERS (1883), 32 

. KR. 123. 











C. Amendment of Notice. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXIX., r. 5. The notice of motion may be 
amended at any time in such manner and upon such terms as 
the Court of Appeal shall think fit. 


2829. Discretion of court.|—We have power 
under Ord. XX XIX., r. 5, to amend the notice of 
motion, but the exercise of that power is in our 
discretion ; & when we see that the grounds sug- 
gested are absurd, or do not go to the ground of the 
inquiry or of the right in question, the amend- 
ment should not be made (HUDDLESTON, B.).— 
PFEIFFER v. MIDLAND Ry. Co. (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 
243; 35 W. R. 335. 

2830. -}—An application was made for 
leave to amend the notice, but we did not think 
there was any ground for acceding to the applica- 
tion (LORD COLERIDGE, C.J.).—-MURFETT v. SMITH 
(1887), 12 P. D. 116; 57 L. T. 498, D.C. 





SEcT. 2.—GROUNDS FOR GRANTING. 


SvUB-SECT. 1.—SUBSTANTIAL WRONG OR 
MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXIX., r.6. A new tria) shall not be granted 
on the ground of misdirection or of the improper admission or 
rejection of evidence, or because the verdict of the jury was not 
taken upon a question which the Judge at the trial was not 
asked to leave to them, unless in the opinion of the Court of 
Appeal some substantial wrong or miscarriage has been thereb 
occasioned ; and if it appears to the Court of Appeal that auch 
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wrong or miscarriage affects part only of the matter in con- 
troversy, or some or one only of the parties, the Court of Appeal 
may give final judgment as to part thereof, or as to some or one 
only of the parties, and direct a new trial as to the other part 
only or as to the other party or parties. 

2881. Necessity for.}—I am very anxious to 
make it perfectly clear that I cannot for one 
moment assent to those observations of the learned 
county court judge, & I have felt considerable 
difficulty as to whether those observations did not 
amount to such a misdirection as to entitle the 
appeal to succeed. But, although there is a 
misdirection, it must be remembered that it is 
not every misdirection which requires a new trial. 
Ord. XX XIX., r. 6, says: ‘‘ A new trial shall not 
be granted on the ground of misdirection unless 
in the opinion of the Court of Appeal some sub- 
stantial wrong or miscarriage has been thereby 
occasioned.’’ Am I satisfied that some substantial 
wrong or miscarriage has resulted from _ this ? 
On the whole I am not (LoRD CozENs-HaRpy, 
M.R.).—BURVILL v. VICKERS, Lrp., [1916] 1 
K. B. 180; 85 L. J. K. B. 256; 114 L. T. 29; 9 
B. W.C. C. 50, C. A. 

23382. ~-}+—The jury were rightly directed 
upon question 1, & if their verdict on this question 
was right the misdirection upon question 2 becomes 
unimportant. ... The misdirections, therefore, 
- « « come within Ord. XXXIX., r. 6—no 
‘*‘ substantial wrong or miscarriage has been there- 
by occasioned ’’—& do not compel us to grant a 
new trial (PHILLIMORE, L.J.).—JEFFERSON v. 
PASKELL, [1916] 1 K. B. 57; 85 L. J. K. B. 398 ; 
113 L. T. 1189, C. A. 

2333. -]—The summing-up did not say 
much about the individual cases of the defts., 
& in the circumstances the non-direction, having 
regard to the way in which the issues were fought, 
caused no substantial wrong or miscarriage of 
justice, & this is a case in which under Ord. 
XXXIX., r. 6, we need not order a new trial 
(BANKES, L.J.).—TuHomAS v. Moors, [1918] 1 
K. B. 655, 570; 87 L. J. K. B. 577; 118 L. T. 
298, C. A. 

2334. Irrelevant observations—Criticism of Act.] 
—There was, however, one point to which I must 
refer. Our attention has been drawn to a par- 
ticular passage in the summing-up of the learned 
judge which I cannot pass over without mention- 
ing it, lest 1 might be supposed to approve of it. 
The learned judge in directing the jury quite 
correctly as to the effect of the Trade Disputes Act 
& charging them that, whatever their own views 
might be, they must follow & obey the Act, added 
some remarks pointedly expressed, which were 
indirectly a criticism of the Act & substantially 
a statement to the jury that a person who availed 
himself of the defence afforded by the Act was 
setting up a dishonest defence. Those remarks I 
venture to call inopportune, detrimental to defts.’ 
case, &, perhaps worst of all, irrelevant. Had this 
case not been decided without going into this 
subject, a grave question might have arisen 
whether it was not impossible to say that such 
observations could not fail, within the meaning 
of Ord. XXXIX., r. 6, to cause substantial wrong 
or miscarriage in the trial. A judge in charging 
a jury can never safely indulge in irrelevant 
observations, because he cannot be sure that the 
jury would be sufficiently logical to take no notice 
of them (LORD SUMNER).—DALLIMORE v. WILLIAMS 
& JESSON (1914), 30 T. L. R. 482, 438; 658 Sol. 
Jo. 470, C. A. 

23385. Questions to jury in wrong form.]—In 
order to justify the grant of a new trial on the 
ground that fresh evidence has been discovered, 
the evidence must be of such a character as to 
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justify the court in saying that the verdict cannot 
in the interests of justice be relied on, because it 
was based on a mistake, surprise, or fraud. 

Speaking for myself, I think that the questions 
(to the jury) were wrong in form, but I do not 
think that any injustice appears to have resulted 
therefrom (VAUGHAN WILLI4M8, L.J.).—WARHAM 
v. SELFRIDGE & Co., Lrp. (1914), 80 T. L. R. 
344, C. A. 

2836. Litigant prevented from stating case.]— 
T have come to the conclusion that the decision of 
the Court of Appeal [ordering a new trial] ought to 
be affirmed. . . . When the question is one of fact 
a litigant has a right to state & prove his allega- 
tions of fact, unless they are absurd on the face of 
them or are irrelevant in law. Here Bailhache, J., 
seems to me to have denied respondents that right, 
& I think that the Court of Appeal took the proper 
course in recognising & giving effect to it. 
Although what was said in this House in 
Bray v. Ford, No. 2347, post, was said in reference 
to a different question, one of misdirection to a 
jury, there are observations in the judgments which 
go some way in laying emphasis on the general 
principle that a litigant ought never to be refused 
a reasonable chance of stating facts which are on 
the face of them possibly relevant, merely because 
a judge thinks that he will probably fail in establish- 
ing his case. To deny him this chance is, I think, 
to deny him a constitutional right (Viscount 
HALDANE).—HALL & SONS v. SHOWELL (EDWIN) 
& Sons, Lrp. (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 1106; 119 
L. T. 651, H. L. 

2337. Matter raised after case closed.]—A new 
trial will not be granted on a point not taken at the 
trial until after the case on both sides was closed.— 
EYRE v. NEw Forest WiaGHway Boarp (1892), 
56 J. P. 517; on appeal, 8 T. Li. R. 648, C. A. 

23388. ——-.}—We do not think that we ought 
to direct a new trial on points not taken at the 
trial. The arguments addressed to us might have 
been addressed to the judge, but that was not done, 
& it would not be right to send the case to a new 
trial (CHARLES, J.).—PAGE v. BOWDLER (1894), 
10 T. L. R. 423, D. C. 

23839. ———.|—An application for a new trial of 
an action against a corporation on a promise given 
by a committee of the corporation was refused 
where an objection by defts. that the promise 
was not binding had not been made before verdict. 
—GRAHAM & Sons v. HUDDERSFIELD CORPN. 
(1895), 12 T. L. R. 36, C. A. 

2340. -}—Except under wholly  excep- 
tional circumstances a new trial should not be 
directed on grounds not raised in the court below, 
& not included in the notice of appeal.— WILSON 
vy. UNITED COUNTIES BANK, LTD., [1920] A. C. 
102; 88 L. J. K. B. 1083, H. L. 

2841. Regulation of Railways Act, 1868 (c. 119), 
s. 41—Issue under.}—The court has no juris- 
direction to direct a new trial of an issue directed 
by a judge, under above section, to determine 
the amount of compensation in respect of lands 
taken for the purposes of a railway.— BIRMINGHAM 
& DiIsTricr D Co. v. LONDON & NORTH 
WESTERN Hy. Co. (1889), 22 Q. B. D. 435; 58 
L. J. Q. B. 587; 60 L. T. 317; 87 W. R. 285, D.C. 

23842. House of Lords—Application of order in 
appeals to.]—-The facts are all before your lordships, 
& Ord. XXXIX., r. 6, and Ord. XL., r. 10, of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court . .. therefore apply. 
This House has full jurisdiction to finally deter- 
mine the matter in dispute & make such order as 
justice requires (LORD ATKINSON ).—-CHARRINGTON 

Co., Lap. v. WoopEmr, [1914] A. C. 71, 94; 83 
L. J. K. B. 220; 110 L. T. 548, H. L. 
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23843. —— «}—In this case Ord. XXXIX., 
r. 6, plainly applies to the effect that ‘‘ a new trial 
shall not be granted on the ground of misdirection 

. . unless in the opinion of the Court of Appeal 
some substantial wrong or miscarriage has been 
thereby occasioned.” I really cannot affirm that 
such a wrong has been caused (LORD SHAW).— 
SUTHERLAND v. STOPES, [1925] A. C. 47, 84; 94 
L. J. K. B. 166; 182 lL. T. 550; 41 T. L. R. 106, 
H. L.; reveg. S. C. sub nom. SToPEs v. SUTHERLAND 
(1923), 39 T. L. R. 677, C. A. 

County court proceedings. ]—-See COUNTY COURTS, 
Vol. XIII., pp. 513, Nos. 618 et seq. 

Divorce proceedings—Refusal to allow cross- 
examination.|}—See HusBaAnD & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., p. 493, No. 5257. 

Misdirection as to proper measure of damages. |— 
See DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 172, 173, Nos. 
731-741. 

Actions for recovery of land.j—See REaI. 
PrRoPERTY & CHATTELIS REAL, Vol. XXXVIII., 
pp. 786, 787, Nos. 1185-1196. 

2344. Challenge to jury——Omission to challenge 
—Discovery of grounds during or after trial.}— 
After a trial has been had, the court will not grant 
a venire de novo, on an allegation that the jury has 
been convened by the partner of the pitf.’s 
attorney; at least without proof that the party 
who objects was not aware of the fact at the trial. 
—BRUNSKILL v. GILES (1832), 9 Bing. 18; 2 Moo. 
&8.41; 1L.5.C. P. 143; 131 E.R. 619. 

2345. -|—A cause was tried 
under a writ of trial directed to the sheriff of 
Cambridgeshire, by a jury of persons resident in 
the town of Cambridge, none of whose names were 
on the jury list for the county ; but as it appeared 
that the deft.’s attorney had seen & looked over 
the list of jurors before they were sworn, & had 
expressed himself satisfied, the court held that the 
deft. was thereby precluded after verdict for the 
pltf., from objecting to the irregularity. 

It is quite sufficient to say, that the party ought 
to take such an objection at the earliest period, & 
to make inquiry into the circumstances. It would 
be altogether unjust to allow him to lie by & take 
the chance of a verdict, & then come & set aside 
the proceedings, on an objection such as this, with 
respect to which he had the means of knowledge 
(PARKE, L.).—PRYME v. TITCHMARSH (1842), 10 
M. & W. 605; 2 Dowl. N.S. 474; 12 L. J. Ex. 45 ; 
152 KE. R. 612; sub nom. PRIME v. TITCHMARSH, 
7 J.P. 563; 7 Jur. 202. 

——— --——, ]|—_See, also, JURIES, Vol. XXX., 
pp. 228, 232, 233, Nos. 123, 124, 266 ef seq. 

—-— Disallowance by judge.]|—-See Juris, Vol. 
XXX., p. 224, No. 131. 

2346. Under-sheriff attorney in the cause.]—The 
mere fact that the deputy of the sheriff, before 
whom the cause was tried, was the attorney for 
the party in whose favour the verdict was found, 
is not a ground for granting a new trial.—BrIeas 
v. SowrTon (1840), 4 Jur. 1014; 9 Dowl. 105. 

.}+— See, also, JURIES, Vol. XXX., p. 223, 
Nos. 123, 124. 
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SuB-SECT. 2.—MISTAKE OF JUDGE. 
A. Misdirection on Law or Evidence. 


2347. Court should not speculate as to whether 
verdict affected by misdirection.}—In an action for 
libel the judge misdirected the jury in favour of 
pltf. upon a material part of the libel & the jury 
gave a verdict for large damages. The Court of 
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Appeal thought that the nature of the libel 
was such that the jury would have been entitled 
to give, & would probably have given, the same 
verdict even if the direction had been the other 
way, & refused deft.’s application for a new trial 
on the ground that in their opinion no “‘ substantial 
wrong or miscarriage ’’ had been occasioned by the 
misdirection, within the meaning of r. 6 of the 
above Order :—Held: since the assessment of 
damages is the peculiar province of the jury in an 
action for libel, & since the jury had not had deft.’s 
real case submitted to them & might, in assessing 
the damages, have been influenced by the mis- 
direction, there had been a substantial wrong or 
miscarriage within the above Order, & there must 
be a new trial.— BRAY v. Forp, [1896] A. C. 44; 
65 L. J. Q. B. 213; 73 L. T. 609; 12 T. L. R. 119, 
H. L. 

2348. -}—If there is any misdirection or 
other ground for a new trial, the court cannot 
speculate as to whether the same verdict would 
have been given if there had been no such mis- 
direction & if it is possible that on a proper direc- 
tion, the jury might have given another verdict, 
the court cannot then assume that proper direction 
would have made no difference, & say there has 
been no miscarriage of justice. 

It was unlikely that the jury would have been 
able to come to a fair conclusion upon the effect 
of the cross-examination without having their 
attention called by the judge to the evidence, so 
as to enable them to judge fairly whether pltf. 
had made any admission which they were, on his 
evidence, justified in saying amounted to an 
admission of criminal conduct, & without it being 
pointed out to them that howevcr emphatic the 
questions were that were put to him, they were 
bound to deal with the case upon his answers, & 
upon his answers alone, inasmuch as this was a 
collateral matter on which neither defts. nor pltf. 
could call evidence either, in the one case, to 
cérroborate, or, in the other case, to displace the 
evidence given by plt{f. The jury ought to have 
been told that their intervention was premature, 
that they must keep an open mind until the con- 
clusion of pltf.’s case, that inasmuch as defts.’ 
counsel had put in documents pltf.’s counsel would 
be entitled not only to re-examine, but to address 
the jury last. I think also they ought to have 
been told that in estimating the amount of the 
damages they were entitled to consider, not merely 
the character of pltf., but also the conduct of 
defts.; that a man does not lose his right to 
damages because his character is not free from 
reproach, that a man with a damaged character 
is entitled to have his damaged character protected, 
& if newspapers for their own purposes falsely 
allege that he has been guilty of crimes & miscon- 
duct, the jury might well consider that even a man 
of bad character ought not to have his character 
made out to be blacker than the proved facts 
warrant. The jury ought to have been asked to 
consider whether the words of the libel meant all 
that was said in the innuendo. It was necessary 
to ask this question, because if they found the 
innuendo proved, then, even if they gave a verdict 
for one farthing, though pltf. might have been 
deprived of his costs, it would not have been right 
to say that he ought to Re the whole costs of the 
action (GREER, L.J.).—HoBsBs v. TINLING, HoBBS 
v. NOTTINGHAM JOURNAL, [1929] 2 K. B. 1, 39, 46; 
98 L. J. K. B. 421; 141 L. T. 121, C. A. 

See, also, DamMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 172, 173, 
Nos. 737-741. 
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2349. Verdict unreasonable on proper direction. | 
—Where a question of fact is left to the jury, & 
they have answered it reasonably, their verdict 
cannot be disturbed. But where the verdict 
is one that could not reasonably have been found, 
if the attention of the jury had been directed to 
the whole of the facts of the case, or if the court 
is not satisfied that the real question to be deter- 
mined was so left to them that their verdict was 
given upon the determination of that question, 
the court may set aside the verdict & order a new 
trial— JONES v. SPENCER (1897), 77 L. T. 536; 
14T.L.R. 41, HW. 1.3; revag. S.C. sub nom. SPENCER 
v. JONES, 13 T. L. R. 174, C. A. 

2350. Matter of law.]—We cannot say that any 
wrong observation on a matter of fact in which 
we could not concur is a ground for granting a 
new trial, if it was left as a question of fact for 
the jury. ... The court are not prepared to 
say ... that there has been any misdirection in 
matter of law. We are, therefore, of opinion that 
there ought to be no rule for a new trial 
(PARKE, B.).—TAYLOR v. ASHTON (1843), 11 M. 
& W. 401; 12 L. J. Ex. 363; 7 Jur. 978; 152 
K. R. 860. 

2351. .|}—Pltf. applied for a new trial on 
the ground that the learned judge had misdirected 
the jury on certain points. The application was 
refused. 

The misdirection complained of was not material 
upon the issue before the jury. It was a mis- 
statement of fact, a misinstruction of the jury 
upon a matter of fact, which was irrelevant to the 
issue. . . . Moreover a ‘“ misdirection’’ is pro- 
perly applicable to a misdirection on a matter of 
law, though I do not say that only such a mis- 
direction would justify an order for a new trial 
(KENNEDY, L.J.). 

In my opinion, where there is a misdirection, it 
is for the party showing cause against the motion 
for a new trial on the ground of misdirection to 
show that the misdirection did not cause a mis- 
carriage of justice, & he must show it by authentic 
evidence (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, J..J.).—-WHITE v. 
BARNES, [1914] W. N. 74. 

2352. Construction of direction to jury—Taken 
as a whole.|---If the charge of the learned judge 
be taken as a whole, as it ought to be, & its general 
meaning & effect be judged of when so taken, 
their lordships, think that the jury were not left 
under any erroneous impression whatever as to the 
real nature of the issues which they had to deter- 
mine. ‘They are therefore of opinion that the order 
directing a new trial on the ground of misdirection 
cannot be sustained (LORD ATKINSON).——JONES v. 
CANADIAN Paciric Ry. Co. (1913), 83 L. J. P. C. 
13, 20; 110 L. T. 83, P. C. 

2858. Jury’s attention not directed to whole 
facts.|—_JONEs v. SPENCER, No. 2319, ante. 

2854. Question not properly left to jury.] 
JONES v. SPENCER, No. 2349, ante. 

2855. Direction on material issue.]|—Held: the 
court below was right in refusing a new trial on 
the ground of misdirection, as it appeared that the 
trial judge had properly instructed the jury on 
the material issue-—TACKEY v. MCBAIN, [1912] 
A.C. 186; 81L. J. P.C. 1380; 106 L. T. 226, P. C. 

rie ——.}—WHITE v. BARNES, No. 2351, 
ante. 

2357. Judge misdirecting himself.]—It is clear 
that the only ground for directing a new trial is 
that the county court judge misdirected himself, & 
having regard to County Courts Act, 1888 (c. 48), 
8. 122, I do not think this is a sufficient ground, if 
the court is in a position, after considering the 
evidence, to do complete justice between the parties 
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(LorRD PaRKER).—-BARRY v. MINTURN, [1913] 
A. O. 584; 82 L. J. K. B. 1193; 100 L. T. 573; 
773. P. 487; 29 T. L. R. 717; 11 L. G. R. 1087, 

.L.; varying S. C. sub nom. MINTURN v. BARRY, 
(1912]8 K. B.510,C. A. 

2858. hte opinion by judge on fact—Fact 
left to jury.]—TIf, in regard to a material matter of 
fact, a judge arrogates to himself the province of 
the jury, & directs a wrong conclusion, his mis- 
instruction of the jury might, I conceive, subject 
alwaystotheimportant provisions of Ord. XX XIX., 
r. 6, constitute a ground for the grant of a new 
trial. There is nothing of that kind in the present 
case. At the outset of hissumming-up Bailhache, J., 
emphatically & in the plainest language directed 
the jurymen to judge for themselves, whatever 
view he might appear to express: ‘‘ You are the 
judges of fact & not I. If, in the course of my 
observations to you, I appear to indicate any 
decided opinions of my own, you are not in the 
least bound to follow that opinion. On the 
questions of fact you are the judges, & if the 
opinion I may indicate or express does not appear 
right, you will reject it. You will express your 
Opinion upon the facts of this case as we under- 
stand it ’ (KENNEDY, L.J.).—RvYAN v. OCEANIC 
STEAM NAVIGATION Co., Lrp., O’CONNELL v. 
SAME, SCANLON v. SAME, O’BRIEN v. SAME, [1914] 
3 K. B. 731, 760; 83 L. J. K. B. 1558, C. A. 

2359. Inadequate direction—On effect of cross- 
examination to credit.|—Hosss v. TINLING, Hospss 
v. NOTTINGHAM JOURNAL, No. 2348, ante. 

2360. Libel action—Onus of proof.|—Where in a 
libel action the jury were told that the existence of 
privilege was contingent upon whether in their 
opinion deft. honestly believed his volunteered 
communication to be true, & that the burden of 
proof to that effect was upon him :—Held: this 
was a misdirection. 

Their lordships are therefore of opinion that 
there was a misdirection on a material point, which 
may have led to a miscarriage ... & that there 
ought to be a new trial (LORD MACNAGHTEN),— 
JENOURE v. DELMEGE, [1891] A. C. 73; 60 L. J. 
P.C. 11; 638 L. T. 814; 55 J. P. 500; 39 W. R. 
388, P. C. 

2861. Opposition to new trial—Evidence that no 
miscarriage caused—Necessity for.]—It is for the 
party showing cause against a rule for a new trial 
on the ground of misdirection to show that the 
alleged misdirection did not cause a miscarriage 
of justice; & he must show it by authentic 
en v. HALSTEAD (1877), 37 L. T. 

2862, ———- -——_.] — WHITE v. BARNES, No. 2351, 
ante. 

Opinion given by judge—At request of jury.] 
See SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., p. 333, No. 1875. 

Custom of trade—Effect not left to jury.]—See 
Custom & USAGEss, Vol. XVII., p. 35, No. 393. 











B. Improper Admission or Rejection of Evidence. 


2868. Rejection of evidence.|—Where evidence 
has been improperly rejected, the court will grant 
a new trial, unless with the addition of the rejected 
evidence a verdict given for the party offering it 
would be clearly & manifestly against the weight 
of evidence.—CREASE v. BARRETT (1835), 1 Cr. M. 
& R.919; 6 Tyr. 458; 41. J. Ex. 297; 149 E.R. 
1353. 

2864. Admission of evidence—Evidence having 
no legitimate effect on verdict.J—In an action 
against a solicitor for negligence in not taking the 
proofs of the witnesses before the trial, it was 
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proposed to call the witnesses to show what 
evidence they would have given if proofs had been 
taken :—Held: the evidence was admissible, 
but a new trial should not be granted, it appear- 
ing that the evidence, if admitted, could have 
had no legitimate effect on the verdict.—MANLEY 
v. PALACHE (1895), 73 L. T. 98; 11 R. 566, P. C. 
Motion to vary official referee’s report. ]— 
See ARBITRATION, Vol. IT., p. 618, No. 2468. 

2365. Premature admission — Evidence 
eventually admissible.|}—A new trial will not be 
granted for evidence prematurely admitted, but 
which becomes admissible in the course of a trial. 

In an action against the defts. for non-payment 
of certain money for a machine, the defence was 
that the machine was faulty in its construction. 
In opening the case pltf.’s counsel, in order to 
show that the defence was not bond fide, proposed 
to read in evidence a letter written by W. (deft.’s 
son), who had the management of the machine, 
& alone corresponded with the pltf. Subsce- 
quently W., who was in court, was called as a wit- 
ness by the defts., but asked no question; the 
judge then ruled that the letter was receivable 
in evidence against the defts. A verdict was 
found for the pltfs., & the defts. having applied 
for a new trial:—Held: that whether or not 
the evidence was admissible in the first instance, 
it subsequently became so by W. being called as 
a witness, & the fact that W. was not examined 
by the party calling him, nor asked whether he 
had acted bond fide, made no difference.—FAUND 
v. WALLACE (1876), 35 L. T. 361. 

2366. ——— Libel.]—-In an action for libel a new 
trial was granted where evidence was admitted for 
defts. other than in support of deft.’s particulars 
in mitigation of damages, & where the judge 
refused to admit evidence for pltfs. by way of 
rebutting.—-MACLAREN & Sons wv. Davis (1890), 
6 T. L. R. 372, D.C. 

2367. Illegal agreement.j|—-An agreement 
between a solicitor & his managing clerk, who was 
not a solicitor, that the clerk should be paid a 
weekly salary of £3 10s. & a bonus of 25 per cent. 
on the profits received by the solicitor in respect 
of business introduced by the clerk contained the 
following clause: ‘‘ In the event of the termination 
of your engagement ... the said bonus of 25 per 
cent. is to be continued to be paid to you notwith- 
standing such termination, less three pounds ten 
shillings per week’ :—Held: that inasmuch as 
it must be inferred from the above clause that the 
business was in fact the business of the clerk, the 
agreement was one under which the solicitor was 
to permit his name to be used for the profit of an 
unqualified person, & was therefore illegal under 
sect. 32 of the Solicitors Act, 1843. 

That is an agreement in contravention of the 
law as enacted by sect. 32 of the Solicitors Act, 
1843, & ought not to have been admitted in evi- 
dence. There must therefore be a new trial 
(BANKES, J.).—HARPER v. EYJOLFSSON, [1914] 
2K. B. 411, 420; 88 L. J. K.B. 774; 110 L. T. 
540; 80 T. L. R. 246, C. A. 

2368. Evidence held inadmissible on 
appeal.|—The trial judge admitted documents, 
notwithstanding objection by counsel. The Court 
of Appeal considered that the objection was well 
founded, & if persisted in ought to have been 
allowed, & the documents rejected, but refused a 
new trial—WaRE & DE FREVILLE, Lrp. v. MoTOR 
TRADE ASssocn., [1921]3 K. B. 40; 90 L. J. K. B. 
949; 125 L. T. 265; 37 T. L. R. 213; sub nom. 
WAKE & DBE , Lip. v. Moror TRADE 
Assocn., 65 Sol. Jo. 239, C. A. 

—— Letters received by deceased—No evidence 
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of answers.]|—See KVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 372, 
No. 3799. 

See, also, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 84, No. 524 ; 
LIBEL, Vol. XXXII., p. 170, No. 2086; REAL 
PROPERTY, Vol. XXXVITI., pp. 786, 787, Nos. 
1185-1196. 


C. Failure to leave Question to Jury when 
Requested. 


2369. Request must be made at trial.]—Where 
you are complaining of non-direction of the judge, 
or that he did not leave a y pactrees to the jury, 
if you had an opportunity of asking him to do it 
& you abstained from asking for it, no court would 
ever have granted you a new trial; for the obvious 
reason that if you thought you had got enough 
you were not allowed to stand aside & let all the 
expense be incurred & a new trial ordered simply 
because of your own neglect (LORD HALSBURY, C.). 
—NEVILL v. FINE ARTS & GENERAL INSURANCE 
Co., [1897] A. C. 68, 76; 66 L. J. Q. B. 195; 75 
L. T. 606; 61 J. P. 500, Hi. L. 

2370. -]—This point was not raised in the 
court below in the present case. ‘That, however, 
is not conclusive, but the court ought not, I think, 
to allow a new point to be raised on appeal, if the 
party raising it had an opportunity of doing so in 
the court below & intentionally forbore to do so. 
1 do not think this can be said in this case. It had 
been so much the regular practice to assess the 
damages separately that I think counsel at the 
trial probably overlooked the point. In my 
opinion these appellants would be entitled to have 
the separate judgments set aside, & a new trial 
ordered, if I were wrong in holding that defts. 
were entitled to the judgment ; but the point not 
having been raised at the trial, the question of 
costs would have to be considered, if this were the 
only ground on which a new tral were ordered 
(BRAY, J.).—GREENLANDS, Lrp. v. WILMSHURST 
& LONDON ASSOCN. FOR PROTECTION OF TRADE, 
[1913] 3 K. B. 507, 563; 83 L. J. K. B. 1386; 109 
L. T. 487; on appeal, sub nom. LONDON ASSOCN. 
FOR PROTECTION OF TRADE v. GREENLANDS, LTD., 
[1916] 2 A. C. 15, H. L. 

2371. ——— Request during summing up.|—-The 
summing up comes after counsel have concluded 
their addresses to the jury & at a time when counsel 
have no right to intervene, unless it be to call the 
judge’s attention to some inadvertent error into 
which he may have fallen or to ask him to direct 
the jury upon some matter which he has over- 
Jooked (BucKLEY, L.J.).—R. v. LOCAL GOVERN- 
MENT BOARD, Ex p. ARLIDGE, [1914] 1 K. B. 160, 
188; 838 L. J. K. B. 86, 101; 109 L. T. 651; 78 
J. P. 25, 30; 11 L. G. R. 1186, C. A.; on appeal, 
sub nom. LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOARD v. ARLIDGE, 
[1915] A. C. 120, H. L. 

2372. Defence not pleaded.}|—Defts. desired to 
raise the point that they were not liable to pltt. 
for the consequences arising from the negligence 
of their foreman, on the ground that his negligence 
was not their negligence. The judge, however, 
declined to allow this or to direct the jury on this 
question, on the ground that this defence was not 
pleaded. A new trial was granted.—Youna v. 
HOFFMAN MANUFACTURING Co., Lrp., [1907] 2 
K. B. 646, 649; 76 L. J. K. B. 993, 995; 97 
L. T. 230; 23 T. L. R. 671, C. A. 

Responsibility of Judge—As to questions to jury 
—Counsel asked for guidance.]—See BARRISTERS, 
Vol. ITT, p. 353, No. 453. 





| 
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Framing of questions—Duty of Judge & counsel. ] 
-——See BARRISTERS, Vol. ITI., p. 384, No. 468. 


D. Questions for Judge left to Jury. 


2373. Further questions put to jury—-Where 
first answers adequate.|—I have hesitated a little 
before coming to a conclusion on the question with 
regard to whether there ought to be a new trial 
in this case or whether there ought to be judgment 
for defts. ; but I have come to the conclusion that, 
whereas in this case the jury have once found the 
facts which are sufficient to justify the judge in 
giving a judgment, it is not right that the judge 
should redirect the jury, in order to bring about 
a tinding different from that to which they had 
already come. . . . Whether the verdict is general 
or whether it is in answer to specific questions, if 
the answers to those questions are sufficient to 
determine the case the jury are functus officio & 
the judge is not entitled to ask them further 
questions (GREER, L.J.).—DEW v. UNITED BRITISH 
S.S. Co., Lrp. (1928), 98 L. J. K. B. 88, 96; 189 
L. T. 628, 634, 635; 17 Asp. M. L. C. 513, C. A. 

Moneylending transactions—Question of harsh- 
ness, etc.]—See MonEY & MONEYLENDING, Vol. 
XXXV., p. 217, Nos. 435—437. 


E. Case Improperly Withdrawn from Jury. 


2874. Where decision of jury necessary.}—The 
judge has a certain duty to discharge, & the jurors 
have another & a different duty. The judge has 
to say whether any facts have been established by 
evidence from which negligence may be reason- 
ably inferred; the jurors have to say whether, 
from those facts, when submitted to them, negli- 
gence ought to be inferred. It is, in my opinion, 
of the greatest importance in the administration of 
justice that these separate functions should be 
maintained, & should be maintained distinct. It 
would be a serious inroad on the province of the 
jury, if, in a case where there are facts from which 
negligence may reasonably be inferred, the judge 
were to withdraw the case from the jury upon the 
ground that, in his opinion, negligence ought not 
to be inferred; & it would, on the other hand, 
place in the hands of the jurors a power which 
might be exercised in the most arbitrary manner, 
if they were at liberty to hold that negligence might 
be inferred from any state of facts whatever (LorpD 
CAIRNS).—METROPOLITAN Ry. Co. v. JACKSON 
(1877), 3 App. Cas. 193, 197; 47 L. J. Q. B. 308; 
37 L. T. 679; 42 J.P. 420; 26 W. R. 175, H. L. 

2375. ———.}—This was an application by the 
pitf. for a new trial of an action tried before 
DARLING, J.. & a jury at Leeds. The action 
was brought to recover damages for personal 
injuries sustained by the aa in consequence of 
the negligence of the defts.’ servants. On the 
night of Jan. 17, 1898, the pltf. was a passenger 
in a train on the defts.’ linefrom Morley to Batley. 
Ile was in the last carriage of the train next to the 
guard’s van. He was well acquainted with Batley 
Station, & the platform on to which he would have 
to get out was on the left-hand side of the train 
as it approached. The pitf. was sitting on the 
right-hand side of the carriage talking to a lady. 
The train by some accident passed entirely through 
the station & stopped ten or twelve yards beyond 
the end of the platform. As the train passed 
through a porter on the left-hand platform called 
out, ‘‘ Batley, Batley.’’ As soon as the train 
stopped the pltf. said good-bye to the lady, walked 
across the earriage, opened the door from the 
inside, & stepped out. In consequence of there 
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being no platform for him to tes on he fell 
down & was seriously injured. At the trial the 
judge held that there was no evidence of negli- 
gence. He accordingly withdrew the case from 
‘jury, & directed a verdict for the defts., & gave 
judgment accordingly. On appeal :—-Held: there 
was evidence of facts from which negligence 
might reasonably be inferred, & the case ought 
therefore to have been left to the jury. The action 
must therefore go down for a new trial.— BREARLEY 
v. LONDON & NORTH-WESTERN Ry. Co. (1899), 15 
T. L. R. 237, C. A. 

23876. -+—A ship, while coming out of 
harbour, struck on a reef on the morning of Oct. 
6, 1876, & in order to get her off it was necessary 
to discharge a portion of the cargo. The master 
agreed with G., who was the only person at the 
harbour who had the requisite number of men, 
to lighten the vessel & get her off. Under this 
agreement about eight men worked for two hours 
without succeeding. G. then persuaded the 
master to call a survey of the vessel & sell her, &, 
in pursuance of the report of the survey which 
was made by G., the master sold the ship & cargo 
to G., at 6 p.m. on the same day on which the ship 
struck, for a very small sum. At the time of the 
sale the weather was fine, & the vessel was in no 
more danger than she had been in from the time 
she struck; but if the wind veered round to the 
south or west, the vessel would have broken up 
in a short time. As soon as G. purchased the ship 
he sent a sufficient number of men to discharge 
the cargo & on the second high tide after the vessel 
struck she was floated. She was subsequently 
repaired, & made seaworthy for about £20. In 
an action against the underwriter on a policy of 
insurance on the vessel, pitf. claimed for a con- 
structive total loss. The judge at the trial ruled 
that there was no evidence upon which the jury 
could reasonably tind the urgent necessity for the 
sale of the ship at the time of the sale, which alone 
could justify the sale, that is, that at the time there 
was no reasonable evidence of a total loss, & he 
withdrew the case from the jury, & ordered the 
verdict & judgment to be entered for deft. :— 
Held: (1) (LoRD CoLERIDGE, C.J.) the ruling was 
right, & the only question was whether the ship 
was at the time she was sold constructively lost, 
& there was no evidence from which a jury could 
reasonably find this ; the evidence must be limited 
to the stringent necessity of the sale, not to the 
question whether the sale was made under cir- 
cumstances under which a prudent uninsured 
owner would have made it; (2) (GRovk, J.) the 
sole question was, not whether the circumstances 
were such as to justify the sale, but whether the 
circumstances detailed in the evidence were such 
as to afford sufficient evidence to be laid before a 
jury that the sale was justifiable, & it was not a 
case which should have been withdrawn from 
a jury ; there was reasonable evidence upon which, 
in the absence of any answer, the jury might find 
a verdict.—HALL v. JUPE (1880), 49 L. J. Q. B. 
721; 48 L. T. 411; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 328. 

2377. Running down actions.]—The facts so 
far as they were approved were these: the pltf. 
was walking on a footpath. The motor comes on 
to the footpath at a considerable pace doing 
considerable damage to the wall & struck the pltf. 
Motors may skid upon greasy roads, & if they do 
it is their hind part that swings round & not the 
front part. It was not the hind part of this 
vehicle that came first on the footpath, but it 
was the front part. Motors may be struck by 
other vehicles & knocked out of their course with- 
out the negligence of their drivers, but in this case 








597 


the only two people called who were there say that 
neither of them saw any other vehicle than the 
one that came on to the footpath, so that you have 
a vehicle, itself under the control of the defts. 
coming at a fast pace at a place where it had no 
right to be, & with no evidence given by the defts. 
that it did so for two causes, for neither of which 
would the defts be liable necessarily. ... Here 
we have a man where he has a right to be & a 
motor where it prima facie has no right to be, & 
on the evidence given by the pltf. there are two 
possible causes of its getting there without negli- 
gence, skidding or being knocked there by another 
vehicle, excluded by the evidence altogether. . 

In my opinion, the learned judge was wrong in 
withdrawing the case from the jury. With regard 
to the question of costs, that can be dealt with 
when my brother has given his judgment 
(ScRUTTON, I..J.). 

Pitf. will get the costs of the appeal, &, subject 
to what the parties may say, we think the fair 
order will be as to the costs of the first trial, that 
if pltf. succeeds in the new trial he is to have the 
costs of the first trial, but defts. would not have 
the costs of the first trial in any event (BANKES, 


L.J.).—McGowan v. Srotr (1930), 148 L. T. 
219, n., C. A. 
2378. -.}+—The pltf., who was the widow of 





a man who had been killed in a motor accident, 
brought an action for damages against the driver 
of the motor-car in which her husband was riding 
when he was killed. At the end of the pitf.’s case 
at the trial counsel for the deft. submitted that 
there was no case to go to the jury, & the trial 
judge thereupon withdrew the case from the jury 
& gave judgment for the deft. The pltf. appealed. 
According to the evidence, the deft. was driving 
a fast small motor-car on the night of the accident. 
It was a dark night, but dry. The road was broad 
& there was no other traffic at the time & place 
of the accident, which happened on a slight bend 
in the road. The driver said that he was going 
at the rate of thirty-five miles an hour & that he 
was driving with one hand only on the wheel, 
as was his usual practice. The motor-car was 
found to have turned over & apparently bounded 
along the road & possibly to have turned over 
twice. A good deal of damage had been done 
to the offside of the motor-car. The passenger 
had been thrown out on the right-hand side of the 
road—the offside—& the motor-car was found 
some way off the road on the left-hand side of 
the road :—Held: the judge struck too soon, 
having regard to the dictum of ERLE, C.J., in Scott 
v. London & St. Katherine Docks Co. (1865), 3 
H. & C., at p. 601, where he said: ‘‘ Where the 
thing is shown to be under the management of the 
deft. or his servants, & the accident is such as in 
the ordinary course of things does not happen if 
those who have the management use proper care, 
it affords reasonable evidence, in the absence of 
explanation by the defts., that the accident arose 
from want of care’’; the case ought not to have 
been withdrawn from the jury as the above facts 
constituted an accident which did not usually 
happen with proper driving, & they required 
explanation by the deft. There must, therefore, 
be a new trial. With regard to the costs, as there 
had been too much lately of trying to run cases on 
no evidence to go to the jury, the court would 
enforce its view on that practice by making a 
special order with regard to the costs. The pltf. 
would have the costs of the appeal, & if the pltf. 
succeeded on the second trial she would have the 
costs of the first trial. But the deft. was not to 
have the costs of the first trial in any event. 


598 


Sect. 2.—Grounds for granting: Sub-sect. 2, E., F., 
G. & H.; sub-sect. 3, A. & B.] 


McGowan v. Stott, No. 2377, ante, followed. 

I do not propose to say anything more about the 
facts than that, because there is going to be a second 
trial, but I want to say this & perhaps cdunsel for 
the deft. will be pleased with the general rule. 
There has been too much lately of this trying to run 
cases on no evidence to go to the jury. It is very 
much better for the parties, in the matter of expense 
that the verdict of the jury should be taken in 
such a case coupled with the submission that there 
is no evidence to go to the jury, because then you 
save the expense to the parties of a second trial. 
By way of enforcing that view we propose to act 
in the same way as the Court of Appeal did in the 
case of McGowan v. Stott, No. 2377, ante, of which 
we have been supplied with a shorthand note, & 
to make the order that the pltf. has the costs of 
this appeal, but with regard to the costs of the 
first trial, if the pltf. succeeds in the new trial she 
is to have the costs of the first trial, but the deft. 
is not to have the costs of the first trial in any 
event. Perhaps when counsel for defts. know that 
that is added to their risk they may not be quite 
so ready to take the point that there is no evidence 
to go to the jury (ScruTron, L.J.).-——-HALLIWELL 
v. VENABLES (1930), 99 L. J. K. B. 353; 143 
L. T. 215, 216; 74 Sol. Jo. 264, C. A. 

2379. Possibility of jury answering questions one 
way or the other.|—DALLAs v. GREAT WESTERN 
Ry. Co., No. 2400, post. 

2380. Jury disagreeing—Action for recovery of 
land.]—Where, in an action of ejectment, pltfs.’ 
title is admitted, it is misdirection to withdraw 
the facts from the jury, who could not agree, & 
direct a verdict for defts. on the ground that pltfs. 
had not proved possession during any part of the 
statutory period. Evidence having been submitted 
which, if believed, proved their possession of part 
of the lands sued for, a new trial was rightly 
ordered.—KINGSTON RACE STAND v. KINGSTON 
CoRPN., [1897] A. C. 509; 66 L. J. P. C. 111, P. C. 

New trial in actions for recovery of land, see 
REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XXXVITI., pp. 786, 787, 
Nos. 1185-1196. 





F. Judgment for Defendant upon Plaintiff's Opening 
without allowing Plaintiff to call Evidence. 


2381. Consent of plaintiff—Necessity for.J—A 
judge at the trial of an action cannot, after the 
case has been opened, non-suit pltf. without his 
consent, & without hearing the evidence tendered 
by him.—FLETCHER v. LONDON & NORTH WESTERN 
Ry. Co., [1892] 1 Q. B. 122; 61 L. J. Q. B. 24; 
65 L. T. 605; 40 W. R. 182; 8 T. L. R. 77, C. A. 

2882. —— -}—A pltf. should not be non- 
suited on his counsel’s opening except by the con- 
sent of his counsel.—Isaacs v. Evans (No. 2) 
(1900), 16 T. L. R. 480; 44 Sol. Jo. 591, C. A. 

2383. -}—In this action where sect. 1 
of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893 
(c. 61), was raised in defence, the county court 
judge gave effect to it by non-suiting pltf. at the 
conclusion of the opening speech for pltf. & before 
he had called his evidence, although this was 
without the consent of pltf. & although it appeared 
by the opens that there was an issue whether 
the act of deft. was done in pursuance of a public 
duty or out of malice :—Held: that there must be 
a new trial.—Cross v. Rix (1912), 77 J. P. 84; 
29T. L. R. 85; 11 L. G. R. 151, D. C. 

2384. —— ——.]—A workman met with an 
accident. He applied to his approved society & 
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was paid sick pay of 10s. a week, which was the 
maximum amount he would have received under 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906 (c. 58). He 
signed a notice of the accident, on the form pro- 
vided by the society, & they wrote to the employer 
to ask him to admit liability. The employer 
having refused to admit liability, the society 
instructed the workman to see their local solicitors, 
who informed him that on signing a retainer 
authorising them to act on his behalf they would 
make a claim for him. At the hearing the corre- 
spondence, showing the course adopted by the 
approved society, was put in evidence together 
with the retainer signed by the workman. The 
county court judge asked counsel, who opened 
the case on behalf of the workman, whether 
the application was made by the workman himself 
or by the approved society in the name of the 
workman. This question counsel, relying on the 
retainer & his brief, said he should not be called 
upon to answer, & the judge thereupon dis- 
missed the application with costs:—-Held: the 
retainer was prima facie evidence that the appli- 
cation was being made by the workman on 
his own behalf, & the judge should have heard 
the workman’s evidence upon the matter before 
dismissing the application. Case remitted.- - 
ALLEN v. FRANCIS, [1914] 3 K. B. 1065 ; 83 L. J. 
K. B. 1814; 112 L. T. 62; 30 T. L. R. 695; 58 
Sol. Jo. 753; 7B. W. C. C. 779, C. A. 

Non-suit in county court proceedings, see 
ye Courts, Vol. XIII., pp. 507-510, Nos. 
574-596. 


G. Rulings as to Stamps. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXIX., r.8. A new trial shall not be granted 
by reason of the ruling of any Judge that the stamp upon any 
document is sufficient, or that the document does not require 
a stamp. 


Sce EVIpENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 275, Nos. 2612, 
2614. 


H. Other Cases. 


2385. Refusal to allow amendment.| An appli- 
cation for a new trial on the ground that the judge 
had improperly refused to allow the declaration 
to be amended was refused where the amendment 
was not such as might be necessary for the purpose 
of determining the real question in controversy 
between the parties.—WILKIN v. REED (1854), 15 
C. B. 192; 2C. L. R. 796; 283 L. J. C. P. 193; 
23 L. T. O. S. 160; 18 Jur. 1081; 2 W. RR. 556; 
139 E. R. 394. 

Improper adjournment.J|—See MasTeER & 
SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., p. 390, No. 3169. 

Counsel directed to confine argument to one 
point—Adverse decision on other points.| —-See 
ony & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., p. 478, No. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—CONDUCT OF JURY. 


A. In General. 


2886. Trial judge’s view of verdict—Considera- 
tion of.]—The question whether a new trial should 
be granted on the ground that the verdict was 
against the weight of evidence, must depend upon 
whether the verdict was such as reasonable men 
ought not to have given, & not upon whether the 
learned judge who tried the action was dissatisfied 
or not with the verdict.—SoLoMoN v. BITTON 
(1881), 8 Q. B. D. 176, C. A. 
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2387, ——— .}—It is idle to say that, in 
determining whether a verdict was against the 
weight of evidence, you must not take into serious 
consideration the opinion of the judge who tried 
the case. No one has ever eaid his opinion is 
conclusive, but it is a matter to be taken into serious 
consideration (LORD EsHEeR, M.R.).—WEBSTER v. 
FRIEDEBERG (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 736, 737; 55 
L. J. Q. B. 403; 55 L. T. 49; 34 W. R. 728, C. A. 

2888. .j—Held: the contention that 
the court could not consider the view of the judge 
who presided at the trial, who had reported that 
he thought the verdict was unsatisfactory was 
negatived by Webster v. Friedeberg, No. 2387, ante. 
—-NEVILLE v. LONDON EXPRESS NEWSPAPERS, 
Lrp., [1917] 2 K. B. 564; 86 L. J. K. B. 1055; 
117 L. T. 598; 33 T. L. R. 409, C. A.3 revsd. 
on other grounds, [1919] A. C. 368, H. L. 

2389. -|—The Court of Appeal always 
pays great attention to the views expressed by 
the judge at the trial with regard to the verdict 
of the jury. Such views are, of course, not con- 
clusive, but they constitute a very important 
element to be considered by the court in arriving 
at its decision (Scrutron, L.J.).—Smiru »v, 
SCHILLING, [1928] 1 K. B. 429; 97 L. J. K. B. 
276; 138 L. T. 475; 44 T. L. R. 109, C. A. 














B. Verdict Against Weight of Evidence. 


2390. Unreasonable verdict.}—SoLomon v. Bir- 
TON, No. 2386, ante. 

2391. -}+—A new trial ought not to be 
granted on the ground that the verdict of the jury 
was against the weight of the evidence, unless 
the verdict was one which a jury, viewing the whole 
of the evidence reasonably, could not properly 
find.—METROPOLITAN Ry. Co. v. WRIGHT (1886), 
11 App. Cas. 152; 55 1. J. Q. B. 401; 54 L. T. 
658; 34 W. RR. 746; 27T. L. R. 553, WH. 1. 

2392. -}—A new trial of an action ought 
not to be granted on the ground that the verdict 
was against the weight of evidence if the verdict 
was one which the jury, acting as reasonable men, 
could have found.—WEBSTER v. FRIEDEBERG 
(1886), 17 Q. B. D. 736; 55 L. J. Q. B. 403; 55 
L. T. 49; 34 W. R. 728; 2 T. L. R. 702, 0. A. 

2393. -}—If there is to be trial by jury. it 
is not right that we should interfere with a verdict 
which might have been found by reasonable men 
(WILLS, J.).—Maccann v. LONDON & ST. 
KATHERINE Docks Co. (1887), 3 T. L. R. 539, 
D.C.; on appeal, 3 T. L. R. 618, C. A. 

2304 -]—Where in an action for com- 
pensation in respect of land compulsorily taken for 
public purposes the jury, after hearing the con- 
flicting evidence of experts as to the existence of 
payable coal thereunder, assessed damages in 
respect thereof :—Held: their verdict, being one 
which a jury could reasonably find, could not be 
set aside as against the weight of evidence.-—~ 
BROWN v. RAILWAYS Comr. (1890), 15 App. Cas. 
240; 59 L. J. P. C. 62; 62 L. T. 469, P. C. 

2895. ——.]—A verdict of a jury will not be 
disturbed as against evidence or the weight of 
evidence, unless it is one which a jury, viewing the 
whole of the evidence reasonably, could not 
properly find.—-PHILLIPS v. MARTIN (1890), 15 
App. Cas. 193, P. C. 

3306. ———.]—Where a new trial is sought to be 
obtained on the ground that the verdict in the 
court below was against the weight of evidence, in 
& case where there was some evidence to support 
the verdict, it is not enough that the judge who 
tried the case, or the judges of the Court of Appeal, 
might have come to a different conclusion; but 
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there must be such a preponderance of evidence 
against the verdict as to make it unreasonable 
that the jury, when properly directed by the judge, 
should return the verdict they did.— HAMPSON v. 
Guy (1891), 64 L. T. 778, C. A. 

2397. .}—The rule as to granting a new 
trial when the verdict is alleged to be against the 
weight of evidence is twofold: (a) if the evidence 
is such that no reasonable men acting carefully 
could find for the party upon whom the burden 
of proof rests, it should be ruled that there is no 
evidence to go to the jury; (b) the verdict of a 
jury will not be disturbed unless it is one which 
a jury, viewing the evidence reasonably, cannot 
properly find.—FERRAND v. BINGLEY TOWNSHIP 
District LocaL BoarRD (1891), 56 J. P. 277; 8 
T. L. R. 70; 36 Sol. Jo. 58, C. A. 

2398. .}—Can we say that though the 
question was unquestionably within the province 
of the jury, yet the jury, if they had viewed the 
whole of the evidence reasonably, could not 
possibly have found such a verdict? ... It 
appears to me that the verdict was so utterly 
irreconcilable with the evidence, when reasonably 
considered, that it ought to be set aside (LINDLEY, 
L.J.).—-ALLCOCK v. HALL, [1891] 1 Q. B. 444, 445, 
4486; 60 L. J. Q. B. 416; 64 L. T. 309; 39 W. R. 
443; 7T. L. R. 260, C. A. 

2399. ——_.]—This court, adopting the principles 
laid down by the House of Lords, always refused 
to grant a new trial on the ground that the verdict 
was against the weight of the evidence, unless the 
verdict was one which the jury could not properly 
have found on the evidence before them (LINDLEY, 
L.J.).—-AVIS v. GREAT HASTERN Ry. Co. (1892), 
8 T. L. R. 693, C. A. 

2400. ——.|—-Where there is evidence on 
which the jury might reasonably act, their finding 
should not be disturbed. So held in an action for 
damages by plaintiff who had suffered personal 
injuries in attempting to pass over a level crossing. 

If the evidence was such that upon the facts & 
the inferences from the facts the jury might answer 
those questions either in one way or the other, the 
case could not be withdrawn from the jury (LORD 
ESHER, M.R.).—DALLAS v. GREAT WESTERN Ky. 
Co. (1893), 57 J. P. 584; 9T. LL. R. 344, C. A. 

2401. -]—-In an action for damages due to 
negligent construction of a drain by a@ municipal 
council a juryfound that there was no negligence, 
but the full court set aside the verdict & ordered 
a new trial:—Held: there being evidence both 
ways the verdict was one which the jury could 
reasonably find & ought not to have been set aside. 
— BRISBANE MUNICIPAL COUNCIL v. MARTIN, 
[1894] A. C. 249, P. C. 

2402. -}—Where a question of fact is left 
to the jury, & thcy have answered it reasonably, 
their verdict cannot be disturbed. But where the 
verdict is one that could not reasonably have been 
found if the attention of the jury had been directed 
to the whole of the facts of the case, or if the court 
is not satisfied that the real question to be deter- 
mined was so left to them that their verdict was 
given upon the determination of that question, 
the court may set aside the verdict & order a new 
trial— JONES v. SPENCER (1897), 77 L. T. 586; 14 
T.L. R. 41, H. 1.3 revsg. S. C. sub nom. SPENCER 
v. JONES, 13 T. L. R. 174, C. A. 

2403. -}~—-The Court of Appeal having 
reviewed the evidence at length, came to the con- 
clusion that the judgment for damages . . . onthe 
admitted facts could not possibly stand, & was one 
which no jury could reasonably reach, & that the 
verdict must be set aside & a new trial ordered.— 
NEVILLE v. LONDON Express NEWSPAPERS, Lrv., 
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[1917] 2 K. B. 564; 86 L. J. K. B. 1055; 117 
L. T. 598; 33 T. L. R. 409, C. A.3; revad. on other 
grounds, [1919] A. C. 368, H. L. 

2404. -}+The jury found that the words 
complained of were uttered, but were not defama- 
tory. Thereupon the Lord Chief Justice entered 
judgment for deft. From that judgment pltf. 
appeals & asks for a new trial upon the ground that 
the words were of such a character that they could 
not be other than defamatory, that 12 reason- 
able men could not find otherwise. . . . I cannot 
say that the verdict was so unreasonable that it 
must be wrong & that it ought to be set aside as a 
verdict of 12 perverse men (SANKEY, L.J.).— 
BROOME v. AGAR (1928), 188 L. T. 698 ; 44 T. L. R. 
339, C. A. 

2405. -}-—In the Court of Appeal the Master 
of the Rolls thought that there was no ground for 
saying that the answer given by the verdict was 
one which twelve reasonable men could not reach. 
It appears by the judgments of Atkin, L.J., & 
Lawrence, L.J., that they did not agree with this 
opinion, Atkin, L.J., saying that if left to himself 
he should have decided that no reasonable men 
could come to the conclusion to which they did 
come, but that the opinion of the Master of the 
Rolls prevented him from giving effect to that 
view. In that I think he was wrong; the fact 
that one judge thinks a verdict is not unreasonable 
does not in itself render a verdict unassailable. 
It is a mere expression of opinion from which others 
might differ, for the aueen of reasonability is 
not capable of rigid definition. Were it otherwise 
the opinion of the judge in a Court of Appeal 
in favour of a verdict so challenged would prevent 
the other members forming the majority of the 
court from giving a contrary decision (LORD 
BUCKMASTER).—LOCKHART v. HARRISON (1928), 
139 L. T. 521; 44 T. L. R. 794, H. L. 

—.|—See, also, NEGLIGENCE, Vol. XXXVL, 
pp. 85, 86, Nos. 565-571. 

2406. Miscarriage of justice.]|—On an applica- 
tion for new trial on the ground that the verdict 
was against the weight of evidence :—Held: the 
court will not interfere with the verdict of a jury 
unless satisfied that there has been a clear mis- 
carriage of justice. A new trial would not be 
granted merely because the judge differed from the 
conclusion arrived at by the jury.—MILLs v. 
CHESTER (1907), Times, Oct. 16. 

2407. Judge disagreeing with verdict.|—Hamp- 
BON v. Guy, No. 2396, ante. 

240 -}MILLS  v. No. 2406, 
ante, 


2409. ———.}—It is not valid ground for ordering 
a new trial that the judges differ from the con- 
clusion at which the jury have arrived or consider 
that the findings show that the defts. had not 
had a fair & unprejudiced trial——-Toronto Ry. 
Co. v. Kina, [1908] A. C. 260; 77 L. J. P. C. 77; 
98 L. T. 650, P. C. 

2410. ——.}—LOCKHART v. HARRISON, No. 2405, 


ante. 

2411. Verdict depending on _ controversial 
scientific matter.}—The ordinary reasoning accord- 
ing to which the verdict of a jury on a question 
of fact ought not to be disturbed, unless the pre- 
pongerance of the evidence against the verdict 

strong & clear, does not apply to cases where 
the verdict depends upon a question of science 
which is not fully solved, but is still within the 
region of bond controversy. The importance 
of the verdict to others besides the parties to the 
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litigation, & also the novelty of the question at 
issue, are elements to be taken into consideration 
in deciding whether a new trial should be granted 
or not. ere a new trial is granted on the ground 
of the unsatisfactory nature of the verdict, a 
condition should not be imposed that the party 
applying for the new trial should pay the costs of 
the previous trial——-METROPOLITAN ASYLUM DIS- 
TRICT MANAGERS v. H1Lu (APPEAL No. 1) (1882), 
47 L. T. 29; 47 J. P. 148, H. L. 3 revseg. on other 
grounds S. C. sub nom. HILL v. METROPOLITAN 
AsyLums Disrrictr Manacers (1879), 49 L. J. 
Q. B. 228, C. A. 

2412. Exceptional case.]—The court has fre- 
quently said that it is almost impossible to succeed 
in an application for a new trial on the ground that 
the verdict was against the weight of the evidence. 
At the same time, it has never been laid down 
that in no case will the court grant a new trial 
on such a ground. But it will only do so in an 
exceptional case (LORD ESHER, M.R.).—SEATON v, 
SHERIDAN (1896), 12 T. L. R. 285, C. A. 

2418. Condition as to costs of previous trial. ]— 
METROPOLITAN ASYLUM DISTRICT MANAGERS Uv. 
Hix (APPEAL No. 1), No. 2411, ante. 

County court proceedings. }—See COUNTY COURTS, 
Vol. XIII., pp. 513, 526, Nos. 620-622. 


C. Perverse Verdict. 


Judges’ directions disregarded.|—Sce JURIEs, 
Vol. XXX., pp. 254, 255, Nos. 553-559. 


D. Excessive Damages. 


See, generally, DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 167- 
175, Nos. 680-783. 

2414. Amount unreasonably large.]—Giving the 
best consideration to the facts of this case, to 
the damage actually done, & the conduct of defts. 
(of which I strongly disapprove), I think a verdict 
of £1,000, which surprises in itself, was excessive, 
& that there must be a new trial. The excessive 
damages lead to the suspicion that the jury may 
not have calmly considered the whole case, & 
should order a new trial of the whole case 
(SCRUTTON, L.J., diss.).—TOLLEY v. Fry (J. S.) & 
Sons, Lrp., [1930] 1 K. B. 467, 477; 99 L. J. 
K. B. 149; 142 L. T. 270; 46 T. L. R. 108, C. A. 
»}-—-See, also, DAMAGEs, Vol. XVII., p. 171, 
Nos. 719-721. 

Impossible verdict.]—See Damaages, Vol. 
XVII., p. 174, No. 753. 

Amount’ exceeding injury proved.}—See 
DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 171, 178, Nos. 717, 718, 
739, 741. 

Parties consenting to reduced damages.]—See 
DAMAGEs, Vol. XVII., p. 169, Nos. 696, 697. 


— 








E. Inadequate Damages. 


See DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 176-179, Nos. 
784-832. 


2415. Juryman member of defendant council. ]— 
In a county court action against a borough 
council one of the jurymen was a member of the 
council. The jury returned a verdict for defts. 
The judge refused a new trial on the ground that 
no injustice had been done. On appeal :—Held: 
as the case had been in part decided by one of 
defts., there must be a new trial.— ATKINS v. 
FuLHamM BoroueH Councit (1915), 31 T. L. R. 
564; 78 J.P. Jo. 852. 


Part XLI.—New TRIAL. 


Verdict decided by lot.}—See Juries, Vol. XXX., 
p. 239, No. 359. 

Compromise.}—See DamaagEs, Vol. XVII., p. 178, 
Nos. 821, 8238. 

Stranger in jury room.}—See Jurigs, Vol. XXX., 
p. 287, No. 327. 

Irregular conduct during trial.]}—See Juries, 
qa XXX., pp. 235, 238, 244, Nos. 309, 346, 

Conduct leading party to suppose jury in his 
favour.}|—See JURIES, Vol. XXX., pp. 234, 235, 
Nos. 808, 804. 

Informal verdict corrected on following day.]— 
See JuntzHs, Vol. XXX., p. 242, No. 410. 

Verdict found not unanimous—Objection after 
discharge.|—See Juries, Vol. XXX., p. 255, 
No. 568. 

Challenge to jury.}—See Nos. 2344-2346, ante. 


SuR-SEC'T. 4.—SUBSTANTIALLY Wrong VERDICT 


GIVEN. 
A. Party taken by Surprise. 


2416. Decision mainly attributable to surprise.] 
—The court will not permit affidavits to be used 
on a motion for a new trial which tend to impeach 
the integrity of the jury. Although surprise be a 
good ground for a motion for a new trial, & affi- 
davits may be used to establish that ground, they 
must be conclusive, & the facts in respect of which 
the evidence creating the surprise was given must 
be such as that the verdict may be mainly attribut- 
able to their effect upon the decision of the cause. 
If there appears on the whole evidence enough to 
sustain the verdict found, independently of the 
facts brought into doubt, the court will not inter- 
fere & order a new trial, although the right be 
bound.—HARTWRIGHT v. BADHAM (1822), 11 Price, 
383; 147 E. R. 507. 

2417. ——-.|—-GuESsT v. IBBOTSON, No. 2421, 


ost. 

2418. Grounds of surprise clearly set out.]— 
HARTWRIGHT v. BADHAM, No. 2416, ante. 

2419. ———.}—Affidavits in support of a motion 
for a new trial on the ground of surprise ought 
clearly to state what the grounds of surprise are.— 
Dow v. DICKINSON, [1881] W. N. 52, C. A. 

2420. County court proceedings. |—A 
county court judge should follow the practice of 
the High Court, & where an application for new 
trial is on the ground of surprise, it ought to be 
supported by an affidavit showing the nature of 
any new evidence it is proposed to produce, & the 
grounds of the surprise.—GELDART v, BLEAZARD 
& Sons, [1916] W. N. 417, D. C. 

2421. Intention to call fresh evidence.]—A 
judgment in his favour is in the nature of a right 
vested in a litigant, & it is in the public interest that 
unsuccessful litigants should not be encouraged 
to make applications for new trials; therefore 
such an application should not be granted upon 
the ground that applicant was surprised, unless he 
can go further & show that the surprise may have 
led to an erroneous decision. When the application 
is based upon the applicant’s intention to call 
fresh evidence, the court should not accept a mere 
statement to that effect, but should require con- 
vincing proof that the evidence is available, & is 
of a onsible character; that it is not a mere 
denial of evidence given before, but is of so weighty 
a nature that ita absence may have caused a 

of justice; & that it could not with 
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reasonable diligence have been called at the trial. 
—GuEST v. IBBOTSON (1922), 91 L. J. K. B. 558; 
126 L. T. 738; 88 T. L. R. 325; 66 Sol. Jo. 298, 
D 


0, 

2422. ——~ Application for adjournment neces- 
sary.J—In an action for libel, tried with a jury, 
one of the main questions was as to what took place 
at two interviews between pltf. & deft., the dates 
of which were not in issue on the pleadings. Late 
on the second or early on the third day of the trial 
pltf. first became aware that deft. was going to 
say that the date of the first interview was some 
months earlier than pltf. thought was admittedly 
the date, & on this new issue pltf. was not prepared 
with evidence to corroborate his recollection of the 
date. Pltf. did not ask for an adjournment to 
enable him to procure evidence, & the trial pro- 
ceeded for some days longer & resulted in a verdict 
for deft. Pltf. applied for a new trial on the ground 
of surprise, alleging that it would have been useless 
to ask for an adjournment as the case was being 
tried with a jury, & his principal witness on the 
point was at the time in America, & he did not 
then know what evidence that witness might be 
able to give:—Held: in the circumstances the 
proper inference was that pltf., by not applying 
for an adjournment to enable him to procure 
evidence to mect the change of date, took his 
chance of obtaining a verdict on the evidence 
then at his disposal, & a new trial ought not 
to be granted.—Isaacs v. HoBHOoUSE, [1919] 1 
K. B. 898; 88 L. J. K. B. 668; 120 L. T. 331, 
C. A. 

2428. .}—A fitter, aged thirty, was 
struck on the right cheek while at work by a broken 
axle shaft. After having the wound dressed, he 
returned to work the same day, & remained at 
work for four months when he had a stroke & died 
a few hours later. Death was found by post 
mortem examination to have been due to hemor- 
rhage into the brain. The county court judge 
said as a layman he could not account for the 
man’s death apart from the accident, but he 
accepted the medical evidence for the employers 
that this accident could in no way be connected 
with the cause of death. It was alleged that this 
medical evidence constituted ‘‘ surprise,’ & that 
applicant had no opportunity of rebutting it :— 
Held; there was no ground that applicant had 
been taken by surprise. If applicant desired to 
supplement the evidence, the proper course 
would have been to have applied to the county 
court judge for an adjournment. 

I am not at all satisfied that, looking at the 
limited jurisdiction given to a Court of Appeal in 
workmen’s compensation cases, it would have 
been possible to order a new trial upon the ground 
of surprise (LORD DUNEDIN).—GOLDEN v. Swirt 
OF COVENTRY, Lrp. (1924), 23 L. J. K. B. 488; 
131 L. T. 68; 40 T. L. R. 315; 68 Sol. Jo. 488; 
16 B. W. C. C. 1, H. L. 

2424, Case called unexpectedly—Absent wit- 
nesses.|-—-Where a case far down in the list was 
unexpectedly called on, witnesses being absent, a 
new trial was ordered on payment by deft. of costs 
& paying the damages into court.— DICKENSON v. 
FISHER (1887), 3 T. L. R. 459, C. A. 

2425. Plaintiff unable to speak English—Defen- 
dant not informed.}—On a motion for a new trial 
of an action for the price of a certain antique sold 
& delivered :—Held: the fact that deft. did not 
know previous to the trial that it would be alleged 
that pitf. could not speak English was a matter 
of surprise entitling deft. under the circumstances 
to a new trial—Facuris v. Dm RUSTAFFELL 
(1908) Times, Feb. 14. 
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B. Improper or Irregular Speeches, etc. 


2426. Jury misled by speeches of counsel.}—If 
the court can see that the jury has been misled 
by speeches of counsel, that is a ground for inter- 
fering with the verdict.— PRAED v. GRAHAM (1889), 
24 Q. B. D. 53; 59 L. J. Q. B. 230; 38 W. R. 
103, C. A. 

Speech inflaming damages.]—See 
Vol. XVII., p. 154, No. 558. 

Jury informed that defendant insured. ]|— See 
BARRISTERS, Vol. III., p. 348, No. 389; N&rGrtI- 
GENCE, Vol. X XXVI., p. 127, No. 842; Supp. 

2427. Case entered as undefended—Notice of 
defence given—Court not informed.}—When a 
cause has been entered for trial as undefended, it 
is the duty of pltf.’s attorney, upon notice from 
deft. of his intention to defend, to inform the court 
that the cause will be defended; & if it afterwards 
be tried as undefended out of its proper turn, a 
new trial will be granted without an affidavit of 
merits.—-WOLFF v. GOLDRING (1875), 44 L. J. 
C. P. 214; 32 L. T. 161; sub nom. Woo. v. 
GOLDRING, 23 W. R. 473. 


DAMAGES, 





C. Absence of Parties, Solicitor or Counsel. 


2428. Defendant absent.]—-Where a verdict was 
obtained in the absence of deft., on account of 
no notice of trial being given, the court set the 
verdict aside, though deft. did not swear positively 
to a good defence on the merits.—WILLIAMS v. 
WILLIAMS (1834), 2 Dowl. 350. 

Counsel & solicitor absent—Costs payable by 
i Soxricirors, Vol. XLII., p. 352, 

o. 4004. 


D. Omission of Evidence Since Discovered. 


2429. Evidence making different verdict prob- 
able.}—A new trial will not be granted on the 
ground of the discovery of fresh evidence, unless 
the proposed fresh evidence is such that there is 
a reasonable probability that if brought before a 
jury a different verdict to that in the former trial 
would be given.— ANDERSON v. TITMAS (1877), 36 
L. T. 711; 41 J. P. 680. 

2430. -J—A new trial will not be granted 
upon the ground that fresh evidence has been 
discovered, which could not with reasonable 
diligence have been discovered before the trial, 
unless that fresh evidence is so conclusive as to 
make it practically certain that the verdict would 
be different if it were adduced.— YOUNG v. KER- 
SHAW, BURTON v. KERSHAW (1899), 81 L. T. 531 ; 
16 T. L. R. 52, C. A. 

2431. ——-.}--When a litigant has obtained a 
judgment in a court of justice, he is by law entitled 
not to be deprived of that judgment without very 
solid grounds, & where (as in this case) the ground 
is the alleged discovery of new evidence, it must 
at least be such as is presumably to be believed, 
& if believed would be conclusive (LORD LORE- 
BURN, L.C.).—BROWN v. DEAN, [1910] A. C. 373; 
79 L. J. K. B. 690 ; 102 L. T. 661; sub nom. DEAN 
v. Brown, 54 Sol. Jo. 442, H. L. 

2432. -]/—In order to justify the grant of a 
new trial on the und that fresh evidence has 
been discovered, the evidence must be of such a 
character as to justify the court in saying that the 
verdict cannot in the interest of justice be relied 
on, because it was based on mistake, surprise, or 
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fraud.— WARHAM v. SELFRIDGE & Co., Lp. (1914), 
30 T. L. R. 344, C. A. 

2433. ——-.]}—To obtain a new trial upon the 
ground that fresh evidence has been discovered, 
if no charge of fraud or surprise is brought forward, 
it must be shown that the fresh evidence would 
be conclusive; but that consideration does not 

to a case of surprise, much less to one of 
a If a he Spat is affected by fraudulent 
conduct it must set aside. When it is alleged 
that a judgment had been obtained by fraud an 
independent action to set aside the judgment is a 
more convenient mode of procedure than a motion 
for a new trial supported by affidavite.—HIP 
Foone Honea v. NEOTIA & Co., [1918] A. C. 888 ; 
87 L. J. P.C. 144; 119 L. T. 588, P. C. 

2434. .]—The deft. appealed from the 
decision of the judge of the Blackburn County 
Court, granting a new trial. The county court 
judge granted the new trial upon a statement 
made by the pltf.’s solicitor unsupported by any 
affidavit. Counsel for the pltf. stated in the 
Divisional Court that he knew that new trials had 
been granted by county court judges without any 
affidavit in support of the application. 

In giving judgment, Avory, J., observed that 
it was truc there was no county court rule which 
laid it down that there must be an affidavit in 
support of an application for a new trial, & the 
court had been told that there was a practice in 
county courts to entertain those applications 
without any affidavit. If that was so, the sooner 
the practice was altered the better. It was quite 
improper, & unfair to the county court judge, that 
the duty should be cast upon him of saying in 
effect, ‘‘I will believe the statement of one 
advocate & not of another.”” That was a sufficient 
reason why a county court judge should follow 
the practice of the High Court; & where, as in 
the present case, the application was on the ground 
of surprise, it ought to be supported by an affidavit 
showing the nature of any new evidence it was 
proposed to produce, & the grounds of the surprise. 





—GELDART v. BLEAZARD & Sons, [1916] W. N. 
417. 
2435. -}—A judgment in his favour is in 








the nature of a right vested in a litigant, & it is 
in the public interest that unsuccessful litigants 
should not be encouraged to make applications for 
new trials; therefore such an application should 
not be granted upon the ground that applicant 
was surprised, unless he can go further & show that 
the surprise may have led to an erroneous decision. 
When the application is based upon the applicant’s 
intention to call fresh evidence, the court should 
not accept a mere statement to that effect but 
should require convincing proof that the evidence 
is available, & is of a responsible character ; that 
it is not a mere denial of evidence given before, 
but is of so weighty a nature that its absence may 
have caused a miscarriage of justice; & that it 
could not with reasonable ditizence have been 
called at the trial. 

Applicant claimed compensation under Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1906 (c. 58), for injury 
by accident. The employer pleaded that at the 
date of the accident applicant was not in his 
employment. At the hearing applicant was asked 
whether he had not been dismissed about three 
days before the accident, & he denied that that was 
so. The employer gave evidence of the dismissal, 
being corroborated in that respect by four other 
witnesses. The county court judge held that the 
employment was not proved. Applicant applied 
to the same judge for a new trial on the ground of 
surprise at the trial, in that he thought the defence 
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pleaded implied that he had never been in the 
respondent’s employment, & also that he desired 
to call fresh evidence since obtained to rebut the 
evidence of dismissal. His counsel merely stated 
that -two unnamed witnesses would be called, & 
thereupon the judge ordered a new trial. The 
employer appealed, & it was stated that the 
practice in the county court was to accept such 
general statements on an application for a new 
trial :—Held : as to the question of surprise, there 
was no evidence of any miscarriage of justice, &, 
further, in the High Court a new trial would not 
have been granted on a statement of the kind in 
question unsupported by any evidence whatso- 
ever, & in the circumstances there ought to be no 
new trial.—GvuEsST v. IBBOTSON (1922), 91 L. J. 
K. B. 558; 126 L. T. 788; 38 T. L. R. 325; 66 
Sol. Jo. 298, D. C. 

2436. ——-.]—In Aug. 1916, justices, on the 
application of a wife deserted by her husband, 
made an order under Summary Jurisdiction 
(Married Women) Act, 1895 (c. 39), that the wife 
should not be bound to cohabit ; she should have 
the custody of the eldest child of the marriage, a 
girl; the husband should pay her 6s. a week for 
maintenance. This order was obeyed until 
Oct. 1917, when the wife sent the girl back to her 
husband. He received the girl; stopped paying 
the 6s. a week, & wrote to his wife asking her to 
come back & promising to receive & maintain 
her. The wife refused. The justices then on the 
application of the husband discharged the order. 
The wife appealed to the Divisional Court :— 
Held: the evidence of the facts stated above was 
fresh evidence within the meaning of Summary 
Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 1895 (c. 39), & 
gave the justices jurisdiction to discharge the 
order, & the appeal should be dismissed.— 
TIMMINS v. TIMMINS, [1919] P. 75; 88 L. J. P. 
78; 120 L. T. 544; 63 Sol. Jo. 287, D. C. 

2437. Evidence discoverable before hearing— 
Delay in application.]|—Pltf. was driving upon a 
highway within defts.’ district, of which they 
were the highway authority. His pony suddenly 
put his foot through the crust of the highway & 
fell; pltf.’3 arm was broken & his pony injured. 
We brought an action against defts. for £170 
damages, alleging that the accident was caused 
by the improper construction by defts. of a drain 
under the highway. At the hearing he failed to 
prove that defts. had constructed the drain in 
question, but by arrangement he was allowed, 
without formal amendment of the pleadings, to 
contend that the drain was made by the defts.’ 
‘* predecessors in title’ (by which was intended 
their predecessors in the office of highway 
authority), & that defts. were liable for their 
predecessors’ misfeasance. On this question the 
jury found that the accident was caused by the 
negligent construction of the drain & that the 
drain was constructed by some of defts.’ pre- 
decessors in title, & they assessed the damages at 
£100. Onthose findings judgment was entered for 
pltf. Defts. appealed. At the close of their argu- 
ment respondent’s counsel applied for leave, under 
R. 8. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 4, to call further evidence 
that defts. had in fact made the drain in question. 
The action was tried with the jury in Feb. 1916, 
& heard on further consideration before the judge 
on March 29. In the interval some persons 
residing in the neighbourhood, who had read the 
report of the case in local papers, offered evidence 
that defts. had made the drain. Pltf. obtained 
affidavits in May & in July, after defts. had given 
notice of pied ape & gave them notice that he should 
apply to further evidence, but took no further 
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steps until the appeal came on. The court refused 
the application on the grounds that pltf. had not 
shown sufficient promptness in applying, & that 
the court were aot satisfied that he could not with 
due diligence have discovered the evidence before 
the hearing.-NAsH v. ROCHFORD RURAL COUNCIL, 
[1917] 1 K. B. 384; 86L. J. K. B. 370; 116 L. T. 
129; 81J.P.57; 15 L. G. R. 103, C. A. 

2438. Evidence contradicting statement at trial.] 
— Pltf., in an action for breach of promise of mar- 
riage, the defence to which was a denial of the 
promise, described herself at the trial as a single 
woman. The jury found a verdict for pltf. Deft. 
applied for a new trial on the ground that since 
the trial he had obtained evidence from two 
persons, previously unknown to him, to the effect 
that some years before the trial pltf. had made 
statements to them which, if true, proved that 
before the date of the promise pltf. had been 
married to a man who was still living. Pitf. filed 
an affidavit in opposition to the application in 
which she did not deny making the statements, 
but stated that she had never been married to the 
man or to any one else :—Held: there ought to be 
a new trial, but it must be confined to the issue 
whether pltf. was a married woman at the date of 
deft.’s promise to marry her.——ROBINSON v. SMITH, 
[1915]1 K. B. 711; 84L. J. K. B. 783; 112 L. T. 
929; 31 T. L. R. 191; 59 Sol. Jo. 269, C. A. 

2439. Evidence accessible at trial.]—Appellants, 
who before the trial had made no application for 
discovery of documents, were not entitled to a new 
trial on the ground of an important document, 
shown to have been accessible at the trial if called 
for, having since come to their knowledge.—-TURN- 
BULL & Co. v. DuvaL, [1902] A. C. 429; 71 
L. J. P.C. 84; 87 L. T. 154; 18 T. L. R. 521, P. C. 

2440. .}—If evidence, which either was in 
the possession of parties at the time of trial. or 
might by proper diligence have been procured, 
is not produced at the trial & the case be decided 
adversely to the side to which the evidence was 
available, no opportunity for producing that 
evidence ought to be given by granting a new 
trial —-SHEDDEN v. PATRICK & A.-G. (1869), L. R. 1 
Se. & Div. 470; 22 L. T. 631, H. L. 

2441. County court action.}—He [counsel for 
defts.] applied for a new trial on the ground of 
surprise, stating that defts. had discovered some 
other [evidence]. We have no jurisdiction to 
entertain that application. The question being 
one of fact, it must be for the county court judge, 
& not for this court, to deal with it (LusH, J.).— 
Torts v. PEARL LIFE ASSURANCE Co., Lp. 
(1913), 110 L. T. 190; 30 T. L. R. 212, D. C.; 
affirmed on other grounds, [1915] 1 K. B. 189, C. A. 

See, also, Part LXXVII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 
2, L. (0), post. 





E. Other Cases. 


2442. Inadvertence or mistake in proceedings. ]— 
The court has power to order a new trial when 
something has been done inadvertently or by 
mistake, or when there has been a slip in the pro- 
ceedings, but it is a discretion which will be 
exercised with the greatest caution, & the applica- 
tion will only be granted where the justice of the 
case manifestly requires it.—-GERM MILLING Co., 
Lrp. v. ROBINSON (1886), 3 T. L. R. 71; 3 BR. P.C. 
309, C. A. 

2443, Mistake by witness.}—On affidavit 
from a material witness that he had made a mistake 
in . Siving his testimony, the court granted a new 
trial—_RICHARDSON v. FIsHER (1823), 1 Bing. 
145 ; 7 Moore, ©. P. 547; 180 E. R. 59. 
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Sect. 2.—Grounda for granting: Sub-sect. 4, E.; 
sub-sects.5 & 6. Secta. 3, 4,5 & 6.] 


2444. Plaintiff moving for amount of judgment. ] 
——In an application for a new trial on the ground 
that the Z pesepi were inadequate counsel for 
defts. took the preliminary objection that pltf. 
having moved for judgment before the judge for 
the amount of the verdict could not now move to 
set aside that verdict & judgment. Pltf., it was 
argued, ought to have moved for a new trial before 
applying for Judgment. The court overruled the 
objection.— BURROWS v. LONDON GENERAL OMNI- 
BUS Co. (1894), 10 T. L. R. 298, C. A. 

2445. Majority verdict accepted—Verdict against 
weight of evidence.}—On the trial of an action in 
the county court, there being a disagreement of 
the jury, the parties were asked by the judge if 
they would accept the verdict of the majority, & 
they consented to do so, but afterwards the unsuc- 
cessful party applied for, & obtained from the 
judge, a new trial, on the ground that the finding 
of the jury was against the weight of evidence & 
unreasonable :—Held: the judge had power to 
entertain the application for a new trial, notwith- 
standing the consent of the parties to accept the 
verdict of the majority of the jury, the judge being 
within his jurisdiction in holding that the consent 
of the parties to accept the verdict of the majority 
meant no more than that they agreed to treat 
that as equivalent to a unanimous verdict.— 
GROOM v. SHUKER (1893), 69 L. T. 293; 37 Sol. 
Jo. 584, D. C. 

Action compromised where compromise un- 
authorised.]|}—See BARRISTERS, Vol. ITI., pp. 340, 
343, Nos. 299, 331. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—CONTRADICTORY VERDICTS. 


2446. Cross-actions.}—Where cross-actions in- 
volving the same questions of law & fact are 
separately tried with the result that contradictory 
verdicts are obtained, if the evidence at each trial 
is so fairly balanced that a jury might reasonably 
find either way, both cases ought to be tried again, 
not separately, but together. The court in such 
a@ case can neither be called upon to exercise the 
functions of a jury or to issue contradictory 
decrees :—Held: however, in this case that one 
of the verdicts should be set aside as against the 
weight of evidence.—AUSTHALASIAN STEAM NAVI- 
GATION Co. v. SmirH & Sons (1889), 14 App. Cas. 
321; 58L. J. P.C. 101; 61 L. T. 135, P. C. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—JUDGMENT OBTAINED BY FRAUD. 


2447. Whether new trial granted.}—Hir Foona 
Hona v. NEoOTIA & Co., No. 2433, ante. 
‘ -+—It is the settled practice of the 
court that the proper method of impeaching a 
completed judgment on the ground of fraud is by 
action, in which the particulars of the fraud must 
be exactly given & the allegation miust be estab- 
lished by strict proof. Although there is jurisdic- 
tion in special cases to set aside a judgment for 
fraud on a motion for a new trial, if for any special 
reason departure from the established practice is 
permitted, the necessity for stating the particulars 
of the fraud & the burden of proof are in no way 
abated & all the strict rules of evidence apply.— 
JONESCO v. BEARD, [1930] A. C. 298; 99 L. 7 Ch. 
228; 142 L. T. 616, H. L. 
Setting aside Judgments.}—See Part XLVI, post. 





PRACTICE. 


Suct. 3.—SEPARATE ISSUES OR PARTIES. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXIX., r. 7. A new trial may be ordered on 
any question, without Interfering with the finding or decision 
upon any other question. 


2449. New trial on undecided issues.}—Where 
there are several distinct issues to be tried in one 
action it is competent to the judge, in his dis- 
cretion, & without the consent of the parties, to 
accept the verdict of the jury upon those issues 
on which they are able to ; & discharge them 
upon the others without invalidating the trial, 
leaving the parties, if they think fit, to take down 
the undecided issues to a new trial; & the court 
will give judgment on the decided issues, & has 
power, if asked, to send down the undecided 
issues to a new trial.— MaksH v. Isaacs (1876), 45 
L. J. Q. B. 505; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 346. 

2450. -}—Pltf., who had been treated for 
cancer by deft., an unqualified medical practitioner, 
brought an action against him for (1) fraudulent, 
representations, (2) negligence, & (3) breach of a 
warranty that he could cure pltf. in three months. 
The jury could not agree as to the alleged fraudu- 
lent representations or as to the alleged negligence, 
but they found that deft. did not warrant a cure 
in three months :—Held: deft. was entitled to 
judgment on the cause of action for alleged breach 
of warranty, although there must be a new trial 
of the claims on which the jury had disagreed.— 
BURRELL v. EVANS (1930), 46 T. L. R. 578, C. A. 

2451. Where verdict against one defendant. ]— 
In an action against a railway company & H., the 
question was, whether the persons guilty of the 
alleged negligence were the servants of the com- 

iy; 80 as to make the company liable, or of H. 

» jury found against the company & in favour 
of H. The company obtained an order nisi for a 
new trial on the ground that the verdict was 
against the evidence: & by direction of the court 
notice of the order was served on H. The Queen’s 
Bench discharged the order, upon which the com- 
pany epree rc but did not serve notice of appeal 
on H. he Court of Appeal, after hearing the 
facts of the case, ordered that the case should stand 
over, & notice of the appeal be served on H. H. 
pe 1 cna but protested against the jurisdiction 
of the court, under the circumstances, to call upon 
him to show cause why a new trial should not be 
had as to him. The court held that they clearly 
had jurisdiction, & on the merits made the order 
absolute generally for a new trial :—Quere (per 
MELLISH, L.J.), whether the court has not now 
power to order a new trial as to one deft., without 
disturbing the verdict as to another, where the 
merits of the case justify such a course.—-PURNELL 
v. GREAT WESTERN Rai. Co. (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 
aoe Poy L. J. Q. B. 687; 35 L. T. 605; 24 W. R. 

» 0. A. 





Sect. 4.—-EFFECT OF ORDER FOR NEW TRIAL. 


2452. As to evidence.]—A new trial having been 
ordered, the evidence at the first trial is inadmis- 
sible. The second trial superseded the first, & any 
finding in the first action was got rid of when the 
action was sent for a new trial (QWINFEN Eapy, 
M.R.).—ROE v. NAYLOR (R. A.), Lap. (1918), 87 
L. J. K. B. 958, 968 ; 119 L. T. 350, 362, C. A. 

2458. As to jury—dJury dispensed with by consent 
—Divorce proceedings.}—-Where, by consent, a 
jury has been dispensed with on the trial of a 
petition for a divorce, if a new trial should be 


Part XLI.—Nerw TRIAL. 


ordered, the consent previously given would no 
longer be binding, & petitioner might demand to 
have his case tried before a jury (LORD WENSLEY- 
DALE).—-GIPps v. Gripes & HuME (1864), 11 H. L. 
OCas.1; 4 New Rep. 803; 88 L. J. P.M. & A.161; 
10 L. T. 785; 10 Jur. N.S. 641; 12 W. R. 937; 
11 E. R. 1230, H. L. 

2454. As to abandoned counterclaim. }—Where 
the Court of oy taps orders that the whole judg- 
ment given by the trial judge be set aside, & a new 
trial had between the Be aphoeee & directs that the 
costs of an abandoned counterclaim abide the 
decision of the judge on the new trial, the counter- 
claim is revived & must be tried together with the 
claim.—-SMITH v. STROUD (1926), 42 T. L. R. 372. 

2455. As to point of law pleaded but not relied 
on.}—I ought to refer briefly to another point 
raised on pltf.’s behalf—namely, that, inasmuch 
as defts.’ counsel, at the first trial of this action 
before the Lord Chief Justice & a special jury 
stated that he did not seek to rely on the Public 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893, he was therefore 
precluded from raising the point before me on the 
second trial of the action. I am unable to agree 
with that contention. The point was one of law 
only. It involved no evidence, & the facts on the 
point were not only admitted, but were actually 

leaded in the statement of claim itself. There is, 

think, no estoppel in the matter. The trial before 
me was @ de novo hearing, & defts. were entitled 
to raise before me the point pleaded in their 
statement of defence. My recollection is that this 
question has been decided by the Court of Appeal 
as I now decide it, though I am unable to find a 
reported decision on the matter (McCARDIE, J.).— 
VENN v. TEDESCO, [1926] 2 K. B. 227, 237; 95 
L. J. K. B. 866; 135 L. T. 108; 90 J. P. 1853; 42 
T. L. R. 478; 70 Sol. Jo. 709; 24 L. G. R. 497. 


Sect. 5.—COSTS. 


See, yenerally, R. S. C., Ord. LXV., Part 
LXXXVI., post. 

2456. Liability for.|—The event mentioned in 
Order LV. is the result of all the proceedings 
incidental to the litigation, & the costs which 
follow the event include the costs of all the stages 
of that litigation. Pltf. in an action recovered a 
verdict. The court ordered a new trial, unless the 
pitf. should consent to certain terms, but gave no 
direction as to costs. Pltf. did not consent, & a 
new trial was had, when a verdict was entered for 
pltf.:—Held: pltf. was entitled to the costs of 
the first trial as part of the costs of the action 
which, under Order LV., follow the event.— FIELD 
v. GreaT NORTHERN Ry. Co. (1878), 3 Ex. D. 
261; 47 L. J. Q. B. 662; 39 L. T. 80; 42 J. P. 
696; 26 W. R. 817. 

2457. -}—Where a new trial is granted on 
ground of misdirection, the court, as a general rule, 
will order the costs of the first trial & of the 
application for a new trial to abide the event of 
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the new trial._—JoNES v. RICHARDS (1899), 15 
T. L. R. 398, C. A. 

2458. ——_—.]—-Where an application is made for 
a new trial & the application is opposed & a new 
trial is granted, there is no rule of practice that 
the costs of the application shall abide the event 
of the new trial, & in the absence of special circum- 
stances applicant will be allowed the costs of the 
application.—HAMILTON v. SEAL, [1904] 2 K. B. 
262; 73 L. J. K. B. 560; 90 L. T. 592; 52 W. R. 
581; 48 Sol. Jo. 435, C. A. 

2459. Condition imposed on applicant.]— 
Where a new trial is granted on the ground of the 
unsatisfactory nature of the verdict a condition 
should not be imposed that the party applying 
for the new trial should pay the costs of the 
previous trial.—METROPOLITAN ASYLUM DISTRICT 
MANAGERS v. HILL (APPEAL No. 1) (1882), 47 
L. T. 39; 47 J. P. 148, H. L. 

2460. Costs to ‘‘ abide result of new trial.’’]— 
The Court of Appeal having made an order for 
the new trial of an action, ‘‘ costs of former trial 
to abide the result of new trial’ :—Held: ‘‘ the 
result ’’ in this order meant ‘the result as to 
costs.’ —-BROTHERTON v. METROPOLITAN DisTRICT 
Ry. JOINT COMMITTEE, [1894] 1 Q. B. 666; 70 
L. T. 218; 42 W. R. 273; 10 T. L. R. 234; 88 
Sol. Jo. 234; 9 R. 154, C. A. 

2461. Security for costs.J—An order may be 
made for security for the costs of an application 
for a new trial.—WIGHTWICK v. POPE, [1902] 2 
kK. B. 99; 71 L. J. K. B. 709; 86 L. T. 750; 50 
W.R. 531; 18 T. L. R. 639; 46 Sol. Jo. 550, C. A. 

2462. Special order in ‘‘ running down action.’’ | 
—T{ALLIWELL v. VENABLES, No. 2378, ante. 





Secr. 6.—STAY OF PROCEEDINGS. 


See, generally, Part XCIII., post. 

2463. Pending repayment of damages & costs— 
New trial on inadequacy of damages.]|—Where a 
pitf. has recovered damages in an action, & then, 
on appeal, obtains an order for a new trial on the 
ground that the damages awarded were inadequate, 
he must repay to deft. any sum paid to him for 
damages & costs before proceeding to the new 
trial, & if he refuses to do so, the court will order 
a stay of proceedings in the action until repayment 
is made.—RITTERBANDT v. AUTO-VAN MAINTE- 
NANCE Co., Lrp. (1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 554, C. A, 

2464. Stay of execution.}—The Court of Appeal, 
following the former practice of the Divisional 
Court, will not grant a stay of execution pending 
an application for a new trial except under special 
circumstances; & the mere alicgation either that 
there has been a misdirection, or that there was 
no evidence to go to the jury, is not to be considered 
as a special circumstance.—MONK v. BARTRAM, 
[1891] J] Q. B. 346; 60 L. J. Q. B. 267; 64 L. T. 
45; 89 W. R. 310; 7 T. L. R. 227, C. A, 

See, further, Part XCIILI., post. 
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PRACTICE. 


Part XLIIl——Motion for Judgment. 


Sect. 1.—WHEN MOTION FOR JUDGMENT MAY 
BE MADE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XL., r. 1. Except where by the Act or by 
these Rules it is provided that Judgment may be obtained in 
any other manner, the judgment of the Court shall be obtained 
by motion for judgment. 


Default of appearance.}—See PLEADING, p. 155, 
ante. 

- Admiralty actions in rem.}—See PLEADING, 
p. 155, ante. 

Default of defence—Writ not specially indorsed. | 
—See Part XV., Sect. 15, ante. 

Admissions of fact on pleadings or otherwise. ] 
See PLEADING, p. 214, ante. 

Where issues ordered to be determined. ]—See 
Sects. 6, 7, post. 

2465. Chancery Division—Action ordered to be 
set down on motion for judgment without plead- 
ings.]|—The case supposed is this: A writ is 
issued, deft. appears, a@ summons for directions is 
heard before the master, & pltf. & deft. are both 
there. What order can the master, or, rather, the 
judge, make for obtaining judgment in the action ? 
The master may, if he thinks right, direct that the 
action be set down on motion for judgment without 
pleadings to be heard on minutes as a short cause, 
adding, though I do not think it is necessary, that 
the evidence is to be taken by affidavit. This last 
form of order seems to me to be justified by Ord. 
XXX., vr. 2, & Ord. XL., vr. 1, & in this case 
only two days’ notice of motion will be required 
(BUCKLEY, J.).—Re PRINGLE & Co., LrD., 
PAWNALL v. PRINGLE & Co., Lrp. (1903), 89 
L. T. 743; 48 Sol. Jo. 101. 

2466. —— Debenture-holder’s action— 
Necessity for statement or claim.]—This was a 
motion for judgment in a _ debenture-holder’s 
action. The writ was issued & a receiver & 
manager was appointed on motion. 

The deft. co., however, found that it could not 
continue to carry on its business, & in order to 
save the expense of a statement of claim & trial, 
it consented to the action being set down on 
motion for judgment with agreed minutes. 

Pltf. accordingly issued a summons for direc- 
tions, asking for an order “ that this action be 
set down as a short cause on motion for judgment 
with agreed minutes in the form annexed hereto.”’ 

The master made the order & notice of motion 
was given, & the action was set down accordingly. 

There is no doubt about the jurisdiction, but 
as a matter of general convenience I think there 
should be a statement of claim on these applica- 
tions. Farwell, J., has given a general direction 
to his masters to that effect, & I think the practice 
should be uniform. Where judgment is given on 
a motion without pleadings, the judge has all the 
affidavits before him & the facts are fresh in his 
mind, but where, as in the present case, the action 
comes on as a short cause, so that there are no 
affidavits before the court, it is more convenient 
to have a statement of claim (SWINFEN Eapy, J.). 
—Re Durvont, Lrp., DUPONT v. DUPONT, LID., 
[1906] W. N. 14; 50 Sol. Jo. 206. 

2487. ——_ ——- ——- ——.. ]—This debenture- 
holder’s action came on for hearing on motion for 
judgment as a short cause. The action was brought 
by the holder of first debentures against the 
company, the present trustees of the debenture 
trust deed, & G. M. T. (on behalf of himself & all 
others the holders of the second debentures of 











the company), who had been added by amendment. 
The notice of motion asked for judgment in the 
terms of agreed minutes which were in common 
form, & the motion was, in accordance with direc- 
tions given by the master, brought on without 
pleadin An affidavit in support had been filed, 
although no directions to that effect had been 
given :—Held: in granting the order, following 

n re Pringle & Co., Ltd., No. 1812, ante, in such a 
case a statement of claim was unnecessary. The 
company appeared, & would be bound by the 
order; also it was not necessary to make an order 
appointing G. M. T. to represent the second 
debenture-holders.— Re CADOGAN & HANS PLACE 
EstTaTE (No. 2), Lrp., GRAHAM v. CADOGAN & 
HANS PLACE ESTATE (No. 2), Lrp., [1906] W. N. 
112; 50 Sol. Jo. 499. 

2468. .}—Pltf. issued a 
writ in a debenture-holder’s action against the 
Kitson Empire Lighting Co., Ltd., & an order was 
made on his motion appointing a receiver & 
manager of the business of the company. The 
company appeared by counsel & refused to treat 
the motion as the trial of the action or to consent 
to judgment. The matter came before the master 
on a summons for directions, when the company 
was not represented, & pltf. asked for the usual 
order for pleadings. The master, however, made 
an order that the case should be set down on 
motion for judgment as a short cause without 
pleadings. 

The case came before PARKER, J., when the 
company did not appear, & his lordship said that 
it was impossible to make any order in their 
absence & without a statement of claim. 

PARKER, J., declined to make the declaration 
without evidence, & said that orders in such cases 
ought not to be made in the form adopted by the 
master unless the company appeared before him 
& stated that they would appear by counsel at the 
hearing before the judge & would consent to the 
order; & that in that case, if no party objected, 
it would be proper to give liberty to prove the 
facts by affidavit evidence.—Re KiITson EMPIRE 
LIGHTING Co., Lip., Higgs v. THE COMPANY, 
[1910] W. N. 154. 

2469. ——— —— Necessity for appearance 
by counsel & consent to order.J|—-Re K1trson 
EMPIRE LIGHTING Co., Lrp., Hieas v. THE 
COMPANY, No. 2468, ante. 

2470. Where plaintifY entitled to have defence 
struck out.]—Judgment was given on Jan. 31, 
1891, against two of defts. for default of appear- 
ance. On March 20, 1891, leave was given for 
defts. to come in & defend upon the terms of their 
paying the costs up to the date of the order. They 
appeared, delivered a defence, & on June 10 an 
order was made for discovery of documents, & 
giving pltf. leave to administer interrogatories. 
This order was served on defts.’ solicitors on 
June 22, & on June 30 interrogatories were de- 
livered_ pursuant to the order. Defts. made no 
affidavit of documents & gave no answer to the 
interrogatories. Plitfs. now moved that the 
defence of the two defts. should be struck out 
under Ord. XXX., r. 21, & that judgment might 
be given in the action according to the statement 
of claim under Ord. XXVII., r. 11 :—Held: there 
was no objection to the two orders being asked 
for by the same motion, but the motion for the 
judgment to which pltf. was entitled according 
to his statement of claim, must be set down as a 
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short cause according to the notice issued by the 
Registrar in 1876. No order was therefore made, 
ad that the defence be struck out & defts. 
should pay the costs of the motion.—Re HarRtTLeEy, 
NUTTALL v. WHITTAKER (1891), 91 L. T. Jo. 229. 

2471. -+—Where a pltf. moves, under 
Ord. XXXTI., r. 21, to have a deft.’s defence struck 
out for non-compliance with an order to answer 
interrogatories, there is no objection to his joining 
with such motion a motion for judgment as upon 
his statement of claim in default of defence, but 
such motion for judgment must be set down & 
two separate orders should be made.—SaLOMON 
v. HOLE (1905), 53 W. R. 588. 

2472. Motion to make judgment of House of 
Lords an order of High Court.|—In this case 
counsel moved ex parte that a judgment of the 
House of Lords in this appeal might be made an 
order of that court. There were original & cross- 
appeals from the decision of the Divisional Court 
to the Mouse of Lords. The appeal of pltfs. was 
dismissed with costs & that of defts. ended in a 
new trial being ordered on terms. He now moved 
that the judgment of the House of Lords with 
reference to the defts.’ appeal should be recorded 
as a judgment of the Divisional Court so that the 
defts. might be at liberty to apply for costs. He 
referred to Ord. XL., r. 1. 

The court allowed the judgment of the House of 
Lords on the motion for judgment to be entered on 
the terms of the application.—VAN GRUTTEN v. 
FOXWELL (1897), 41 Sol. Jo. 715. 

Where defendant is an infant.]-—See INFANTS, 
Vol. XXVIII., p. 322, Nos. 1887-1893. 

Infringement of trade mark, etc.—Consent to 
judgment in chambers—Judgment to be in open 
court.|—See TRADE MARKs, Vol. XLIII., p. 329, 
Nos. 1497-1500, 











Siscr. 2.—WHEN MOTION FOR JUDGMENT NEED 
NOT BE MADE. 


Summary judgment in default of appearance. |— 
See R.S.C., Ord. XIII, rr. 3-9, pp. 385-390, ante. 

Specially indorsed writ.|—Sce R. S. C., Ord. 
X1V., p. 277, ante. 

Appearance but default of defence. |—-See R.S8. C., 
Ord. XX VII., rr. 2-9, PLEADING, pp. 152-154, ante. 

Plaintiff accepting money paid into court.]— 
See R. S.C., Ord. XXII., r. 7, p. 492, ante. 

Action tried with or without jury.|—Sce R.S. C., 
Ord. XXXVI., r. 39, p. 564, ante. 

Reference to official or special referee. |—Sce 
Sect. 5, post. 





Srect. 3.—HOW MADE. 


Notice of motion.]}—Sec R. S. C., Ord. LII., 
rr. 3-5, Part LIX., post. 

Service of notice.}|—See K. S. C., Ord. LXVII., 
Part LX XXVIII., post. 





Sect. 4.—SETTING DOWN MOTION. 


King’s Bench Division.]—See notes to R. 8. C., 
Ord. XL., r. 1, in Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 
2478. Chancery Division—Entry in cause book 
as short cause.]——-Under the regulations made by 
the Master of the Rolls & the Vice-Chancellors in 
1876, motions for judgments in actions are entered 
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in the cause book, &, if marked “ short,’’ will 
be placed in the paper on the first short cause day 
after the day for which notice has been given. 

Pltf. gave notice of motion for judgment for 
March 14, 1891. The case was marked ‘‘ short,’’ 
& March 14 was the regular short causeday. Deft. 
not appearing, judgment was given for pltf. 

Deft. moved that judgment be set aside, on the 
ground that the case was placed in the paper 
prematurely :—Held: ‘‘ the first short cause day 
after the day for which notice is given’’ means 
‘‘ the first short cause day available after the giving 
of the notice’’; but, having regard to the cir- 
cumstances of the case, the judgment was set aside 
& leave given to defend the action, on payment of 
costs of the motion & costs subsequent to the 
statement of claim.—GREEN v. MoorE (1891), 39 
W. R. 421. 

2474. ———- Marking as short cause—Copy of 
minutes to be delivered—Or notice of motion to 
show exact words of judgment.]—Upon a motion 
for judgment in default of pleading in a specific 
performance action, pltf. asked for an order in 
the usual form, but no minutes of the proposed 
judgment had been left with the judge’s clerk 
before the cause was put into the paper :—Held : 
in such a case, where a copy of the minutes has 
not been delivered, pltf. should state in his notice 
of motion the precise words of the judgment for 
which he asks. 

Quere: whether, upon a motion for judgment 
in default of pleading in a specific performance 
action, it is necessary to file affidavits in support 
of the statement of claim.—DE JONGH v. NEWMAN 
(1887), 56 L. T. 180; 35 W. R. 403. 

2475. .-}+—This was a motion 
for judgment in default of appearance which came 
on as a short cause. No minutes of the proposed 
judgment had been delivered, & the notice of 
motion did not show the terms of the judgment 
asked for. 

BYRNE, J., referred to De Jongh v. Newman, 
No. 2474, ante, where STIRLING, J., had stated that 
the most convenient course where no minutes of 
judgment were delivered was that pltf. should 
state in his notice of motion the precise terms of the 
judgment asked for, & also referred to the notice 
given by BUCKLEY, J. (see Practice Note, No. 2476, 
post), that when a case is heard as a short cause 
the necessary papers, including minutes of the 
proper judgment, must be left with the judge one 
clear day before the cause is put into the paper ; 
& his lordship, in making the order moved for, 
stated that in future he should require the above- 
mentioned practice to be followed in matters 
coming before him, & that either a copy of the 
minutes of the proposed judgment must be 
delivered, or the notice of motion must show its 
exact terms.—CHAPMAN v. BROOKE (1902), 46 
Sol. Jo. 215. 

2476. ——— —— Insufficient notice.}— 
BUCKLEY, J., called attention to the statement 
printed at the foot of his cause list on the Sittings 
Paper, that ‘‘ any cause intended to be heard as 
a short cause must be so marked in the cause book 
at least one clear day before the same can be put 
in the paper to be so heard, & the necessary papers, 
including minutes of the proposed judgment or 
order, must be left with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put into the paper.”’ 

His lordship said: I have eight short causes in 
the paper to-day, & I think in only one case has 
that part of the rule which refers to leaving the 
necessary papers been complied with. I do not 
propose to take any steps this morning because 
sufficient notice has not n given; but I want 
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Sect. 4.—Setting down motion. Sects. 5, 6, 7,8 & 9.) 


solicitors to understand that that rule must be 
complied with, & if it is not complied with the 
causes will be struck out.—PRactTicE Nortr, [1901] 
W.N. 78. 

2477. ——- ——— ——— Though common form 
judgment asked for.}—This was a motion for 
judgment in default of defence in an ordinary 
debenture-holder’s action. 

As the usual judgment was asked for, no minutes 
had been prepared. 

Counsel’s minutes must always be left with the 
judge on these applications, even if the common 
form judgment is all that is asked for. The 
motion must stand over for this to be done 
(SWINFEN EHapy, J.).—Re AUTOMATIC MACHINES 
(Haypon & URRyY’s PATENTS), LTD., GRAAFE v. 
AUTOMATIC MACHINES (HAYDON & URRy’s 
PATENTS), [1902] W. N. 236. 

After expiration of one year.}—Sce Sect. 8, 
post. 


SECT. 5.—ENTRY OF JUDGMENT BY REFEREE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XL., r. 2. Every referee to whom a cause or 
matter shall be referred for trial shall direct how judgment 
shall be entered and such judgment shall be entered accordingly 
by a Master or Registrar as the case may be. 


Appeal from judgment entered.}—See R. S. C., 
Ord. LIXa., Part LX XIX., post. 


SECT. U.— WHERE ISSUES ORDERED TO BE 
DETERMINED. 


R.S. C., Ord. XL., r. 7. Where issues have been ordered to 
be tried, or issucs or questions of fact to be determined in any 
manner, the plaintiff may set down a motion for judgment as 
soon as such issues or questions have been determined. If he 
does not set down such a motion, and give notice thereof to the 
other partics within ten days after his right so to do has arisen, 
then after the expiration of such ten days any defendant may 
set down a motion for judgment, and give notice thereof to the 
other parties. 


2478. Issues determined by referee—Report 
directing no act to be done—Two days’ notice of 
motion.}—This was an action for an injunction to 
restrain a nuisance, & it was referred to an official 
referee for inquiry & report. The referee found 
there was no nuisance. The defts. moved under 
Ord. XL., r. 7, upon a two-days’ notice of motion, 
that the action should be dismissed with costs :— 
Held: Ord. XXXVI., r. 55, was a rule enabling 
the court to give effect to the report of a referee, 
irrespective of the trial of the action, where further 
consideration had not been adjourned, & did not 
apply to a case like the present, where the report 
directed no act to be done, & that a two-days’ notice 
of motion under Ord. XL., r. 7, was therefore 
sufficient.— LARKIN v. LLoyp (1891), 64 L. T. 507. 

2479. Issues determined in favour of some of 
defendants—Necessity for notice of motion to co- 
defendant.j—In this case, under the direction of 
the court, issues had been tried & had been deter- 
mined in favour of defts. other than M.S. Defts. 
other than M. S. now moved for judgment under 
Ord. XL., r. 7; but it appeared that they had not 
served notice of such motion upon M. 8., & the 
question was whether such service was necessary 
having regard to the terms of r. 7, which provides 
that a deft. in such a case “‘ may set down a motion 
for judgment, & give notice thereof to the other 
parties.” 


PRACTICE. 


STIRLING, J., thought that notice to the co-deft. 
could not properly be dispensed with, & directed 
the motion to stand over in order that such notice 
might be given.—BOALER v. BRODHURST, [1892] 


W.N. 121, C. A. 


Sect. 7.—WHERE SOME ISSUES ONLY 
DETERMINED. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XL., r.8. Whore issues have been ordered to be 
tried, or issues or questions of fact to be determined tn any 
manner, and some only of such issues or questions of fact have 
been tried or determined, any party who considers that the 
result of such trial or deter ation ronders the trial or 
determination of the others of them unnecessary, or renders it 
desirable that the trial or determination thereof should be 
postponed, may apply to the Court or a Judge for leave to set 
down a motion for dneenont, without waiting for such trial or 
determination. And the Court or Judge may, if satisfied of 
the expediency thereof, give such leave, upon such terms, ff 
any, as shall appear just, and may give any directions which 
ai ap a desirable as to postponing the trial of the other 
ssues of fact. 


2480. Object of rule.}—Similarly, Ord. XL., 
r. 8, is intended to enable the trial of such issues of 
fact only as must sooner or later have to be decided. 

Consequently, where an order had been obtained 
at chambers that a cause should be set down for 
the consideration of the question whether pltf. 
would upon the pleadings be entitled to any 
relief on the assumption that the allegations in 
the bill were true except where modified by the 
documents referred to in the answer, with liberty 
for all parties to read such documents ; & providing 
that, if the court should be of opinion upon such 
consideration that it had not before it all the 
materials necessary for finally determining the 
questions in dispute or any of them without wait- 
ing for the determination of the issues of fact, 
then the pleadings might be taken to be closed & 
the parties be at liberty to procced to trial of the 
issues of fact, & that all parties should have the 
same right of appeal upon such question as if it 
had been raised by special case under Ord. 
XXXIV. :—Held: the order was beyond the 
power of the judge, on the ground that (1) the 
parties being at liberty to let in further facts the 
question of law raised by the order might ulti- 
mately not arise in the cause; & (2) that if the 
order raised any question of fact it appeared upon 
the order that the decision of such question might 
not be conclusive in the action, & such question 
was therefore not proper to be tried in the first 
instance under Ord. XL, r. 8. 

The above order having been taken by consent 
of the partics:—Held: nevertheless, that, the 
trial for which it provided being beyond the powers 
of the court, & therefore no such appeal being 
possible as appeared by the order to have been 
intended, it would be improper for the court to 
act upon the order at all. 

R. 8 of Ord. XL. provides for a case ‘‘ where 
issues have been ordered to be tried, or issues or 
questions of fact to be determined in any 
manner’; in the present case the judge has not 
so much as to determine (in the proper sense) a 
question of fact. This rule, however, is equally 
intended for the trial of matters which must arise 
in the action. Suppose, in a patent case, there 
were two issues, novelty & infringement, & that 
the latter alone was ready to be tried. It might 
well be convenient to try it first; &, at all events, 
it must be tried in the action. Another example 
occurred in a case in which I remember to have 
been engaged. The issues were, first, whether the 
pitf. was heir; secondly, if he was heir, what was 


Part XLII.—Motion ror JUDGMENT. 


the effect of certain deeds. It would have been 
convenient to try the second question first; but 
that, in the then state of the law, could not be 
done, because the documents were not all on the 
bill; now, however, under this rule, it might be 
tried first (JEssEL, M.R.).—REPUBLIC OF BOLIVIA 
v. NATIONAL BOLIVIAN NAVIGATION Co. (1876), 
24 W. R. 361, 362; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 245. 


SEctT. 8..-SETTING DOWN AFTER EXPIRATION OF 
ONE YEAR. 


R.S.C., Ord. XL.,r.9. No motion for judgment shall, except 
by leave of the Court or a Judge, be set down after the expiration 
of one year from the time when the party seeking to set down 
the same first became entitled so to do. 


Setting down motion. | 





Sce Sect. 4, ante. 


Sect. 9.—POWER OF COURT TO DRAW INFER- 
ENCES OF FACT OR DIRECT ISSUES. 


R.S. C., Ord. XL., r. 10. Upon a motion for judgment, or 
upon an application for a new trial, the Court may draw all 
inferences of fact, not inconsistent with the finding of the jury, 
and if satisfied that it has before it all the materials necessary 
for finally determining the questions in dispute, or any of them, 
or for awarding any relicf pOUED Ys give judgment accordingly, 
or may, if it shall be of opinion that it has not sufficient materials 
before it to enable it to give judgment, direct the motion to stand 
over for further consideration, and direct such issues or questions 
to be tried or determined, and such accounts and inquiries to be 
taken and made, as it may think fit. 


2481. Application of rule— Appeals to House of 
Lords.]—This is an appeal from so much of an 
order of the Court of Appeal as reverses the 
judgment entered for pltfs. on deft.’s counterclaim 
by the Lord Chief Justice, in an action brought by 
the appellant company against the respondent to 
recover the sum of £298 5s. 8d., balance of an 
account due for goods sold & delivered, & as awards 
a new trial of this counterclaim. 

The facts are all before your lordships, & 
Ord. XX XIX., r. 6, & Ord. XI, r. 10, therefore 
apply. This House has full jurisdiction to finally 
determinine the matter in dispute & make such 
order as justice requires. That order is, in the 
present case, in my opinion this, that the decision 
of the Court of Appeal should be reversed with 
costs, & the order made by the Lord Chief Justice 
at the trial restored, & this appeal allowed with 
costs (LORD ATKINSON).—-CHARRINGTON & Co., 
Lrp. v. Woopkr, [1914] A. C. 71; 83 L. J. K. B. 
220; 110 L. T. 548; 30 T. L. R. 176; 58 Sol. Jo. 
152, H. L. 

2482. —-—~ Interpleader issue—Application for 
new trial.]J—Ord. XL., r. 10, applies as well to 
proceedings in interpleader as to ordinary actions, 
although the old practice in interpleader is 
preserved by Ord. I., r. 2; therefore, on a rule for 
a new trial of an interpleader issue, the court has 
jurisdiction to direct judgment to be entered 
instead of ordering a new trial.—WILLIAMS v. 
MERCIER (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 337; 51 L. J. Q. B. 
504; 47 L. T. 140; 30 W. R. 720, C. A.; affd. 
on other grounds (1884), 10 App. Cas. 1, H. L. 

2483. Appeal from county court.]—Appeal 
from the county court upon a case stated for the 
opinion of the Queen’s Bench Division. 

The court, being satisfied that they had all 
material before them necessary for the determina- 
tion of the question, directed judgment to be 
entered for the husband, under Ord. XJ.., r. 10.— 
EASTLAND v. BURCHELL (1878), 3 Q. B. T). 482 3; 47 

P.P.—20 
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L. J. Q. B. 500; 38 L. T. 563; 42 J. P. 502; 27 
W. R. 290. 

2484. .}—An appeal by the pitf. 
against an order for a new trial made by the county 
court judge. ; 

LorD COLERIDGE, in giving judgment, said the 
rule was that, if the court had before it the materials 
for doing complete justice in the case, it might upon 
those materials give the judgment which ought to 
have been given by the court below.—BRYANT 
v. NortH METROPOLITAN TRAMWAYS Co. (1890), 
6T. L. R. 396, D. C. 

2485. Appeal from Mayor’s Court. ]—Rulc 
calling on pltf. to show cause why the verdict 
found for him in the Mayor’s Court should not 
be set aside & a verdict entered for deft., or why 
a new trial should not be had on the ground of 
misdirection :—Held: the jury had been mis- 
directed, & judgment ought to be entered for the 
deft. without a new trial, for there was no evidence 
upon which the jury could have properly found 
for the pltf.—WaTKINS v. RymiILu (1883), 10 
Q. B.D. 178; 52 L. J. Q. B. 121; 48 L. T. 426 ; 
47 J. P. 357; 31 W. R. 337. 

2486. Case stated by justices under Highway 
Acts.|—The question to be considered in this case 
was whether a certain road had, before March 20, 
1836, been effectually dedicated to the public as 
a highway for foot passengers. The question 
arose on a special case stated under Highway 
Act, 1835 (c. 50), by the justices of the borough 
of Folkestone for the opinion of the King’s Bench 
Division. 

The justices in cases such as the present are, if 
anything, more absolute & cxclusive judges of 
fact than is the jury in a trial befure them. Their 
finding cannot, like the finding of a jury, be set 
aside as against the weight of cvidence. Ord. 
XL. & such like Orders of R. 8S. C. do not apply 
to their findings as they do to the verdict of a 
jury (LoRD ATKINSON).—FOLKESTONE CORPORA- 
TION v. BRocKMAN, [1914] A. C. 338; 83 L. J. 
K. B. 745; 110 L. T. 831; 78 J. P. 273; 30 
T. L. R. 297; 12 L. G. R. 334, UW. L. 3 revsg. 8. C. 
sub nom. BROCKMAN v. FOLKESTONE CORPN. 
(1912), 107 L. T. 483, C. A. 

2487. Power of court—To set aside verdict & 
enter judgment for appellant.|—Pltfs. were the 
holders of bills of exchange. B. had allowed 
judgment to go by default; the question was 
whether M. was liable as B.’s partner. 

We are of opinion that there was no evidence 
at all proper to be submitted to the Jury in favour 
of the pltfs.’ contention. . . . Underthese circum- 
stances, we feel bound, under the power given to 
us by Ord. XL., r. 10, to enter judgment for the 
deft. M. with costs, & to set aside the judgment for 

ltfs. as against him (per CUR.).——-YORKSHIRE 

ANKING Co. v. BEATSON, LEEDS & COUNTY 
BANKING Co. v. BEATSON (1879), 4 C. P. D. 2043 
48 L. J. Q. B. 428; 40 L. T. 655; 43 J. P. 319; 
27 W. B. 911; on appeal (1880), 5 C. P. D. 109. 

2488. .j—This brings me to the 
question whether upon the undisputed facts proved 
at the trial & set forth above, I ought to give judg- 
ment for either party under Ord. XL.,r.10. When 
that question arises I understand the proper test 
to apply is to consider whether there is evidence 
such as if left to the jury would warrant them 
in finding a verdict for the pltf., which the 
court would not be clearly bound to set aside as 
wholly unreasonable. If there be such evidence 
there ought to be a new trial, if not, in the absence 
of any ground for thinking that further light could 
be thrown upon the matter by a new trial, judg- 
ment ought to be entered for the deft. Applying 
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Sect. 9.—Power of court to draw inferences of fact or 
direct issues. Part XLIITI. Sects. 1,2 &38: 


Sub-sect. 1.] 


this test to the present case, I am of opinion that 
I ought to enter judgment for the defts. (DENMAN, 
J.).—-BoBBETT v. SouTH EASTERN Ry. Co. (1882), 
9Q. B.D. 424; 61L. J. Q. B. 161; 46 L. T. 81; 
46 J. P. 823; on appeal, [1882] W. N. 92, C. A. 

2489. —— All necessary materials for final 
determination of question in dispute.}—When 
judgment has been given in an action tried before 
a jury who have found specially the facts in dis- 
pute, upon a motion in the High Court to set aside 
the findings, the court has power to set aside the 
judgment & enter it for the unsuccessful part at 
the trial, if they are of opinion that the findings 
& the judgment at the trial cannot stand, & if 
they have before them all the materials necessary 
for finally determining the questions in dispute.— 
HAMILTON & Co. v. JOHNSON & Co. (1879), 5 
Q. B. D. 263; 49 L. J. Q. B. 155; 41 L. T. 461; 
28 W. R. 879, C. A. 

2490. —- — ---—.]—The Appellate Juris- 
diction Act, 1876 (c. 59), & the Rules of Dec. 1876, 
have not altered Ord. XL., r. 10. Therefore the 
Divisional Court on a motion to set aside a verdict 
which has been found for the pltf., instead of 
ordering a new trial may give judgment for the 
deft., where such court is satisfied that there is 
really no evidence to support the verdict, & that 
it has before it all the materials necessary for 
finally determining the question in dispute.— 
DauUN v. SIMMINS (1879), 48 L. J. Q. B. 343; 40 
L. T. 556 ; on appeal, 41 L. T. 783, C. A. 

2491. —~-- ~-——.]—As regards the rule 
nisi for a new trial obtained in this court by the 
directors, I am of opinion that it should be dis- 
charged. We have the whole of the materials 
before us necessary for finally determining the 
questions in dispute. Moreover, I am of opinion 
that even if, as has been contended, there was any 
misdirection at the trial, as to which I desire to be 
considered as nut expressing an opinion, no sub- 
stantial Wrong or miscarriage has been thereby 
occasioned to the defts., the directors; & the 
3rd rule of the Ord. X XIX. & the 10th rule of the 
Ord. XL. are, in my opinion, clearly applicable 
(BAGGALLAY, L.J.)—CHAPLEO v. BRUNSWICK 
PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY (1881), 
6 Q. B. D. 696; 50L. J. Q. B. 372; 44 L. T. 449; 
29 W. R. 529, C. A. 

2492. BRYANT v. NORTH 
METROPOLITAN TRAMWAYS Co., No. 2484, ante. 
Unless facts not clear. ]|}—There 














ee esis 











must be a new trial in this case. 


I do not think | 
the facts are sufficiently clear to enable us to give | 
judgment under Ord. XL., r. 10 (LINDLEY, L.J.).— | 


PRACTICE. 


2404. ——_ -———- Except where possibility of 
further evidence.}—I do not think we ought to 
order a verdict to be entered for deft. under 
Ord. XL, r.10. I think this rule is not applicable 
to a case where, if a new trial is ordered, further 
evidence might be adduced (BRAMWELL, L.J.).— 
CLARK v. MOLYNEUX (1877), 8 Q. B. D. 2387; 
47 L. J. Q. B. 280; 37 L. T. 604; 42 J. P. 277; 
26 W. R. 104; 14 Cox, C. C. 10, C. A. 

2495. Court not to usurp functions of jury.] 
—Under Ord. XL., r. 10, the court has power to 
order judgment to be entered in the same way 
as the judge at the trial, as a matter of law, should 
have directed it to be entered; but the court has 
no power to withdraw questions of fact from the 
jury which are properly for their consideration.— 
MILISsSICH v. LLOYDS (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 404; 
36 L. T. 423; 18 Cox, C. C. 575; sub nom. MELIS- 
SICH v. LLoypb’s, 25 W. R. 353, C. A. 

2496. .] —Pltf. applied that judgment 
might be entered under Ord. XL., r. 10. The 
court refused the application, saying that there 
was some evidence to go to the jury, & that the 
rule cited was not intended to put the court into 
the place of the gu ween v. DURRAND, 
[1880] W. N. 27, C. A. 

2497. —--—- Court not to disregard finding of 
jury on relevant matter.}—The court intimated 
that a judge cannot disregard the finding of a 
jury which is relevant to the matter in dispute, 
& enter judgment in opposition.—PERKINS uv. 
DANGERFIELD, [1879] W.N.172; 51 L. T.535,C. A. 

2498. —-—— -}--In Ord. XL., r. 10,... 
the power to draw inferences of fact is limited when 
there is a verdict of a jury to such inferences as 
are not inconsistent with the finding of the jury 
(LORD READING, C.J.).—SKEATE v. SLATERS, LTD., 
[1914] 2 Kk. B. 429, 435; 838 L. J. K. B. 676; 110 
L. T. 604; 30 T. L. R. 290, C. A. 

2499. ——-  -—-.]— I have come to the con- 
clusion that as regards both respondents, this 
house ought to exercise the powers it has by virtue 
of Ord. XL., r. 10, & Ord. LVIII., vr. 4. The 
question is not whether there was literally no 
evidence to go to the jury on the issuc as to want 
of proper care, but whether there is none that ought 
reasonably to satisfy the jury that in point of 
fact such care was not taken. Asa Court of Appeal 
we have power to dispose of this case by giving 
judgment for the respondents if we are satisfied 
that on no question of fact which the appellant 
is entitled to have submitted to a jury is there 
evidence in his favour on which that jury could 
properly find a verdict for him (VISCOUNT 
HALDANE).— EVERETT v. GRIFFITHS, [1921] 1 A.C. 
631, 657; 90L. J. K. 13. 737; 1251. T. 230; 85 
J.P. 149; 37 T.L.R.481; 65 Sol. Jo. 395, H. L. 

May draw all inferences of fact.|—Sec K.S. C., 
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45 L. T. 426; 46 J. P. 150; 30 W. BR. 115, C. A. | 2, L., post. 


Part XLIIl—Entry of Judgment. 


SEcT. 1.—MODE OF ENTERING JUDGMENT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLI., r. 1. 
by the proper officer in the book to be kept for the purpose. 
The Barty entering the judgment shall deliver to the officer a 
copy of the whole of the pleadings in the cause, other than an 
petition or summons; such copy shall be in print, except Ri | 
parts (if any) thereof as are by these Rules permitted to be 

ten: Provided that no copy need be delivered of any 
documeut a copy of which has been delivered on entering any 


Every judgment shall be entered ' 


previous judgment in such cause. The Forms in Appendix F. 
shall be used with such variations as circumstances may require, 


R. S. C., Ord. XLI., r. 14. In any judgment, whether in 
default of appearance or defence or after hearing or trial or 
otherwise, the party entering the Judgment shall, if he so 
desire, be entitled to have rec thereln a statement as to the 
manner and place in and at which the service of the Writ of 
Summons or other, process by which the proceedings were 


commenced was effected. 


Part XLITI.—Entry or JUDGMENT. 


** Such copy shall be in print, etc.’’--Documents 
to be printed.J—See R. S. O., Ord. XIX., r. 9, 
PLEADING, p. 10, ante; R. 8. C., Ord. XXXIV., 
r. 8, p 5238, ante; R. 8S. C., Ord. LXVI., Part 
LXXXVII., post. 

2500. Documents to be scheduled as read— 
Documents actually read at the trial—Or copy of 
correspondence before judge.}—This was a motion 
by two of the defts. in the action that the minutes 
of the judgment pronounced by KEkEwIcu, J., 
on March 1, 1904, as given out by the registrar, 
might be varied by inserting in the schedule to 
the judgment certain specified letters & telegrams, 
all of which were comprised in a bundle of copy 
correspondence furnished to the judge at the trial. 
The action had reference to a partnership between 
brothers, & was one of some complication. The 
applicants contended that the copy correspondence 
had been treated as put in & admitted, while the 
pltfs. contended that there had been no such 
admission, formal or informal, & that only the 
letters & telegrams which had been actually read 
at the trial should be entered in the judgment as 
read. ‘The registrar acceded to this view, & the 
question now raised was whether or not the whole 
of the correspondence comprised in the bundle 
should be entered in the judgment as read. The 
actual copy of correspondence furnished to the 
judge at the trial had been apparently broken up 
& could not be now reproduced in its entirety. 

KEKEWICH, J., said that a well-prepared copy 
of correspondence was of the utmost importance 
for the proper conduct of an action. Ile was 
perfectly satisfied from his own notes & from the 
shorthand notes of the arguments of counsel & 
the examination of witnesses that the copy of 
correspondence was before him at the trial, that 
it was referred to on either side, & that it was the 
intention of the parties that it should be before 
him. Uis Lordship said that the copy of corre- 
spondence before him must be reproduced in the 
same state in which it was at the trial, & it must be 
entered in the judgment as read. The parties 
who objected to this must pay the costs of the 
application.—Re Law, Law v. Law, [1904] W. N. 
162; 48 Sol. Jo. 640. 

2501. —-- ——— ———.]—This was a motion on 
the part of pltfs. for directions that the whole of 
a bundle of correspondence admitted by the 
parties & laid before the judge at the trial should 
be entered as read in the order, though only some 
of them were actually referred to. This course 
was adopted by KiEKEwIcH, J., in Law v. Law, 
No. 2500, ante, & appears to have been usually 
followed (see Seton, 6th Ed., pp. 164, 165). 

NEVILLE, J., after consultation with the 
Registrar, stated that instructions had recently 
been given by the Court of Appeal that only 
documents which had been actually & specifically 
referred to at the trial should be entered as read 
in the judgment. He had always understood that 
that was the correct practice. The motion must 
therefore be refused.—MAINWARING v. CLARINA 
(LorpD), [1910] W. N. 14. 

Effect of entry—Right to alteration—‘‘ Slip 
rule.’’}—See Part XXIV., Sect. 2, ante. 


Scr. 2.—JUDGMENTS IN KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. KLI., r. 2. All judgments in the King’s Bench 
Division, shall, if entered in London, be entered in the central 
08, 


Actions in District Registry.}—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XXXV.,r. 1, p. 524, ante. 
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Srct. 8.—DATE OF JUDGMENT. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—JUDGMENT PRONOUNCED IN 
CouURT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLI, vr. 8. Where any judgment is pronounced 
by the Court or a I udge in Court, the entry of the judgment 
shall be dated as of the day on which such judgment is pro- 
nounced, unless the Court or Judge shall otherwise order, and 
the judgment shall take effect from that date; Provided that 
by special leave of the Court or Judge a judgment may be 
ante-dated or post-dated. 


2502. Whether judgment effective from date of 
delivery.]—Judgment having been signed in an 
action against a married woman, execution upon 
which was limited to her separate estate not subject 
to any restraint upon anticipation, it was sought 
to attach in execution a sum of money recovered 
by her as damages in an action against the 
garnishee, & for which the judge at the trial had 
directed judgment to be entered for her :—Held: 
(1) the money could be attached; (2) the fact 
that judgment in the action against the garnishee 
was not in fact entered until after the commence- 
ment of the garnishee proceedings did not affect 
the right of the pltf. to a garnishee order. 

The language of Ord. XLI., r. 3, is really very 
clear. The expression ‘‘ where any judgment is 
pronounced by the court or a judge in court ’”’ is 
intended to contrast with the well-known ex- 
pression ‘“‘ the court or a judge’’ in many other 
rules, that is to say, to exclude the case of a judge 
sitting in chambers; & the intention of the rule 
clearly is that, from the moment when the judge 
had pronounced judgment, & entry of the judgment 
has been made, the judgment is to take effect, not 
from the date of the entry, but from the date of 
its being pronounced ; it is an effective judgment 
from the day when it is pronounced by the judge 
in court (LonD EsHER, M.R.).—HOuLrsBy v. Hopason 
(1889), 24 Q. B. D. 103; 59 L. J. Q. B. 46; 62 
L. T. 145; 38 W. R. 68; sub nom. Re HOLTBY, 
6 T. L. R. 24, C. A. 

2508. -}—An order of this House for pay- 
ment of the costs of an appeal without ae 
the amount does not constitute a ‘“ debt, claim 
or demand lawfully incurred or become due”’ 
within the meaning of the Poor Law (Payment of 
Debts) Act, 1859 (c. 49), ss. 1, 4, until the amount 
has been certified by the Clerk of the Parliaments 
under the Standing Orders, & the time for pay- 
ment limited by that Act runs from the date of 
the certificate & not from the date of the order.— 
West Ham GUARDIANS v. ST. MATTHEW, BETHNAL 
GREEN, CHURCHWARDENS, [1896] A. C. 477; 63 
L. J. M. C. 97; 70 L. T. 818; 58 J. P. 493; 42 
W. R. 573; 10 T. L. R. 375; 6 R. 111, H. L. 

2504. ——— Garnishee proceedings before entry 
of judgment.|—HoLtTBy v. Hopason, No. 2502, 


ante. 

2505. ——— Judgment for costs—Assignment 
before entry on record. }—A judgment for possession 
of land & costs had been recovered against deft. 
The costs had been duly taxed, but the amount 
thereof was not entered upon the record. While 
the record was in this form the judgment was 
assigned to pltis. by deed without consideration, 
& notice in writing of the assignment was duly 
given to deft. In an action by pltf. as assignee 
to recover the amount of the costs :—Held: the deed 
operated as valid a legal assignment of a present 
debt, & that the pltf. was entitled to recover.— 
HAMBLETON v. Brown, [1917] 2 K. B. 93; 86 
L. J. K. B. 1228; 117 L. T. 146. 

2506, ———- Judgment in court below reversed on 
appeal.}—Where a judgment for a deft. in the 
court below is reversed on appeal to the House of 
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Sect. 3.—Date of judgment: Sub-secis. 1, 2 & 3. 
Sect. 4: Sub-sect. 1.) 


Lords, & the cause is remitted to the King’s Bench 
Division, that court has no jurisdiction to enter 
judgment for the pltf. as of any date but the date 
of the judgment in the House of Lords, in the 
absence of any direction by that House. 

In a case in which the judge at the trial gave 
judgment for the deft., & assessed the damages at 
& sum named, in case his judgment should be 
reversed on appeal, & his judgment was affirmed 
in the Court of Appeal, but reversed in the House 
of Lords, the House refused to entertain an 
application, made more than eleven months after 
the hearing of the appeal, to enter judgment for 
the assessed damages as of the date of the judg- 
ment in the court of first instance.—NITRATE PRO- 
DUCERS S.S. Co., LTp. ». SHorT Bros., Lrp. (1922), 
911L. J. K. B. 871; 127 L. T. 726; 38 T. L. R. 
747, H. L. 

Interest on debt or costs runs from date of 
es ad R.S. C., Ord. XLIL., r. 16, p. 631, 
post. 

Appeals—Time runs from entry of judgment— 
Or signing of order.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., 
r. 15, Part LX XVII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, U., post. 

2507. Ante-dating judgment—Death of plaintiff 
or defendant after agreement & before judgment— 
Date at conclusion of argument— Death of plaintiff. ] 
—The death of a sole pitf. after argument & before 
judgment, does not prevent the delivery thereof, 
& it will be entered nunc pro tunc, as of the date 
when the arguments were concluded.—TURNER v. 
LonpDOoN & SOUTH WESTERN Ry. Co. (1874), L. R. 
17 Eq. 561; 48 L. J. Ch. 480. 

2508. ~-—~ Death of defendant. }— 
Between the trial of an action & the delivery of 
Judgment one of defts. died :—Held: the judg- 
ment must be dated as of the last day of the trial. 
—Ecroyp v. COULTHARD, [1897] 2 Ch. 554; 
66 L. J. Ch. 751; 77 L. T. 357; 61 J. P. 791; 
ra Pus R. 119; on appeal, [1898] 2 Ch. 358, 

2509. ——— Order drawn up but not passed & 
entered.}—Where an order had been drawn up, 
but never passed & entered, the court allowed the 
order to be redrawn up, passed & entered nunc 
pro tunc.—Re JONES (S. A.), BULLIS v. JONES 
(1891), 39 W. R. 619. 

2510. Judgment for defendant reversed on 
appeal—-Whether interest runs from trial of 
action.|/—Where pltf. fails in a court of first 
instance on a claim for unliquidated damages, but 
on appeal an order is made that judgment should 
be entered in his favour for an amount of damages 
to be ascertained, the judgment does not, as a 
matter of course, take effect from the date of the 
trial of the action, so as to entitle pltf. to interest 
from the date upon the amount recovered, but it 
will only take effect from the date at which it was 
given in the Court of Appeal, unless an order is 
made by that court under Ord. XLI., r. 3, that ite 
queen shall be ante-dated.—BorTHWICK v. 
CLDERSLIE STEAMSHIP Co. (No. 2), [1905] 2 K. B. 
516; 74L. J. K. B. 772; 93 L. T. 887; 53 W. R. 
643; 21 T. L. R. 630; 49 Sol. Jo. 618; 10 Asp. 


M. L. C. 121, C. A. 
-}—A judgment for defts. 














2511. 
was set aside by the Court of Appeal & judgment 
was given for pltfs. for a fixed sum. Pltfs. applied 
to have the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
dated as on the date of the original judgment on 
the ground that the claim being for a liquidated 
sum on which pltfs. would probably have to pay 
interest to a financing bank they ought to be 
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allowed interest as from the date when judgment 
ought to have been pronounced in their favour :— 
Held: though there was jurisdiction to grant the 
application it should be exercised with great 
caution, & as there was nothing exceptional in the 

resent case the application must be dismissed.— 
BELGIAN GRAIN & ODUCE Co., Lrp. v. Cox & 
Co. (FRANCE), Lrp., [1919] W. N. 308, 317; 148 
L. T. Jo. 233, C. A. 

2512. Other relief available. |—On Dec. 16, 
1920, the respondents were entered on the register 
of trade marks as the proprietors of a certain mark. 
On July 15, 1927, the applicants, as aggrieved 
parties, gave notice to the respondents that they 
would move the court for an order that the entry 
of the respondents’ trade mark might be rectified 
or removed. The motion first came before the 
court on July 22, 1927, when in accordance with 
the usual practice it was ordered that it should go 
into the non-witness list & directions were given 
as to filing evidence. The evidence having been 
completed the motion was entered in the non- 
witness list & came on to be heard before CLAUSON, 
J., on March 1, 1928. At the hearing the 
respondents took the preliminary objection that 
under sect. 41 of the Trade Marks Act, 1905 (c. 15), 
the seven years’ period having expired on Dec. 16, 
1927, the registration of their mark must be taken 
to be valid in all respects, & that it was therefore 
now too late for the applicants to apply to remove 
it :—Held: by CLAuson, J., that respondents were 
not in the circumstances entitled to set up the 
validity of the mark under sect. 41 of the Act, 
but that applicants having effectively launched 
their motion before the expiration of the seven 
years’ period, the court, applying the legal maxim 
Actus curie neminem gravabit, would, in order 
to do justice in the case, exercise its jurisdiction 
under Ord. XLI., r. 3, & ante-date its order :— 
Held: by the Court of Appeal there was no 
necessity for CLAUSON, J., to ante-date his order. 
If he had jurisdiction when he made the order to 
remove the mark no ante-dating was necessary. 
If he had not, he could not by ante-dating his 
order confer upon himself a jurisdiction which 
he did not otherwise possess—Ite KEYSTONE 
KNITTING MILLS’ TRADE MARK, [1929] 1 Ch. 92, 
93; 97 L. J. Ch. 316; 140 L. T. 9; 45 R. P. C. 
421, C. A. 

2513. Post-dating judgment-——Error in state- 
ment of claim.}|—In an action for the partition 
& sale of certain real estate, a portion of the pro- 
perty desired to be sold was accidentally omitted 
from the description contained in the statement 
of claim. The omission was not discovered until 
after the judgment, in which the property ordered 
to be sold was referred to as the hereditaments 
described in the statement of claim :—Held: by 
the consent of all parties the statement of claim 
might be amended, & the judgment post-dated 
& altered so far as to refer to the amended state- 
ment of claim.—WINKLEY v. WINKLEY (1881), 
44 L. T. 572; 29 W. R. 628. 

2514. Judgment & order distinguished. }—Now, 
in legal language, & in Acts of Parliament, as well 
as with regard to the rights of the parties, there 
is a well-known distinction between a ‘‘ judgment ”’ 
& an ‘‘order.’”’ No doubt the Orders under the 
Judicature Act provide that every order may 
be enforced in the same manner as a judgment, 
but still judgments & orders are kept entirely 
distinct. It is not said that the word ‘“‘ judgment ”’ 
shall in other Acts of Parliament include an 
“order’’ (CoTron, L.J.).—Re CHINERY, Ex p. 
CHINERY (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 342, 345; 53 L. J. Ch. 
662; 50 L. T. 342; 32 W. R. 460, C. A. 











Part XLITI.—Enrry or JUDGMENT. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—-JUDGMENT UNDER R. S. C., 
Orp. XIV. 

R. 8. C., Ord. XLI., r. 34. When any judgment is directed 
to be entered by an order made on the hearing of an application 
for judgment under Order XIV. the judgment shall, unless the 
Court or a Judge shall otherwise order, be dated as of the day 
on which the order is made, and the judgment shall take effect 
from that date: Provided that the order may direct that the 
Judgment shall not be entered until a given date, in which case 
the judgment shall take effect from that date. 


Summary judgment on specially indorsed writs, 
see Part IV., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 8, ante. 


SuB-SEcT, 3.—WHEN TIME BEGINS TO Run. 


R.§. C., Ord. XLI., r. 4. In all cases not within the last two 
preceding Rules, the entry of judgment shall be dated as of the 
day on which the requisite documents are Jeft with the proper 
officer for the purpose of such entry, and the judgment shall 
take effect from that date, 


Appeal from order in chambers—From pro- 
nouncement of order or notice thereof.]—See 
R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 15, Part LX XVILI., Sect. 
1, sub-sect. 2, U., post. 

Appeal from master to judge in chambers—From 
pronouncement of decision.]—-Sce R. S. C., Ord. 
LIV., r. 21, Part LXV., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 10, post. 


SrctT. 4.—JUDGMENT OR ORDER TO STATE TIME 
FOR ACT TO BE DONE. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—ScoPE oF RULE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLI., r. 5. Every judgment or order made in 
any cause or matter requiring any person to do an act thereby 
ordered shall state the time, or the time after service of the 
judgment or order, within which the act is to be done, and upon 
the copy of the judgment or order which shall be served upon 
the person required to obey the same there shall be indorsed a 
memorandum in the words or to the effect following, viz. :— 

“Tf you, the within named A.B., neglect to obey this judg- 
ment [or order] by the time therein limited, you will be Hable 
to process of execution for the purpose of compelling you to 
obey the same judgment [or order].”’ 


2515. To what court applicable—All Divisions 
of High Court.]—-The order (Ord. XLI.) relates 
to all judgments, & r. 5 is perfectly general in its 
tone; there is nothing in it limiting it to any 
particular kind of orders. It is suggested that it 
was intended to be confined to process of contempt. 
I can see no ground for confining it in that way. 
Then the question is whether it applics only to 
cases where the order is served on the person 
required to obey it. When we look at Ord. XX XI, 
r. 45, we find that service on the solicitor shall be 
sufficient service—that must mean sufficient for 
all purposes—in order to found an application for 
an attachment. If the service is on the solicitor 
it is the duty of the solicitor to communicate it 
to the party, & he is himself liable to an attach- 
ment if he fails to do so. Therefore, this being 
a sufficient service to support an attachment, it 
appears to me clear that the provisions of Ord. 

LI., r. 5, apply. I think the proceedings for 
attachment have failed by reason of the want of 
the proper indorsement (BAGGALLAY, L.J.). 

The 5th rule of Ord. X LI. is a new rule which is 
applicable to every Division of the High Court, & 
to every cause or matter therein (LINDLEY, L.J.).— 
HAMPDEN v. WALLIS (1884), 26 Ch. D. 746; 54 
L. J. Ch. 83; 50 L. T. 615; 32 W. R. 808, C. A. 

2616. Probate Court.]—Preliminary objec- 
tion upheld as to non-indorsement of the order 
upon which the motion was founded, in a case 
whars it was sought to attach an executor for non- 
obedience to that order, which directed him to 
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take probate within a certain time.—ZIn the Goods 
of Bristow (1891), 66 L. T. 60. 

2517. -}—PItf. in a suit for revocation 
of probate, caused a citation, dated Oct. 28, 1892, 
to issue against deft., L. E., directing her to bring 
in the Srabate. granted on Jan. 6, 1892, of a will 
of her late husband, S. E., “ within eight days 
after service thereof, inclusive of the day of such 
service.”’ 

I am of opinion that this motion must be dis- 
missed. The affidavits were not served with the 
notice of motion as required by Ord. LII., r. 4. 
I doubt whether the citation can be said to be a 
‘‘ judgment or order,’ but, if it be so, it is not 
indorsed as required by Ord. XLI., r. 5 (BARNES, 
J.).—EVANS v. Evans (1892), 67 L. T. 719. 

2518. Divorce Court.|—The court declined 
to attach a husband for disobeying an order 
as to his wife’s costs, where the order upon which 
the wife sought to attach him was not indorsed in 
terms of Ord. XLI., r. 5.—PAcE v. PACE (1891), 
67 L. T. 383; 61 L. J. P. 114. 

2519. .}—An order was made by the 
judge of the Divorce Division that the respondent 
to a suit in that Division should attend before one 
of the registrars for the purpose of being examined 
as to giving certain security. The order was 
subsequently indorsed by the registrar with a 
statement that he had appointed a certain place & 
time for the attendance of the respondent to be 
examined. Respondent failed to attend, & the 
petitioner applied for a writ of attachment. The 
judge ordered a writ of attachment to issue :— 
Held: (1) the order & the indorsement thereon 
were not sufficient to support a writ of attach- 
ment, Ord. XLI., r. 5, not having been complied 
with, & a writ of attachment could not issue ; 
(2) this must not be taken as amounting to a 
decision that all applications in the Divorce 
Division for writs of attachment must be made 
either under Ord. XLI., r. 5, or under the practice 
of the old Court of Chancery as enacted by sect. 52 
of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857 (c. 85). That 
question remains open.—TOWNEND v. TOWNEND 
(1905), 93 L. T. 680; 22 T. L. R. 50; 50 Sol. Jo. 
42, C. A.; subsequent proceedings, 22 T. L. R. 128, 
C. A. 

2520. Nature of order or judgment—Order for 
discovery of documents.]|—HAMPDEN v. WALLIS, 
No. 2515, ante. 

2521. Prohibitive order—-Rule inapplicable. ] 
~~The court had granted an injunction restraining 
defts. from polluting with sewage a pool belonging 
to pltf., but suspended the order for three months 
to allow them to comply with it. They had 
moved the court for a further extension of time, 
but had been refused. As they had taken no steps 
to obey the order, the pltf. soon after the expiration 
of the three months served them with notice of 
motion under Ord. XLII., r. 31, for leave to issue 
sequestration against the property of the corpora- 
tion. Before, however, this notice was served 
they remedied the nuisance, so the motion now 
came on merely as a question of costs. Defts. 
submitted the following technical objection, no 
memorandum had been indorsed upon the copy 
of the judgment served on them, as required by 

rd. XLI., r. 5:—Held: defts. had been guilty 
of wilful disobedience to the order of the court ; 
& (1) Ord. XLI., r. 5, had no application to a 
prohibitive order like the present one; & (2) under 
the circumstances of the case, pltf. was right to 
move the court in the first instance instead of 

_ by summons in chambers.—SELOUS v. 
OYDON RURAL SANITARY AUTHORITY (1885), 
53 L. T. 209. 
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Sect. 4.— Judgment or order to state time for act to be 
done: Sub-sect. 1.) 


2522. —-—.]—The special memo- 
randum which, under Ord. XLI., r. 5, is to be 
indorsed on the copy of a judgment or order served 
upon a person required to obey the same, is not 
necessary in the case of a merely prohibitive order. 
—-HUDSON v7. WALKER (1894), 64 L. J. Ch. 204; 
39 Sol. Jo. 28 ; 13 R. 355. 

2528. Undertaking—To execute indenture. ] 
—Where defts. committed a breach of their 
undertaking forthwith to execute an indenture :— 
Held: there ought either to be service in accord- 
ance with Ord. XLI., r. 5, or a four-day order. An 
order therefore was made that defts. should on or 
before Dec. 5, or subsequently within four days of 
the service of the order, execute the deed tendered 
to them by the pltf. 

Having regard to Thomas v. Noakes, No. 2543, 
post, I think that, notwithstanding what was said 
in Gilbert v. Endean, No. 25146, post, it must be held 
that the use of the word ‘‘ forthwith "’ dispenses 
with the necessity for fixing a time, though but 
for Thomas v. Nokes I should be disposed to hold 
otherwise (KEKEWICH, J.).—HALFORD v. HARDY, 
[1899] W. N. 243; 81 L. T. 721, 722. 

2524. —— Whether service of order 
essential.}—So long as any order made in the 
action is not worked out, or so long as anything 
remains for working out the judgment, the solicitor 
on the record remains the solicitor, & the trial of 
the action does not terminate that relation. Ser- 
vice on the solicitor on the record of the notice 
of motion to attach deft. was sufficient. I1t was 
good service on deft. It is also immaterial that 
the breach complained of was of an undertaking 
& not of an injunction, for it is not necessary 
to show that the person sought to be attached had 
knowledge of his undertaking. He must be 
presumed to have known that he had given his 
undertaking. In the case of an injunction obtained 
against a person, service of the order upon him 
gives him knowledge of the order made. I there- 
tore give liberty to issue the writ of attachment 
as asked (CHITTY, J.).—CALLOW v. YOUNG (1886), 


55 L. T. 548, 544. 
--—-As to the first objec- 


2525. 
tion, I think it is not well founded. It is settled 


law that an order granting an injunction may be 
enforced by committal, although the order has not 
been served. It is sufficient if it be shown that 
deft. had notice of the order. Service of the order 
is a convenient mode of giving notice, but that is 
all. Notice may be given by telegram or other- 
wide. .. . If this holds good where a hostile order 
has been made, it must equally hold good where 
deft. has voluntarily given an_ undertaking. 
Indeed in such a case I think no notice at all 1s 
requisite, for, in the words of Chitty, J., in Callow 
v. Foung, No. 2524, ante, “‘ it is not necessary to 
show that the person sought to be attached had 
knowledge of his undertaking. He must be 
presumed to have known that he had given his 
undertaking.’’ Having regard to the settled 
practice of giving an undertaking in the terms of 
a notice of motion, it would be highly dangerous 
to hold that a deft. who had given an undertaking 
could disregard it unless & until the order was 
served. J do not think Kekewich, J., intended to 
intimate a contrary opinion in Halford v. Hardy, 
No. 2523, ante (COZENS-HanrpDy, J.).—D. v. A. & 
Co., [1900] 1 Ch. 484, 486, 487; 69 L. J. Ch. 382 ; 
82 L. T. 47; 48 W. R. 429. 

2526. ———- -+—Where a party to an 





























action has given in court an undertaking to do | 
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something on or before a certain day & does not 
carry out the undertaking, it is not necessary 
upon an application to have him committed to 
prison for contempt, to prove service upon him, 
either for a copy of the order containing the under- 
taking, or of the undertaking iteelf.—Re LAUNDER, 
LAUNDER v. RICHARDS (1908), 98 L. T. 554. 

2527. No time mentioned for act. ]— 
Where an undertaking to pay money into court 
or to a joint account at a bank has been given, 
without fixing any time for payment, an order 
fixing a time is necessary before the undertaking 
can be enforced; though there may be cases of 
contempt so gross as to justify attachment with- 
out any supplemental order. 

That rule (Ord. XLI., r. 5) does not apply to an 
undertaking. 

I am not going to lay down any general rule 
as to undertakings, that they can never be enforced 
by attachment or committal because a time is not 
mentioned. It depends, of course, on the nature 
of the undertaking ; but in a simple case, where 
there is an undertaking to pay into court or to 
a joint account, it does not appear to me that 
the position ought to be worse for the party under- 
taking to pay, than if an order had been made, & 
if it is desired to enforce the undertaking, no time 
having been mentioned, an order fixing the time 
ought to be obtained first, or relief may be obtained 
by an application for the appointment of a receiver, 
if it is a proper case for such an appointment 
(BYRNE, J.).—CARTER v. ROBERTS, [1903] 2 Ch. 
312, 320, 321; 72 L. J. Ch. 655; 89 1. T. 230; 51 
W. R. 520; 47 Sol. Jo. 515. 

2528. .}—An action for the grant 
to pltf. by deft. of his proprietary interests in an 
invention was compromised by an order on certain 
terms. One of the terms was an undertaking by 
deft. to pay pitf. a sum of £1,000 forthwith, which 
was duly paid, & a further sum of £4,000 out of the 
first moneys received by deft. on a future sale of 
his rights in the invention. No time for the pay- 
ment of the sum in question was fixed by the 
undertaking. At the date of the order pltf. was 
aware that deft. had already disposed of half his 
rights. Plitf. having learnt that deft. had agreed 
to sell the remaining half interest in these rights 
to one G. for a sum immediately payable & the 
balance by deferred payments & that he had used 
the amount received for his own purposes in breach, 
as the court found as a fact of his undertaking, 
moved the court for the committal of deft. or the 
issue of a writ of attachment :—Held: the under- 
taking to pay out of the first moneys received 
could not be construed as an order to pay forth- 
with or within a fixed time after receipt within 
K.S. C., Ord. XLI., r. 5, & therefore the order for 
committal or for leave to issue a writ of attach- 
ment could not be made. The court, however, 
fixed a time for the payment of the moneys 
remaining due<—CoTron v. HEYL, [1930] 1 Oh. 
510; 99 L. J. Ch. 289; 143 L. T. 16. 

2529. Order for delivery of bill of costs— 
Extension of time.]—Before a client, who has 
obtained an order against his solicitor for delivery 
of his bill of costs within a fixed time, which time 
is afterwards extended by order, can obtain leave 
to issue a writ of attachment for non-compliance 
with the orders, both orders must be drawn up 
& served, or a four-day order obtained.—Re SEAL, 
Re SEAL & EpGELow, [1903] 1 Ch.87; 721. J. Ch. 
58; $7 L.T. 7381; sub nom. Re 8., 51 W. R. 164; 
47 Sol. Jo. 72. 

2530. Mandatory injunction —Though nega~ 
tive in form.}—On March 8, 1905, the Court of 
Appeal, reversing a decision of KExEwion, J., 
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prentes a mandatory injunction in the negative 
orm which was in common use prior to Jackson v. 
Normanby Brick Co., [1899] 1 Ch. 438, whereby 
defts. were restrained from permitting to remain 
any stones, soil, or materials so as to interfere 
with the free access to the pltf.’s land; but no 
time was fixed for carrying out the order. 

On Aug. 9, 1905, pltf. moved for a four-day 
order requiring defta. to remove the materials 
pursuant to the order of the Court of Appeal. 

KEKEWICH, J., held that the order of the Court 
of Appeal not being an order requiring defts. to 
do an act within r. 5 of Ord. XLI., the court had 
no jurisdiction to make a supplemental order 
fixing the time for compliance, & that pltf.’s proper 
course was to apply for an immediate order for 
attachment or committal, & he refused the motion 
with costs. Pltf. appealed. 

The Court of Appeal dismissed the appeal on 
the merits; but were of opinion that KEKEWICH, 
J., had refused the motion upon a wrong ground, 
inasmuch as he thought that Ord. XLI., r. 5, 
deprived him of any jurisdiction to make a time 
limit order having regard to the form of the order 
of the Court of Appeal, &, as defts. had supported 
that judgment, they dismissed the appeal without 
ooiey = maNenye v. JONES, [1905] W. N. 168, 

25381. ——— Whether threat of attachment 
essential. |—-HAMPDEN v. WALLIS, No. 2515, ante. 

2532. -+—~—Interrogatories for the 
examination of the deft. were delivered by pltfs. 
on Jan. 17. On Feb. 5, deft. not having filed 
answers, an order was made that if he should not 
file answers within three days judgment might 
be signed against him. On Feb. 9, no affidavit 
having been filed by deft., pltfs. signed Judgment 
under this order. On application by deft. to set 
aside the judgment he stated on affidavit that on 
Feb. 9 a copy of the order of Feb. 5 had been left 
at his house & received by him, & that he in con- 
sequence filed on Feb. 11, & as he supposed within 
the three days named in the order, answers to 
interrogatories which he had sworn on Jan. 28. 
No affidavit showing that he had a defence on the 
merits was filed by deft.:—Held: the order did 
not require to be served, that the judgment was 
therefore regular, & that, in the absence of an 
affidavit showing that he had a defence on the 
merits, deft. was not entitled to have the judgment 
set aside. 

Clearly also the order is not affected by Ord. 
XLI., r. 5. which only refers to cases in which it 
is intended to threaten attachment (HUDDLESTON, 
B.).—FARDEN v. RIcHTER (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 124, 
129; 58 L. J. Q. B. 244; 60 L. T. 304; 37 
W. R. 766, D.C. 

2533. When rule inapplicable—No act required 
to be done-——Leave to sign judgment.]—An order 
giving leave to sign judgment under Ord. XIV. 
unless a sum is paid before a day named, need not 
be served upon deft. before judgment is signed 
upon it. 

The proposition as to the necessity in certain 
cases of drawing up & serving the order does not 
apply where the party to be served himself has 
to take the next step under the order. It is where 
the other side may suppose that the order is 
abandoned that the necessity of service arises. 
Where, for instance, an order is made giving a 
party time to plead, it must be drawn up & served 
upon the other side. If an order is obtained upon 
terms which limit the exercise of the applicant’s 
free action, it need not be drawn up, & he can then 
take the step which he would otherwise be entitled 
to do; & it is therefore necessary in such a case 
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that the other side should know whether the order 
is to be acted on or not (F1TELD, J.).—HOptTon v. 
ROBERTSON, [1884] W. N. 77; 23 Q. B. D. 126, n. ; 
eas in Ch. 203. 


No. 2532, ante. 

2535. Extension of time for payment 
into court.|—By order of Feb. 28, 1884, deft. was 
directed to pay a sum into court by March 13. This 
order not having been served before March 13, an 
order was made on April 3, enlarging the time 
until four days after service of the two orders. 
Pitf. served the two orders, indorsing on the 
former the notice given in Ord. I. of Jan. 7, 1870, 
but putting no indorsement on the latter. The 
money not having been paid in, pltf. moved for an 
attachment ‘‘for your default in obeying the 
orders made herein on Feb. 28 last, & April 3 
last,’’ supporting it by an affidavit that deft. 
had not borrowed the order for the purpose of 
paying in the money, nor given notice of having 
paid in the money :—Held: (1) as the second 
order did not require deft. to do any act, but only 
extended the time for doing the act mentioned 
in the first order, it was sufficient to indorse the 
first order only ; (2) the indorsement was sufficient 
in form, for that although not in the words 
of the indorsement given in Ord. XLI., r. 5, 
it was the same effect.—TREHERNE v. DALE 
ae 27 Ch. D. 66; 51 L. T. 553; 33 W. R. 97, 

A 


2536. Recovery of money—Within limited 
time.]—There is no jurisdiction to make an order 
directing a judgment debtor to pay the amount 
recovered in the action within a limited time, 
& in default giving the judgment creditor leave to 
issue a writ of sequestration.—HULBERT & CROWE v. 
CATHCART, [1894] 1 Q. B. 244; 638 L. J. Q. B. 121 ; 
70 L. T. 558, D. C. 

2537. ——— Right to supplement judgment 
with four-day order.]|—Where, in an action in the 
Exchequer Division to recover a sum of money 
admitted to have been received by deft. as trustee, 
& to which pltf. was entitled, pltf. had obtained 
final judgment & issued execution, it was :—Held : 
the court had no jurisdiction to make an order 
directing deft. to pay in four days the balance of 
the amount of the judgment unrealised by the 
execution.—DREWETY v. EDWARDS (1877), 37 
L. T. 622; 26 W. R. 122, L. JJ. 

2538. A judgment that 
pltf. do recover from deft. a sum of money cannot 
be supplemented by an order fixing a time for the 
payment of the money by deft. 

Therefore where plitf. in an action against a 
trustee for misapplication of trust funds obtained 
judgment against him for recovery by pltf. from 
deft. of a sum of money representing the logs to 
the trust estate instead of judgment in the usual 
form for payment of the money to pltf. by deft. :— 
Held: the judgment could not be supplemented 
by a four-day order so as to found a right to issue 
a writ of attachment against the deft. in default 
of payment within the stipulated time.—Re 
OpDyY, Major v. HARNESS, [1906] 1 Ch. 93; 75 
L. J. Ch. 141; 94 L. T. 146; 54 W. R. 291; 50 
Sol. Jo. 155, O, A. 

2539. ——— Order that plaintiffs “do have a 
return of the said shares ’’°—No supplementary 
order requiring defendant company to execute 
transfer.}—The pltfs. in an action claimed from 
the deft. company the return of certain shares, & 
judgment was given for the pltfs. on July 7, 1931. 

e operative part of the hp. Fa was in this 
form: ‘‘ It is this day hereby adjudged & declared 
that the pltfs. are entitled to the return by the 





-}—FARDEN v. RICHTER, 
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defts. of the following shares . . . within 14 days 
from the date hereof. And it is further adjudged 
that the pltfs. do have a return of the said shares 
within 14 days from the date hereof.’’ The judg- 
ment was served on Aug. 19, 1931, on the company 
& one director, & on Nov. 7, 1931, on the other 
director. When served on the company & the 
directors respectively it was not indorsed with the 
memorandum required by Ord. XLI., r. 5. Ona 
summons for leave to issue writs of attachment 
against the two directors for non-compliance with 
the judgment :—Held: (1) that the order that 
the pltfs. ‘‘ do have a return ’”’ of the shares was 
not an order on the company or its directors to do 
any act, & that it could not be enforced by attach- 
ment without a supplementary order requiring 
the deft. company to execute a transfer (in a form 
to be settled by the judge if necessary) within a 
limited time ; (2) that even if it could be read as 
an order to do an act it had been served after the 
time limited by the order had expired, & for that 
reason also could not be enforced by attach- 
ment; (3) that the order not being indorsed when 
served on the company could not have been 
enforced against the company by sequestration, 
& the remedy against the directors was alternative 
to that against the company & the pltfs. could 
not avail themselves of it when they were not in a 
position to avail themselves of the primary remedy 
against the company ; (4) that the form of memo- 
randum in Ord. XLI., r. 5, was not a rigid form, 
but might be adapted to the facts of the case. A 
director, therefore, against whom it was intended 
to proceed by attachment, was entitled, though 
not a deft. to the action, to be served with a copy 
of the order indorsed with a memorandum clearly 
stating his Nability for non-compliance with the 
order.—IBERIAN TRUST, LTD. v. FOUNDERS TRUST 
& INVESTMENT Co., Lrp. (1932), 48 T. L. R. 292; 
76 Sol. Jo. 249; 73 L. Jo. 274. 

2540. —--- Order to pay costs—Necessity for 
four-day order.}—Where an order has been made 
directing a party to pay costs without limiting 
time for payment, & costs have been taxed an 
immediate sequestration to enforce payment of 
them can be issued by leave of judge without 
necessity of any previous four-day order, but an order 
directing an attachment or sequestration on future 
uncertain event, e.g. on default of payment 
within a specified time, is wrong in form.—Re 
LUMLEY, Ea p. CATHCART, [1894] 2 Ch. 271; 68 
L. J. Ch. 485; 42 W. RR. 401; 38 Sol. Jo. 398; 
7 R. 179; sub nom. Re LumMiry, [loop Barrs v. 
CATHCART, 70 L. T. 780, C. A. 

2541. -——— By an order for 
taxation, dated July 28, 1909, it was ordered that 
W. W., a solicitor, who had acted as the London 
agent of the petitioner, should within a fortnight 
of the service of the order, deliver a bill of costs, 
& that it be referred to the taxing-master to tax 
the bill, & that the agent should give credit for all 
sums received by him, & should be at liberty to 
charge all sums paid by him, on account of the 
petitioner ; & further that if the bill when taxed 
should be less by one-sixth than the bill as delivered 
the master should tax the petitioner his costs of 
the reference. 

This order was served upon the solicitor 
personally on July 30, 1909, & was indorsed in the 
manner required by Ord. XLI., r. 5. The taxing- 
master by his certificate, filed on March 1, 1910, 
certified that £92 7s. 4d. was due from the solicitor 
to the client. Of this sum £15 48. consisted of the 
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costs of the reference, which were certified to be 
payable by the solicitor, & the balance consisted 
of money. received by the solicitor on behalf of the 
client. 

The certificate was served on the solicitor 
personally on March 10, 1910. 

The solicitor not having paid anything within 
twenty-one days after service, on April 15 the 
client moved for leave to issue a writ of attach- 
ment. Upon the hearing of the motion objection 
was taken out that the service was insufficient 
because there had never been service of an order 
requiring the solicitor to pay a definite sum, & 
it was contended that the order ought to have 
been served with the certificate. No other objec- 
tion was taken. 

The court allowed the appeal. 

Part of the default on which the order for attach- 
ment was founded was default in the delivery up 
of documents but as to that no time had been 
fixed by the order of July 28, & a four-day order had 
not been obtained. The objection taken as to the 
service had been dealt with more seriously by the 
learned judge than this court was disposed to deal 
with it; it was a preposterous objection. The 
appellant would have no costs, either in the Court 
oF Appeal or in the court below.—Re WILDE, [1910] 
W.N. 128,C. A. 

2542. ——— —----.]}~—In the case of a writ 
of sequestration issued by leave of a judge to 
enforce payment of costs under Ord. XLIII., r. 7, 
the provisions of Ord. XLI., r. 5, & Ord. XLIIL., 
r. 6, are inapplicable. Therefore in such a case 
it is not necessary that the order for payment of 
costs should limit a time for payment, or should 
bear the indorsernent mentioned in Ord. XLI, 
r. 5, nor is personal service of it essential.—He 
DEAKIN, Hx p. CATHCART, [1900] 2 Q. B. 478; 69 
L. J. Q. B. 797; 83 L. T. 39, C. A. 





SuB-SEcCT. 2.—‘‘ SHALL STATE THE TIME.”’ 


See R. S. C., Ord. XLI, r. 5, p. 613, ante. 

2543. Sufficiency of statement — ‘‘ Forth- 
with.’’|—An order of the court for the delivering 
up of a deed “‘ forthwith ”’ is a sufficient expression 
of time.—THOMAS v. NOKES (1868), Ju. R. 6 Hq. 
621; 16 W. R. 995. 

2544, ——-  --—.] -HALFORD v. HARpDy, No. 
2523, ante. 

2545. Four-day order—lInsertion by Registrar. ] 
—The fact that a person is actually in court 
when an order is made against him to do some act, 
or the fact that he is otherwise aware of the order, 
is no reason for dispensing with personal service 
as required by Ord. XII., r. 5, for the purpose of 
founding a motion for attachment or sequestration 
in a case where the person is not evading such 
service. 

In drawing up an order directing a person to 
do an act within a limited time the registrar 
may insert as a matter of course, & without any 
special instructions, the words ‘‘ or subsequently 
within four days after service of the order.’’— 
Re Tuck, MurcH v. LOOSEMOORE, [1906] 1 Ch. 
692; 75 L. J. Ch. 497; 94 L. T. 507; 22 7. L. R. 
425, C. A. 

2546. -]}—The real question in dispute 
between the parties is whether that compromise 
ought to be set aside on the ground that it was 
obtained by misrepresentation or concealment of 
material facts. The mode adopted for bringing 
that question to trial was a motion to enforce the 
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udgment. Now it happens accidentally, for I 
ave no doubt it is an accident, that the judgment 
required a further motion to enforce it, because 
it fixed no date for the acts to be done. The one 
act is directed to be done ‘“ forthwith,’ & the 
other act is simply directed to be done without 
any reference to time. Therefore, technically, 
no doubt a motion for fixing a day was required, 
& until a day was fixed the order could not be 
enforced (JESSEL, M.R.).—GILBERT v. ENDEAN 
(isi); 9 Ch. D. 259; 389 L. T. 404; 27 W. R. 252, 


2547. Omission of statement of time—Whether 
order enforceable.|—This was an action for fore- 
closure, commenced by originating summons in 
April, 1889. The usual foreclosure judgment 
was made on July 4, 1889. On Nov. 10, 1893 
(after some delay, in order to give deft. time to 
pay), an order was made for foreclosure absolute, 
& for delivery of possession of the mortgaged 
premises by deft. to pltfs. The order, as drawn 
up by the registrar, did not name any time within 
which possession was to be given, & consequently 
no memorandum could be indorsed thereon in 
conformity with Ord. XLJI., r. 5. The order of 
Nov. 10, 1893, was personally served on deft., 
but was not obeyed. On March 3, 1894, a writ 
of possession issued, on March 12, possession was 
given by the sheriff’s officer. On March 17, 
deft. retook possession. Pltfs. moved that a writ 
of attachment should issue against deft. for his 
contempt, & the notice of motion with copies of 
the affidavits were personally served on him. 

KEKEWICH, J., ordered that the writ of attach- 
ment should issue, but should lie in the office 
until April 26.—Re Hiaa’s MORTGAGE, GODDARD v. 
Hiaae, [1804] W. N. 73. 

2548. —-- — - .] -Where an order was made 
directing delivery of certain premises into the 
eer ncaa of a receiver appointed by the order, 

ut no time within which delivery of possession 
was to be made was specified in the order, it was 
held that a writ of possession could not issue 
because Ord. XLI., r. 5, had not been complied 
with.—SAVAGE v. BENTLEY (1904), 90 L. T. 641; 
48 Sol. Jo. 507. 

2549. —- — —~-- .]—COoTTON v. HEYL, No. 2528, 


ante. 
Day to be fixed.}— See Nos. 2527, 2528, 2541, 
See Sect. 3, sub- 


ante. 
When time begins to run.] 
sect. 3, ante. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—‘'‘ AFTER SERVICE OF THE JUDG- 
MENT OR ORDER.”’ 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XLI., r. 5, p. 613, ante. 

2550. Time of service—Within time limited— 
Or order unenforceable.}—-An order was made ona 
person not a party to the cause for payment of a 
sum of money within three weeks from the date of 
the order, but it was not served until after the 
expiration of that time :—Held: irregular, & the 
subsequent H Uitecetarie to a commitment were 


set aside.—DUFFIELD v. ELWEs (1840), 2 Beav. 
268; 48 E. R. 1183. 
25651. ——— - —-—-—. An order dated Nov. 19, 


ordered A. to pay to B. a sum of money “on or 
before Dec. 1 next, or within four days after service 
of this order.’”’ The order was not passed & 
entered till Dec. 2, & was never served on A. 
After a month from the time of entering the order, 
B. sued out a writ of fieri facias against the goods 
of A. for the amount :—Held: A. was not in 
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default, & the writ was irregular.—ADKINS v. 
Buss, VALE v. Buiss (1858), 2 De G. & J. 286; 
27 L. J. Ch. 486; 31 L. T. O. S. 78; 4 Jur. N.S. 
1162; 6 W. R. 453; 44 E. R. 999, L. JJ. 

2552. ———- ———-.]—-IBERIAN TRUST, LTD. 
v. FounDERS TrusT & INVESTMENT Co., LTD., 
No. 2439, ante. 

2558. Manner of service—Personal service. ]— 
Re Tuck, MuURCH v. LOOSEMORE, No. 2545, anfe. 

2554. Except where knowledge of 
order proved—& party avoiding service.}—A 
husband having obtained a decree nisi for divorce, 
an order was made for the wife to give up his 
children to him. This order was not served upon 
her personally, but it appeared that she knew of 
the order & kept out of the way to avoid service. 
The children were not delivered up, & the father 
could not discover where they were. A further 
order was thereupon made for a sequestration to 
issuc against the estate of the wife, & directing 
her mother, sister, & brother-in-law, who were 
shown to be in communication with her, to attend 
to be examined as to their knowledge of the 
whereabouts of the wife & children. The wife was 
entitled under her marriage settlement to an income 
for her separate use with a restraint on anticipa- 
tion :—Held: first, that the sequestration was 
properly issued without personal service of the 
previous order.—HYDE v. HYDE (1888), 13 P. D. 
166; 57L. J. P. 89; 59 L. T. 529; 36 W. R. 708 ; 
4T. L. R. 586, C. A. 

2555. —-— ~——-.]—-The rule that 
requires personal service of an order before a writ 
of attachment can be issued for disobedience of it 
is subject to an exception where the order has 
come to the knowledge of the person sought to be 
attached & he evades service of it.— KISTLER v. 
TETTMAR, [1905] 1 K. B. 89; 74 L. J. K. B. 1; 
92 .. T. 36; 53 W. R. 230; 21 T. L. R. 24, C. A. 

2556. — — — .] ~Where a person, 
against whom an order had been made in the King’s 
Bench Division ordering him to do a particular 
act, disobeyed the order with full knowledge of its 
having been made & went out of the jurisdiction 
before it had been formally served upon him, the 
court, on an application for the issue of a writ 
of sequestration to enforce the order, dispensed 
with personal service of the order disobeyed & 
directed the writ to issuc. 

Practice of the Probate & Divorce Division in 
that respect followed.—R. v. WIGAND, te WIGAND, 
(1913]2 K.B. 419; 82L. J. K. B. 735; 109 L. T. 
111; 29 T. L. R. 509, D.C. 

2557. ——— On solicitor—Order for discovery of 
documents. ]|— HAMPDEN tv. WALLIS, No. 2515, ante. 

2558. On one of two defendants.}—Two 
defts. were ordered to lodge a sum in court ‘‘ within 
four days after service of this order.’’ The order 
was served on one deft. only, the other not being 
able to be found :—Held: the words “ after 
service’’ meant after service upon the person 
against whom the order was to be enforced, & 
a writ of attachment might be issued against the 
deft. who had been served.—Re E Luis, HARD- 
CASTLE v. ELLis (1906), 95 L. T. 80; 54 W. R. 
526; 50 Sol. Jo. 560. 

2559. Service of order for taxation of 
solicitor’s costs on solicitor—Taxing Master’s 
certificate not served at time.|—Re WILDE, No. 
2541, ante. 

See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XLII, vr. 6, Part 
XLVIITI., Sect. 6, post. 

When service unnecessary— Undertaking. }— Nos. 
2524-2526, ante. 

—— Extension of time for doing act.}—Sce 
Nos. 2529, 2535, ante. 
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Sect. 4.—Judgment or order to state time for act to be 
done: Sub-sect.4. Sects. 5,6,7& 8: Sub-sects. 
1&2. Part XLIV. Sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
8, 9, 10 & 11.) 


SUB-SECT. 4.—MEMORANDUM TO BE INDORSED. 


See R. S.C., Ord. XLI., r. 5, p. 618, anie. 

2560. Exact words of rule unnecessary—Suffi- 
cient if to same effect.|—TREHERNE v. DALE, No. 
2535, ante. 

2561. ——— -———-.]—IBERIAN TRUST, LTD. v. 
FouNDERS Trost & INVESTMENT Co., Lrp., No. 
2439, ante. 

2562. Effect of omission—Order unenforceable. ] 
—IJAMPDEN v. WALLIS, No. 2515, ante. 








2563. ~---IBERIAN TRUST, LTD. v. 
FOUNDERS Trust & INVESTMENT Co., Lrp., No. 
2439, ante. 


2564. Affidavit of indorsement.J—The copy of 
the affidavit to be used in support of a motion for 
attachment, which by Ord. LII., r. 4, is required 
to be served with the notice of motion, must con- 
tain a statement that the order alleged to have 
been disobeyed when served was duly indorsed 
with the memorandum pointing out the conse- 
sequence of neglecting to obey it, as required by 
Ord. XLI., r. 5; & if such statement is omitted 
the service is insufficient.—STOCKTON FOOTBALL 
Co. v. GASTON, [1895] 1 Q. B. 453; 64 L. J. Q. B. 
228; 72 L. T. 490; 15 R. 182, D.C. 

When indorsement unnecessary—Order not 
requiring act to be done.}—See Nos. 2533-2535, 
ante. 


Sect. 5.—JUDGMENT CONDITIONAL UPON FILING 
AFFIDAVIT OR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENT. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XLI., r. 6. Where under the Act or these 
Rules, or otherwise, it is provided that any judgment may be 
entered upon the filing of any affidavit or production of any 
document, the officer shall examine the affidavit or document 
peotuced and if the same be regular and contain all that is by 

w required, he shall enter judgment accordingly. 


Documents to be filed.}—See Sect. 1, ante. 


Sect. 6..-[UDGMENT PURSUANT TO ORDER OR 
CERTIFICATE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLI., r. 7. Where by the Act or these Rules, 
or otherwise, any judgment may be entered pursuant to any 
order or certificate, or return to any writ, the production of 
such order or certificate sealed with the seal of the Court, or of 
such return, shall be a sufficient authority to the officer to enter 
judgment accordingly. 


SEcT. 7..-REFERENCE TO MASTER. 


R.8. C., Ord. XLL,r.8. Where reference is made to a Master 
to ascertain the amount for which final judgment is to be 
entered, the Master’s certificate shall be filed in the central] 
office when judgment its entered. 


Sect. 8.—CONSENT TO ORDER FOR JUDGMENT. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—DEFENDANT APPEARING BY 
SOLICITOR. 
R. 8. C., Ord. XLI., r. 9. In any cause or matter where the 
defendant has appeared by solicitor, no order for entering 


judgment shall be made by consent unless the co 
defendant fs given by his solicitor or agent. Bon ewe 


Necessity for registration.J—See Debtors Act, 
1869 (c. 62), 8. 27. seared 


PRACTICE. 


2565. ——— Unregistered judgment void t 
creditors of defendant—Not void against defen- 
dant.}—Debtors Act, 1869 (c. 62), s. 27, provides 


that a judge’s order for judgment made by con- 
sent of deft. in a personal action shall be filed in the 
Court of Queen’s Bench in the manner required 
by the section within twenty-one days after 
the making thereof, ‘‘ otherwise the order & any 
judgment signed or entered up thereon, & any 
execution issued or taken out on such judgment, 
shall be void ’’ :—Held: the effect of non-com- 
pliance with the requirements of the section is 
only to render such an order & judgment void as 
against the creditors of such deft., but not as 
against himself; & therefore a deft. who had 
consented to such an order could not get the 
judgment signed upon it set aside on the ground 
that the order had not been filed in accordance 
with the section.—GOWAN v. WrRiGHT (1886), 18 
Q. B. D. 201; 56 L. J. Q. B. 181; 35 W. R. 207 ; 
3 T. L. R. 258, C. A, 

2566. -}—Deft., an adminis- 
tratrix, after action brought against her for money 
lent to the intestate by pltf., consented to a judge’s 
order for judgment in a subsequent action by 
another creditor for a debt due from the intestate, 
& judgment was signed accordingly. The judg- 
ment was void as against creditors, though not as 
between the parties, because the judge’s order was 
not filed as required by Debtors Act, 1869 (c. 62), 
s.27. Deft. having paid the amount of that debt 
which exhausted the assets :—Held: as between 
her & pltf., the original debt was not merged in 
the judzeeut. & she was entitled to make the 
payment in respect of such debt.—VIBART v. 
CoLeEs (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 364; 59 L. J. Q. B. 
152; 62 L. T. 551; 38 W. R. 359, C. A. 

2567. —-—_- —-— Recovery by trustee in bank- 
ruptcy from plaintiff—Though debt recovered by 
garnishee proceedings.]|—Deft., in an action con- 
sented to a judge’s order for judgment against 
him, which was accordingly signed, &, a garnishee 
order having been made upon the judgment, the 
garnishee paid the debt attached to the judgment 
creditors before the expiration of twenty-one days 
from the date of the making of the judge’s order. 
The order was not filed as required by Debtors 
Act, 1869 (c. 62), 5s. 27. Deft. subsequently com- 
mitted an act of bankruptcy, & was thereupon 
adjudged bankrupt :—Held: although the moneys 
attached under the judgment had already been 
paid to the judgment creditors before the act of 
bankruptcy, nevertheless, the judgment being 
avoided by failure to file the judge’s order, the 
trustee in bankruptcy was entitled to recover 
from the judgment creditors the amount paid to 
them by the garnishee as money received to his 
use. Re SMITH, Hx p. BROWN (1888), 20 Q. B. D. 
321 ; Are J.Q.B. 212; 836W.R.403; 4T.L. BR. 


2568. ** Judge’s order made by consent.’’] 
-—An order made by consent at the trial of an 
action on a promissory note, that the statement 
of defence & the pleadings be withdrawn, & that 
the deft. do pay to pltf. a specified sum & taxed 
costs :—Held: not to be a ‘‘ judge’s order made 
by consent ’”’ within sect. 27 of the Debtor’s Act, 
1869.—Re LENNOX, Ex p. LENNOX (1885), 16 
Q. B. D. 315; 55 L. J. Q. B. 45; 54 L. T. 452; 
34 W. R. 51; 27. L. BR. 60; 2 Morr. 271, 0. A. 

2569. Consent by counsel—Entry as ordi & 
not consent judgment.}|}—Where on the trial of an 
action counsel for the deft. states that he consents 
to judgment for the pltf., it ought to be entered 
as an or & not a consent judgment.—Swiss 
BANKVEREIN v. GREAVES (1916), 32 T. L. R. 127. 





ee aterm 








Part XLIV.—REctrprocaL ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENTS. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—DEFENDANT Not APPEARING 
OR APPEARING IN PERSON. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLI, r. 10. Where the defendant has not 
appeared, or has appeared in person, no such order shall be 
made unless the defendant attends before a Judge and gives 
his consent in person, or unless his written consent 1s attested 
by a solicitor acitng on his behalf, except in cases where the 
veneroant {s a barrister, conveyancer, special pleader, or 
solicitor. 


2570. Practice in Chancery Division.]—What- 
ever the practice in the King’s Bench Division 
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may be, it is not the practice in the Chancery 
Division to make such an order [order for judgment 
& perpetual injunction in the terms of the indorse- 
ment on the writ] unless deft. appears in person 
& signs the registrar’s book. On the evidence I 
will give you an interlocutory order, & if, before 
the order is drawn up, defts. appear & consent in 
the usual way, I will pronounce judgment (FAR- 
ae J.).—ELLIMAN vy. SEQUAH, [1903] W. N. 


Part XLIV.—Reciprocal Enforcement of Judgments. 


Sect. 1.—DEFINITIONS. 


R. S&S. C.,Ord. XLIA., r. 19. In this Order the expression ‘‘ the 
Act’’ means the Administration of Justice Act, 1920, and the 
definitions contained in section 12 (1) of the Act shall apply. 
In the King’s Bench Division the expression ‘‘ Judge’’ when 
used in this Order shall include a Master. 


SEcT. 2.—-APPLICATION FOR REGISTRATION OF 
OBTAINED IN THE DOMINIONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLIA., r.1. Any application under section 9 (1) 
of the Administration of Justice Act, 1920 (10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 81), 
for leave to have a Judgment obtained in a Superior Court in 
any part of His Majesty’s Dominions outside the United Kingdom 
to which Part IT. of that Act applies, registered in the High 
Court in England shall be made ex parte or by Summons to a 
Judge. I1f the application is made ex parte the Judge to whom 
it {s made may direct a Summons to be issued. 


Secr. 3.—AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF 
APPLICATION. 


R.S8. C., Ord. XLIs., r. 2. The application shall be supported 
by an Affidavit of the facta, exhibiting the Judgment or a 
verified or certified or otherwise duly authenticated copy thereof 
and stating that to the best of the information and belief of the 
deponent, the Judgment Creditor is entitled to enforce the 
Judgment and the Judgment does not fall within any of the 
cases in which under section 9 (2) of the Act a Judgment cannot 
properly be ordered to be registered. The Affidavit must also, 
sO far as the deponcnt can, give the full name, title, trade or 
business, and usual or last known place of abode or business of 
the Judgment Creditor and Judgment Debtor respectively. 


Sect. 4.—TITLE OF AFFIDAVIT AND SUMMONS. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XLIa., r. 3. The Affidavit and the Summons 
(if any) shall be intituled 
‘‘In the Matter of the Administration of Justice Act, 1920, 
Part II. and In the Matter of a Judgment of the 
describing the Court) obtained in 


( 
(describing He eause or matter) and dated the day of 


Spor. 5.—SERVICE OF SUMMONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLIa., r. 4. The Summons (if any) for leave to 
pi aa shall be an Originating Summons and (unless otherwise 
ordered by a Judge) shall be served in the same manner as a 
Writ of Summons is required to be served. The Judgment 
Debtor shall not. be required to enter any appearance thereto. 


Sect. 6.—ORDER GIVING LEAVE TO REGISTER 
JUDGMENT 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLI4., vr. 5. Any Order giving leave to register 
shall be drawn u by or on behalf of the Judgment Creditor 
and when the Order is made on a Summons the Order shall be 
served on the Judgment Debtor, but where the Order is made 


arte application no service of the Order on the 
ebtor shall be required. 


on an ex 
Judgment 


Srecr. 7.—FORM OF ORDER. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLIA., r.6. The Order giving leave to register 
the Judgment shall state the time within which the Judgment 
Debtor is to be entitled to apply to set aside the registration. 
Such time where the Judgment Debtor is, or is ordinarily 
resident, within the jurisdiction of the High Court shall 
ordinarily be 14 days and when the Judgment Debtor is, or is 
ordinarily resident, out of the jurisdiction of the High Court 
shall depend on the distance from London of the place where 
the Judgment Debtor resides and the postal facilities between 
London and that place, and shall ordinarily be the same time 
as is limited tor entering appearance after service out of the 
jurisdiction of a Writ of Summons or notice thereof. 


Sect. 8.—THE REGISTER. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLIA., r. 7. The register of Judgments ordered 
to be registered under the Act shall be kept in the Central 
fice by or under the direction of the Senior Master of the 
King’s Bench Division. The Judgment shall be registered 
therein in accordance with the Order giving leave to register it. 


Srecr. 9.—FORM OF REGISTER. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLIA., r. 8. The register shall be arranged in 
alphabetical order in the surname of the Judgment Debtor and 
there shall be entered in the register the date of the Order for 
registration and ot the registration, the name, title, trade or 
business and usual or last known place of abode or business of 
the Judgment Debtor and Judgment Creditor and the amount 
for which the Judgment is signed and any datos directions 
in the Order for registration as to such registration and/or 
oo thereon and the particulars of any execution issued 

rereon, 


Sect. 10.—NOTICE OF REGISTRATION. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLIa., r.9. Notice in writing of the registration 
of the Judgment must be served on the Judgment Debtor 
within a reasonable time after such registration. Such notice 
shall (in the absence of an Order by the Judge as to the mode 
of service thereof) be served on the Judgment Debtor by personal 
service (with power to order substituted service or service out 
of the jurisdiction or both) as fn the case of a Writ of Summons, 
but the Judge may at any stage of the proceedings authorise 
or direct some other mode of service, and if he does so the service 
shall be effected in accordance with such authority or direction. 


SEcT. 11.—FORM OF NOTICE OF REGISTRATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLIA., r. 10. The notice of registration shall 
contain full articulars of the Judgment registered and of the 
Order for such registration and shall state the name and addreas 
of the Judgment Creditor or of his Solicitor or Agent on whom 
and at which service of any Summons issued by the Judgment 
Debtor may be served. The notice shall state that the 
Defendant is entitled if he has grounds for doing so, to apply 
to set aside the registration and shall also state the number of 
days for applying to set aside the registration limited by the 
Order giving leave to register. 
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SEcT. 12.—INDORSEMENT OF SERVICE OF NOTICE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLIa., r. 11. The party serving the notice shall 
within three days at moat after such service, indorse on the 
notice or a copy or duplicate thereof the day of the month and 
week of the service thereof, otherwise the Judginent Creditor 
shall not be at liberty to issue execution on the Judgment; and 
every affidavit of service of such notice shall mention the day 
on which such indorsement was made. This rule shall apply 
to substituted as well as other service. The three days limited 
by this rule may under special circumstances be extended by 
order of a Judge. 


SEcT. 13.—-APPLICATION TO SET ASIDE 
REGISTRATION. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLIA., r.12. The Judgment Debtor may at 
any time within the time limited by the Order giving leave to 
register after service on him of the notice of the registration of 
the Judgment apply by Summons to a Judge to set aside the 
registration or to suspend execution on the Judgment and the 
Judge on such application if satisfied that the case comes within 
one of the cases In which under section 9 (2) of the Act no Judg- 
ment can be ordered to be registered or that it is not just or 
convenient that the Judgment should be enforced in the United 
Kingdom or for other sufficient reason may order that the 
registration be set aside or Execution on the Judgment suspended 
either unconditionally or on such terms as he thinks fit and 
either altogether or until such time as he shall direct: Provided 
that the Judge may allow the application to be made at any 
time after the expiration of the time herein mentioned. 


~~ v.13. The Summons referred to in 
rule 12 shall be an ordinary Summons intituled in the same 
manner as the Affidavit referred to in rule 8. 


Sect. 14.—-EXECUTION ON REGISTERED 
JUDGMENT 


SUB-SECT. 1.—WHEN ISSUED. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLIa., vr. 14. No execution shall issue on a 
Judgment registered under the Act until after the expiration 
of the time limited by the Order giving leave to register after 
service on the Judgment Debtor of notice of the registration 
thereof. Provided that the Judge who makes the Order for 
such registration or a Judge at Chambers may at any time order 
that execution shall be suspended for a longer time. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF 
NOTICE OF REGISTRATION. 
R. S. C., Ord. XLIa., r. 15. Any party desirous of issuing 
execution on a Judgment registered under the Act must produce 


to the proper officer an Affidavit of the service of the notice of 
registration. 


PRACTICE. 


SuB-secT. 3.—ForRM OF WRIT OF EXECUTION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLIa., r. 16. A Writ of Execution on a Judg- 
ment registered under the Act a8 f be thus varied :—Inatead of 
“which said sum of money and interest were lately before us 
in our High Court of Justice,’’ etc., insert ‘‘ which said sum of 
money and interest were lately in........... cc ccee ese e tees ”* (deacribi 
the Court in which the Judgment was obtained), etc., ‘‘ and which 
Judgment has been duly registered in our High Court of Justico 
in England pursuant to Part II. of ‘The Administration of 
Justice Act, 1920.’ °’ 


Secr. 15.—CERTIFIED COPY OF JUDGMENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLIA., r. 17. Any Sppiicstion under section 10 
of the Act for a certifled copy of a Judgment obtained in the 
High Court shall be made ex parte to a Master of the King’s 
Bench Division on an Affidavit made by the Judgment Creditor 
or his Solicitor giving the particulars of the Judgment and 
showing that the Judgment Debtor is resident in some (statin 
what) part of His Majesty's Dominions outside the Unite 
Kingdom to which Part II. of the Act extends and stating to 
the t of his information and bellef the title, trade, business 
or occupation of the Judgment Creditor and Judgment Debtor 
respectively and their respective usual or last known places of 
abode or business. 


PS GB. H5e cotetass SUPY tee 2: ee 
ment shall be an Office Copy and shall be seated with the seal 
of the Supreme Court and shall be certified by one of the Masters 
of the King’s Bench Division as follows :— 


‘*T certify that the above copy J udgment is a true copy 
‘‘ of a Judgment obtained in the High Court in England and 
‘this copy is issued in accordance with scction 10 of the 
‘* Administration of Justice Act, 1920.” 


eae Se eee ee eee eee re) 


Sign 
A Master of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature in England.’’ 


SEcT. 16.—FEES. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLIA., r. 20. The fees set out in the Schedule 
to this Order shall be payable in respect of the registration of 
Judgments under the Act. 


Schedule of Fees. 


gos. d. 
On filing Affidavit in support of Application 0 10 O 
Any other Affidavit ge sag ee 0 2 6 
On issuing Summons for Icave to register 010 O 
Any other Summons oe a - 0 5 0 
On the Order for registration 010 O 


The same fee as on 
a judgment of the 
High Court. 
On a certified Copy Judgment ses -- O10 O 
Other fees the same as those payable under Supreme Court 
Fees Order, 1922. 


Sec, now, Supreme Court Fees Order, 1930, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


On issuing execution.. 


Part XLV.—Consent Orders and Judgments. 


Consent to order for entering Judgment—Where 
defendant appears by solicitor.}—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XLI.,r. 9; Part XLIII., Sect. 8, sub-sect. 1, 


ante. 

Where defendant has not appeared or has 
appeared in person.}—See R. S. C., Ord. XLI., 
r. 10; Part XLITI., Sect. 8, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

Form of judgment by consent.}—See Appendix 
F., Nos. 20A—20c, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

2571. Nature & effect—Fact of order being by 
consent should appear on its face—Where agreed 
to & between parties—& not sanctioned 
or directed by court.]}—Where an order has been 
agreed to & arranged between the parties to an 


action, & has not been sanctioned or directed by 
the court, it should appear on the face of the order 
that it is an order by consent.—MICHEL v. MUTCH 
a 55 L. J. Ch. 485; 64 L. T. 45; 34 W. R. 

2572. ——- -—— Arrangement made with 
sanction & direction of court.J—-A trustee in 
bankruptcy commenced an action in the King’s 
Bench Division to recover £1,027 3s. 10d., due on 
promissory notes. The action was transferred to 
the Chancery Division. On Dec. 8, 1922, pltf. 
took out a summons for final judgment under 
Ord. XIV. The matter came before the master 
on Dec. 15, & was adjourned until Dec. 19, when 


Part XLV.—ConsENT ORDERS AND JUDGMENTS, 


the master was of opinion that there was no defence 
to the action, & expressed his intention to make an 
order for payment of the amount claimed with 
interest & costs unless deft. paid the amount into 
court by Dec. 22, but adjourned the matter until 
the next day for the deft. to consider whether he 
wished the summons to be adjourned to the judge. 
On Dec. 20, according to the master’s notes, there 
was an arrangement between the parties that 
execution should be postponed until Jan. 14, 
1923, & that in consideration of such postponement 
deft. would pay costs as between solicitor & client. 
The master’s notes were sent to the registrar to 
draw up the order, which he did in the form that 
deft. should pay the £1,027 3s. 10d. & interest 
thereon, & the costs as between solicitor & client, 
execution not to be made until Jan. 14. The order 
was not stated to be by consent. The order was 
drawn up on Dec. 20. On Jan. 18 deft. gave 
notice of motion to discharge the order. On the 
hearing of the motion pltf. took the preliminary 
objections that, as the order was by consent, no 
appeal lay, & that the notice of motion not being 
made within fourteen days from the date of the 
order was out of time :—Held: that though when 
an order was made by consent, it ought in all 
cases to be so stated in the order, the omission so 
to state did not affect the fact; that here the 
order made by arrangement between the parties 
was with the sanction & by the direction of the 
court, & applying the judgment of Cuirry, J., in 
Michel v. Mutch, No. 2571, ante, that the order was 
in fact a consent order which the judge had no 
jurisdiction to discharge, so that the question of 
time did not arise.—DARLEY (TRUSTEE OF BAINES) 
v. TULLEY (1923), 155 L. T. Jo. 128. 

2573. ——— ——— Words “ by consent ’’ appearing 
in part only of order—Whether applicable to whole 
order.}—Re LEONARD’s (J.) ESTATE, THEOBALD 
v. oe (K.), Kina (J.) & Kina (L.), No. 1542, 
ante. 

2574. ——— Express statement that order made 
with consent.}—-A consent order should expressly 
state that it was made with the consent of the 
parties.—-KENDJIAN v. GUMUCHDJIAN, [1923] 
W. N.' 273; 68 Sol. Jo. 81; revsd. on another 
point, [1923] W. N. 307, C. A. 

2575. ——— Several parties agreeing to order— 
Agreement treated as embodying terms to which 
all assent—& by which all bound.|— Where various 
ane to an action agree to an order purporting to 

e a consent order, the agreement must be treated 
as embodying terms to which all assent, & by 
which all are bound.—WoORTHINGTON & Co., 
Lrp. v. ABBOTT, [1910] 1 Ch. 588; 79 L. J. Ch. 
252; 101 L. T. 895; 54 Sol. Jo. 83. 

2576. Order binding until set aside— 
Estoppel.|-—An order by consent is binding unless 
& until it has been set aside in proceedings con- 
stituted for that purpose. 

A. pitf. in an action based upon charges which 
he has withdrawn by a consent order in a previous 
action between the parties is estopped by the 
order, & cannot effectively plead in reply that his 
consent was induced by fraudulent concealment. 

Quere: whether a party to an action negotiating 
a consent order therein, by which the other party 
withdrawn charges, is entitled to conceal his 
intention to prosecute the other party for perjury 
in an affidavit containing the charges.—KINCH v. 
Waxcorr, [1929] A. C. 482; 98 L. J. P. C. 129; 
141 L. T. 102, P. C. 

Consent judgment or order operating as estoppel. ] 
—-See ESTOPPEL, Vol. XXI., pp. 147-150, Nos. 
98-121. 

2577. Duty of court not altered by consent of 
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party.|—In a loan transaction in which the interest 
charged exceeded 48 per cent. per annum, & the 
borrower had consented to judgment on that 
footing :—Held: the court was not, by reason of 
the borrower’s consent, relieved of the duty 
posed upon it by sect. 10 of the Moneylenders 
Act, 1927, of presuming that the interest charged 
was excessive, & the transaction harsh & uncon- 
scionable, & the consent thus given was not 
sufficient proof to comply with the words of sect. 10, 
‘unless the contrary is proved.’’ Leave to sign 
judgment under Ord. XIV. was therefore rightly 
refused. 

A consent may of course be given by a party to 
another party, but that consent does not alter 
the duty of the court. It does not limit the powers 
of the court, nor is the duty laid upon the court 
diminished by the consent of the party (LORD 
HANWorRTH, M.R.).—Muss Conpurr INVEST- 
MENTS, Lrp. v. DENHOLM (1931), 100 L. J. K. B. 
685; 145 L. T. 585; 47 T. L. R. 5143; sub nom. 
MILLS CONDUIT INVESTMENTS, LTD. v. LESLIE & 
DENHOLM, [1931] W. N. 166, C. A. 

2578. Setting aside or withdrawal of consent— 
Fresh evidence.]—A cause standing for trial on 
Dec. 7, on the 6th a judge’s order was obtained 
by consent, that upon payment of the debt & costs 
on or before Dec. 14, all further proceedings 
should be stayed; & in default of ed aa es that 
the pltf. should be at liberty to sign final judgment, 
& issue execution for the whole amount. Subse- 
quently, & prior to the 14th, the deft., having 
discovered fresh evidence which he believed would 
establish the defence he had pleaded, applied to 
set aside the order :—Held: that as, in order to 
carry into effect the arrangement between the 
parties, an act remained to be done under the 
authority of the court, it had power, notwith- 
standing the previous consent of the parties, to 
interfere, & if the act to be done was inconsistent 
with justice, it ought to interfere; & therefore 
that the court had jurisdiction to set aside this 
order.—WADE v. SIMEON (1845), 13 M. & W. 647 ; 
2 Dow. & L. 658; 14 L. J. Ex.117; 4 L. T.0.S. 
338; 9 Jur. 117; 153 E. R. 270. 

2579. Enlargement of time limited by 
order.}—A motion was made that the time limited 
by an order which was made by consent might be 
enlarged :—Held : an order made by consent could 
not be altered without consent.—AUSTRALASIAN 
AUTOMATIC WEIGHING MACHINE Co. v. WALTER, 
[1891] W. N. 170; 36 Sol. Jo. 42. 

2580. ——— Unilateral mistake—Order on inter- 
locutory application.}—The court has jurisdiction 
to discharge an order made in an interlocutory 
application by consent when it is proved to have 
been made under a mistake, though that mistake 
was on one side only.—-MULLINS v. HOWELL (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 763; 48 L. J. Ch. 679. 

2581. ——— Up to time of order being passed— 
Counsel consenting to order by authority of clients 
—Relief on ground of mistake, surprise, etc.}]— 
An action was brought against a local board to 
restrain them from pulling down certain houses 
of the pltf. & for damages. On a motion for an 
injunction coming on, the defts.’ counsel, by the 
authority of his clients, consented to an order for 
@ perpetual injunction, with costs, & an inquiry 
as to damages, & such order was taken by consent 
without opening the case to the court. Before the 
order had been passed the defts. formally with- 
drew their consent, & the registrar thereupon 
declined to pass the order without the direction 
of the court. The pltf. moved that he might be 
directed to pro to perfect the order. The 
defts. alleged that their instructions to consent 
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had been given under a misapprehension, but did 
not enter into any evidence in support of that 
allegation :—Held: (by PEARSON, J.) that up to 
the time of a consent order being passed any party 
can withdraw his consent, except where he con- 
sents to a decree of the court after the case has 
been before the judge, & that the mA cere must 
be refused:—Held: (on appeal) that where 
counsel by the authority of their clients consent 
to an order, the clients cannot arbitrarily withdraw 
such consent, & that the registrar must be 
directed to proceed to perfect the order, without 
prejudice to any application which the defts. 
might make to the court below to be relieved from 
their consent, on the ground of mistake or surprise 
or for other sufficient reason.— HARVEY v. CROY- 
DON UNION RURAL SANITARY AUTHORITY (1884), 
26 Ch. D. 249; 53 L. J. Ch. 707; 50 L. T. 291; 
32 W. R. 389, C. A. 

2582. — —— After judgment passed & entered— 
Ground of mistake. ]}—After a judgment by consent 
has been passed & entered it cannot afterwards be 
varied on the ground of mistake except for reasons 
sufficient to set aside an agreement.—A.-G. v. 
TOMLINE (1877), 7 Ch. D. 388; 47 L. J. Ch. 478; 
38 L. T. 57; 26 W. R. 188. 

2588. -—-——- Compromise signed by counsel— 
Unforeseen consequence.|—Where a compromise 
of litigation has been signed by counsel, & it turns 
out that the document has a consequence which 
he did not foresee, that is no ground for relieving 
his client from it. But where there has been a 
mistake of fact, or the parties were not ad idem 
or were not agreed upon the subject-matter of the 
agreement, the compromise will be set aside, 
especially where it has not been embodied in an 
order of the court.—HICKMAN v. BERENS, [1895] 
2 Ch. 638; 64 1L. J. Ch. 785; 73 L. T. $23; 12 Kh. 
602, C. A. 

2584, ——— Order for perpetual injunction—No 
defence available—-Subsequent discovery that de- 
fence available.|—An action was brought for an 
injunction to restrain the deft. from selling certain 
buttons alleged to be an infringement of the pltfs.’ 
registered trade mark. The deft., believing that 
he had no defence to the action, consented to an 
order for a perpetual injunction with costs. Before 
the order was drawn up, he received a letter from 
the manufacturer of the buttons which were made 
in Germany, wherefrom it appeared that the 
buttons had been sold in this country long before 
the registration of the pltfs.’ trade mark. On 
motion by the deft. that he might be relieved from 
the consent so given :—Held: a party who has 
deliberately consented to a perpetual injunction 
cannot be permitted to withdraw his consent 
merely because he has subsequently discovered 
that he might have a good defence to the action ; 
that the case was not one of mistake; and that 
the motion must be refused.—ELSAS v. WILLIAMS 
id 54 L. J. Ch. 386; 62 L. T. 39; 1T. L. RB. 














2585. Mistake of fact—Parties not ad 
idem.|—-HICKMAN v. BERENS, No. 2583, ante. 
2586. Material fact not communicated to 





counsel at time of consent—Insufficient ground for 
withdrawing consent before order passed & 
entered.}—The circumstance that a material fact 
within the knowledge of the client & his solicitor 
has not been communicated to counsel at the time 
when, he gives his consent: to an order in court is 
not a sufficient ground for the client withdrawing 
his consent to the order before it is passed & 
entered, & does not prevent such a withdrawal 
being arbitrary within the rule on the subject 
laid down in the judgment of the Court of Appeal in 


PRACTICE. 


Harvey v. Croydon Union Rural Sanitary Authority, 
No. 2581, ante ; this is so even if counsel 
states that he would not have given his consent 
if he had known of the fact.—Re WEDGE, WEDGE 
v. PANTER (1908), 98 L. T. 486; 52 Sol. Jo. 241. 

2587. ——— Consent given by counsel disregarding 
restrictions.}—When restrictions are placed by a 
client upon his counsel’s authority to compromise 
or to agree to certain terms, & consent is given by 
counsel, disregarding those restrictions, such con- 
sent is not binding on the client, even in the case 
of the other side being unaware of them. 

Where, therefore, counsel agreed to a reference, 
without providing for a special condition imposed 
by his client & unknown to the opposite party, 
the order for reference was set aside & a new trial 
ordered.—NEALE v. GORDON LENNOX, [1902] A. C. 
465; 71 L. J. K. B. 939; 87 L. T. 341; 66 J. P. 
757; 51 W.R. 140; 18 T. L. R. 791; 46 Sol. Jo. 
319, H. L. 

See, also, BARRISTERS, Vol. III., pp. 342-344, 
Nos. 320-343. 

2588. Order passed, drawn up & acted 
upon—Fraud—Common mistake of material facts. ] 
—A consent order which has been passed, drawn 
up, & acted upon can be set aside (provided that 
the rights of other parties have not been affected) 
not only on the ground of fraud, but upon any 
ground which would invalidate the agreement on 
which it is based; therefore it may be set aside 
on the ground of common mistake of material 
facts.—HUDDERSFIELD BANKING Co., Lp. v. 
LISTER (HENRY) & SON, Lrp., [1895] 2 Ch. 273; 
64 L. J. Ch. 523; 72 L. T. 703; 43 W. R. 667; 
39 Sol. Jo. 448; 12 R. 381, C. A. 

2589. —-—- Mistake—Order passed, entered, 
partially acted upon & construed by court.]—An 
order made in an action by consent & based upon, 
& intended to carry out, an agreement come to 
between the partics, can be set aside on any 
ground on which an agreement in the terms of the 
order could be set aside, & one of such grounds is 
mistake. 

A written contract cannot be set aside merely 
because one of the parties to it put an erroneous 
construction on the words in which it was ex- 
pressed ; but this principle does not apply to a 
case where a mistake by one of the parties as to the 
meaning of the words used has been induced, 
however innocently, by the other party. 

If the parties are not ad idem as to the subject- 
matter of the contract, there is no real agreement 
between them. 

A party to a contract, who has failed to obtain 
from the court a decision in his favour upon the 
construction of it, is competent to institute an 
action to have the contract set aside. 

Upon these principles the Court of Appeal, 
affirming the judgment of ByRNE, J., set aside a 
consent order made upon settled minutes in an 
action after the order had been passed, entered, 
 seheat acted upon, & construed by the court.— 

ILDING v. SANDERSON, [1897] 2 Ch. 534; 66 
L. J. Ch. 684; 77 L. T. 57; 45 W. R. 675; 18 
T. L. R. 540; 41 Sol. Jo. 675, C. A. 

2590. Mode of setting aside—Fresh action. 
An agreement for the compromise of an action 
cannot be set aside by a summons in the action ; 
a fresh action must be roue for the peer ea 
EMERIS v. WOODWARD (1889), 43 Ch. D. 185; 59 
L. J. Ch. 230; 61 L. T. 666; 38 W. R. 346. 

2591. ——.}—After a judgment has been 

assed & entered—even where it has been taken 
y consent & under a mistake—the court cannot 
set it aside otherwise than in a fresh action brought 
for the purpose unless (1) there has been a clerical 
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mistake or an error arising from an accidental 
slip or omission within the meaning of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court, 1888, Ord. XXVIII, r. 11; 
or (2) the judgment as drawn up does not correctly 
state what the court actually decided & intended 
to decide—in either of which cases the application 
may be made by motion in the action. 

-Semble, that different considerations apply to 
interlocutory orders; but that even if a judgment 
has not been passed & entered the court will not 
always interfere on motion, e.g. where from the 
nature of the ground relied on conflicting evidence 
is essential.—AINSWORTH v. WILDING, [1896] 1] 
Ch. 673; 65 L. J. Ch. 482; 74 L. T. 198; 44 
W. R. 5640; 12 T. L. R. 270; 40 Sol. Jo. 354. 

Setting aside judgments & orders.|—See, gene- 
rally, Part XLVI., post. 

2592. Enforcement of compromise—Jurisdiction 
of Chancery Division—Action commenced in 
another division.]—S. commenced an action in the 
Common Pleas Division against D., to recover a 
commission claimed for services in obtaining pay- 
ment of a sum from a foreign government. This 
sum was being administered in the Chanccry 
Division, & S. commenced an action in that 
division to establish a lien on D.’s interest, & to 
prevent the fund from being paid away. In this 
action an order was made for a sum of £5,000 to 
be set apart in the joint names of the solicitors of 
pitf. & deft. to answer pltf.’s claim & all further 
proceedings were stayed until after the trial of the 
action in the Common Pleas Division, & general 
liberty to apply was given. Shortly after this the 
solicitors of pltf. & deft., by the authority of their 
clients, came to a definite arrangement by Iectter 
as to the amount of plitf.’s claim. Pltf. then 
applied for directions that this amount might be 
paid to him out of the fund set apart :—Held: the 
court had no authority to make such an order, as 
it would thereby be enforcing a compromise of an 
action in the Common Pleas Division, but held on 
appeal that the court had jurisdiction to make the 
order.—ScCULLY v. DUNDONALD (ILORD) (1878), 8 
Ch. D. 658; 39 L. T. 116; 27 W. R. 249, C. A. 

2593. ——— Creditor’s claim in winding-up — 
Enforcement by summons in winding-up.]—An 
order having been made to wind up a company, 
the holder of debentures issued by the company 
took out a summons in the winding-up to enforce 
his security. The chicf clerk, on Jan. 10, held 
that the issue of the debentures was ultra vires, & 
that the summons must be dismissed, unless the 
applicant should before Jan. 19 require an adjourn- 
ment before the Vice-Chancellor. On Jan. 17 the 
applicant gave notice that he desired the adjourn- 
ment, & the summons was set down for hearing 
by the Vice-Chancellor on Jan. 31. On that day, 
ee having been meanwhile opened 
between the liquidator & the applicant for a com- 
promise of his claim, the summons was ordered to 
stand over generally, to be restored to the list on 
application. The negotiations resulted in an 
agreement, which was approved by the creditors 
& sanctioned by the Vice-Chancellor, that the 
liquidator should sell all the assets of the company 
to the applicant, he paying 6d. in the pound to 
the creditors, in discharge of their debts, & the 
costs of the liquidation. The applicant paid the 
6d. in the pound, & part of the costs. The liquida- 
tor took out a summons in the winding-up to 
enforce the payment of the remainder of the 
costs :—Held: the gpagery had by his own 
summons submitted the deterniination of his 
rights to the court in the winding-up ; that sum- 
mons was still a pending matter; & consequently, 
by virtue of the Judicature Act, 1873 (c. 66), 
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s. 24 (7), the court had jurisdiction in the winding- 
up to enforce the compromise.—Re GAUDET 
Frbrges S.S. Co. (1879), 12 Ch. D. 882; 48 L. J. Ch. 
818; 41 L. T. 508. 

2594. ——~— Probate suit—-Making terms of com- 
promise rule of court.}—In a probate suit, terms 
were signed, by which it was provided that all 

roceedings in the suit should be stayed, & that 
he terms should be filed in the registry. Nothing 
was said as to making the terms a rule of court. 
Deft., it appeared, compromised the suit on an 
annuity of £700 a year being provided for him. 
The pltfs. (executors) subsequently insisted that a 
personal undertaking by one of them to pay the 
annuity was sufficient, while the deft., on the 
other hand, contended that he was entitled to have 
the agreed annuity properly secured. The deft. 
now moved to have the terms of compromise made 
a rule of court. The executors opposed, & con- 
tended that the suit was at an end, & that the 
court had no jurisdiction :—Held: there was no 
jurisdiction to make the order, inasmuch as the 
terms of compromise did not expressly provide 
that the terms should be made a rule of court & 
the suit was at an end. The motion would there- 
fore be dismissed, with costs.—GRAVES v. GRAVES 
egal 69 L. T. 420; 28 L. J. N. C. 558; 1 KR. 
48 


2595. ——— Not by summons in original action— 
Independent proceedings./—Where an order had 
been made by consent in 1909 & shares of income 
apportioned under such order, but owing to a fall 
in interest one of the parties desired that the 
other should give up possession of certain pro- 
perties, part of the subject-matter of the order, 
to the trustees, in order that her interest might 
be made up to the amount given her by such order, 
or that a receiver of such properties should be 
appointed :—Held: such an application could 
not be made by a summons in the original action, 
but that independent proceedings must be taken. 
—Re HEARN DE BERTODANO v. HEARN (No. 1) 
(1913), 108 L. T. 452, 737; 57 Sol. Jo. 448, C. A. 
Matrimonial causes.]—-See HusBAND & 
clas Vol. XXVII., pp. 447-448, Nos. 4612- 

3. 








Authority of counsel to consent, com- 
promise or refer.|/—See BARRISTERS, Vol. IIIL., 
pp. 3389-345, Nos. 291-351. 

Compromise of action by solicitor.|—See 
Soricitors, Vol. XLII., pp. 65-68, Nos. 570-594. 

2596. Stay of proceedings—Repudiation of agree- 
ment.|—A partnership having, in an _ action 
brought by pltf., been by order of the court 
dissolved, pltf. & defts. signed an agreement of 
compromise, whereby it was agreed that pltf. 
should be paid a sum of money for his share in 
the business. Pltf. subsequently repudiated the 
agreement, & proposed to proceed with his action, 
alleging that his signature had been obtained by 
fraud. On summons taken out by one of defts., 
& supported by co-deft. :—Held: the court had, 
under the Judicature Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 24 (5), (7), 
jurisdiction to order the stay of all further pro- 
ceedings in the action, &, also, as defts. had severed 
upon the summons & been represented by four 
counsel, the costs to be paid by pltf. would be for 
one counsel only for each deft.—EDEN v. NAISH 
oe 7 Ch. D. 781; 47 L. J. Ch. 325; 26 W. R. 

2597. -}—Pitf., having commenced an 
action to recover the sum of £4,500 under a policy 
of insurance, entered into an agreement with an 
agent of the defts. to compromise the action 
upon certain terms, one of which was that 
£2,350 should be paid to pltf. at once, which sum 
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was paid. Defts. subsequently asserted that the 
agreement to compromise was made without 
authority, & did not bind them; pltf. accepted 
this repudiation, & proceeded with his action upon 
the policy, giving credit for the £2,350, so paid to 
him. The Divisional Court, upon the application 
of defts., made an order staying the action until 
pltf. paid into court, or secured, the sum of 
£2,350 :— Held: it would be a breach of faith for 
pltf. to retain the sum received by him under the 
abandoned compromise, & at the same time to 
proceed with his action, & the action was properly 
stayed until he paid into court, or secured, that 
sum.—HENDERSON v. UNDERWRITING & AGENCY 
Assocn., LTD. (1891), 65 L. T. 732; 8 T. 1. R. 
107, C. A. 

2598. — ——-.]—Pltf. is F. G., a stock & 
share dealer, who carries on business under the 
name of A. M. N.; deft. is an unmarried lady, 
named M. E. W., who resides at Wanstead. In 
Sept. 1890, Miss W. brought an action against G. 
in the Chancery Division for (iter alia) an injunc- 
tion to restrain him from parting with a certificate 
of some London & North-Western Railway stock 
which she alleged to belong to her. An inter- 
locutory injunction was granted. G. then put 
forward a claim against Miss W. for a sum of 
£1,955, which he alleged to be due from her to 
him in respect of dealings in stocks & shares. 
She repudiated this claim, but ultimately a com- 
promise was agreed upon, & she paid him £1,000, 
& he on Oct. 9, 1890, signed the following receipt : 
‘* Received of Miss W. the sum of £1,000 in full 
discharge of all claims made by A. M. N. & also 
all costs. All my actions against Miss W. to be 
withdrawn. I agree to execute any legal receipt 
that may be found to be necessary & to facilitate 
the withdrawing of all actions.” In Nov. 
last G. commenced the present action, by which 
he claimed from Miss W. the sum of £955, being 
the balance due upon a stock & share account, 
after giving credit for the £1,000 which she had 
paid him in Oct. 1890. Deft. applied for an 
order to stay further proceedings in the action, on 
the ground that, after the compromise of the 
former action & the payment of the £1,000, it was 
a breach of good faith to bring the present action. 
In answer pltf. said that he had agreed to accept 
the £1,000 in discharge of his claim for £1,955, & 
to sign the receipt on the terms of deft. signing a 
written retraction of certain charges of fraud 
which she had publicly made against him, & that 
she had never carried out that part of the agree- 
ment. The court allowed the appeal by deft. 
against an order made by a Divisional Court 
setting aside a previous order of CHARLES, J., 
that all further proceedings in the action should be 
stayed, on the ground that they were vexatious 
& an abuse of the process of the court, & that pltf. 
ss techy aed deft.’s costs. 

Pri facie the bringing of this action was 
contrary to good faith. Pltf. alleged an agreement 
by deft. to retract the charges which she had made 
against him. If there was such an agreement it 
did not form part of the agreement which was 
embodied in the receipt ; it was a collateral agree- 
ment, & pltf. could bring an action for damages 
for the breach of it. He was by the present action 
in effect repudiating the compromise, while he 
was at the same time retaining the money which 
he had received underit. The order of Charles, J., 
was right (per Cur.).—Guy v. WALKER (1892), 8 
T. L. R. 314, 315, C. A. 

2599. ——— Refusal to vary terms of com- 
promise.|—Pltf. in an action having, at the 
instance of deft., consented to a compromise of 
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the action, pltf.’s solicitors suggested that deft. 
should make an offer of a money payment in 
satisfaction of pltf.’s interest in certain property 
which was the subject of the action. Deft.’s 
solicitors asked pltf. to name a sum which he would 
accept. A few days later pltf. died intestate. His 
daughter thereupon instructed pltf.’s solicitors to 
agree to a compromise of the action on pee 
by deft. of £500. Deft.’s solicitors replied that 
deft. would pay £450 in discharge of all claims. 
This offer was accepted by pltf.’s daughter. It 
was then arranged that a summons should be 
taken out by consent, staying all further proceed- 
ings in the action on the terms agreed upon. 
Shortly afterwards deft.’s solicitors stated that, 
deft. having discovered the property to be less 
valuable than he originally believed, it was im- 
possible for him to pay £450. Pltf.’s solicitors 
declined, however, to vary the terms of the 
compromise. Letters of administration to pltf.’s 
estate were subsequently granted to his daughter, 
& an order was made that the proceedings in the 
action should be carried on by her as pltf. A 
summons was then taken out, on behalf of pltf., 
to stay all further proceedings in the action on 
the terms agreed upon. Deft. refused to consent 
to such summons —Held: the administration 
related back to the date of the death of pltf. 
intestate, & pltf.’s daughter was entitled to 
enforce the agreement to compromise the action, 
although the same had been entered into before 
the grant of administration, that the evidence did 
not show that there had been any repudiation of 
such agreement; & therefore the order asked for 
by the summons must be made.—BAKER v, 
BLAKER (1886), 55 L. T. 723. 

2600. Form of minutes where terms of com- 
promise contained in schedule.]—In a case where 
terms of compromise had been arranged, & were 
proposed to be scheduled to a consent order, the 
proposed minutes, so far as matcrial, were as 
follows: ‘‘ And it is ordered that all further pro- 
ceedings in this action, except such as may be 
necessary for enforcing this order, be stayed upon 
the terms set forth in the schedule hereto. 
Liberty to a... 

TOMLIN, J., said that in future where an action 
was proposed to be stayed on agreed terms to be 
scheduled to the order, the minutes should be 
drawn so as to read as follows: ‘‘ And, the pltf. 
& the deft. having agreed to the terms set forth in 
the schedule hereto, it is ordered that all further 
proceedings in this action be stayed, except for 
the purpose of carrying such terms into effect. 

‘* Liberty to apply as to carrying such terms into 
effect.”’—PRACTICE NoTE, [1927] W. N. 290. 

2601. Enforcement of order staying action on 
terms set out in schedule—Application for specific 
performance or injunction—Proceedings for con- 
tempt on subsequent breach.|—-By a consent order 
made in a partnership action brought by the pltf., 
William Henry Dashwood, against the defts., 
V. L. Dashwood & A. F. Dashwood, all further 
proceedings were stayed ‘‘ except so far as may 
be necessary for the purpose of carrying this order 
& the terms agreed between the parties & set out 
in the schedule hereto into effect.”’” The scheduled 
terms confirmed the defts.’ right to purchase the 
pltf.’s share in the capital, goodwill & assets of 
the partnership, subject to certain modifications 
of the provisions in the articles of partnership. 

The preliminary question was raised whether 
the defts. could move for committal or attachment 
for breach of the scheduled terms without first 
taking proceedings to enforce those terms by 
obtaining an order against the pltf. for specific 
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performance or an injunction restraining from 
committing a breach of the terms. 

TOMLIN, J., said that the case raised a point of 
some importance, as it affected indirectly the 
liberty of the subject. The question was whether, 
when an order was made by consent staying an 
action on terms set out in a schedule to the order, 
& one of the parties failed to comply with the 
terms, the remedy of the injured party was for 
contempt by way of motion for attachment or 
committal, or whether his proper course was first 
to take proceedings either independently or in the 
action to enforce the terms by obtaining against 
the offending party an order for specific perform- 
ance or an injunction restraining him from break- 
ing the terms. It was curious that there was no 
direct authority on the point, & he (his lordship) 
had to make up his mind independently of 
authority which was the right view. It was 
contended by Mr. Grey that the terms scheduled 
to the order operated either as an order binding 
the offending party to do or abstain from doing 
the matters mentioned in the order, or as an under- 
taking by him to the court to do or abstain from 
doing them. Against this it was contended that 
there was a distinction betwecn a case where 
there was in the body of the order an express 
direction or undertaking, & a case like the present 
one. Inthe present case the court was staying the 
action on terms which the parties had agreed, & 
only keeping it alive to the extent necessary to 
enable any party thereafter to enforce the terms. 
It. seemed to follow that the terms in the schedule 
were not an order of the court which ought directly 
{o be enforced by proceedings for contempt. The 
proper course was to apply for specific perform- 
ance or an injunction & then to base proceedings 
for contempt on any subsequent breach. The 
application therefore failed, & must be dismissed 
with costs.—DASHWOOD v. J)ASHWOOD, [1927] 
W.N. 276, 277; 71 Sol. Jo. 911. 

2602. Power of bankruptcy court to go behind 
compromise — To ascertain whether petition 
properly presented—-Parties represented by in- 
dependent counsel.|—Although the bankruptcy 
court has power to go behind a judgment or 
compromise in order to ascertain whether a 
petition founded thereon has been properly pre- 
sented, it will not do so where the parties were 
represented by independent counsel at the time 
of such judgment or compromise, unless there is 
evidence that counsel acted improperly or without 
full knowledge of the facts.—Re DEBTOR, [1929] 
1 Ch. 125; 140 J.. T. 1863; sub nom. Re DEBTOR 
(No. 27 of 1927), Ex ». DEBTOR v. PETITIONING 
CREDITOR (1928), 97 L. J. Ch. 167; [1928] B. & 
C. R. 34, D.C. 

2608. Variation of order for permanent main- 
tenance—-To wife ‘‘ during her life.’’]—A wife, 
having obtained a divorce from her husband in 
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1908, petitioned for an order for permanent 
maintenance. The registrar reported that the 
parties had agreed that the amount to be paid by 
way of maintenance should be £90 a year for the 
wife & £30 a year for the only child of the marriage 
until she should attain the age of twenty-one 
years, & the registrar submitted that the husband 
should be ordered to pay the agreed amount ‘“ to 
the wife for her life.”” An order was accordingly 
made in that form. In 1913 the wife petitioned 
for an increase of maintenance, & the husband 
presented a cross-petition for a decrease. At the 
hearing before the registrar the wife withdrew her 
petition & contended that there was no power to 
vary the consent order. The registrar so held, & 
the president affirmed his decision & dismissed 
the husband’s petition. On appeal :—Held: 
having regard to s. 1 of the Matrimonial Causes 
Act, 1907 (c. 12), an order for payment to the 
wife ‘‘ during her life’’ could only be made by 
consent, & the order being so made could not be 
varied ; & the wife was not estopped from relying 
on the order as a consent order by reason of her 
having presented & withdrawn a petition for an 
increase of maintenance.—-MAIDLOW v. MAIDLOW, 
[1914] P. 245; 84L. J. P. 20; 112 L. T. 804, C. A. 

2604. Reopening money-lending transaction. ]|— 
By sect. 1, sub-sect. 1, of the Moneylenders Act, 
1900: ‘‘ Where proceedings are taken in any 
court by a moncylender for the recovery of any 
money lent, ... & there is evidence which satisfies 
the court that... the transaction is harsh & 
unconscionable, . . . the court may reopen the 
transaction, & take an account between the 
moneylender & the person sued, & may, notwith- 
standing any statement or scttlement of account 
or any agreement purporting to close previous 
dealings & create a new obligation, reopen any 
account already taken between them, & relieve 
the person sued from payment of any sum in 
excess of the sum adjudged by the court to be 
fairly due in respect of such principal, interest & 
charges. .. .’’:—Held: that this section does not 
enable a court to reopen previous transactions 
between the parties which have been the subject- 
matter of a former action, & in which a judgment 
has been given, even although that judgment was 
the result) of an agreement between the parties.--- 
COHEN v. JONESCO, [1926] 1 K. B. 119; 95 L. J. 
K.B. 100; 90J.P.18; 42 7.1L. KR. 41; 70 Sol. Jo. 
138; revsd. on other grounds, [1926] 2 K. Bb. I, 
C. A. 

Rescission or variation of consent order—Under 
Rent & Mortgage Restrictions Acts.|—See LAND- 
LORD & TENANT, Vol. X XXI., p. 585, Nos. 7340- 
W341. 

Appeal from order of High Court or judge made 
with consent of parties—Necessity for leave. ]—-See 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 
1925 (c. 19), 8. 31 (1) (R). 
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Judgments and Orders, generally, see JUDG- 
MENTS, Vol. XX X., pp. 118 ef seq. 

Setting aside judgments in default generally. ]— 
See R. S. C., Ord. XXVIL., r. 15; PLEADING, 

- 160. 
- Setting aside or varying judgment in default of 
appearance.|]—See R. S. C., Ord. XITTI., r. 10, 
Part XV., Sect. 13, ante. 


Setting aside verdict or judgment obtained where 
party does not appear at trial.|—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XXXVI, r. 33, p. 553, ante. 

Default of appearance by infant or lunatic not so 
found. |—See R. 8S. C., Ord. XIII., r. 1, p. 385, ante. 

Setting aside judgments in default of defence. ]— 
oe S. C., Ord. XXVII., r. 15, PLEADING, 
p. ; 
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——- Judgment signed for larger amount than 
due.}—-See Part XV., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 1, C., ante. 

2605. Setting aside Judgment for irregularity. }— 
If an appearance be entered in the name of an 
agent to the attorney for the deft., & the plea be 
delivered in the name of the latter, & pltf. there- 
upon enter up judgment for want of a plea, the 
court will set aside that judgment for irregularity. 
—BUCKLER v. RAWLINS (1802), 3 Bos. & P. 111; 
127 E. RK. 60. 

~ —-,.]—~See, also, Part XV., Sect. 18, & PLEAD- 
ING, p. 160, ante. 

Amendment — Correction of clerical errors, 
accidental omissions, etc.—‘‘ Slip ’’ rule.}—See 
Part XXI1V., Sect. 2, ante. 

New trial.|—See Part XLI., ante. 

Appeals to court of appeal.|—See Part LX XVII., 
post. 

Rehearing—On discovery of fresh evidence. ]— 
See Part LX XVII., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 3, post. 

Judicial decisions as authorities—How far 
decisions of particular courts binding—-On them- 
selves & other courts.}—See JUDGMENTS, Vol. 
AXX., pp. 188, Nos. 563 et seq. 

Bankruptcy proceedings—Whether judgments, 
verdicts & awards sufficient evidence to support 
proof.|—-See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 328-327, 
Nos. 3034-3066. 

Prize Court proceedings.]—-See Prize LAw, Vol. 
XXXVII., pp. 672, 673, Nos. 1380-1386. 

Setting aside awards.|—See ARBITRATION, Vol. 
II., pp. 545, Nos. 1786 et seq. 

Setting aside judgments obtained by consent. ]— 
See Part XLV., ante. 

2606. Action to set aside—Commencement with- 
out leave—Discovery of new evidence. |—An action 
to set aside a judgment may now be commenced 
without leave, but deft. may move to stay the 
proceedings as frivolous & vexatious. On such a 
motion the court should receive evidence on either 
side as to whether there has been a discovery since 
the judgment of new & material evidence.— 
aoe v. COAKS (1894), 6 R. 167; 86 L. T. 365, 

2607. Setting aside judgment on ground of fraud 
—Mode of—oOriginal action impeaching decree. ]— 
Where it is discovered that a judgment was 
obtained by fraud, or that new matter has been 
discovered which would have entitled pltf. under 
the old practice to file a bill of review, the proper 
course for pitf. to adopt is to commence an original 
action in the High Court of Justice impeaching 
the decree. 

Semble: when a decree 18 impeached on the 
ground of fraud it is not necessary to obtain any 
special leave before commencing the action.— 
FLOWER v. LLOYD (1877), 6 Ch. D. 297; 46 
L. J. Ch. 888; 37 L. T. 419; 25 W. R. 793, 
C. A.; subsequent proceedings (1879), 10 Ch. D. 
327, C. A. 

2608. ——— Subsequent action.|—-Where a 
judgment has been obtained by fraud, the court 
has jurisdiction, in a subsequent action brought 
for that purpose, to set the judgment aside.—CoLE 
v. LANGFORD, [1898] 2 Q. B. 36; 67 L. J. Q. B. 
698; 14 T. L. R. 427. 

2609. By fresh action—Former 
practice.|—Doubtless there is ample jurisdiction 
now to deal by fresh action with some matters 
which were formerly the subject of a bill of review, 
or of a supplemental bill in the nature of a bill of 
review. Yor instance, where a judgment has been 
obtained by fraud, or where fresh material evidence 
has been obtained since the judgment which could 
not have been previously procured, an action may 
be maintained (CozENs-Harpy, L.J.).—BRIGHT 
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& Co., Lrp. v. SELLAR, [1904] 1 K. B. 6; 72 
L. J. K. B. 921; 89 L. T. 481; 52 W. R. 148; 20 
T. L. R. 12; 48 Sol. Jo. 18, C. A. 

2610. ——— -——— Instead of motion for new 
trial supported by affidavits.}—When it is alleged 
that a judgment has been obtained by fraud an 
independent action to set aside the judgment is a 
more convenient mode of procedure than a motion 
for a new trial supported by affidavits.—HIp 
Foona Honea v. NEoTIA & Co., [1918] A. C. 888; 
87 L. J. P. C. 144; 119 L. T. 588, P. C. 

2611. Jurisdiction of court. }]— 
The court has jurisdiction to set aside a judgment 
obtained by fraud in a subsequent action brought 
for that purpose.—GORDON-SMITH v. PEIZER 
(1921), 65 Sol. Jo. 607. 

2612. Particulars & strict proof 
essential. |—-It is the settled practice of the court 
that the proper method of impeaching a com- 
pleted judgment on the ground of fraud is by 
action, in which the particulars of the fraud must 
be exactly given & the allegation must be estab- 
lished by strict proof. 

Although there is jurisdiction in special cases 
to set aside a judgment for fraud on a motion for 
a new trial, if for any special reason departure 
from the established practice is permitted, the 
necessity for stating the particulars of the fraud 
& the burden of proof are in no way abated, & all 
the strict rules of evidence apply.—JONESCO v., 
BEARD, [1930] A. C. 298; 99 L. J. Ch. 228; 142 
L. T. 616, H. L. 

2618. ——— Recourse to action instead of 

summary procedure—Payment into court of sum 
due on Judgment.]—An action will lie to set aside 
a judgment by default on the ground of fraud ; 
but if recourse is had to an action instead of the 
summary procedure upon an affidavit of merits 
under Ord. X XVII., r. 15, gquere whether the court 
may not in a proper case order payment into 
court of the sum due on the judgment as a con- 
dition of allowing the action to proceed.—WyaTT 
v. PALMER, [1899] 2 Q. B. 106; 68 L. J. Q. B. 709 ; 
80 L. T. 689; 47 W. R. 549; 43 Sol. Jo. 553, 
C. A. 
2614. Recovery back of money levied by 
regular execution—Part already paid.|—-No action 
lies against an execution creditor or his attorney 
for issuing a fi. fa. indorsed to levy the whole sum 
recovered by a judgment which, to the knowledge 
of both, has been partly satisfied by payments, 
unless malice & want of probable cause be alleged 
in the declaration, & proved. 

Money levied by a regular execution, under a 
judgment valid on the face of it, cannot be 
recovered back in an action for money had & 
received on the ground that judgment was signed, 
or execution issued, fraudulently, for the whole 
sum named in the judgment, when part had been 
already paid. 

The remedy, in case of such fraud, is by motion 
to the court in which the action was brought, to 
set aside the judgment or the execution.—DE 
MEDINA v. GROVE (1846), 10 Q. B. 152; 15 L. J. 
Q. B. 287; 6 L. T. O. S. 481; 10 Jur. 438; 116 
kK. R. 59. 

2615. Fraud in procuring of judgment. ]— 
The judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction 
may be avoided on the ground of fraud, but by 
this must be understood either a fraud in the 
procuring of the judgment, such as collusion or 
the like, or fraud in the court itself.—CAMMELL v. 
SEWELL (1858), 3 H. & N. 617; 27 L. J. Ex. 447; 
32 L. T. O. S. 196; 4 Jur. N. S. 978; 157 E. R. 
615; affd. on other grounds (1860), 5 H. & N. 
728, Ex. Ch. 
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2616. Fraud of party to action—General 
allegation insufficient.]}—Where an action is an 
independent Proceeding to set aside a judgment 
on the ground that it was obtained by fraud, it is 
maintainable when that judgment has been pro- 
cured by the fraud of a party to the action. But 
& mere general allegation of fraud, without par- 
ticulars, cannot avail.—Bircu v. Brrcn, [1902] 
P. 130; 71 L. J. P. 58; 86 L. T. 364; 50 W. R. 
437; 18 T. L. R. 485; 46 Sol. Jo. 393, C. A. 

2617. Adjudication in bankruptcy—Allega- 
tion that petitioning creditor’s judgment obtained 
by fraud.]—-Where a person who has been adjudi- 
cated a bankrupt in consequence of his failure to 
comply with a bankruptcy notice to pay a judg- 
ment debt alleges that the petitioning creditor's 
judgment was obtained by fraud, he may apply 
to the court in bankruptcy to be allowed to contest 
the validity of the judgment. He cannot, however, 
while the adjudication remains in force, bring an 
action to set aside the judgment on the ground 
that it was obtained by fraud, & the High Court 
has no jurisdiction to entertain such an action.— 
BOALER v. POWER, [1910] 2 K. B. 229; 79 L. J. 
K. B. 486; 102 L. T. 450; 26 T. L. R. 358; 54 
Sol. Jo. 360 ; 17 Mans. 125, ©. A. 

2618. Decree in divorce proceedings & 
judgment upon which decree founded—Motion to 
rescind by co-respondent.|—The court has no 
jurisdiction on motion by a co-respondent to 
rescind a decree absolute on the ground that the 
decree & the verdict & judgment upon which the 
decree was founded were obtained by fraud.-— 
KEMP-WELCH v. KEMP-WELCH, [1912] P. 82; 8] 
L. J. P. 25; 106 L. T. 648; 28 T. L. R. 185. 

2619. ———- Inherent right of court to set aside 
own order—Prize Court.]/—By fraudulent sup- 
pression of the true facts, the claimants, a Copen- 
hagen firm, obtained a decree that the proceeds of 
certain consignments of lard, which had been 
seized ex three neutral vessels, should be released 
to them on the ground that the consignments were 
shipped to them as bond fide purchasers to be sold 
to customers in Scandinavia & were not intended 
to be sent on to Germany. The Procurator- 
General on behalf of the Crown, appealed. Before 
the appeal had been heard, evidence, which was 
not available at the time of the hearing, was 
obtained that at the material time the claimants 
were engaged in exporting lard in considerable 
quantities to Germany, & that the sole pro- 
prietor of the claimant’s firm, who had sworn the 
affidavit which had been instrumental in obtaining 
the release, had been convicted in Denmark of 
fraud on the Danish insurance company which 
had insured other consignments of lard on the 
claimants’ declaration that no foreign interest was 
involved, whereas in fact the claimants had con- 
tracted to sell all the goods mentioned in the 
insurance policies to Germany. 

Thereupon the Procurator-General issued a 
fresh writ claiming a decree that the order for 
release be rescinded :—Held: the rule that a 
court has inherent right to set aside its own order 
if procured by fraud applies to the Prize Court as 
strongly as to any other court; that had the 
whole of the facts been put before the court the 
order for release would not have been made; &, 
accordingly, that the order would be rescinded & 
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the proceeds of sale condemned.—THE ALFRED 
NoBEL, THE BJORNSTERJINE BIGRNSON, THE FRID- 
LAND, [1918] P. 298; 87 L. J. P. 183; 119 L. T. 
320; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 366. 

2620. Setting aside judgment obtained by per- 
jury.]—A judgment obtained in an action will not 
be set aside in a subsequent action brought for 
that purpose upon mere proof that the judgment 
was obtained by perjury.—BAKER v. WADSWORTH 
(1898), 67 L. J. Q. B. 301. 

2621. Setting aside judgment on ground of 
plaintiff’s ignorance of its effect in law.]—A 
judgment in Penang against a deft., described in 
the writ by the group of letters under which a 
moneylending firm there carries on business, 
followed by the name of the firm’s local repre- 
sentative, is a judgment against the local repre- 
sentative personally, whether he is a partner in, 
or merely an agent for, the firm. A subsequent 
suit for the same debt against the firm itself is 
barred. The court (including the Appellate Court) 
has no jurisdiction on motion to set aside the 
earlier judgment on the ground that the pltf. was 
ignorant of its effect in law.—-R.M.K.R.M. (FIRM OF) 
v. M.R.M.V.L. (FIRM OF), [1926] A.C. 761; 951. J. 
P.C.197; 185 L. T.645; 42 T. L. R. 686, P. C. 

2622. Terms on setting aside.}—Whcre a deft. 
had obtained leave to defend upon payment into 
court, but made a mistake in his mode of payment 
into court whereupon judgment was signed & 
execution issued, an order to set aside the judg- 
ment & execution was granted on terms that the 
deft. should not bring proceedings against the pltf. 
or his solicitor or the sheriff & pay the expenses 
of the execution.—IBBOTSON v. WHITWORTH, 
[1876] W. N. 10; 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 33; Bitt. 
Prac. Cas. 88. 

2623. ——~—.]—Under the regulations made by 
the Master of the Rolls & the Vice-Chancellors in 
1876, motions for judgments in actions are entered 
in the cause book, &, if marked ‘‘short,’’ will be 
placed in the paper on the first short cause day 
after the day for which notice has been given. 

The pltf. gave notice of motion for judgment for 
March 14, 1891. The case was marked “ short,’’ 
& March 14 was the regular short cause day. The 
es not appearing, judgment was given for the 





pltf. 

The deft. moved that judgment be set aside, on 
the ground that the case was placed in the paper 
prematurely :—Held: ‘‘ the first short cause day 
after the day for which notice is given’? means 
‘‘the first short cause day available after the 
giving of the notice’’; but, having regard to the 
circumstances of the case, the judgment was set 
aside & leave given to defend the action, on pay- 
ment of costs of the motion & costs subsequent 
the statement of claim.—GREEN v. MOORE (1891), 
39 W. R. 421. 

2624. Costs of successful plaintiff.}—A successful 
pltf. in an action of review, brought to set aside a 
judgment wrongfully obtained in a former action, 
is, if he has paid the costs of the former action 
entitled in the action of review to recover the party 
& party costs of the former action, inasmuch as 
he is entitled to be placed in the same position as 
if the former action had been brought to its 
legitimate conclusion in his favour.—STURROCK v. 
LITTLEJOHN (1898), 68 L. J. Q. B. 165. 
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PRACTICE. 


Part XLVII.—Execution. 


Sect. 1.—DEFINITIONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 8. In these Rules the term “ writ of 
execution ’’ shall include writs of fiert facias, capais, elegit 
sequestration, and attachment, and all subsequent writs that 
may issue for giving effect thereto. And the term “ issuing 
execution against anv party ’’ shall mean the issuing of any 
such process against hia person or property as under the preceding 
Rules of this Order shall be applicable to the case. 

2625. Execution—Bankruptcy proceedings—Or 
judgment debtor summons.|—The procedure by 
way of a judgment debtor summons under the 
Debtors Act, 1869 (c. 64), is not applicable, 
because the object of that procedure is not, 
properly speaking, execution. It is a proceeding 
of a punitive character, & has not, like execution 
by fieri facias or elegit, primarily for its object the 
realisation of the judgment out of the property 
of the debtor. . . . A bankruptcy notice, which is 
merely a step towards making the debtor a bank- 
rupt, could not be said to be execution for the 
urpose of enforcing satisfaction of the judgment. 
t is obviously impossible to speak of bankruptcy 
proceedings as ‘‘ exccution’’ in any proper legal 
sense of the term. It seems to me that there is 
really nothing to prevent us from giving to the 
words ‘‘ in so far only as relates to execution ”’ in 
sect. 4 of the Judgments Extension Act, 1868 
(c. 54), a construction wide enough to enable us 
to give a reasonable effect to the provisions of the 
Act (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, I.J.).—THOMPSON vv. 
GILL, ([1903] 1 K. B. 760, 763; 72 L. J. KB. 
411; 88 L. T. 714; 51 W. R. 484; 19 T. L. R. 
366 ; 47 Sol. Jo. 418, C. A. 

2626. --- — Equitable execution distinguished. ]|— 
The words “ execution”’ & “ enforcement of a 
judgment ” are terms of art. ‘‘ Execution ”’ is, I 
think, meant for the old common law process by 
which the sheriff in obedience to one of the old 
common law writs procures for a judgment creditor 
the fruits of his Judgment. ‘‘ Enforcement of 
process ’’ is used in Ord. XLII., rr. 3 & 24, to cover 
as well the modes of compelling obedience to their 
decrees, orders, or sentences in use in the Court 
of Chancery or the Court of Admiralty & now 
conferred, as well as the powers of issuing execu- 
tion, upon the High Court of Justice. It is true 
that one of the processes in use in the High Court 
of Chancery & now in the High Court of Justice, 
that of appointing a receiver, is sometimes spoken 
of as ‘‘ equitable execution.’’ But the phrase, 
though convenient if not misunderstood, is a 
metaphor only, as has been pointed out more than 
once. In the same way Ord. XLIT., which deals 
with every mode of enforcement of judgment, 
has for its title ‘‘ Execution.’’ There may be other 
forms of enforcing judgments besides the appoint- 
ment of receivers to which these words appl 
(PHILLIMORE, L.J.).—Re A COMPANY, [1915] 1 Ch. 
520; 84 L. J. Ch. 382; nom. Two 
iy eas (0022 & 0023 of 1915), 112 L. T. 1100, 

_ ~«] —See, also, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 664, 665, Nos. 2448-2450. 

2627. Enforcement of process.]—Re A COMPANY, 
No. 2626, ante. 

2628. Attachment.}]—In my opinion, on the 
strict construction of those words [Ord. XLII., 
r. 8}, they do not include what is ordinarily called 
attachment of debts, but are confined, by Ord. 
XLIV., to writs of attachment attaching a person 
for non-compliance with an order of the court for 
contempt for offences against the discipline of 


as courts, & other like cases (LORD COLERIDGE, 
I am of the same opinion, but do not quite 
agree with my lord in his view of the rules. 

By Ord. XLII., r. 6, ‘‘ a judgment for the re- 
covery of any property other than land or money 
may be enforced ... (b) by writ of attachmient.”’ 
I think the word ‘‘ property ’’ comprises a debt, & 
that ‘‘ by writ of attachment ”’ includes attachment 
of the person, & also includes attachment of a 
debt. It is a well-known phrase, & the very title 
of Ord. XLV. is ‘‘ Attachment of Debts.’ I think 
Ord. XLII. establishes this; judgment may be 
enforced ‘by writ of attachment” such as is 
mentioned in Ord. XLV. In these rules the terms 
‘‘ writ of attachment ”’ shall include writs of fiert 
facias, capias, elegit, sequestration, & attachment, 
& all subsequent writs’: Ord. XLII., r.8; & I 
think that in that rule also “ attachment ”’ includes 
attachment of debts (STEPHEN, J.).—FELLOWS v. 
THORNTON (1884), 14 Q. B. D. 385; 54 L. J. Q. B. 
279; 52 L. T. 389; 33 W. R. 258, D.C. 

2629. ——-.]—Re GREER, NAPPER v. KFANSHAWE, 
No. 2638, post. 


SEcT. 2.—CONDITIONS PRECEDENT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLII, r.1. Where any person is by any judg- 
ment or order directed to pay any money, or to deliver up or 
transfer any property real or personal to another, it shall not 
be necessary to make any demand thercof, but the person so 
directed shall be bound to obey such judgment or order upon 
being duly served with the same without demand. 


See, generally, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 416- 
418, Nos. 4—16. 

2630. Duty of judgment debtor to seek out 
debtor—No obligation to go abroad.]—I am satis- 
fied that the duty of a judgment debtor is to find 
the judgment creditor & pay to him the amount 
of the judgment, provided that the judgment 
creditor is in England; but he has no obligation 
to go out of the realm in order to find him 
(FLETCHER Mouton, JI.J.)—Re A DEBTOR, 
[1912] 1 K. B. 58; 81 L. J. K. B. 107; 105 L. T. 
610; 19 Mans. 12, C. A. 





Sect. 3.—CONDITIONAL JUDGMENT. 


R.S.C., Ord. XLII.,r. 2. Where any person who has obtained 
any judgment or order upon condition does not perform or 
comply with such condition, he shall be considered to have 
waived or abandoned such judgment or order so far as the same 
is beneficial to himself, and any other person interested in the 
matter may on breach or non-performance of the condition take 
either such proceedings as the judgment or order may in such 
case warrant, or such proceedings as might have been taken 
if no such judgment or order had been made, unless the Court 
or a Judge shall otherwise direct. 


2681. Condition to be performed by third party— 
Execution postponed.]—In an action of trover, by 
churchwardens, to recover a parish book, the 
judge, to whom the cause was referred after verdict, 
by consent of the parties, made an order, which 
was made a rule of court, that the costs of both 
sides should be paid by the parish. The cause 
came on for trial a second time, when, on Aug. 10, 
1852, it was ordered that defts. pay pltfs. their 
costs on March 1, 1853, ‘‘ unless in the meantime 
the sum be paid to pltfs. out of the parish funds.” 





Part XLVII.—EXEcUuUTION. 


This order was made a rule of court in Michaclmas 
term 1852, &, defts. not having paid the money 
on March 1, 1853, execution was issued against 
them :—Held: the order being conditional was 
not an “ order to pay money ” within Judgments 
Act, 1838 (c. 110), upon which execution could 
issue.—GIBBS v. FLIGHT (1853), 13 C. B. 803; 
1C.L. R. 329; 22 L. J.C. P. 256; 17 Jur. 1034; 
138 E.R. 1417. 

2632. Condition to be performed by defendant— 
Leave granted on terms.]—The decree in a vendor’s 
action for specific performance directed that, on 
pltf. executing an assignment & delivering to deft. 
the deeds & writings relating to the property, 
deft. should pay to pltf. the amount certified to 
be due for purchase money, interest, & costs. 
PItf. executed the assignment, & tendered the 
deeds to deft. Deft. refused to receive the deeds, 
or to pay the money. Pltf. moved for leave to 
issue execution for the amount certified to be duc, 
on the ground that he had performed the con- 
dition :—Held: pltf. must deposit the executed 
assignment & the deeds in court, & on such 
deposit an order should be drawn up that pltf. 
should pay the amount certified & the costs of 
the motion within four days.—BELL v. DENVER 
(1886), 54 L. T. 729; 34 W. It. 688. 

2633. Conditional distinguished from absolute 
order.J—On motion for judgment in default of 
defence in an action for specific performance by 
vendors against a purchaser, it was ordered that 
an account should be taken of what was due to 
pltis., what should be certified to be due at a time 
& place to be st Soa by the judge when the 
conveyance should have been approved, & there- 
upon it was ordered that pltfs. should deliver to 
deft. the conveyance & title deeds. The chief 
clerk certified the amount due, & fixed a day & 
place for payment. Plitfs. attended at the time & 
place fixed with the conveyance & title deeds, but 
deft. did not attend. Motion by pltfs. that deft. 
might pay the amount certified to be due from him 
into court within four days after service of the 
order, & that thereupon pltfs. execute a proper 
conveyance to him & deliver to him the title 
deeds. The original order was never served on 
deft. :—Held: an order for payment into court 
would not, under the circumstances, be made, as 
the original order was an absolute order for pay- 
ment to pltfs. & a complete & final order directly 
the certificate was made finding the amount due ; 
but pltfs. were entitled to a four or seven days’ 
order for payment to themselves personally, such 
order being only a working out of, & ancillary to, 
the original order. On such an order execution 
will issue, notwithstanding the order directs 
delivery of a conveyance, as such an order is 
divided into two separate & distinct parts—an 
absolute order for the delivery of a conveyance & 
such execution may be by fi. fa., elegit, or writ of 
sequestration.— ROBINSON v. GALLAND (1889), 60 
L. T. 697; 34 W. R. 396. 

2684. Non-fulfilment of conditions—Power to 
enforce performance.]}—Where an order granting 
relief against the forfeiture of a lease was expressed 
to be made upon defts. performing certain con- 
ditions, & defts. having performed part of the 
conditions declined to perform the remainder & 
desired to waive the relief :—Held: there was no 
power to compel defts. to perform the conditions 
& the order for relief must therefore be treated as 
abandoned.—TALBOT v. BLINDELL, [1908] 2 K. B. 
114; 77L. J. K. B. 540; 98 L. T. 859; 24 T. L. R. 
477. 

Leave to issue execution.] — See Sect. 9, 
post. 
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Sect. 4.—JUDGMENT FOR RECOVERY OF MONEY. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 3. A judgment for the recovery by or 
payment to any person of money may be enforced by any of 
the modes by which a judgment or decree for the payment of 
money of any Court whose jurisdiction was transferred by tho 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, might have been 
eatoreed at the time of the passing thereof. 


2685. Whether order for payment can supple- 
ment judgment.]}—Where in an action to recover 
a sum of money admitted to have been received by 
deft. as trustee, & to which pltf. was entitled, pltf. 
had obtained final judgment & issued execution :— 
Held: the court had no jurisdiction to make an 
order directing the deft. to pay in four days the 
balance of the amount of the judgment unrealised 
by the execution.—DRrEWETT v. EDWARDS (1877), 
37 L. T. 622; 26 W. R. 122, L. JJ. 

2636. —.|—-The judgment is not an order to 
pay moncy, & for a master to order that the 
unsuccessful party shall pay the sum recovered 
within a certain time is totally to alter the nature 
of the remedy. ... My view is very much 
strengthened by [Ord. XLII.] r. 6, which says, 
‘‘a judgment for the recovery of any property, 
other than land or money, may be enforced ‘ 
by writ of sequestration.’’ That is as much as to 
say that a judgment for the recovery of money is 
not to be enforced by sequestration (WILLS, J.).— 
HuLBert & CROWE v. CATHCART, [1894] 1 Q. B. 
244, 246; 681. J. Q. B. 121; 70 L. T. 558, D.C. 

2637, ——--.]—A judgment that pltf. do recover 
from deft. a sum of money cannot be supple- 
mented by an order fixing a time for the payment 
of the money by deft.—Re Oppy, MAJoR v. 
Harnxss, [1906] 1 Ch. 93; 75 L. J. Ch. 141; 94 
L. T. 146; 54 W. R. 291; 50 Sol. Jo. 155, C. A. 

2638. Judgment or order for payment into court 
distinguished. |—(1) Judgments or orders for pay- 
ment of money into court are not within Ord. 
XLV., r. 1. 

(2) A judgment or order for payment of money 
into court is thus clearly distinguished from a 
judgment or order for the recovery by or payment 
of any money tw a person & different modes of 
enforcing payment are provided (CumtTry, J.). 

(3) Attachment here [in Ord. XLII., r. 4] means 
attachment of the person (Cmirry, J.).—Jte GREER, 
NAPPER v. FANSHAWE, [1895] 2 Ch. 217, 220; 64 
L. J. Ch. 620; 59 J. P. 441; 483 W. RR. 547; 39 
Sol. Jo. 503; 2 Mans. 350; 13 R. 598; sub nom. 
Re GRIER, NAPPER v. FANSHAWE, 72 L. T. 865. 

Against whom writ of execution issued.]—See 
EXEcUTION, Vol. X X1., pp. 420, Nos. 25 et seq. 
Foreign sovereigns.]|—See AcTION, Vol. I., 
pp. 45-50, Nos. 354-409. 

——.]|—See CONSTITUTIONAL LAw, Vol. 
XI., pp. 536-542, Nos. 390 -467. 

—-—— Lunatics—-Appointment of receiver.]—See 
EXrcuTION, Vol. XXI., p. 428, Nos. 52, 53; 
Lunatics, Vol. XX XITI., p. 186, No. 831; p. 204, 
No. 1078, & p. 238, No. 1542. 

~-—- Companies.}—Sec CoMPANIES, Vol. X., 
pp. 1121, Nos. 7875 et seq. 

How enforced—By writ of fleri facias.|— See 
Part XLVIII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 1, post; & ExEcu- 
TION, Vol. XXI., pp. 470, Nos. 506 et seq. 

By writ of elegit.|—Sce Part X LVITI., Sect. 
1, sub-sect. 2, post; & ExEcuTIoN, Vol. XXI., 
p. 557, Nos. 1304, 1805. 

By writ of fi. fa. de bonis ecclesiasticis. |— 
See Part XLVIII., Sect. 3, post. 

By attachment of debts due to judgment 
debtor.|—-See ExErcuTion, Vol. XXI., pp. 618, 
Nos. 2054 et seq. 

By charging order.|——See ExXx£cuUrIon, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 648-650, Nos. 2267-2283. 
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Sect. 4.— Judgment for recovery of money. Sects. 5, 
6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 & 16.) 


By writ of sequestration.}—See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 592, 594, Nos. 1734, 1737, 1751- 
1756, 1758-1769. ‘ 

—— By appointment of receiver.]}—See ExEcu- 
TION, Vol. X XI1., pp. 665, Nos. 2453 et seq. 

—-_—— By attachment.}—See Part XLIX., post. 

—-~—- By action.}—See Sect. 23, post. 

- Judgments of foreign courts or other courts 
within the Dominions. }—See Sect. 24, post. 

Execution of writ.}—See ExEcuUTION, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 400, 471, 597, Nos. 239 et seqg., 513 et 
seq., 1817 et seq. 

—— In royal palace.}—See CONSTITUTIONAL 
Law, Vol. XI., pp. 519, 520, Nos, 242-250. 

Return of writ.}—See EXEcUTION, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 454, 455, 528-539, 602, Nos. 369, 383, 1014—- 
1140, 1890. 

Wrongful & irregular execution.}—See EXxEcu- 
TION, Vol. X XI., pp. 456 et seqg., 542 et seq., Nos. 384 
et seq., 1168 eft seq. 

Restitution.}—See EXEcUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 
469, Nos. 494-505. 





SECT. 5.—JUDGMENT FOR PAYMENT OF MONEY | 


INTO COURT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 4. A judgment for the payment of 
moncy into Court may be enforced by writ of sequestration, or in 
cases in which attachment is authorised by law, by attachment. 


How enforced—Writ of sequestration.]—See 
EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 595, Nos. 1768, 1769. 

2689. ——— Attachment of the _ person.}—/Je 
GREER, NAPPER v. FANSHAWE, No. 2638, ante. 
Attachment of debts.}--See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., p. 619, Nos. 2068, 2069. 
Equitable execution.|—See KxXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., p. 667, Nos. 2472-2475. 











SECT. 6.—JUDGMENT FOR RECOVERY OF LAND. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLII, r.5. <A judgment for the recovery or for 
the delivery of the possession of land may be enforced by writ 
of possession. 


by writ of possession.|—See Part 
LIl., post; & Ex®EcuTiIon, Vol. XXI., pp. 585- 
590, Nos. 1632-1719. 


SEcT. 7.—JUDGMENT FOR RECOVERY OF PRO- 
PERTY OTHER THAN LAND OR MONEY. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLII, r.6. A judgment for the recovery of any 
property other than land or money may be enforced : 


(a) By writ for delivery of the property : 
(6) By writ of attachment : 
(c) By writ of sequestration. 


Enforcement—Writ of delivery. }—See Part LIII., 
ee s & EXEcvuTIoNn, Vol. XXI., pp. 583, 584, 

. 1602-1618. 
Writ of attachment.|—See Part XLIX., 


Writ of sequestration.|}—See Part XLVIII., 
Sect. 5, post. 


PRACTICE. 


Szor. 8.—JUDGMENT TO DO OR ABSTAIN FROM 
ANY ACT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLII., r. 7. A judgment requiring any person 
to do any act other than the payment of money, or to abstain 
from doing anything may be enforced by writ of attachment, or 
by committal. 


Enforcement — Attachment or committal.|— 
See Part XLIX., post. 
Time limit for performance.}—See Part XLIII., 


Sect. 4, ante. 


Secr. 9.—-LEAVE TO ISSUE EXECUTION WHERE 
JUDGMENT CONDITIONAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLII, r. 9. Where a judgment or order is to 
the effect that any party {is entitled to any relief subject to or 
upon the fulfilment of any condition or contingency, the party 
so entitled wet upon the fulfilment of the condition or con- 
Magen, and demand made upon the party against whom he 
is entitled to relief, apply to the Court or a Judge for leave to 
issue execution against such party And the Court or Judge 
may, if satisfied that the right to relief has arisen according to 
the terms of the judgment or order, order that execution issue 
accoramen or may direct that any issue or question necessary 
for the determination of the rights of the parties be tried in 
any of the ways in which questions arising in an action 
may be tried. 


See, further, Sect. 22, post. 
As to conditional judgments, see Sect. 3, ante. 


SEcT. 10.—PRODUCTION OF JUDGMENT ON 
ISSUING EXECUTION. 


R.S.C., Ord. XLIL, r.11. No writ of execution shall be issued 
without the production to the officer by whom the same should 
be issued of the judgment or order upon which the writ of 
execution is to issue, or an office copy thoreof, showing the date 
of entry. And the officer shall be satisfied that the proper 
time has clapsed to entitle the creditor to execution. 


Affidavit in support.}—See EXECUTION, 
XXI., p. 428, Nos. 89-91. 


Vol. 


SEcT. 11.—PRAECIPE TO BE FILED. 


R. §. C., Ord. XLII, r. 12. No writ of execution shall be 
issued without the party issuing it, or his solicitor, filing a 
precipe for that purpose. The precipe shall contain the title 
of the action, the reference to the record, the date of the judg- 
ment, and of the order, if any, directing the execution to be 
issued, the names of the parties against whom or of the firm 
against whose goods the cxecution is to be issued ; and shall be 
signed by or on behalf of the solicitor of the party issuing it, 
or by the party issuing it, if he do so in person. The Forms in 
Appendix G. shall be used, with such variations as circumstances 
may require. 


Form of przecipe.|—See Appendix G., Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 





Sect. 12.—INDORSEMENT OF WRIT OF 
EXECUTION. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 18. Every writ of execution shall be 
indorsed with the name and place of abode or office of business 
of the solicitor actually suing out the same, and when the 
solicitor actually suing out the writ shall sue out the same as 
agent for another solicitor, the name and place of abode of such 
other solicitor shall also be indorsed upon the writ; and in case 
no solicitor shall be employed to issue the writ, then !t shall be 
indorsed with a memorandum expressing that the same has 
been sued out by the plaintiff or defendant in person, as the case 
may be, mentioning the city, town, or parish, and also the name 
of the hamlet, street, and number of the house of such plaintiff's 
or defendant’s residence, if any such there be. 


Part XLVII.—ExXeEcuTIon. 


Form of indorsement.}—See EXECUTION, Vol. 
XXI., Pp. 429-431, Nos. 104-181. 

——— Amendment.|—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 431-484, Nos. 182-136. 

Address of execution debtor—Error in indorse- 
ment on writ—Who liable.]—See EXxXcuTION, 


Vol. XXI., pp. 548-551, Nos. 1231, 1232, 1235— 
1239, 1250-1253. 


SEcT. 13.—DATE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLIL, r.14. Every writ of execution shall bear 
date of the day on which it isissued. The Forms in Appendix H. 
shall be used, with such variations as circumstances may require. 


Effect of date.]|—See Execution, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 472-475, Nos. 532-555. 

2640. What is material date.]—|In the case of 
the High Court] the moment to inquire about is 
when the suitor lodged the writ of fi. fa. with the 
sheriff. .. . As soon as the suitor has done his 
part, from that moment he is not to be prejudiced 
by official delays. Now in the county court there 
is no carriage by the suitor of the warrant of 
execution from the registry to the high bailiff, 
still less from one part of the registrar’s office to 
another. That is intended to be done by the 
officials themselves, & ought to be done with 
instantaneous promptitude, & any official delay 
should not prejudice the suitor. & so... the 
material date should be the date when the suitor 
set the law in motion by his last act (PHIL1I- 
MORE, J.).—MURGATROYD 1. WRIGHT, [1907] 2 
K. B. 3383; 76 L. J. K. B. 747; 97 1. T. 108; 23 
T. L. R. 517; 14 Mans. 201, D. C. 

Forms of writ.}—See Appendix H., Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

2641. When variation allowed.}]—The true 
interpretation of the words in Ord. XLII., r. 14: 
‘“The forms used in Appendix H. shall be fol- 
lowed, with such variations as circumstances may 
require ’’—is, that the forms in Appendix H. can 
only be varied for the purpose of making them to 
be in accordance with the terms of the judgment 
or order.— BOSWELL v. COAKS (1887), 57 LL. J. Ch. 
101; 57 L. T. 742; 36 W. R. 65, C, A. 





Sect. 14..-EXPENSES OF EXECUTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 15. In every case of execution the 
party entitled to execution may levy the poundage, fees, and 
expenses of execution, over and above the sum recovered. 


See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 606, Nos. 1946 
el seq.; SHERIFFS, Vol. XLI., pp. 124, Nos. 810 
et seq. 
~ Costs of the execution ’’—Bankruptcy Act, 
1914 (c. 59), s. 41.}—See BANKruptTcy, Vol. V., 
pp. 822-824, Nos. 6981-6995. 

2642. Costs of abortive execution—Addition to 
judgment debt to support bankruptcy petition.]— 
The costs of an abortive execution cannot be 
added to the judgment debt for the purpose of 
making up the amount of debt required to support 
a bankruptcy petition—Re Lona & Co., Ka p. 
CUDDEFORD (1888), 20 Q. B. D. 316; 57 Ji. J. 
Q. B. 360; 58 L. T. 664; 36 W. R. 346; 47. L. R. 
232; 5 Morr. 29, C. A. 





Secr. 15.—INTEREST. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLIL, r. 16. Every writ of execution for the 
recovery of money shall be indorsed with a direction to the 
sheriff, or other officer or person to whom the writ is directed, 
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to levy the money. ee, due and payable and sought to be 
recovered under the judgment or order, stating the amount, 
and also to levy interest thereon, if sought to be recovered, at 
the rate of 41. per cent. per annum from the time when the 
judgment or order was entered or made, provided that in cases 
where there is an agreement between the parties that more than 
4l, per cent. interest shall be secured by the judgment or order, 
then the indorsement may be accordingly to levy the amount 
of Interest so agreed. 


Aches JUDGMENTS, Vol. XXX., pp. 172, Nos. 402 
et seq. 

«Money really due ’’—Issue of process after 
judgment fully satisfied—Right of debtor to action 
for damages.]—See ExkrcuTion, Vol. XXI., pp. 
457, 458, Nos. 392-395. 

Effect of covenant to pay interest.}—See Jupc- 
MENTS, Vol. XXX., pp. 164, 165, Nos. 332-339. 

2643. Judgment debt in county court—Judg- 
ments Act, 1888 (c. 110), s. 17.]—A county court 
judgment debt does not carry interest under 
Judgments Act, 1838 (c. 110), s. 17.—R. v. Essex 
CounTry CourT JuDGE (1887), 18 Q. B. D. 704; 
56 L. J. Q. B. 3815; 57 L. T. 643; 51 J. P. 549; 
sub nom. R. v. CHELMSFORD COUNTY COURT 
JuDGE, 35 W. R. 511; 3 T. L. R. 578, C. A. 

Inclusion in bankruptcy notice ofjinterest on 
judgment debt.]|—See BANKRUurtTcy, Vol. IV., 
p. 93, Nos. 840-842. 

2644. Judgment in Admiralty Court—Effect of 
delay in presenting claim.]—Interest is allowed in 
the Admiralty Court as part of the damages up to 
the date of judgment. After judgment it is a judg- 
ment debt. Where both ships are to blame the 
judgment is for half the difference between the 
claims assessed. But where either ship delays the 
assessment her owners should not be allowed to 
increase the amount of interest due by their delay 
(ScRuUTTON, I..J.).—TuHeE St. CHARLES (1927), 188 
lL. T. 456, 459; 17 Asp. M. L. C. 399, C. A. 





Srecr. 16.—FIERI FACIAS AND ELEGIT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLU., r. 17. Every person to whom any sum 
of monev or any costs shall be payable under a judgment or 
order shall, 50 soon as the money or costs shall be payable, be 
entitled to sue out one or more writ or writs of fliers facias or 
oue or more writ or writs of elegit to enforce payment thereof, 
subject nevertheless as follows : 


(a) If the judgment or order is for payment within a period 
therein mentioned, no such writ as aforesaid shall be 
issued until aftcr the expiration of such period : 


(bo) The Court or a Judge may, at or after the time of giving 
judgment or making an order, stay execution until such 
time as they or he shall think fit. 


See, generally, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 470 
et seq.; see, further, Part XLVIII., Sect. 1, post. 

2645. Money or costs payable under a judgment 
or order — Costs payable under a judgment — 
Time for execution—After taxation.]}—But then 
it is argued that where the court orders the pay- 
ment of costs, something must be done in order 
to ascertain their amount before execution can 
issue. No doubt that is so; but then costs are 
not lable to the same observation as money, as 
they stand upon a peculiar footing. When the 
legislature mentions ‘‘ money, costs, charges, & 
expenses,” if means money decreed or ordered to 
be paid, together with the costs, charges, & 
expenses, to be ascertained in the usual way by 
the officer of the court. That point, indeed, it is 
unnecessary to decide ; but I am of opinion, that 
with respect to costs, it is enough if they are 
ascertained by the officer of the court, & that it 
is not necessary that there should be any order 
to pay after they are taxed by the officer (PARKE, 
B.).—- JONES v. WILLIAMS (1841), 8 M. & W. 349, 
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Sect. 16.—Fieri facias and elegit. Sects. 17, 18, 19, 
9 ae 

359; 9 Dowl. 702; 10 L. J. Ex. 253; 5 Jur. 

895; 151 E. R. 1073. 





—_—_——— 








2646. -/-The authorities 
are sufficient to show that a charging order cannot 
be given except for an ascertained sum, & not for 
costs, charges, & expenses, until they have been 
taxed. The necessity of an ascertained sum has 
been settled by numerous authorities; the 
necessity of the costs being taxed is clear from the 
case of Jones v. Williams, No. 2645, ante (J AMES, 
L.J.).—-WIDGERY v. TEPPER, HALL v. TEPPER 
(1877) 6 Ch. D. 364, 369 ; 37 L. T. 297, C. A. 

2647. -/—Judgment having 
been given for the deft. in an action, the judgment 
was drawn up in the ordinary form, with a blank 
left for the amount of the costs. 

The costs were subsequently taxed & a certificate 
given for the amount, but the blanks in the judg- 
ment were not filled up. A bankruptcy notice 
was issued for the amount of the taxed costs, on 
which a petition was presented & a receiving order 
made against the debtor. On appeal by the 
debtor against the receiving order :—Held: inas- 
much as no execution could issue on the judgment 
as it then stood, nor upon the taxing master’s 
certificate alone, there was no final judgment, & 
therefore the receiving order made against the 
debtor must be set aside.—Re Crump, Ex p. 
Crump (1891), 64 L. T. 799; 7 T. lL. R. 556; 8 
Morr. 174, D. C. 

2648. —~-- -|—The actions, 
although brought in the Chancery Division, are 
in the nature of common law actions, inasmuch as 
the judgment was one for a sum of money & costs 
to be taxed. The time for issuing a writ of fi. fa. 
or elegit upon such a judgment is fixed by Ord. 
ALII., r. 17. In this case the costs have not 
been taxed. When the interim order appointing 
the receiver was made the amount of the Judgment 
was not paid. But now the judgment debt has 
been wholly paid, & there simply remains a judg- 
ment for the untaxed costs. No execution at 

law could issue for them (FaRWELL, J.).—WILLIS 
v. COOPER, SLATTERY v. COOPER, WILLIS v. 
CooPER (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 698. 

Solicitor’s bill of costs.}—See SoxiciToRs, 
Vol. XLII., p. 318, Nos. 3531-3544. 

also, Solicitors Act, 1843 























2649. ——— Costs payable under Prize Court 
decree.|—THE REGINA D’ITALIA, No. 2661, post. 

‘* One or more writ or writs.’’}|—See ExEcurTIOoN, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 484-437, Nos. 168-199. 

2650. ——— Indorsement on first writ for less than 
amount due—Writ for residue.]—Where a pltf., 
from mistake, has taken out a fi. fa. for less than 
the sum for which he has obtained judgment, 
the court will, on conditions, allow him to take 
out a fi. fa. for the residue.—HUNT v. PASsMORE 
(1833), 2 Dowl. 414. 

2651. Separate seizures not necessary. | 
When the sheriff is in possession under a writ of 
fi. fa. his possession enures for the benefit of all 
other writs (whether of fi. fa. or elegit), according 
to their priority, which are lodged with him during 
the continuance of his possession, & an execution 
creditor who lodges his writ of elegit during that 
period becomes a secured creditor within the 
meaning of the Bankruptcy Act, from the time of 
lodging his writ.—Re HENDERSON, Ex p. SHAW, 
ee W.N. 60, C. A. 











52. ———- -——..]|--The rule under which the © 
court gives effect to the rights of an execution | 


PRACTICE. 


creditor when the sheriff is in possession at the 
date of the commencement of the winding-up, 
applies in favour of other execution creditors who, 
prior to such commencement, have lodged their 
writs of execution with the sheriff in possession.— 
Re HILtLE INDIA RUBBER Co. (No. 2), [1897] 
W.N. 20. 

See, further, Sects. 17, 18, post. 

Time for issue of execution.J—See Sect. 21, 

ost. 
e Stay of execution.|—See EXECUTION, Vol. X XI., 
pp. 442, Nos. 252 et seq. 

——— As act of bankruptcy—Failure to comply 
with bankruptcy notice.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
IV., pp. 86, 87, 88, Nos. 778-788, 795; & Vol. 
Lene 1038, Nos. 8485-8487. 

2653..—— Winding up of company—Companies 
Act, 1929 (c. 28), ss. 172, 174, 177, & 258.]—The 
Companies Act, 1862, s. 163 [now Companies Act, 
1929 (c. 23), s. 174 (1)], avoids attachments, 
sequestrations, executions or distresses only when 
leave to put them in force has not been given 
under sect. 87 [now sect. 177 of the 1929 Act].— 
Re EXHALL COAL MINING Co., Lrp. (1864), 4 
De G. J. & Sm. 377; 4 New Rep. 127; 33 L. J. 
Ch. 569, n.; 10 Jur. N.S. 576; 46 E.R. 964, LJ. 

2654, ——— ~}+—Where an_ action 
brought by liquidators appointed in a voluntary 
winding up under supervision fails, execution by 
deft. for costs will not be restrained. Sect. 163 
of the Companies Act, 1862 [now Companies Act, 
1929 (c. 23), s. 174 (1)], is qualified by sect. 87 
[now sect. 177 of the 1929 Act].—He BANK OF 
HINDUSTAN, CHINA & JAPAN, Ex p. LEVICK 
(1867), L. R. 5 Eq. 69; 17 L. T. 237; 16 W. R. 
102. 

2655. -}—The liquidators of a 
company brought an action against S., in which 
the deft. obtained judgment with costs. 8S. was 
indebted to the company, in a larger amount on 
a bill of exchange. The costs of S.’s attorneys in 
the action being unpaid, they proceeded in his 
name to levy execution. The execution was 
stayed under an interim order in the winding up, 
a sum being retained by the liquidators sufficient 
to meet the costs for which the judgment had 
been signed. It was held that the solicitors’ lien 
could not prevail against the right of set-off & 
granted an injunction to restrain S. from pro- 
ceeding with the execution, & discharged the 
liquidators from retaining the sum set apart :— 
Held: if the Companies Act, 1862, s. 163 [now 
Companies Act, 1929 (c. 23), s. 174], applied to 
such a case & made the execution void (as to 
which qguere), this court would put deft. & his 
solicitors in the same position as if the exccution 
were not so restrained; therefore, the solicitors 
must be paid their costs out of the sum set apart. 
—HRe BANK OF HINDUSTAN, CHINA & JAPAN, 
Ex p. SMITH (1867), 3 Ch. App. 125; 37 L. J. Ch. 
185; 17 L. T. 339; 16 W. R. 170, L. J. 

2656. .}—-The sheriff, before the 
presentation of a winding-up petition, entered the 
premises & took possession of the chattels of a 
company, & after the commencement of the 
winding up received moneys paid by the public 
for admission to the premises:—Held: the 
execution was, as to these moneys, put in force 
after the commencement of the winding up, & 
was void under sect. 163 of the Companies Act, 
1862 [now sect. 174 (1) of the Companies Act, 
1929 (c. 23)].—Re Opera, Lip. (1890), 38 W. R. 
637; subsequent proceedings, [1891] 2 Ch. 154; 


1891] 3 Ch. 260. 
-.}—See, also, Companies Act, 
1929 (c. 23), s. 268. 




















Part XLVII.—ExXeEcurIon. 





VUILLPUISULY MYQUlUsUULle |j—OCe UUM- 
X., pp. 963-967, Nos. 6607-6641. 
Voluntary liquidation.J—-See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 1013, 1014, Nos. 7031-7039. 

2657. Scheme pending under Companies 
Act, 1929 (c. 28), ss. 158, 154.]—On an application 
by the deft. company under sect. 120 of the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, [now Com- 
panies Act, 1929 (c. 23), ss. 153, 154], an order was 
made that meetings of the creditors & of the 
members of the company be summoned for the 
purpose of considering &, if thought fit, of agreeing 
to an arrangement proposed to be made between 
the company & its creditors & members. Before 
the meetings had been held, the company applied 
to the court to grant a stay of execution on a 
judgment recovered by the pltf. against the 
company previously to the making of the order 
summoning the meetings :—-Held: there was no 
power to grant a stay of execution.—BoorH v. 
WALKDEN SPINNING & MANUFACTURING CO., 
LTp., [1909] 2 K. B. 368; 78 L. J. K. B. 764; 16 
Mans. 225, D. C. 

Against whom writs may be issued.]—See Sect. 4, 
ante. 


PANIES, Vol. 














Sect. 17.—SECOND WRIT OF FIERI FACIAS SUED 
OUT IN DIFFERENT COUNTY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 17a. Where a writ of fiert facias has 
been sued out, directed to a sheriff of one county the person 
entitled to issue execution may sue out another writ of fiert 
facias directed to the sheriff of a different county without 
requiring or waiting for a return to the first writ, provided that 
no more than the whole of the money and costs due to the person 
suing out the writs shall be levied thereunder, 


See, also, Sect. 16, ante. 


SrcT. 18.—SEPARATE WRITS FOR DEBT AND 
COSTS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 18. Upon any judgment or order for 
the recovery or payment of a sum of money and costs, there 
may be, at the election of the party entitled thereto, either one 
writ or separate writs of execution for the recovery of the sum 
and for the recovery of the costs, but a second writ shall only 
be for costs and shall be issued not less than cight days after 
the first writ. 


See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XLITI., r. 
XLVIII., Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2, post. 

2658. Issue of execution before costs taxed. ]— 
Taxation often lasts a very long time & there is 
no reason why the creditor should be kept out of 
his debt while the amount of his costs are being 
ascertained. Parties used to sacrifice their costs 
in order to secure their debt. This is a very good 
reason why the new rule allowing separate execu- 
tions should be made (per CuR.).—HARRIS_ v. 
JEWELL, [1883] W. N. 216. 

2659. ——— Service of bankruptcy notice for 
amount of debt alone.]—The pltf. in an action in 
the King’s Bench Division recovered judgment 
against the deft. for ‘‘ £1,500 & costs to be taxed.’’ 
Before the costs had been taxed the creditor served 
on the debtor a bankruptcy notice claiming pay- 
ment of the £1,500 alone :—Held: having regard 
to r. 18 of Ord. XLII., which entitles a creditor 
who has recovered judgment for a sum of money 
& costs to issue separate writs of execution for 
the sum of money & the costs, the notice was a 
valid notice under sub-sect. 1 (g) of sect. 4 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883.—Re G. J., Ex p. G. J., 
[1905] 2 K. B. 678; 74L. J. K. B. 932; 93 L. T. 


7, Part 
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DEBTOR (1905), 21 T. L. R. 698, C. A. 
Separate writs. ]—See Sects. 16 & 17, ante. 


Sect. 19.—PERIOD OF VALIDITY OF WRIT. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 20. A writ of execution if uncxecuted 
shall remain in force for one year only from its issue, unless 
renewed in the manner hereinafter provided; but such writ 
may, at any time before its expiration, by leave of the Court or 
a Judge, be renewed by the party issuing it for one year from 
the date of such renewal, and so on from time to time during 
the continuance of the renewed writ, either by being marked 
with a seal of the Court bearing the date of the day, month, 
and year of such renewal, or by such Bey giving a written 
notice of renewal to the sheriff, signed by the party or his 
solicitor, and bearing the like seal of the Court; and a writ of 
execution so renewed shall have effect, and be entitled to priority, 
according to the time of the original delivery thereof, 


See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 419, 420, Nos. 
23, 24. 


Sect. 20.—RENEWAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 21. The production of a writ of 
execution, or of the notice renewing the same, purporting to be 
marked with such seal as in the last preceding Rule mentioned, 
showing the same to have been renewed, shall be sufticlent 
evidence of its having been 80 renewed. 


Srtct. 21.—LIMITATION OF TIME FOR ISSUE OF 
EXECUTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLII., r. 22. As between the original parties 
to a judgment or order, execution may issuc at any time within 
six years from the recovery of the judgment or the date of the 
order. 


Time for issue of execution.|—See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 418, 419, Nos. 17-22. 
When leave necessary.|] — See Sect. 22, 
post. 


2660. In Divorce Division.|—Where a 
decree nisi for dissolution of marriage has been 
made with costs against the co-respondent & no 
steps have been taken for upwards of six years to 
enforce the order for costs, application should be 
made to the court for an order that the petitioner 
be at liberty to issue execution against the co- 
respondent.—GoOoDWIN v. GOODWIN, [1897] P. 
87; 66L. J. P. 107; 45 W. R. 656. 

2661. In Prize Court.]—In the present 
case it was not contended before me that the decree 
for costs pronouncd by the court in 1919 was 
other than a valid decree. Nor was it seriously 
argued that within this jurisdiction it could not 
lawfully be enforced in the manner provided for 
by the Prize Rules, 1914, that is by the processes 
specified in Ord. XLII., r. 17. I think, too, that 
the matter is one of practice & procedure, & is 
within the provisions of the statutes which gave 
power to make the Prize Rules, 1914. Some 
weight was attached to the provision in Ord. XLII., 
r. 23, which makes a judge’s order a condition 
precedent to the issue of execution out of the High 
Court of Justice where more than six years have 
elapsed since the date of the judgment or order ; 
but the main grounds of objection to the desired 
declaration were that the power to make it is 
discretionary, that to enforce costs beyond the 
amount of the security ordered by the court & 
outside the jurisdiction of the court would be a 
departure from the general principles on which 
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Sect. 21.—Limitation of time for issue of execution. 
Sects. 22, 28 & 24.] 


the jurisdiction in prize is exercised, & that a case 
of hardship arises by reason of lapse of time (LORD 
MERRIVALE).—THE REGINA D’ITALIA, [1925] P. 
123,128; 95L. J. P. 34; 181 L.T. 30; 41T. LR. 
648; 16 Asp. M. L. C. 5586. 


SEcT. 22.—LEAVE TO ISSUE EXECUTION. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 28. In the following cases, viz. : 

(a) Where six years have clapsed since the judgment or 
date of the order, or any change has taken place by 
death or otherwise in the parties entitled or liable to 
execution ; 

(b) Where a husband is entitled or liable to execution upon 
a judgment or order for or against a wife ; 

(c) Where a party is entitled to execution upon a judgment 
of assets in futuro ; 

(qd) Where a party is entitled to execution against any of 
the shareholders of a joint stock company upon a 
judgment recorded against such company, or against 
a public officer or other person representing such 
company ; 

the pany alleging himself to be entitled to execution may apply 
to the Court or a Judge for leave to issue execution accordingly. 
And auch Court or Judge may, if satisfied that the party so 
apply Ing is entitled to issue execution, make an order to that 
effect, or may order that any issue or question necessary to 
determine the rights of the partics shall be tried in any of the 
ways in which any question in an action may be tried. And in 
either case such Court or Judge may impose such terms as to 
costs or otherwise as shall be just. 


See, generally, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 424, 
Nos. 59 et seq. 

Lapse of six years.]}—See Sect. 21, ante. 

Change of parties—-By death.]—See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 426, 427, Nos. 65-80. 

Equitable execution.|—See ExEcu- 
TION, Vol. XXI., pp. 664, 665, Nos. 2448, 2450. 

2662. ——_— ——— Charging order against executor 
—Effect of leave to issue execution against 
executor.|—-Under the Judgments Act, 1838 
(c. 110), s. 14, there is no power after the death of 
a Judgment debtor to make a charging order against 
his executor in respect of a judgment debt of the 
deceased, unless in some way judgment has been 
first obtained against the executor. 

Quere: whether such a judgment can be 
obtained under the present practice. 

Leave given under r. 23 of Ord. XLII. to issue 
execution against the executor of a deceased judg- 
ment debtor does not operate as a judgment against 
the executor: it dispenses with the necessity of 
recovering judgment against him & consequently 
does not satisfy the requirements of sects. 14 & 15 
of the Judgments Act, 1838 (c. 110).—STEWART v. 
RHODES, [1900] 1 Ch. 386; 81 L. T. 807; 48 W. R. 
233; 44 Sol. Jo. 195. 

26638. Whether representative should 
be joined as party.}—The executor of a creditor 
who has obtained final judgment is not entitled 
to issue a bankruptcy notice against the judgment 
debtor, unless he has obtained leave from the 
court, under r. 23 of Ord. XLII. to issue execution 
on the judgment. Under the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, 8. 4 (1) (g) (see, now, Bankruptcy Act, 1914 
(c. 59), s. 1 (1) (g)), the creditor who issues a 

ptcy notice must be in a position to issue 
execution on the judgment. 

It is not necessary, under the present practice, 
that the executrix should be made a party to the 
record by scire facias, but she can obtain leave 
to issue execution on the judgment. In my opinion 














her proper course is to obtain leave to issue execu- | 


tion on the judgment, even if she does not desire 


PRACTICE. 
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actually to issue it; she will then be a creditor, 
or must be treated as a creditor, who has obtained 
a final judgment within the meaning of sub- 
sect. 1 (g) (CoTTON, L.J.).—Re Woopat., Ha P; 
Woopatt (1884), 18 Q. B. D. 479, 483; 58 
L. J. Ch. 966; 50 L. T. 747; 32 W. R. 774; 1 
Morr. 201, C. A. 

2664. Death of one of successful defen- 
dants.]—In an action for libel brought against 
certain persons, judgment was given for defts. 
with costs:—Held: the fact that one of the 
successful defts. had died since the judgment did 
not require the survivors to obtain the leave of 
the court before they could enforce the judgment. 
—BuUNDY v. MOTOR-CAB OWNER DRIVERS’ ASSOCN. 
(1980), 1438 L. T. 334; 46 T. L. R. 422. 

~.]—See, also, Part XXI., ante. 

Bankruptcy—Whether applicant for leave 
must be made a party. |—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., 
p. 1020, Nos. 8331, 8332. 

2665. 

WoOoDALL, No. 2663, ante. 

Assignment.]—-See CHOSES IN ACTION, 
Vol. VIII., p. 484, Nos. 524-527; EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., p. 427, Nos. 81, 82. 

2666. ——-- .]}—This is an application under 
Ord. XLII., r. 23, by an assignee of a judgment 
which was obtained in pursuance of an order by 
consent. . . . Now, in all probability, the creditor 
in this case knew of the flaw in his title & assigned 
it to the present assignee, who applies to the court 
for leave to issue execution on the judgment... . 
He must come to the court for leave to enforce 
his judgment; & the court is not bound morally 
to give leave to issue execution on it directly in 
the teeth of the statute & which judgment could 
be avoided immediately after the leave to issue 
execution on it was granted (BOWEN, L.J.).— 
JONES v. JAGGAR (1886), 54 L. T. 731, D. C. 

2667. —— County Court Rules.|—By 
C. C. R., Ord. XXV., r. 9, where any change has 
taken place after judgment by death or otherwise 
in the parties entitled to take eee to enforce 
the judgment, the party alleging himself to be 


entitled to execution must apply to the judge or 
registrar for leave to issue execution accordingly. 

An assignee of a judgment debt took out a 
judgment summons under sect. 5 of the Debtors 
Act, 1869 (c. 62), in the name of the judgment 
creditor, without having previously obtained leave 
under the above rule. The county court judge 
refused to make any order, on the ground that an 
assignee of a judgment debt was not entitled to 
apply on a judgment summons. On appeal :— 
Held: the assignee of the judgment having failed 
to comply with Ord. XXV., r. 9, the county court 
judge had no jurisdiction to hear the summons.— 
East END BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY v. SLACK 
(1891), 60 L. J. Q. B. 359, D.C. 

2668. ——- ——— Mercantile Law Amendment 
Act, 1856 (c. 97), s. 5.}—Anyhow, if he had 
assigned the judgments it appears to me that 
execution could not have been issued without the 
leave of the court, there having been a change in 
the persons entitled to the benetits of the judgments 
(PARKER, J.).—DALE v. POWELL, POWELL v. 
DALE & Hoop (1911), 105 L. T. 291, 292. 

2669. ——— Assignment of part of Judgment 
debt.|—That I think is in accordance with Forster 
v. Baker, [1910] 2 K. B. 636, to which my attention 
has been called by Scrutton, L.J., where this court 
held that, as the original judgment creditor could 
only issue a single execution upon his judgment, & 
could not split up the judgment debt & issue 
separate executions upon the different parts, he 
could not give to an assignee of a part of the 
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judgment debt a right which he did not himself 
possess. The principle of that case seems to me 
to apply to the prose because by means of a 
receiver the applt. is here attempting to do what 
the Court of Appeal in that case said could not be 
done—namely, split up his judgment into different 
parts & issue separate executions upon the different 
interests in the property (LoRD STERNDALE, M.R.). 
— ROTHSCHILD v. FisHmr, [1920] 2 K. B. 243, 252 ; 
89 L. J. K. B. 521; 123 L. T. 188, C. A. 

2670. --—- Change in constitution of judgment 
creditor—Retirement of partner.}—Where a firm 
consisting of several members has recovered in the 
firm name judgment against a debtor, the fact that 
a member has since retired from the firm does not 
render it necessary that the firm should obtain 
the leave of the court under Ord. XLII., r. 23, in 
order that a bankruptcy notice may be issued in 
the name of the firm, & a bankruptcy petition 
presented in that name.—Re Hin, Ex p. Wort & 
Co., [1921] 2 K. B. 831; 90 L. J. K. B. 734; 125 
L. T. 736; [1921] B. & C. R. 12, D.C. 

Change in civil status of Judgment debtor.] 
—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 427, Nos. 83, 84. 

Judgment of assets in futuro.]—See EMxEcUTION, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 743, 744, Nos. 7709-7718, 7762. 

Execution against shareholders, etc., on judg- 
ment against company.]—Scee COMPANIES, Vol. X., 
pp. 1121, Nos. 7875 et seq. 

Railway Companies Act, 1867 (c. 27).J— 
See RatLways, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 378, Nos. 762 


el seq. 

2671. High Court order for judgment debt to be 
paid by instalments—Execution for instalments 
due & unpaid—Execution Act, 1844 (c. 96), s. 61.] 
—WoopDHAM SMITH v. EDwarps, No. 2672, post. 








How leave obtained.J—See ExEcuTION, Vol. 
XXI., p. 428, Nos. 89-91. 
Whether judge has_ discretion.|—See Com- 


PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 1121, 1122, Nos. 7877, 7881- 
7883 ; ExEcuTion, Vol. XXI., pp. 416, 417, 419, 
424, Nos. 5, 6, 20-22, 59-63. 


SEcT. 23.—ORDERS MAY BE ENFORCED LIKE 
JUDGMENT 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLII, r. 24. Every order of the Court or a 
Judge in any cause or matter may be enforced against all 
persons bound thereby in the same manner as a judgment to the 
same effect. 


Judgments & orders defined.]—Sce JUDGMENTS, 
Vol. XXX., pp. 121, Nos. 1 et seq. 

Final judgments & orders.j|—See BANK- 
rRuptTcY, Vol. IV., pp. 90, Nos. 818 ef seg. 

2672. Power to direct issue of charging order—- 
Arrears of instalments ordered on judgment debt. |— 
Where judgment has been recovered in the High 
Court for a sum of money, & an order has been 
made by the judge in bankruptcy under sect. 5 
of the Debtors Act, 1869 (c. 62), for payment of 
the judgment debt by instalments, execution 
{charging order] may issue under Ord. XLII., 
r. 24, for the amount of instalments which have 
become due & are unpaid. 

Semble, the power to order the issue of execution 
as provided by sect. 61 of the Execution Act, 1844 
(c. 96), can be exercised by any judge of the High 
Court & is not confined to the judge in bankruptcy. 
—WooDHAM SMITH v. EDWARDS, [1908] 2 K. B. 
899; 77 L. J. K. B. 1056; 99 L. T. 710; 24 
T. L. R. 864; 52 Sol. Jo. 680 ; 15 Mans. 322, C. A. 

2678. Balance order in winding up of company— 
Effect on action for payment of calls on shares. |— 
Held: (by Kuxewicn, J.) that an action to 





635 


enforce a balance order for calls made before or in 
the winding up of a limited company cannot be 
maintained. 

Held: (by Kexewicn, J., & by the Court of 
Appeal) that where calls have been made before 
the winding up, &, after the winding up, the com- 
pany brings an action, on a writ specially indorsed, 
for payment of those calls, that action may be 
maintained notwithstanding that a balance order 
has been made in the winding up for the amount 
of the calls; the right of action in respect of the 
calls as an original debt not being merged in or 
destroyed by the balance order. A balance order 
is not a ‘‘ judgment.’’—-WESTMORELAND GREEN & 
BLUE SLATH Co. v. FEILDEN, [1891] 3 Ch. 15; 60 
L. J. Ch. 680; 65 L. T. 428; 40 W. R. 23; 7 
T. L. R. 585, C. A. 

Enforcement of order by action.]—See Joupe- 
MENTS, Vol. XXX., p. 169, Nos. 376-389. 

2674. Balance order on winding up of 

company.|—WESTMORELAND GREEN & BLUE 
SLATE Co. v. FEILDEN, No. 2673, ante. 
Order for costs or damages in Divorce 
Court.|—See Hussanp & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., 
pp. 444, 445, 541, 547, Nos. 4578-4580, Nos. 
5904, 5989-5991. 

——— Application in Superior Court to enforce 
county court judgment.]—See CouNTy CouRTs, 
Vol. XIII, p. 511, Nos. 602-604. 

2675. ——— Application In county court to en- 
force High Court judgment.|—The action in the 
county court was brought on the High Court 
judgment. ... Sect. 63 [of County Courts Act, 
1888 (c. 43)] applies & the county court judge had 
no jurisdiction to try the case (LusH, J.).— 
CHEETHAM v. HOLLINGWORTH, [1914] W. N. 25, 


D.C. 
Order for alimony or maintenance.}—See 
EXECUTION, Vol. XXIV., p. 633, Nos. 6600, 6601. 

2676. Court making order having no means 
of enforcing it—-Order of consistory court for 
costs.|—Whcere deceased had committed contempt 
by neglecting to pay costs under an order of 
the Consistory Court of Chelmsford, it was held 
that an action lay against the administrator of 
his estate, enforceable by execution against the 
testator’s estate in the ordinary way.—Re NATERS, 
AINGER v. NATERS (1919), 88 L. J. Ch. 521; 122 
L. T. 154; 83 J. P. 266; 63 Sol. Jo. 800. 

2677. ——— Judgment or order against trade 
union—Action against trustees.}|—If a Judgment or 
order in that form isfor the payment of money, it 
can... only be enforced against the property 
of the trade union & . . . to reach such property 
ij may be necessary to sue the trustees (LORD 
LINDLEY).—TAFF VALE Ry. Co. v. AMALGAMATED 
SoclETY OF Ry. SERVANTS, [1901] A. C. 426, 445; 
70. J. K. B. 905; 50 W. R. 44, H. L. 














Sect. 24.—-ENFORCEMENT OF AWARDS MADE 
UNDER TREATY OF PEACE ACTS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 244. (1) Any application for leave to 
enforce an award of the Mixed Arbitral Tribunals under the 
Trey of Peace Act, 1919, in the same manner as a me ement 
or order to the same effect pursuant to the Treaties of Peace 
Orders (Amendment) (No. 2) Order, 1928, and the other Orders 
therein referred to shall be made by summons. 


(2) The summons shall be intituled 
In the Matter of the Treaty of Peace Act, 1919, 
and 
In the Matter of the Treaties of Peace Orders (Amend- 
ene) (No. 2) Order, 1928, and the other Orders 
therein referred to, is 
an 
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Sect. 24.—Enforcement of awards made under Treaty 
of Peace Acts. Sects. 25, 26, 27, 28, 29 & 30.] 


In the Matter of an Award of the Mixed Arbitral 
Tribunal at , dated the day of 
192 


and 


In the Matter of A. B. of . naming the 
party against whom tt is sought to enforce the award]. 


(3) The summons shall be an originating summons and 
(unless otherwise ordered by a Judge or Master) shall be served 
on the party against whom {t 1s sought to enforce the award in 
the same manner as a writ of summons js required to be served. 
ae party served shall not be required to enter any appearance 
thereto. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLII., r. 248. (1) Any application for leave 
to enforce an award of the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal under the 
Treaty of Peace (Turkey) Act, 1924, in the same manner as a 
judgment or Order to the same effect pursuant to the Treaty of 
Peace (Turkey) Order, 1924, shall be made by summons. 


(2) The summons shall be intituled: ‘In the matter of the 
Treaty of Peace (Turkey) Act, 1924, and in the matter of the 
Treaty of Peace (Turkey) Order, 1924, and in the matter of an 
award by the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal at Constantinople dated 
the day of , and in the matter of A. B. 
of (name of party against whom it is sought to 
enforce the award).’ 


(3) The summons shall be an originating summons, and 
(unless otherwise ordered by a Judge or Master) shall be served 
on the party against whom it is sought to enforce the award in 
the same manner as a writ of summons is required to be served. 
phe party served shall not be required to enter any appearance 

ereto. 


25.—ENFORCEMENT OF ORDER BY OR 
AGAINST PERSON NOT A PARTY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 26. Any person not being a party to 
a cause or matter, who obtains any order or in whose favour 
any order is made, shall be entitled to eniorce obedience to such 
order by the same process as if he were a party to such cause or 
matter ; and any person not being a party to a cause or matter, 
against whom obedience to any judgment or order may be 
entorced, shall be liable to the same process for enforcing 
obedience to such judgment or order as it he were a party to such 
cause or matter. 


SECT. 


SecT. 26.—FACTS ARISING TOO LATE TO BE 
PLEADED 


R.S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 27. No proceeding by audita querela 
Shall hereafter be used ; but any party against whom judgment 
has been given may apply to the Court or a Judge for a stay of 
execution or other relief against such judgment, upon the ground 
of facts which have arisen too late to be pleaded ; and the 
Court or Judge may give such relief and upon such terms as 
may be just. 


SECT. 27.—PRESERVATION OF EXISTING RIGHTS 
TO ENFORCE JUDGMENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 28. Nothing in this Order shall take 
away or curtail any right heretofore existing to enforce or give 
effect to any judgment or order in any manner or against any 
person or property whatsoever. 


Recognition of foreign judgments.}—See Con- 
FLICT OF Laws, Vol. XI., pp. 444, Nos. 1029 et seq. 

Extension of judgments within the United 
Kingdom.]—See CoNnFLicr of Laws, Vol. XI., 
pp. 469-471, Nos. 1242-1252. 

78. ——- Garnishee order in England on 
Scottish judgment.J—A judgment for a sum of 
money which was obtained in an action in Scotland 
was extended to England under the Judgments 
Extension Act, 1868 (c. 54), & the judgment 
creditor served a garnishee order nisi on a firm 
ae a debt in England to the judgment 

ebtor. 


PRACTICE. 


After the service of the garnishee order nist 
the whole estate of the judgment debtor was 
sequestrated under the Scottish bankruptcy law 
& transferred wherever situated to the appellant 
as trustee for the creditors, with power to recover 
all estates, debts, or money due to the judgment 
debtor. In an interpleader issue in England 
between the trustee & the judgment creditor as to 
their respective claims to the garnished debt :— 
Held: the judgment creditor had by the service 
of the garnishee order nisi obtained an attachment 
in England before the date of the sequestration, & 
the Scottish Court had no power to interfere with 
his claim.—GALBRAITH v. GRIMSHAW, [1910] A. C. 
508; 79 L. J. K. B. 1011; 103 L. T. 294; 54 
Sol. Jo. 6384; 17 Mans. 183, H. L. 

2679. Order made in English winding up— 
Enforcement in Scotland.]—Motion to stay execu- 
tion pending appeal refused, on the ground that, 
having regard to sect. 122 of the Companies Act, 
1862 [now Companies Act, 1929 (c. 23), 8. 223], 
there was no difficulty in enforcing in Scotland an 
order made in England in the winding up of a 
company, & there being no other special circum- 
stances in the case.—Re QUEENSLAND MERCANTILE 
AGENCY Co. (1891), 61 L. J. Ch. 48. 

Removal of causes from inferior courts.]—Sec 
County Courts, Vol. XIII., pp. 476, 483, 548-551, 
Nos. 253, 325, 968-1077; CROWN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 398, Nos. 2419 ef seq.; MAYOR’S 
Court, Vol. XX XIV., pp. 536-537, Nos. 95-115. 

2680. County courts—Fitness of removal.] 
—In a motion for a writ of prohibition to a county 
court judge to refrain from further proceeding 
in a case in which tolls were claimed for reconveying 
empty trucks & it was suggested that ‘“‘ title to 
tolls ’’’ arose, it was stated by the court that if a 
second action were brought on similar facts, it 
would probably be a fit case for removal by 
certiorari for the consideration of a superior court. 
—HuntT v. GREAT NORTHERN Ry. Co. (1851), 2 
L. M. & P. 268, 271; 10 C. B. 900; Cox, M. & H. 
447; 20 L. J. Q. B. 349; 17 L. T. O. S. 54, 63; 
15 J. P. 274, 400; 138 BK. BR. 356. 

2681. Local prejudice.]—-The 
affidavits show that it would be unsatisfactory 
that the cause should be tried in the immediate 
neighbourhood & that, in fact, a trial there would 
be unfair to the deft. . . . The case should, there- 
fore, not be tried in the county court. It has been 
suggested that it should be tried at assizes. The 
deft. has undertaken to pay, whether he wins or 
loses, all the extra cost incurred by taking the 
action from the county court to the assizes (LORD 
ESHER, M.R.).—BATES v. WARNER (1889), 5 
T. L. R. 582, C. A. 

2682. Mayor’s Court—Failure of defendant 
to prosecute action in High Court—Writ of pre- 
cedents.]—-When a cause has been removed from 
an inferior court by habeas corpus at the deft.’s 
instance, & no further step taken on either side for 
a year, the pltf. may apply ex parte for a procedendo 
to issue unless bail in this court be given within 
four days; & the bail below cannot move to set 
aside such procedendo when issued, until they or 
the deft. have put in bail in this court.— BLANCHARD 
v. DE LA CROUEE (1847), 9 Q. B. 869; 16 L. J. 
Q. B. 181; 8 L. T. O. S. 5863; 11 Jur. 283; 115 
E. R. 1508. 

Change of venue to other county court.]—See 
County Courts Act, 1888 (c. 43), 8. 85. 

2683. Inferior court—Fallure of plaintiff 
to prosecute action in High Court.]—If a cause be 
removed, by deft. by habeas corpus, out of an 
inferior court, pltf. is not bound to declare in the 
court above if he has taken no other steps than 
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compelling the deft. to put in & justify bail there.— 
a v. Dixon (1814), 3 M. & 8S. 93; 105 EB. R. 

Removal of Judgments from inferior courts.]— 
See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 433, 478, 
479, Nos. 2934-20946, 3598-3606, & CouNTY 
Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 511, Nos. 602-604. 
Appeal.|—-Sce Country Courts, Vol. XIIL., 
p. 507, No. 570. 





SkcT. 28.—ORDER OF ISSUE OF WRITS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLII., r, 29. Nothing in this Order shall affect 
the order in which writs of execution may be issued. 


What subsequcnt writs may be issued.]—See 
EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 837, Nos. 200 et seq. 

2684. Elegit as bar to other modes of execution. |] 
—This writ is called an elegit, because the pltf. 
or conusee has made his election to sue out 
execution of the land itself which is given by this 
statute, instead of the common law exccution of 
the goods by fiert facias. . . . 

Indeed it was formerly holden, that the bare 
entry of a prayer in the elegit upon the roll, was 
a bar to all other executions; for the pltf. or 
conusee, having made his election to take this 
remedy, had precluded himself from resorting to 
any other kind of execution. . . . But on further 
consideration of the Statute of Westminster 2, 
it was adjudged that an award of an elegit on the 
roll should be no longer a bar to an execution by 
capias ad salisfacicndum, or fierit facias, but only 
the sheriff’s return, that he had delivered land 
according to the exigence of the writ. . .. 

The reason why a capias ad satisfaciendum, or 
jieri facias, cannot be sued out, after the sheriff 
has delivered the land, seems to be, because when 
an elegit is extended upon the land of the deft., & 
returned & filed, it is considered in law as a full 
satisfaction & end of the suit.—-UNDERHILL v. 
DEVEREUX (1669), 2 Wms. Saund. 68, 6S8c, 6Sd, 
68e; 85 BK. R. 698. 

2685. -——.]—A judgment creditor having taken 
his remedy by writ of elcgit against the lands of 
his debtor is for the future shut out from all other 
remedies except other writs of eclegit.—MACKLEY 
v. SMITH (1856), 4 W. R. 511; 27 L. T. O.S. 122. 

Priority as between High Court & county court 
a oe County Courts Act, 1888 (c. 43), 
Ss. : 


SEcT. 20.—NON-COMPLIANCE WITH MANDAMUS’ 
INJUNCTION OR JUDGMENT FOR SPECIFIC 
PERFORMANCE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLH., r. 30. If a mandamus, granted in an 
action or otherwise, or a mandatory order, injunction, or judg- 
ment for the specitic performance of any contract be not com- 
plied with, the Court or a Judge, besides or instead of pro- 
ceedings against the disobedient party for contempt, may direct 
that the act required to be done may be done go far as practicable 
by the party by whom the jude ment or order has been obtaincd 
or some other person appointed by the Court or Judge, at the 
cost of the disobedient party, and upon the act being done, the 
expenses incurred may be ascertained in such manner as the 
Court or a Judge may direct, and exccution may issue for the 
amount so ascertained, and costs. 


2686. Whether undertaking included.]—At the 
trial of an action for specific performance of an 
agreement to make a road, the deft. gave an 
undertaking that he would complete the road in 
question. An order was subsequently made fixing 
a date by which the road was to be completed. 
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This not having been done, the pltf. moved, under 
Ord. XLII., r. 80, for an order that he might be 
at liberty to complete the road himself at the cost 
of the deft. :—-Held: the case did not fall within 
the rule ; but, nevertheless, the court would enforce 
the undertaking by permitting the pltf. to do the 
works, with liberty to apply that the deft. should 
pay the expenses so incurred in completing the 
road.—MoORTIMER v. WILSON (1885), 33 W. R. 
927. 

2687. Rectification of company’s register to 
show transfer of shares—Production of books by 
company’s solicitors./—Shares belonging to an 
alien enemy were after the declaration of war 
vested in the Public Trustee & sold by him, A 
four-day order was obtained, directing the company 
to rectify the register of members, but that order 
was not complied with. The solicitors to the 
company stated in correspondence that they had the 
books of the company, but that all the directors 
& secretary had resigned :—Held: the Public 
Trustee was cntitled to an order to carry out the 
transfer of the shares, & while no order was made 
on the solicitors of the company to produce the 
books in their custody for that purpose on the 
motion, the court intimated that nothing ought 
to be done by them to obstruct the carrying out 
of the ordcr.—Re MANIHOT RUBBER PLANTATIONS, 
Lrp. (1919), 68 Sol. Jo. 827. 

Execution of deeds by order of court.]—See 
DEEps, Vol. XVII., pp. 216, 217, Nos. 288-299. 


SEcT. 30.—ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENT AGAINST 
CORPORATIONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 31. Any judgment or order against a 
corporation wilfully disobeyed may, by leave of the Court or a 
Judge, be enforced by sequestration against the corporate 
propeity, or by attachment against the directors or other 
officers thereof, or by writ of sequestration against their 
ploperty. 


Liability of corporations to execution.|—See 
EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 423, Nos. 48-51. 

2688. -—— - Unprotected property & surplus lands 
of railway company.]—Sect. 23 of the Railway 
Companies Act, 1867 (c. 127), does not give to 
creditors of a railway company in respect of 
mortgages, bonds, or debenture-stock, any lien 
or charge which they did not possess before the 
Act, so as to entitle them to payment in priority 
out of the proceeds of surplus lands of the company, 
which have been sold on the application of the 
judgment creditors of the company. —Re HULL, 
BARNSLEY & WEST RIDING JUNCTION Ry. Co. 
(1888), 40 Ch. D. 119; 58 L. J. Ch. 205; 59 
L. T. 877; 37 W. R. 145; 5 T. L. R. 84, C. A, 

—— Writ of elegit.)—See ExEcuTION, Vol. 
XXI., p. 565, Nos. 1406-1409. 

Writ of sequestration.|—See KxEcuUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 591, 593, Nos. 1721-1723, 1740- 
1750. 





Disobedience to injunctions by 


corporate bodies.}—See CoMPANIES, Vol. IX., 
p- 679, No. 4528; Corporations, Vol. XIII., 
pp. 426, 427, Nos. 1499-1506; ExrcuTion, 


Vol. XXI., pp. 424, 593-594, Nos. 59, 1740-1750 ; 
INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 525, 528, 529, 
Nos. 1887-1339, 1354, 13855, 

2689. .j—After two demolition 
orders made by the defts. in respect of insanitary 
dwellings of the pitf. had become operative, the 
pltf. applied to the defts. under sub-sect (3) of 
sect. 18 of the Housing, Town Planning, etc., Act, 
1909, to postpone the operation of the orders, 
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Sect. 30.—Enforcement of judgment againat corpora- 
tions. Sects. 31 & 32: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


& submitted further plans & specifications of 
works which her advisers alleged would when 
executed make the dwellings fit for human habita- 
tion. The defts. considered it useless to consider 
the plans & specifications after the orders had 
become operative, & intimated that the demolition 
must proceed. plein aoe the pltf. brought an 
action against them & obtained judgment restrain- 
ing them from enforcing the demolition orders 
until they had heard & determined according to 
law the pltf.’s application under the section. The 
defts. then appvinted a sub-committee to inspect 
the dwellings & consider the plans & specifica- 
tions & report, & on the report informed the pltf. 
that the dwellings could not be made fit for human 
habitation & that the demolition must proceed, & 
did not comply with the pltf.’s request for informa- 
tion in what respect the plans & specifications did 
not meet their requirements. On motion by the 
pitf. for a writ of sequestration against the pro- 
perty of the defts. because they had not obeyed 
the judgment :—Held: the motion must be dis- 
missed, for that, on the evidence, the defts. had 
heard & determined the pltf.’s application accord- 
ing to law.—BROADBENT v. ROTHERHAM CORPN. 
(No. 2) (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 308; 118 L. T. 745; 
$2 J.P. 141; 62 Sol. Jo. 451; 16 L. G. RR. 357 
Writ of attachment.}—See CORPORATIONS, 
Vol. XIIT., pp. 410, 426, Nos. 1494-1497. 
Liability of officers of corporation—Writ of 
attachment.}—See CORPORATIONS, Vol. XIII., 
p. 426, Nos. 1492-1493. 
Enforcement of undertaking.]—See 
CONTEMPT, Vol. XVI., p. 46, Nos. 485, 486. 











SEecr. 31.—ENFORCEMENT OF AWARD. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 314. An award may with the leave of 
the Court or a Judge, and on such terms as mnay be just, be 
enforced at any time though the time for moving to set it aside 
has not elapsed. 


2690. Enforcement by specific performance. ]— 
A decree of specific performance can in some cases 
appropriately be granted in order to carry out the 
terms of an award. Such decrees may be made, 
e.g. when the award directs the conveyance of 
land or the like (McCARDIE, J.).—SELBY v. WHIT- 
BREAD & Co., [1917] 1 K. B. 736, 753; 86 L. J. 
K. B. 974; 116 L. T. 690; 81 J. P. 165; 33 
T. L. R. 214; 15 L. G. R. 279. 

See, generally, ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 567, 
Nos. 1980 et seq. 

}-—See, also, ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 
583, 584, Nos. 2160-2184. 

Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1925 (c. 84), 
s. 28.]/—See MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., 
pp. 447, 448, Nos. 3660-3669. 

2691. Arbitration Act, 1889 (c. 49), s. 12—Effect 
of section—Immunity of sovereign state.}|—Sect. 12 
of the Arbitration Act of 1889 (c. 49), involved 
merely a change of procedure. The award may 
under it, by leave of the court, be enforced ag if 
it were a judgment. Application must be made 
to the court for leave, & it appears to me that, on 
such an application, if the other party to the 
award is a sovereign state, that party might assert 
its immunity from process & that the court would 
be bound to refuse leave unless the objection had 
been waived (VISCOUNT FINLAY).—Dvurr Dr- 
VELOPMENT Co., LTD. v. KELANTAN GOVERNMENT, 
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(1924) A. C. 797, 818; 98 L. J. Ch. 343; 131 
L. T. 676; 40 T. L. R. 566, H. L. 

2692. ——— Application of section—Effect of 
Agricultural Holdings Act, 1889 (c. 61), s. 22— 
Claim by landlord for improvements.]—An out- 
going tenant of a farm gave due notice of intention 
to claim from the lessor compensation for im- 
provements under the Agricultural Holdings 
(England) Act, 1883 (c. 61), & the lesscr gave due 
notice of intention to counterclaim against the 
tenant for breaches of covenant. After the 
expiration of the time for giving notices of claim 
prescribed by the Act, both parties gave notices 
of further claims, some of which were in respect 
of matters not within the Act. Referees & an 
umpire having been appointed in pursuance of 
the Act, before the reference proceeded, an agree- 
ment in writing was made between the parties by 
which all matters in difference as stated in the 
claims & counterclaims were referred to the 
referees & umpire already appointed under the 
Act, & it was agreed that all the said matters 
should be dealt with in one award only of the 
said referees or umpire. The referees disagrecing, 
the umpire made an award by which he found 
that a certain amount was due from the lessor to 
the tenant, & a larger amount was due from the 
tenant to the lessor, & awarded that the tenant 
should pay the balance to the lessor. The amount 
not being paid :—Held: that leave might be given 
to the lessor to enforce the award in the same 
manner as a judgment or order to the same effect 
under sect. 12 of the Arbitration Act, 1889 (c. 49). 
—Re Luoryp & Tooru, [1899] 1 Q. B. 559; 68 
L. J. Q. B. 376; 80 L. T. 394, C. A. 

2693. ——— When application for leave refused 
—Where validity of award questioned.}]—Whiere 
there is no objection to an award or where the 
objection raised is one which can easily be disposed 
of, the summary procedure provided by sect. 12 
of the Arbitration Act, 1889 (c. 49), is prompt & 
convenient; but where there are matters which 
may gravely affect the validity of the award or 
the right to proceed under it, it is proper that they 
should be dealt with by an action in which the 
facts can be fully ascertained, & no order under 
the section should be made giving leave to proceed 
summarily under the award.—Jte Boks & Co. & 
PETERS, RUSHTON & Co., Lrp., [1919] 1 K. B. 
491; 88 L. J. K. B. 851; 120 L. T. 516, C. A. 

2694. ——.]—The form of building con- 
tract issued by the Royal Institute of British 
Architects provides, by Condition st in the 
Schedule thereto, that should the building owner 
not pay the builder any sum certified by the 
architect within the time limited by the contract, 
the builder is to be at liberty to determine the 
contract & recover from the building owner 
payment for all work executed. Condition 32 
provides that in case any difference shall arise 
between the building owner & the builder as to 
the construction of the contract or as to any 
matter arising thereunder, such difference is to 
be referred to arbitration, but that ‘‘ such reference 
... Shall not be opened until after the com- 
pletion of the works.”’ 

During the progress of certain works which were 
being carried out under a building contract in the 
above form the building owner neglected to pay 
to the builder a sum certified by the architect 
within the stipulated time, & thereupon the 
builder determined the contract under Con- 
dition 31. The builder commenced arbitration 
proceedings while the contract works were still 
uncompleted, & the arbitrator made an award in 
his favour for the money due to him under the 
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contract :—Held: the validity of the award was 
sufficiently doubtful to render it improper to 
enforce it summarily.—SmitH v. MARTIN, [1925] 1 
at 745; 041. J. K. B. 645; 138 L. T. 196, 


2695. ———- Appeal—From judge in chambers to 
Court of Appeal—Order granting leave to revoke 
submission.}|—An appeal from a judge at chambers 
refusing leave to revoke a submission to arbitra- 
tion is in a matter of practice & procedure, & 
therefore lies to the Court of Appeal & not to a 
Divisional Court.—SmBro TRADING Co., Lr. 
v. POSOGRAPH (VARENT) CoRPN., Lirp., [1929] 2 
K. B. 266; 98 L. J. K. B. 681; 141 L. T. 395; 
73 Sol. Jo. 384, C. A. 

2696. Cross-examination of arbitrator.J—By a 
policy of insurance against fire on business 
premises an insurance company agreed to pay to 
the insured in the event of damage by fire to their 
property on account of annual net profit an agreed 
percentage on the amount by which the turnover 
in each month after the fire should in consequence 
of the fire be less than the turnover for the corre- 
sponding month of the year preceding the fire. 
The policy further provided that the amount of 
all losses under the policy should be assessed by 
the insured’s auditors. During the currency of 
the policy property of the insured was damaged 
by fire. The auditors gave certificates stating 
the difference between the turnover for the months 
after & the corresponding months in the year 
before the fire, & the percentage payable. An 
arbitration was held to determine the amount 
payable under the policy. The auditors’ certifi- 
cates were put in evidence & a member of the firm 
of auditors was called as a witness by the insured 
& stated that when he gave the certificates he 
was satisfied that the losses of turnover stated 
therein were in fact sustained in consequence of 
the fire:—Held: that the assessments of the 
auditor were conclusive evidence of the amount 
of the loss recoverable under the policy unless it 
were shown that the auditor had misdirected 
himself in point of law or had omitted to take 
into consideration some material fact; & that 
the auditor might be cross-examined, & the 
insurance company might call direct evidence to 
show that the auditor had omitted to take into 
consideration the fact that the losses of turnover 
were wholly or in part duc to other causes than 
the fire, but not to show that the auditors’ con- 
clusions of fact were erroneous.—HECHER & Co. 
v. NORTH BRITISH & MERCANTILE INSURANCE Co., 
[1915] 3 K. B. 277; 84 L. J. K. B. 1813; 1138 
L. T. 827, D.C. 


ee ee 


SEcr. 32.—DISCOVERY IN AID OF EXECUTION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—ORAL EXAMINATION OF DEBTOR. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLII, r. 82. When a judgment or order is for 
the recovery or pay nene of money, the party entitled to enforce 
it may apply to the Court or a Judge for an order that the debtor 
Hable under such judgment or order, or in the case of a corpora- 
tion that any officer thereof, be orally cxamined, as to whether 
any and what debts are owing to the debtor, and whether the 
debtor has any and what other a erty or means of satisfying 
the quogmens or order, before a Judge or an officer of the Court 
as the Court or Judge shall appoint; and the Court or Judge 
may make an order for the attendance and the examination of 
such debtor, or of any other person, and for the production of 
any books or documents. 


—————_--__-—— yr, 33, Incase of any judgment or ordcr 
other than for the recovery or payment of money, tf any difficulty 
8 arise in or about the execution or enforcement thereof, any 
pet interested may apply to the Court or a Judge, and the 

ourt or Judge ma puis such order thereon for the attendance 
and examination of any party or otherwise as may be just. 
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See, generally, DiscovERY, Vol. XVIII., pp. 42 
et seq.; EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., Part VI., pp. 674 
et 8eq. 

Forms of orders for examination. ]—-See Appendix 
K., Nos. 38, 454, 46, Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

Judgment for payment of money—Examination 
of married woman as to separate estate—-County 
court.|—See County Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 514, 


No. 636. 
Respondent evading service.]|—See Con- 
TEMPT, Vol. XVI., pp. 54, 55, Nos. 588-607. 
Conduct money.|—See ExErcuToRsS, Vol. 
XX1., p. 279, Nos. 3450-3451 ; HusBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVIIL., pp. 544, 545, Nos. 5953, 5954. 

2697. ——-- Examinations in Chancery Division. ] 
—-Plitfs. had taken steps to levy execution under a 
writ of fi. fa. on certain furniture, as being chattels 
belonging to one deft., A., & had obtained an 
order on the other deft., B., under Ord. XLII., 
r. 32, to attend before one of the examiners to be 
cxamined as to his property. An order was made 
on the first deft., A., 10 attend before the examiner 
to be examined as to his property.— HAMILTON v. 
BroaneEen, [1891] W. N. 14. 

2698. — — Examinations in Divorce Division. ]-— 
The provision of Ord. XLI., r. 5—that every order 
requiring any person to do an act thereby ordered, 
shall state the time within which the act is to be 
done— is not sufficiently complied with if no time 
is stated in the order, but an appointment is 
subsequently made by the registrar & appears in 
an endorsement made on the order. 

Where, therefore, an order made by the Divorce 
Division for the attendance of a husband before 
one of the registrars for the purpose of being 
examined as to his means contained the defect 
above referred to, if was held that a writ of 
attachment ayainst him for contempt of court in 
failing 1o attend the appointment before the 
registrar was wrongly issued.—TOWNEND  v. 
TOWNEND (1905), 03 i. T. 680; 22 T. L. R. 50; 
50 Sol. Jo. 42, C. A.3 subsequent proceedings, 22 
T. L. R. 128, C. A. 

Judgment where no payment of money involved 

-Examinations in Divorce Division.]—See Huvus- 
BAND & WI¥E, Vol. XXVII., p. 434, Nos. 44383, 
4434. 








SUB-SECT, 2.—IMPOUNDED DOCUMENTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 384. Impounded documents while in 
the custody of the Court are not to be parted with; and are 
not to be inspected, ecrcept on a written order signed by the 
Judge on whose order they were impounded and by the President 
of the Division in which they are impounded; or in case of 
documents impounded on the order of the Court of Appeal by 
an order of that Court. Such documents shall not be delivered 
out of the custody of the Court except upon an order made on 
motion in open Court. Provided that impounded documents 
in the custody of the Court shall upon the request in writing 
of the law officers of the Crown, or elther of them, or of tho 
Director of Public Prosecutions representing the Crown, be 

iven in‘o the custody of such law officer or the Director of 

ublic Prosecutions. 


2699. Leave to inspect—Right to take copies. |— 
In the case of documents impounded by order of 
the court, the court cannot, while such documents 
are in the custody of the court, part with such 
documents, but will give leave to inspect the same 
under Ord. XLII., r. 384. Copies, however, of 
such documents may not be taken.—Re A 
SOLICITOR, Ea p. INCORPORATED Law Socirty 
(1891), 65 L. T. 684; 8 T. L. R.1, D.C. 

2700. Impounding under Bankruptcy Act, 1914 
(c. 59), 8. 25—Custody of official receiver not 
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Sect. 832.—Discovery in aid of execution: Sub-sects. 
2&3. Part XLVIII. Sect. 1: Sub-sects. 1 
& 2. Sects. 2, 3,4 & 5: Sub-sect. 1.] 


custody of court.]—Neither a registrar nor a 
county court judge has jurisdiction to order a 
witness, summoned under Bankruptcy Act, 1883 
(c. 52), s. 27 [now Bankruptcy Act, 1914 (c. 59), 
s. 25], to hand over documents to the official 
receiver, acting as trustee, to be retained by him 
out of the jurisdiction of the court. The official 
receiver is not the deputy of the judge, & his 
custody is not the custody of the court.—Re AsH 
(1913), 110 L. T. 48; 21 Mans. 15, D. C. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—COSTS OF APPLICATION FOR ORAL 
EXAMINATION. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 34. The costs of any application under 
Rules 32 and 33 of this Order, and of any proceedings arising 
from or incidental thereto, shall be in the discretion of the 
Court or a Judge, or in the discretion of such officer as in Rule 32 
mentioned, if the Court or a Judge shall so direct. 


Bo. r. 35. The cxamination referred to in 
Rules 32 and 38 of this Order may be ordered to take place and 
may take place before onc of such of the First Class Clerks in the 
Centra] Office as the Senior Master shall from time to time 
nominate for that purpose. Any difficulty that arises in the 
course of any such examination may be referred to the Senior 
Master or Practice Master for determination or direction and 
he may determine the same or give such directions as he may 
deem fit. When the examination is ordered to take place or 
takes place before a First Class Clerk the costs of the application 
therefor and of the examination and of any proceedings arising 
froin or incidental thereto shall be in the discretion of the Court 
or Judge making the order and may be dealt with by them or 
him either before or after the examination. 
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2701. Appeal.j—Pltf., having obtained judg- 
ment & being unable to obtain payment of his 
debt, obtained, under Ord. XLII., r. 32, an order 
to have the debtor examined as to his means. 
The debtor on his examination admitted having a 
retiring pension & a balance at his bankers. The 
pitf. then obtained a garnishee order against the 
bankers, & by that means recovered part of his 
debt. Iie then applied for his costs of the 
examination proceedings & of the garnishee pro- 
ceedings. The master refused to make any order, 
on the ground, as was stated by affidavit, that the 
practice in the Queen’s Bench Division was to 
treat such proceedings as a luxury, the costs of 
which the pltf. could not throw on the deft. The 
pitf. appealed ; the judge in chambers dismissed 
the appeal, as was stated, on the same ground, & 
refused leave to appeal. The pltf. applied to the 
Court of Appeal, who gave leave, & he then 
appealed against the order in chambers :—Held: 
that as by the express terms of the Judicature 
Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 49, no appeal will lie from any 
order as to costs which are left to the discretion 
of the court except by leave of the judge making 
such order, & the costs in question were, by the 
terms of Ord. XLII, r. 34, & Ord. XLV., r. 9, 
in the discretion of the judge, the appeal must 
be dismissed, though the court stated their in- 
ability to understand the practice alleged to exist 
in the Quecen’s Bench Division that examination 
of a debtor as to his means, & proceedings to 
attach debts due to him, were luxuries the costs of 
which the debtor ought not to be called on to 
pay.—ADLINGTON v. CONYNGHAM, [1898] 2 Q. B. 
492; 67 L. J. Q. B. 926; 79 L. T. 232, C. A. 


Part XLVII].—Particular Writs of Execution. 


SECT. 1.--EXECUTION OF WRITS. 
SUB-SECT. ]1.—I‘IERI FACIAS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLHIL, r. 1. Writs of fiert fucias and of elegit 
shall have the same foree and effect as the like writs have hereto- 
fore had, and shall be executed in the same manner in which 
the like writs have heretofore been executed. 


See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 470, Nos. 506 
et seg.; HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 545, 
Nos. 5961-5066. See, also, Part XLIIT., Sects. 4 
& 16, pp. 629, 631, ante. 

Forms.}—See Appendix H., Nos. 1-2A, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

What may be seized.j|—See EXECUTION, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 480-494, Nos. 596-709. 

~--— Property of lunatic.])—See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., p. 423, Nos. 52, 53. 

2702. Partner’s share in partnership. ]|— 
Under the present law, secing that the sheriff is 
no longer entitled to seize in execution the share 
of a partner in a partnership, if on such a seizure 
a claim is made that the property is partnership 
propery & this is not disputed, an order should 

e made at chambers for the sheriff to withdraw 
(SWINFEN Eapy, L.J.).—PEAKE v. CARTER, [1916] 
1 K. B. 652; 85 L. J. K. B. 761; 114 L. T. 
273, C. A. 

From what time goods bound—Execution in 
county court.}—See Counry Courts, Vol. XIII., 
p. 515, Nos. 642, 643. 

Priorities—Between execution creditor & deben- 
ture-holder.]—See CoMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 755, 
762, 764, Nos. 4715, 4716, 4763-4767, 4783. 








—— Between execution creditor & holder of 
maritime lien.|}—See EXECUTION, Vol. XX], 
pp. 489, 614, Nos. 676, 2023. 

- In bankruptcy.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
IV., pp. 84-87, Nos. 758-767, 778~788. 

When execution creditor entitled to 
benefit of execution.|}—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., 
_, 808-837, Nos. 6902-7070 ; ExEcUTION, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 519-521, Nos. 952-962. 

2708. Where creditor knew 
debtor to be in difficulties.|—-A creditor who knows 
that his debtor is in difficulties is entitled to bring 
his action, obtain judgment, issue execution & 
enjoy the fruits of it unless he be intercepted by 
bankruptcy proceedings, & none the less because 
the result may be that he will obtain payment in 
full & other creditors will not.—Re SUNDERLAND, 
[1911] 2 K. B. 658; 105 L. T. 233; 55 Sol. Jo. 
568; 18 Mans. 123, C. A. 
~ Notice to creditor that petition 
has been filed. |—-See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 919, 
Nos. 7518, 7517-7521, 7524-7527, 7529, 7530, 
7532-7535. 

2704. ——— Levy by sheriff for execution creditor 
—What sheriff may sell.j|—A sheriff seized the 
goods of a judgment debtor under a writ of fi. fa. 
at the suit of a judgment creditor for more than 
£20, & advertised them for sale, except the 
debtor’s tools of trade, etc., to the value of £5, 
as provided by sect. 8 of the Small Debts Act, 
1845 (c. 127). Before the sale a receiving order 
was made against the debtor, & thereupon he 
claimed that, by virtue of sect. 44 of the Bank- 





Cen ceed —_— ——— es — 





Part XLVIII.—Particutar Writs oF EXECUTION. 


ruptcy Act, 1883 (c. 52), his tools of trade, etc., 
to the value of £20, weré excepted from the sale. 
The official receiver made no request to the sheriff 
under sect. 11 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890 
(c. 71), & declined to interfere :—-Held: (1) sect. 8 
of the Small Debts Act, 1845 (c. 127), was in no 
way modified or extended by sect. 44 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (c. 52); & (2) the sheriff 
was bound to sell, & under sect. 11 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1890 (c. 71), to hand over the proceeds 
of sale, less costa of execution, to the official 
receiver, although, had there been no sale, the 
debtor would have been entitled under sect. 44 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (c. 52), to his tools of 
trade, etc., to the value of £20.—Re Dawson, 
Ex p. Dawson, [1899] 2 Q. B. 54; 68 L. J. Q. B. 
668; 80 L. T. 498: 47 W. R. 524; 43 Sol. Jo. 
440; 6 Mans. 200. 

Seizure by sheriff.]—See ExEcuTION, Vol. XXI., 
p. 475, Nos. 560 et seq. 
Landlord & Tenant Act, 1709 (c. 14).]— 
See Distress, Vol. XVIII, pp. 343, Nos. 791 
et seq. 





Wrongful seizure.]—See ExErcuTIon, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 542, Nos. 1168 et seg. ; SHERIF¥Fs, Vol. 
XLI., pp. 114, Nos. 726 et seq. 
——— Issue of process after judgment fully 
satisfied.)—See Execution, Vol. XXI., pp. 457, 
458, Nos. 392-395. 
Possession, withdrawal, etc.]—See EXECU- 
TION, Vol. XXI., pp. 508-510, Nos. 836-861. 











SUB-SECT. 2.—ELEGIT. 


See, generally, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 556, 
1304 cf seg.; HusBAND & Wire, Vol. XXVII., 
p. 5645, No. 5967. See, also, Part XLVII., Sects. 4 
& 17, ante. 

Form.|—See Appendix H., No. 3, 
Supreme Court Practice. 

Return of writ—Effect of non-return on rights 
- parties.J—See EstroprEL, Vol. XXI., p. 397, 

o. 1586. 


Yearly 


Sect. 2.—VENDITIONI EXPONAS. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLITI., r. 2. Where it appears, upon the return 
of any writ of fiert facias that the sh riff or other officer has by 
virtue of such writ seized, but not sold, any goods of the person 
directed to pay a sum of money or costs, the person to whom 
such sum of money or costs is payable shall, immediately after 
such writ with such return shall have been filed as of record, be 
at liberty to sue out a writ of venditioni exponas. 


Sce, generally, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 555, 
556, Nos. 1275-1294. 


SecT. 3.—-FIERI FACIAS DE BONIS 
ECCLESIASTICIS. 


R.§. C., Ord. XLIIL, r. 8. Where it appears, upon the return 
of any writ of fiert fucias or any writ of elegit, that the person 
against whom such writ was so issued is a beneficed clerk, and 
has no goods or chattels, nor any lay fee in the bailiwick of the 
sheriff to whom such writ was directed, the person to whom the 
sum of money or costs mentioned in such writ is or are payable 
shall, immediately after such writ with such return shall have 
been filed as of record, be at liberty to suc out one or more writs 
of fiert facias de bonis ecclesiasticis, or one or more writs of 
sequestration. 


————_-__—_—___—- r, 4. Such writs as in the last preceding 
Rule mentioned, when sealed, shall be delivered to the Bishop 
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to be executed by him, and such writs, when roturned by the 
Bishop, shall be delivered to the parties or solicitors by whom 
respectively they were sued out, and shall thereupon be filed 
as of record tn the central office; and for the execution of such 
writs the Bishop or his officers shail not take or be allowed any 
fees other than such as are or shall be from time to time allowed 
by lawful authority. 


For forms, see Appendix H., Nos. 5, 6, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

Sequestration of benefices.]—See Sequestration 
Act, 1871 (c. 71); Benefices Act, 1898 (c. 48), 
s. 10; Eccimstastical Law, Vol. XIX., pp. 417, 
Nos. 2518 et seq. 


Srct. 4.—-ISSUE AND EXECUTION OF WRITS IN AID. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLII, ro 5. Writs of venditiont exponas, 
distringas nuper vice comitem, fiert facias de bonis ecclesiasticis, 
sequestrart facias de bonis ecclesiasticis, and all other writs in 
aid of a writ of flert facias or of elegit, may be issued and executed 
in the same cases and in the same manner as heretofore. 


Vendition! exponas.]—wSee Sect. 2, ante. 

Distringas nuper vice comitem.]—See ExEcu- 
TION, Vol. XXI., p. 556, Nos. 1295--13038. 

Fieri & sequestrari facilas de bonis ecclesiasticis. | 
—See Sect. 3, ante. 

Forms.|—See Appendix I1., Nos. 4-7, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 





SEcT. 5.—SEQUESTRATION. 


SuB-sEcT. 1.—To ENFORCE ORDER FOR PAYMENT 
INTO CouRT oR To Do OTHER ACT IN LIMITED 
TIME. 


R.S8. C., Ord. XLIN., r.6. Where any person is by any judg- 
ment or order directed to pay money into Court or to do any 
other act in a limited time, and after due service of such judg- 
ment or order refuses or neglects to obey the same according 
to the exigency thereof, the person prosecuting such judgment 
or order shall, at the expiration of the time limited for the 

erformance thercof, be entitled, without obtaining any order 
or that purpose, to issue a writ of sequestration against the 
estate and effects of such disobedient person. Such writ of 
sequestration shall have the same effect us a writ of sequestration 
in Chancery had immediately before the 1st November, 1876, 
and the proceeds of such sequestration may be dealt with in 
the same manner as the proceeds of writs of sequestration were 
before the same date dealt with by the Court of Chancery. 


See, generally, EXEcuTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 591, 
Nos. 1720 et seq. 

Sce, also, Debtors Act, 1869 (c. 62), s. 8. 

Liability of corporate property to sequestration. ] 
—See Part XLVII., Sect. 30, ante. 

Liability of pensions to sequestration.]—See 
CHOSES IN ACTION, Vol. VIII., pp. 437-439, 
Nos. 147, 148, 150, 153, 154, 160, 161. 

2705. When rule applicable—Judgment for re- 
covery of money.|—HULBERT & CROWE v. CATH- 
CART, No. 2638, ante. 

2706. Order for payment of money— 
Against person of unsound mind not so found by 
inquisition—Order made before person became of 
unsound mind.|—A writ of sequestration will 
issue under Ord. XLITII., r. 6, against the estate 
& effects of a person of unsound mind not so 
found by inquisition for non-compliance with an 
order for payment of moneys made before such 
a became of unsound mind, when such order 

as been served as directed by Ord. LXVIL., 
r. 56, & Ord. IX., r. 5.—ROBINSON v. GALLAND, 
[1889] W. N. 108; 5 T. L. R. 504. 

Form.]}—See Appendix H., No. 

Supreme Court Practice. 
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Sect. 5.—Sequestration: Sub-sect.2. Sect. 6. Part | 
"L1X.) 


Cat 


SuB-SECT. 2.—To ENFORJE PAYMENT OF COSTs. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. XLIIL, r. 7. No subpoena for the payment of 
costs, and, unless by leave of the Court or a Judge, no sequcstra- 
tion to enforce such payment shall be issued. 


See, generally, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 594, 
Nos. 1759 et seg. See, also, Part XLVII., Sect. 18, 
ante. 


SECT. DONOR ee Pace HS ORDER FOR PRIVATE 


R.S. C., Ord. XLIIL, r.8. Every application under section 
145 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and section 12 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1890, for an order that a sale under an exccution may 
be made otherwise than by public auction shall be made by 
summons at chambers. Upon service of a copy of a summons 
ou the sheriff he shall forward to the applicant a list of the 
names and addresses of every person at whose instance any 
other writ of execution against the goods of the debtor has bcen 
lodged with him (hereinafter called the sheriff’s list). 


PRACTICE. 


R.S.C., Ord. XLII, r.9. The summons shall contain a 
short statement of the grounds of the application. 


—_—__—____—_—__-_——— r.10. Notice of the application shall 
be given by serving a copy of the summons four clear days 
before the day on which the summons is returnable : 

(a) If the applicant is an execution creditor, upon the sheriff, 
and upon every person named in the sheriff’s Het : 

(b) If the applicant is the execution debtor, upon the execution 
creditar at whose instance the execution has been levied under 
which the sale is intended to be made, the sheriff, and every 
other person named in the sheriff's list. 


—————_-————- r,11. On the hearing of the applica- 
tion the applicant shall produce to the Court or Judge the 
sheriff's list. 


——-—-—-—-——_--— r12. The sheriff and every other 
person on whom the summons has been served may attend the 
1caring of the application and be heard in opposition to or in 
support of the application. 


——_--—__—_—— r.13. The Court or a Judge may, at 
the hearing of any summons undcr these Rules, direct that all 
or any part of the costs may be borne by any of the persons 
attending, or otherwise as may be just. 


-— rr, 14. In these Rules— 
‘** Sheriff ’’ includes any officer charged with the eaccution of 
any writ of execution. 


As to sale by the sheriff.}—See, generally, 
EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 511, Nos. 865 ef seg. 





Part XLIX.—wWrit of Attachment. 


R.S8. C., Ord. XLIV.,r.1. <A writ of attachment shall have 
the same effect as a writ of attacliment issued out of the Chancery 
Division has heretofore had. 


——-—-- ---——- rp, 2, No writ of attachment shall be 
issued without the leave of the Court or a Judge, to be applied 
for on notice to the party against whom the attachment 1s to 


be issued. 

See, generally, CONTEMPT, Vol. XVI., 
Nos. 1 et seq. 

Form of writ.J—See Appendix H., No. 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Jurisdiction to commit—County courts.]—wSce 
coe Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 554, Nos. 1121- 
1124. 





pp. 6, 
12, 





Bankruptcy—Substitution of committal or 
attachment for imprisonment for debt—Punitive 
character.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 1021, 
Nos. 8333 et seq. 
Matrimonial causes — Enforcement of 
orders.|—See HusBpAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVIL., 
pp. 541, Nos. 5911 et seq. 
2107. Partnership — Attachment order 
against partners.J|—After the dissolution of a 
partnership one of the two partners commenced 
an action in the firm name to recover a debt 
alleged to be due to the partnership, & gave to 
the other partner, who did not consent to the 
action, & who disclaimed all right to any sum 
that might be recovered, an indemnity against 
the costs to be incurred. An order requiring 
‘‘the pltfs.’’ to make a further & better affidavit 
of documents was served by the deft. upon the 
partner bringing the action, who made a further 
affidavit & served a copy of the order on his 
partner, &, on the refusal of the latter to make 
an affidavit, applied for an order of attachment 
against him on the ground of his non-compliance 
with the order for a further & better affidavit of 
documents :—-Held: the court had jurisdiction 
to make the order of attachment.—SraL & 
EDGELOW v. KINGSTON, [1908] 2 K. B. 579; 77 
L. J. K. B. 965; 99 L. T. 504; 24 T. L. R. 650; 
52 Sol. Jo. 532, C. A. 











-.}—See, also, PARTNERSHIP, 
Vol. XXXVI., p. 409, Nos. 788, 789. 

Publications prejudicial to pending proceedings. | 
—See INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 488, 489, 
Nos. 922-929. 

2708. Obstructing officers of the court-—Process 
server Solicitor’s clerk.}—An assault on a 
solicitor’s clerk when serving process is punish- 
able by committal—Re Buzzacotr (1928), 
Times, Keb. 18. 

Receivers. |—See RECEIVERS, Vol. X XXIX., 
pp. 75-78, Nos. 872-915. 

—— Receiver of partnership.]—Seec 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 489, 490, Nos. 
1546-1550. 

—— Sherifis.|—See SHERIFFS, Vol. XLI., 
pp. 77, 78, Nos. 99-105. 

Impeding execution—Writ of possession—-Attach- 
ment of dispossessor. |—-See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., 
p. 589, Nos. 1680-1687. 

Enforcement of mandamus.]—See CROWN 
PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., p. 346, Nos. 1709-1729. 

2709. .[—A peremptory writ of mandamus 
was duly served on ten members of a borough 
council in 1897, commanding the corporation to 
obey an order of the Local Government Board 
limiting a time for the carrying out of a sewerage 
scheme, pursuant to a local Act passed in 1885. 
The writ after service was left in the hands of 
one of the members who lost it. In March, 1903, 
of the forty-eight members of the council only 
seven remained who were originally served in 
1897, & in that month all forty-eight members 
were served with an order of the court to make a 
return to the peremptory writ served in 1897, a 
copy of which accompanied the order. On a 
rule nisi to show cause why the return should not 
be taken off the file, & calling on the forty-eight 
individual members to show cause why writs of 
attachment should not issue against them for 
disobedience to the peremptory writ, the court 
was of opinion that, under the circumstances all 
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forty-eight members were duly served with the 
Poe writ in March, 1903. It was ordered 
hat writs of attachment should issue against the 
seven members originally served, the writs to lie 
in the Crown Office until a certain date, Jeaving 
the onus on the seven members to satisfy the court 
that the writ was obeyed. The matter was 
allowed to stand over as against the other forty- 
one.—R. v. WORCESTER CORPN. (1903), 68 J. P. 
1380; 2L. G. R. 51. 

2710. Disobedience to order—Order of court— 
No proper service of order.]—On March 27, 1899, 
an order was made by one of the judges of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice 
in Ireland upon 8S. to lodge in court on oath all 
deeds & documents in his custody, power or pro- 
curement relating to certain property in Ireland 
ordered to be sold (or account for the same on oath) 
within ten days after service of the order upon him. 

On April 24, 1899, a copy of the order of 
March 27, 1899, was personally served on S. at 
his address in London. 

By an order dated March 26, 1901, & made 
under Crown Debts Act, 1801 (c. 90), & Landed 
Estates Court (Ireland) Act, 1858 (c. 72), the 
order of March 27, 1899, was ordered to be enrolled 
in the Chancery Division of the High Court of 
Justice in England. 

On April 11, 1901, a copy of the order of 
March 26, 1901, was personally served on S. at 
his address in London. 

A motion was subsequently made for leave to 
issue a writ of attachment against S. for contempt 
of court in not obeying the order of March 27, 
1899 :—Held: as the order of March 27, 1899, 
had not been served upon S. in Ireland, & no 
leave had been obtained to serve that order upon 
him out of the jurisdiction, there had been no 
disobedience thereof; & therefore the motion for 
leave to issue a writ of attachment must be 
refused.—He SynGE (1901), 85 L. T. 736; 17 
T. L. R. 759, C. A. 

2711. Order to appear at chambers. ]— 
The pltfs. paved & metalled the road in front of the 
defts.’ property. The defts. having declined to 
pay their apportioned share of the expense, the 
pltfs. obtained an order of the court that under 
their special Act they were entitled to a prior 
charge on the defts.’ property for the amount 
with costs. On an inquiry as to other incum- 
brances the sole partner in the deft. firm made no 
affidavit, but stated that there were other incum- 
brances on the property. He failed to appear, as 
directed by order of court, at judge’s chambers 
to be examined as to the incumbrances, & he 
declined to give the pltfs. any further information : 
—Held: a writ of attachment must issue against 
him for his contempt in disobeying the order, & 
pltfs. might add the costs of the motion to their 
security.— TOTTENHAM URBAN COUNCIL v. NIELSEN 
& Co. (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 272; 114 L. T. 159; 
79 J. P. 504; 59 Sol Jo. 667; 14 L. G. R. 333. 

2712. ——— Order of Board of Trade—Special 
manager in bankruptcy.]|—The court has juris- 
diction, upon the application of the Board of 
Trade, to order a special manager to comply with 
an order to file accounts &, if it thinks fit, to order 
his committal.— Re JonEs, Kx p. BOARD OF TRADE 
& OSWALD (1907), 98 L. T. 56; 52 Sol. Jo. 116. 

Interference with persons under special juris- 
diction of court—Marriage of ward of court without 
leave.|—Sce INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 342-344, 


Nos. 2111-2148. 
.}—If the appellant committed 











2718. 
a contempt of court by marrying without the 
leave of 7 court, for that he might be sent to 
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prison, but that would not give the court power 
to order him to execute a settlement by which 
he deprived himself of his own property It would 
be very different if he married a female ward of 
court & so obtained certain rights as her husband 
over her property. Then the court commits him 
for contempt of court, & allows him to purge him- 
self of his contempt by depriving himself of all the 
benefits from the property of the woman which by 
committing the contempt he had obtained 
(Cotton, L J ) —Re LEIGH, LEIGH v. LEIGH (1888), 
40 Ch. D. 290, 294; 58 L. J. Ch. 306; 60 L. T. 
404; 5T. L. BR. 188, C. A, 

2714. When committal insufficient. | 
—Commitment for contempt on marrying a ward 
is insufficient where there is a conspiracy. Under 
the circumstances in this case an information was 
recommended.—SCHREIBER v. LATEWARD (1781), 
2 Dick 592; 21 E. R. 401, L. C. 

Who may be attached or committed—Sheriffs— 
Punishment for misconduct.}—See SHERIFFS, Vol. 
XLI., pp. 122-124, Nos. 782-809. 

Solicitors — Summary jurisdiction of court. | 
—See Soxricirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 322, Nos. 3593 
el seq. 

2715. —--— —-—— Delay in prosecuting poor 
person case.|—Attachment granted on motion in 
the case of delay by a solicitor in prosecuting pro- 
ceedings under Poor Persons’ Rules.—Re ADAMS’ 
PETITION (1925), 160 L. T. Jo. 515. 

Disobedience to order of court. ]—See 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 1029-1032, Nos. 8414- 
8434; SoxLicirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 356, 359, 
Nos. 4048, 4100-4119. 

Enforcement of solicitor’s under- 
taking.|—See Soxicitrors, Vol. XLII., pp. 329, 
Nos. 3710 et seq. 

Unqualified person acting as solicitor. ] 
—See SOLICITORS, Vol. XLII., pp. 411, Nos. 4727 
et seq. 

2716. .}—A county court judge 
has no jurisdiction under sect. 26 of Solicitors Act, 
1860 (c. 127), to commit for contempt a person who 
has acted as a solicitor in an action in the county 
court without being qualificd.—R. v. BROMPTON 
County CourT JuDGE, [1893] 2 Q. B. 195; 62 
L. J. Q. B. 604; 68 L. T. 829; 57 J.P. 648; 41 
W. R. 648: 87 Sol. Jo. 513; 5 R. 462 5; sub nom. 
R. v. STONOR (BROMPTON COUNTY CoURT JUDGE), 
9 T. L. R. 475. 

Witnesses—Attachment for non-attend- 
ance.J—Sce EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 445, Nos. 


4029 et seq. 

- Necessity for conduct money. ]} 
See EvipENcE, Vol. XXII., pp. 433, Nos. 4493 ef 
seq. 

3717. Motion to commit—Notice of motion— 
Who may draft notice.]—Costs of having notices 
of motion settled by counsel ought in general to 
be allowed, it being most important that notices 
of motion in the Chancery Division should be 
properly framed.—PRAcTICE NOTE, [1929] W. N. 
105 



































2718. Substituted service.}—On a 
motion to commit, where substituted service is to 
be resorted to, an application ex parte for leave to 
effect substituted service ought to be made.— 
Re A Soxuicrror, [1892] W. N. 22; 36 Sol. Jo. 271. 

2719. Costs of notice. }|—. CTICE 
Note, No. 2717, ante. 

2720. How application made.]—Applica- 
tion on behalf of the Corporation of West Ham 
for the committal of the deft. C. for disobedience 
to an order of PxHitimore, J., in chambers, 
made on Aug. 1 last. The application was made 
originally before RipLEY, J., in chambers, but 
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was adjourned by him into court in consequence 
of the decision of the Lord Chancellor, that 
cases affecting the liberty of the subject must 
be heard in open court. It appeared that the 
corporation was the owner of a piece of land in 
West Ham, formerly used as a gravel pit, but 
now filled up & fenced in. The deft. C., a 
member of the corporation & a man of some 
education, & the deft. K., at the head of a body 
of the unemployed, had, in the month of July, 
taken possession of this land & established a camp 
there. Finding persuasion useless, the corpn. had 
issued a writ claiming possession & an injunction, 
& with it was served a summons for an injunction. 
This was heard in chambers by PHILLIMORE, J., 
neither deft. being present, & an injunction was 
granted forbidding the defts. inter alia to enter 
on the land. <A copy of this notice was served on 
both defts., then being on the land, & its purport 
was fully explained to them. On this notice was 
indorsed the memorandum required by Ord. 
XLI., r. 5, warning the defts. that if they neglected 
to obey the order they would be liable to process to 
compel them to do so. The deft. K., after protest, 
left this land, but C. refused to do so, & eventually 
was forcibly removed. On two _ subsequent 
occasions he entered on the land, & was again 
removed. The present proceedings were then 
taken. The affidavit in support of the motion 
for committal did not contain any statement that 
the above memorandum had been indorsed on the 
copy of PHILLIMORE, J.’s, order, & it was con- 
tended on behalf of the deft. on the authority of 
Stockton Football Co. v. Gaston, No. 2564, ante, 
that the application must therefore be refused. 
This being a case affecting the. liberty of the 
subject, he was entitled to take any available 
objection (Taylor v. Roe, Part XCL., Sect. 1, post). 
it was contended on behalf of applicants that that 
case only applied to a writ of attachment, & not to 
a motion for committal. In the former case a 
man was required to do something he ought to 
do, & the court required proof that he had been 
warned of the consequences of disobedience ; but 


PRACTICE. 


here the order was to refrain from doing somethin 
the deft. ought not to do, where he knew al] abou 
the order & must have known the consequences 
of disobedience. At any rate, the rules only 
applied to a writ of attachment. 

When carefully examined I think it will be seen 
that there has always been a strong distinction 
between cases of attachment & committal, & 
I do not think the case cited applies to the latter. 
I therefore overrule the objection (SUTTON, J.).— 
West Ham CoRPN. v. CUNNINGHAM & KING 
(1906), 50 Sol. Jo. 696. 

2721. Costs of motion—Charge on defen- 
dants’ property.]—TOTTENHAM URBAN COUNCIL vw. 
NIELSEN & Co., No. 2711, ante. 

Privilege from arrest.}—See SuHuerirrs, Vol. 
XLI., pp. 108, Nos. 540 ef seg. 

Appeals from order — County  court.}—See 
County Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 527, Nos. 784, 785. 

Treatment of contemnor in prison—First-division 
offender.|—-See Prison Act, 1877 (c. 21), s. 41; 
Prison Act, 1898 (c. 41), s. 6. 

Visit by official solicitor.|—See Court of 
Chancery Act, 1860 (c. 149). 

2722. Discharge frem custedy—-No proceedings 
brought within thirty days—Duty of gaoler to 
discharge without order.|}—M. was committed for 
a contempt of court in not answering to a bill in 
Chancery. She was taken to gaol under a warrant 
addressed to the gaoler, which showed on the face 
of it the cause of her committal. The pltf. in the 
suit did not bring her to the bar of the court 
within thirty days; but the gaoler did not dis- 
charge her :—Held: the duty was cast in express 
terms on the gaoler by Contempt of Court Act, 
1830 (c. 36), s. 16, to discharge the persons in his 
custody under such circumstances, & as the warrant 
gave him notice, he was bound to discharge M., 
after the lapse of thirty days, without an order 
from the sheriff or the Court of Chancery; & 
an action of trespass would lie against him for 
detaining her.—Moonk v. osm (1869), L. R. 4 
Q. B. 486; 10 B. & S. 421; 38 L. J. Q. B. 236; 
20 L. T. 606; 17 W. KR. 729. 
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Sect. 1.—GARNISHEE ORDER. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLV.,4r.4 The Court or a Judge may, upon the 
ex parte application of any person who has obtained a judgment 
or order for the recovery or payment of money, either before or 
after any oral examination of the debtor liable under such 
udgment or order, and upon affidavit by himself or his solicitor 
stat that Judgment has been recovered, or the order made, 
and that it is still unsatisfied, and to what amount, and that 
any other person is indebted to such debtor, and is within the 
jurisdiction, order that all debts owing or accruing from such 
third eh (hereinafter called the garnishee) to such debtor 
shall be attached to answer the judgment or order, together 
with the costs of the garnishee proceedings; and by the same 
or any subsequent order it may be ordered that the garnishee 
shall appear before the Court or a Judge or an officer of the 
Court, as such Court or Judge shall appoint, to show cause why 
he should not pay to the person who has obtained such judgment 
or order the debt due from him to such debtor, er so much 
thereof as may be sufficient to satisfy the judgment or order, 
together with the costs aforesaid. At least seven days before 
the day of hearing, the Order nisi shall be served on the garnishee, 
and, unless otherwise ordered, on tke judgment debtor or his 
solicitor, at least seven days before the day of hearing. Service 
on the judgment debtor may be made in manner provided by 
Order LXVII., rule 2, either at the address for service, tf the 
imaAwmeon* Gdebsor has appeared in the action and given an 

..,,.. for service, or On his solicitor, if he has appeared by 
ore beet or if senate eas been no abpearsiics then at his usnal 
residence or place o hess, or in such other manner the 

owt or Judge may direct. i 


See, generally, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 617, 
Nos. 2046 et seq. 

Form of order.}—See Appendix K., No. 39, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Form of affidavit.|—See Appendix B., No. 25, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Application for order.]—See EXEcUTION, Vol. 
XX1., pp. 635-637, Nos. 2160-2167. 

-——— County court.|—See Country Courts, Vol. 
XIII., pp. 517, 518, Nos. 671-676. 

27238. Who may apply—Personal representative 
—After becoming party to judgment. }—An executor 
of a judgment creditor is not entitled, under 
sect. 61 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854 
(c. 125), to attach a debt due to the judgment 
debtor before he has made himself a party to the 
judgment.—-BAYNARD v. SIMMONS (1855), 5 E. & B. 
569; 3 © L. R. 1850, n.; 24 L. J. Q. B. 253; 
25 L. T. O. S. 115; 1 Jur. N. S. 657; 3 W. R. 
422; 119 KE. R. 404. 

—— Judgment creditor for payment by instal- 
ments—Order under Debtors Act, 1869 (c. 62), 
8s. 5.}--See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 1088, Nos. 
8485-8487. 





Part L.—ATTACHMENT OF DEBTS. 


What may be attached—Debt due to judgment 
debtor as executor—Administration suit.}—See 
aaa Vol. XXIV., pp. 747, 748, Nos. 7763— 

Alimony.]—See HusBanp & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., pp. 414, 499, Nos. 4181, 5336, 5337. 

2724. Convict’s money.}—Money found upon 
convicted persons & taken possession of by the 
police is not a debt which can be attached.— 
Re JERVIS, ETC. (JUDGMENT DEBTORS), PEEL, ETC. 
(GARNISHEES), BARLOW & RossITER (JUDGMENT 
CREDITORS) (1885), 1 T. L. R. 308. 

2725. Money ordered to be paid into 
court.|—He GREER, NAPPER v. FANSHAWE, No. 
2638, ante. 

: Money paid to a trustee—Effect of restraint 
on anticipation.|—See HusBAND & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., pp. 122, 123, Nos. 986-999. 

Money in hands of bank.]—See BANKERs, 
Vol. III., pp. 176, 177, 185, Nos. 316-321, 364. 

2726. Money in hands of liquidator.]— 
Money in the hands of the liquidator in a voluntary 
winding up of a company cannot be attached by 
the Judgment creditor of a shareholder.—MaAck v. 
Warp, [1884] W. N. 16; 28 Sol. Jo. 234; Bitt. 
Rep. in Ch. 238. 

2727. -}—Judgment having been re- 
covered against deft., pltf. obtained a garnishee 
order attaching all debts owing or accruing due 
from a company in voluntary liquidation to deft., 
who was a creditor of the company, execution 
not to issue without further order. Subsequently 
the liquidator of the company had in his hands a 
dividend in the winding up duc to deft. On an 
application by pltf. for leave to issue execution 
on the garnishee order :—Held: leave should be 
given to issue execution against the company 
unless the liquidator paid the dividend to pltf.— 
KLAUBER v. WEILL (1901), 17 T. L. It. 344, C. A. 

——— Pension.]—See CHOSES IN ACTION, Vol. 
VIII., pp. 487, Nos. 147 et seq. 

2728, Army officer.|—The pension of 
an officer in the Indian Army is not liable to sequcs- 
tration for payment of costs & permanent main- 
tenance.—BIRcH v. BrrcH (1883), 8 P. D. 163; 
52 L. J. P. 88; 82 W. R. 96. 

2729. .}—A sum standing in the 
Bankruptcy Estates Account at the Bank of 
England to the credit of the judgment debtor, a 
retired deputy-commissary in the army, on the 
annulment of his bankruptcy, consisted partly 
of a sum paid to the trustee out of the retired pay 
of the judgment debtor, partly of a sum paid to 
the trustee out of money paid by the Paymaster- 
General in respect of the commutation of a part 
of his retired pay :—Held: the judgment creditor 
was entitled to an order for the appointment of a 
receiver in respect of the sum arising from com- 
mutation money, but not in respect of the sum 
arising from retired pay.—OROWE v. PRICE (1889), 
22 Q. B. D. 429; 58 L. J. Q. B. 215; 60 L. T. 
915; 53 J. P. 889; 37 W. R. 424; 5 T. L. R. 
280, C. A. 

Separate property of married woman-— 
Effect of restraint on anticipation.]—See, generally, 
HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 112, Nos. 
398 et seg. 
Debts owing from a firm.]—<See R. S. C., 
Ord. XLVIIIa., r. 9, p. 652, post. 
Charging order against partner’s 
interest—Partnership Act, 1890 (c. 39), 5. 28.]— 
See Part LI., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, post. 
Wages.|—See Wages Attachment Abolition 
Act, 1870 (c. 30), s. 1. ; 
Seamen.]—See Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894 (c. 60), s. 163. 
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Suct. 2.—EFFECT OF SERVICE OF ORDER. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLV., r. 2. Service of an order that debts, due 
or accruing to a debtor liable under a judgment or order, shall 
be attached, or notice thereof to the garnishee, in such manner 
the Court or Judge shall direct, shall bind such debts in his 
hands. 


See, generally, ExEouTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 687- 
640, Nos. 2168-2198. 

‘“*Debts, due or accruing.’’]}—See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 624-627, Nos. 2101-2120. 

How far order binds—Priorities.|—See CHOSES 
IN ACTION, Vol. VIII., pp. 468, Nos. 898 et seg. 

Effect of winding up of company—Service after 
winding up.]}—See, now, Companies Act, 1929 
(c. 23), s. 268 ; CoMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 947, 1013, 
1014, Nos. 6481-6484, 7031-7039. 

2730. ——— Delivery of property to liquidator— 
Companies Act, 1920 (c. 23), s. 204—-Whether 
judgment creditor a ‘‘ trustee.’’|—-A creditor of a 
joint stock company obtained a garnishee order 
under the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854 
(c. 125), s. 71, attaching the money of the company 
in the hands of their bankers. Subsequently, a 
petition for winding up the company was 
presented ; & after the presentation of the petition, 
but before the winding-up order, the creditor 
obtained an order under the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act for payment of the money, & received 
it from the bankers. ‘The official liquidator having 
taken outasummons under the 100th section of the 
Companies Act, 1862 (c. 89), [now Companies 
Act, 1929 (c. 23), s. 204] to cause the creditor to 
refund the money :—Held : the creditor was not a 
‘‘ trustee ’’ within the meaning of the 100th section ; 
& the court had no jurisdiction to make the order. 
—Re UnrrepD Enetisno & ScorTrrisn ASSURANCE 
Co., Hz p. LIAWKINS (1868), 3 Ch. App. 787; 37 
L. J. Ch. 632; 19 L. T. 232; 16 W. R. 1136, 
L. JJ. 

Whether order acts as stay of execution.]—See 
EXECUTION, Vol. X XI., pp. 442, Nos. 252 et seq. 

—— Issue of presi dee notice on final order 
for payment of money—Bankruptcy Act, 1914 
(c. 59), Ss. 1 (1) (g).}-—See BANKRuPToy, Vol. IV., 
p. 87, Nos. 784~787. 


Sect. 3.—FAILURE OF GARNISHEE TO PAY MONEY 
INTO COURT OR TO APPEAR. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLV., r. 8. If the garnishee does not dispute 
the debt due or claimed to be due from him to such debtor, or 
if he does not appear upon summons, then the Court or Judge 
mav order execution to issue, and it may issue accordingly, 
without any previous writ or process, to levy the amount due 
from such garnishee, or so much thereof as may be sufficient 
to satisfy the judgment or order, together with the costs of the 
garnishee proceedings. 


2731. Garnishee order against executors— 
Executors to be described as such.]—If a garnishee 
order is made against the executors of a debtor of 
the judgment debtor, it ought to appear on the 
face of it that they are sought to be charged as 
executors (MBLLIsH, L.J.).—STEVENS v. PHELIPS 
(1875), 10 Ch. App. 417, L. JJ. 
Decree in administration suit.]—See 
ExeEcuTors, Vol. XXI., pp. 747, 748, Nos. 7763- 
7766. 

2782. Enforcement by execution—Effect of deed 
of composition.|—A deed [of composition] under 
sect. 192 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861 (c. 134), 
is a bar to an execution issued against a garnishee 
under an order made pursuant to sect. 63 of the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1854 (c. 125), to the 
same extent that it is a bar to an execution on @ 
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Sect. 3.—Failure of garnishee to pay money into 
court or to appear. Sects. 4, 5,6,7& 8. Part 
LI. Sect. 1: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


judement.—KENT v. TOMKINSON (1867), L. R. 
; OP. 502; 36 L. J.C. P. 224; 17 L. T. 41. 
Attachable debt in existence at date of 
garnishee order—Right to issue execution. }—See 
EXEcuTION, Vol. X XI., pp. 624, Nos. 2105 et seg. 
+See, also, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI.,p. 643, 
Nos. 2226, 2227. 

Enforcement by action.]}—See EXECUTION, Vol. 
XXI., p. 643, Nos. 2223-2225. 

Enforcement by bankruptcy proceedings. ]—See 
BANERUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 87, 88, Nos. 784, 785, 
792. 

Effect of bankruptcy of judgment debtor. ]—See 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 808, Nos. 6902 et seq. 

Effect of winding-up.]—See Sect. 2, ante. 

Priorities.)—See ExEcuTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 
643-645, Nos. 2228-2241. 

Against solicitor—Particular lien.}—See 
Soricitors, Vol. XLII., p. 302, Nos. 3362-3368. 
Against debenture-holders.|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 753-755, 761-763, Nos. 4712— 
4716, 4763-4771. 














SEcT. 4.—WHERE GARNISHEE DISPUTES 
LIABILITY. 


R.S.C., Ord. XLV.,r.4. If the garnishee disputes his liability, 
the Court or Judge, instead of making an order that execution 
shaJl issue, may order that any issue or question necessary for 
determining his liability be tried or determined in any manner 
in which any {ssue or question in an action may be tried or 
determined, or may refer the matter to a Master. 


Determination of liability—Order for trial of 
issue.]—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 640, 641, 
Nos. 2200-2214. 

Form of order.]|—See Appendix K., 
No. 40A, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Setting aside of appeal from order.]}—See EXEcu- 

TION, Vol. XXI., pp. 642, 6438, Nos. 2218-2222, 








SECT. 5.—WHERE GARNISHEE ALLEGES THIRD- 
PARTY LIEN. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLV., r.5. Whenover in proceedings to obtain 
an attachment of debts it is suggested bv the garnishee that the 
debt sought to be attached belongs to some third person, or that 
any third person has a lien or charge upon it, the Court or a 
Judge may order such third person to appear, and state the 
nature and particulars of his claim upon such debt. 


—_—__——-——— r. 6. After hearing the allegations of any 
third en under such order, as in Kule 5 mentioned, and of 
any other person whom by the same or any subsequent order 
the Court or a Judge may order to appear, or in case of such 
third person not appearing when ordered, the Court or Judge 
may order execution to issue to levy the amount due from such 
garnishee, together with the costs of the garnishee proceedings, 
or any issue or question to be tried or determined according to 
the preceding Rules of this Order, and may bar the claim of 
such third person, or make such other order as such Court or 
Judge shall think fit, pean such terms, in all cases, with respect 
to the lien or charge (if any) of such third person, and to costs, 
as the Court or Judge shall think just and reasonable. 


reel for ert party ee eee of order.] 
—sSee Appendix K., No. 40a, Yearly Suprem 
Court Practice. : na 
27383. Effect of order.]—The execution 
creditor may be called before the master or judge, 
& the master or judge may then make such order 
as seems right. Until such order is made, the rules 
do not prevent an execution creditor from pro- 





PRACTICE. 


ceeding on his judgment (LorpD EsHEr, M.R.).— 
CRONMIRE v. MACCOLLA (1893), 58 J. P. 1493; 9 
T. L. R. 549,550; 37 Sol. Jo. 615, C. A, 

2734. Independent sovereign state.]|—In an 
arbitration in this country between the pltf. com- 
pany & the Government of Kelantan an award 
was made in favour of the company with costs. 
The Government of Kelantan then moved to set 
aside the award, & this motion was dismissed with 
costs. An appeal from this decision was also 
dismissed with costs. No portion of these costs 
had been paid. The company obtained a garnishee 
order nisi to attach moneys in the hands of the 
Crown agents of the Colonies on behalf of the 
Government of Kelantan. Upon an application 
by the company for payment by the garnishees 
the Government of Kelantan & the Crown agents 
appeared together & contended that Kelantan 
was an independent sovereign state & the court 
had no jurisdiction to execute the orders for costs 
by a levy on the property of that state :—Held: 
although the Government of Kelantan had, by 
initiating proceedings to set aside the award of 
the arbitrator, submitted to the jurisdiction of 
the court, that submission had not the effect of 
rendering liable to execution any property belong- 
ing to the Government within the jurisdiction.— 
DuFF DEVELOPMENT Co., Lrp. v. KELANTAN 
GOVERNMENT, [1923] 1 Ch. 385; 92 L. J. Ch. 2738 ; 
129 L. T. 290; 39 T. L. R. 187; 67 Sol. Jo. 
260, C. A.3; on appeal, sub nom. KELANTAN 
GOVERNMENT v. DUFF DEVELOPMENT Co., [1923] 
A. C. 395, H. L. 

2735. No actual suggestion by garnishee— 
Reasonable suspicion that money is trust money. | 
A garnishee order nisi, obtained by a judgment 
creditor to attach money owing to the judgment 
debtor, ought not to be made absolute if it be 
suggested, & there is reasonable ground for so 
suggesting, that the moncy sought to be attached 
is trust money, & not really the money of the 
judgment debtor, even though such suggestion be 
not made by the garnishee, & the case, therefore, 
not within Ord. XLV., rr.6 & 7. If the fact sug- 
gested be disputed, the proper order to make would 
be that the money should be paid into court to 
abide the event of an inquiry, whether it be trust 
money or not.—ROBERTS v. DEATH (1881), 8 
Q. B. D. 319; 51 L. J. Q@. B. 15; 46 L. T. 246; 
30 W. KR. 76, C. A. 








Sect. 6 —DISCHARGE OF GARNISHEE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLV., r. 7. Payment made by or exccution 
levied upon the garnishee under any such Pro ceene as afore- 
sald shall be a valid discharge to him as against the debtor liable, 
under a Judgment or order, to the amount paid or levied, although 
such proseoding may be set aside, or the judgment or order 
reversed. 


See, generally, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 645- 
647, Nos. 2243-2253. 

Payment by garnishee — Bankruptcy.]—See 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 818, Nos. 6924-6928. 


Sect. 7.—DEBT ATTACHMENT BOOK. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLV., r.8. There shall be kept by the proper 
officer a debt attachment book, and in such book entries shall 
be made of the attachment and proceedings thereon, with 
names, dates, and statements of the amount recovered, and 
otherwise ; and copies of any entries made therein may be taken 
by any person upon application to the proper officer. 


Part LI.—Cuyaremna Orpers, DistrRIncas AND Stop ORDERS. 


Sect. 8.—COSTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLV., r.9. The costs of any application for an 
attachment of debts, and of any proceedings arising from or 
incidental to such application, shall be in the discretion of the 
Court or a Judge, and as regards the costs of the judgment 
creditor shall, unless otherwise directed, be retained out of the 
money recovered by him under the garnishee order, and in 
priority to the amount of the judgment debt. 


See, generally, EXECUTION, Vol. XXTI., p. 647, 
Nos. 2254-2261. 
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2736. Discretion of court.]—The costs of pro- 
ceedings by writ of garnishment under Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1854 (c. 125), are in the 
discretion of the court; but if liberty is given to 
issue the writ, without any order as to costs, the 
successful party is entitled to them.—JOHNSON v. 
DIAMOND (1855), 11 Exch. 4381; 25 L. J. Ex. 40; 
26 L. T. O.8.1387; 1 Jur. N.S. 1093; 156 E. R. 900. 

2787. No order as to costs—Successful party 
entitled.)—JOHNSON v. DIAMOND, No. 2736, ante. 


Part Ll.—-Charging Orders, Distringas and Stop Orders. 


Sect. 1.—CHARGING ORDERS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S.C., Ord. XLVI., r.1. An order charging stock or shares 


may be made by any Divisional Court or by any Judge, and the 
proceedings for obtaining such order shall be such as are directed, 
and the effect shall be such as is provided, by the Acts 1 & 2 
Vict. c. 110, 88. 14 and 15, and 3 & 4 Vict. ¢. 82, 9. 1. 


Stocks or shares—What may be charged.}]— See 
EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 650-653, Nos. 2284-— 
2311. 

By any Divisional Court or by any judge.]— 
See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 648, Nos. 2263-— 


2265. 

Masters.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 12, 
Part LXV., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, post. 
District Registrar.]|—Sce Rh. S. C., Ord. 
XXXV., r. 6, p. 527, ante. 
Registrar in bankruptcy. |] 
Vol. XXI., p. 648, No. 2265. 

Nature of process.|— See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., 
p. 647, No. 2262. 

In respect of what judgments or orders.|— 
ae ee Vol. XXI., p. 648, Nos. 2267- 
2273. 

Cases when order made. ]|—See EXECUTION, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 649-650, Nos. 2274-2283. 

—— Infants’ property.]—See EXEcuUTION, Vol. 
XXI., p. 649, No. 2278; INFANTS, Vol. XXVIIT., 
pp. 234-236, Nos. 907-926. 

——— Lunatics’ property.|—See LuNartics, Vol. 
rT ae pp. 202-203, 219, Nos. 1069-1075, 
1280. 








See IW XECUTION, 











Married women’s property.|—See ExEcu- 

TION, Vol. XXI., p. 649, Nos. 2275-2277. 
Procedure to obtain order—Order nisi.]——Sce 
EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 653-654, Nos. 2312- 


2322, 
Order absolute.]—See EXECUTION, Vol. 

XXI., pp. 654-655, Nos. 2323-2333. 

Effect of order.]—See IXXECUTION, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 655-856, Nos. 2334-2347. 
Bankruptcy proceedings.J—See BANK- 
RUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 808-914, Nos. 6902, 7478— 
ts ; EXECUTION, Vol. X XI., p. 655, Nos. 2335- 
339. 

Priorities.]—See Execution, Vol. XXI., pp. 
656-658, Nos. 2348-2360. 

Enforcement of order.}—See Execution, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 655-656, 658, Nos. 2342-2344, 2361- 


2370. 
Service of writ out of jurisdiction.]—See 
Nos. 616, 617, ante. 








Under Solicitors Act, 1860 (c. 127).]—See 
SoLtctTors, Vol. XLIT., pp. 290, Nos. 3250 ef seq. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PARTNERSHIP INTEREST IN 
PARTNERSHIP PROPERTY. 


_R.S.C., Ord. XLVI., r.1A. Ivery summons by a separate 
judgment creditor of a partner for an order charging his interest 
in the partnership property and profits under section 23 of the 
Partnership Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 39), and for such other 
orders as are thereby authorised to be made, shall be served in 
the case of a partnership other than a cost, book company on the 
judgment debtor and on his pe or such of them as are 
within the jurisdiction or in the case of a cost book company 
on the judgment debtor and the purser of the company; and 
such service shall be good service on all the partners or on the 
cost book company as the case may be and all orders made on 
such summons shall be similarly served. 


--~-—p.1B. Every application which shall be 
made by any partner of the judgment debtor under the same 
section shall be made by summons, and such summons shall be 
served in the case of a partnership other than a cost book 
company on the judgment creditor and on the judgment debtor, 
and on such of the other partners as shall not concur in the 
application and as shall be within the jurisdiction, or in the case 
of a cost book company on the judgment creditor and on the 
judgment debtor and on the purser of the company, and such 
service shall be good service on all the partners or on the cost 
book company as the case may be and all orders made on such 
summons shall be similarly served. 


See, generally, PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 418-419, Nos. 877-893. 

2738. Foreign partnership.|—Sect. 23 of the 
Partnership Act, 1890, which enables a judgment 
creditor of a partner to obtain a receiver of his 
interest in the partnership business, applies to a 
foreign firm having a branch house of business in 
England.—BRrowNn, JANSON & Co. v. HUTCHINSON 
& Co., [1895] 1 Q. B. 737; 64 L. J. Q. B. 359; 73 
L. T. 8; 43 W. R. 533; 11 T. L. R. 291; 14 BR. 
304, C. A.;3 subsequent proceedings, [1895] 2 Q. B. 
126, C. A. 

2739. Lunatic partner.|—The question was 
whether, under a summons taken out for the 
purpose in the lunacy, A., the judgment creditor, 
was entitled to enforce his charging order on the 
shares for foreclosure or sale, notwithstanding 
that it had been obtained subsequently to the 
exercise of the jurisdiction of the court in Lunacy 
by the order of April 29, 1898. 

It is quite obvious that A.’s charging order, 
which was obtained on May 3, 1898, & which has 
been before the court frequently since that date 
& has never been questioned by anybody, cannot 
now be treated as invalid simply upon the ground 
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Sect. 1.—Charging orders: Sub-sect. 2. Sect. 2: 
Sub-secte. 9. 3,4, 5, 6, 7,8,9&10. Sect.8: 
Sub-secis. 1, 2 & 3.] 


that the judge in Lunacy might have objected to 
the taking of any proceedings upon it, or could 
have required A. to treat it as having been 
invalidly obtained. It has been treated as valid, 
with full knowledge of all the facts, by the persons 
whose duty it is to look after the interests & 
protect the interests of the lunatic, & which duty, 
so far as I know, has been efficiently performed 
(LINDLEY, M.R.).—Re SEAGER Hunt, [1900] 2 Ch. 
54, 55.n.; 69 L. J. Ch. 450, n.; 82 L. T. 741, n. 

2740. Effect of charging order—Bankruptcy 
proceedings.|—A charging order under Partner- 
ship Act, 1890 (c. 39), s. 23, upon a judgment 
debtor’s interest in a partnership, being a pro- 
ceeding in invitum, is not a ‘ transaction ’”’ pro- 
tected by Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (c. 52), s. 49. 

When in such a case the partners by direction 
of the court pay into court a sum of money in 
redemption or purchase of the interest charged, 
the transaction is not a ‘‘ completed execution ”’ 
within the meaning of Bankruptcy Act, 1883 
(c. 52), s. 45. 

Semble, if the money had been paid out to the 
execution creditor or the partners had paid the 
money direct, he would have got a good title.— 
WILD v. SoutHwoop, [1897] 1 Q. B. 317; 66 
L. J. Q. B. 166; 75 L. T. 388; 45 W. R. 224; 
41 Sol. Jo. 67; 3 Mans. 303. 

2741, ——-— ———.]—In Feb. 1914, judgment for 
dissolution of a partnership was given in an action 
in the Chancery Division & a receiver of the 
partnership assets was appointed. On June 16 
an order was made by consent in the action to 
tax the costs of pltf. & of deft., & the receiver was 
ordered to pay the costs when taxed to the solicitors 
of pltf. & of deft. out of the partnership assets. 
When this order was made all parties to it knew 
that a creditor’s petition in bankruptcy was 
pending against each of the partners. Subse- 
quently a receiving order was made on each 
petition, adjudication followed, the proceedings 
under the two petitions were consolidated, & an 
order was made by the judge in bankruptcy 
transferring the Chancery action to the Bank- 
ruptcy Court & staying the proceedings there- 
under. In the meantime the costs had been taxed 
under the order of June 16, & the solicitors claimed 
that by virtue of that order they had an equitable 
charge for their costs on the partnership assets & 
were secured creditors :—Held: (1) under the 
doctrine of relation back the title of the trustee 
in bankruptcy accrued prior to the order of 
June 16, which did not bind him nor oust his 
title ; (2) the solicitors were not secured creditors, 
for that they knew of the bankruptcy petitions 
when the order was made, & therefore the assump- 
tion was that they had notice of an available act 
of bankruptcy committed by the partners before 
that time. But, semble, the order would have 
been a protected “ transaction” within sect. 45 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1914, if the solicitors had 
not had notice of an available act of bankruptcy.— 
Re GERSHON & LEvy, Ex p. CooTE & RICHARDS, 
Ke p. Westcott & Sons, [1915] 2 K. B. 627; 
84 L. J. K. B. 1668; 59 Sol. Jo. 440; [1915] 
H. B. R. 146. 

2742. Power to direct account to be taken.] 
—As a general rule the remedies of a separate 
judgment creditor of a partner, in whose favour 
an order has been made charging the judgment 
debt on that partner’s interest in the partnership 
under Partnership Act, 1890 (c. 39), s. 23 (2), are 
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only such as he would have had if the charge had 
been made by the partner; & therefore, in the 
absence of special circumstances, he cannot during 
the continuance of the partnership obtain an 
order under that sub-section directing the other 
partners to render to him accounts of the partner- 
ship transactions.—BROWN, JANSON & Co. v. 
HUTCHINSON & Co., [1895] 2 Q. B. 126; 64 
L. J. Q. B. 619; 73 L. T. 8; 483 W. R. 545; 11 
T. L. R. 487; 14 R. 485, OC. A. 
Right of other partners to dissolution. ]|— 
See Partnership Act, 1890 (c. 39), s. 33. 

Charge after dissolution of partnership.]—<Scee 
No. 2741, ante, & PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI, 
p. 489, Nos. 1540-1544. 





SEcT. 2.—RESTRAINING TRANSFER OF STOCK— 
NCL AND NOTICE IN LIEU OF DIS- 


SuB-sEcT. 1.—‘‘ COMPANY ’”’ AND 
DEFINED. 

R. S. C., Ord. XLVI., r. 8. In the following Rules of this 
Order the expression ‘‘ Company "’ includes the Governor and 
Company of the Bank of England and any other public company, 
whether incorporated or not, and the expression “ stock ’”’ 
includes shares, securities, and dividends thereon. 


Company.]—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 651, 
Nos. 2293-2296. 

Stock.]—See EXEcUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 651, 
No. 2297. 


Power of court summarily to restrain transfer.]— 
See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 663, 664, Nos. 
24383-2447. 


SuB-SECYT. 2.—AFFIDAVIT. 


R.S.C., Ord. XLVI.,r.4. Any person claiming to be interested 
in any stock standing in the books of a company may, on an 
affidavit by himself or his solicitor in the Form No. 27 in 
Appendix B., with such variations as circumstances may require, 
and on filing the same in the central office or any district registry 
with a notice in the Form No. 22 in the same Appendix, with 
such variations as circumstances may require, and on procuring 
an office copy of the affidavit and a duplicate of the filed notice 
authenticated by the scal of the central office or any district 
registry, serve the office copy and duplicate notice on the 
company. 


Appendix B., Forms 22 & 27.]—See Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice, 





SUB-SECT. 3.—NAME AND ADDRESS FOR SERVICE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLVI., r. 5. There shall be appended to the 
affidavit a note stating the person on whose behalf it is filed, 
ong to what address notices (if any) for that person are to be 
sent. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—SERVICE OF NOTICES. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLVI., r. 6. All such notices shall be deemed 
to have been duly sent if sent through the post by a prepaid 
letter directed to that person at the address so stated or at any 
such substituted address as hereinafter mentioned, whether the 
person to whom the notice is sent is living or not. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—ALTERATION OF ADDRESS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLVI., r. 7. The address so stated may, from 
time to time, be altered by the person by or on whose behalf 
the affidavit is filed, but no notice sent by post before the altera- 
tion to the address originally given or for the time being sub- 
stituted therefor shall be affected by any subsequent alteration. 
Any such alteration of address may be made by service of a 
memorandum thereof on the company in the manner required 
for service of a notice under this order. 


Part L].—Cuareine Orpers, Distrincas AND Stor ORDERS. 


SuB-sEcT. 6.—SERVICE TO HAVE EFFECT OF 
DISTRINGAS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLVI., r. 8. The service of the office copy of 
the affidavit and of the duplicate of the filed notice shall have 
the same force and effect against the company as a writ of 
distringas uy issued under the Act 5 Vict. c. 5, s. 5, would 
pave ee against the Bank of England if these Rules had not 

een made. 


See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 662-663, Nos. 
2426-2433. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—WITHDRAWAL OF NOTICE OR ORDER 
TO STAY ITS OPERATION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLVI, r.9. A notice filed under Rule 4 of this 
Order may at any time be withdrawn by the person by whom 
or on whose behalf it was aven on @ written request signed by 
him, or its operation may be made to cease by an order to be 
obtained by motion on notice or by petition or by summons 
at chambers duly served by any other person claiming to be 
interested in the stock sought to be affected by the notice. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—REQUEST BY STOCKHOLDER FOR 
TRANSFER OF STOCK OR PAYMENT OF DIVIDENDS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLVI, r. 10. If, whilst « notice filed under 
Kule 4 of this Order continues in force, the company on whom 
it is served receive from the speeon in whose name the stock 
specified in the notice is standing, or from some person acting 
on his behalf or representing him, a request to permit the stock 
to be transterred or to pay the dividends thereon, the company 
shall not, by force or in consequence of the service of the notice, 
be authorised, without the order of the Court or a Judge, to 
refuse to permit the transfer to be made or to withhold the 
payment of the dividends for more than cight days after the 
date of the roquest. 


See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 663-664, Nos. 
2433-2447. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—CORRECTING DESCRIPTION OF 
SrTock. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLVI., r. 11. If the person who files a notice 
under Rule 4 of this Order desires to correct the description of 
the stock referred to in the filed notice, he may file an amended 
notice and serve on the company a duplicate thercof sealed with 
the seal of the central office or any district registry, and in that 
case the service of the notice shall be deemed to have been made 
on the day on which the amended duplicate is so served. 


SUB-SECT. 10.—NoOTICE TO RESTRAIN TRANSFER 
OF STOCK UNDER KR. 8S. C., 1880. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLVI, r. 14. Any person who, under Order 
XLVI. of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1880, may have 
served in the manner thereby prescribed a notice, operating in 
lieu of a writ of distringas, which at the time of making this 
present Rule may be still in force, may at any time during the 
currency thereof file in tho central office, without any affidavit 
in support thereof, a further notice under his hand, stating that 
the same shall thenceforth have effect without any further 
renewal, in the same manner as if it had been a notice filed in 
the central office on affidavit under Order XLVI., Rules 4 and 5 
of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, and serve a duplicate 
of such notice under the seal of the central office upon the 
company upon which such first-mentioned notice was served ; 
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and the service of the duplicate of such notice so filed shall have 
the same effect as a writ of distringas duly issued under the Act 
5 Vict. c. 5, 8. 5, would have had against the Bank of England. 


Sect. 3.—STOP ORDERS. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


The application—Who may apply.}—See EXEcu- 
TION, Vol. XXI., p. 659, Nos. 2375-2380. 

How application made.}—See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., p. 659, Nos. 2381-2386. 

Service.|—See Sub-sect. 3, post. 

Evidence in support.]—See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., p. 660, Nos. 2393-2395. 

Whether charging order to be first obtained. ]— 
aL Vol. XXI., p. 658, Nos. 2371, 

372, 

Duty of Paymaster-General.]|—Sce HE XECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 658, 660, Nos. 2373, 2374, 2400. 

Form of order.]—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., 
p. 660, Nos. 2396-2400. 

To what funds applicable.|—See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., p. 660, Nos. 2401-2407. 

Effect of order.|—See Execution, Vol. XXL, 
p. 661, Nos. 2408-2411. 

Priorities.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 634, 
No. 5711 ; CmosEs 1n Action, Vol. VIII., pp. 474- 
476, Nos. 442-458, 462; Execution, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 661-662, Nos. 2412-2419. 

Payment out.|—See lxrcuTIon, Vol. XXI., 
p. 662, No. 2420. 

Costs.|—See Sub-sect. 2, post. 
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SUB-SECT. 2.—COSTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLVI., r. 12. Where any moneys or securities 
are in Court to the general credit of any cause or matter, or to 
the account of any class of persons, and an order is made to 
prevent the transfer or payment of such moneys or securities, 
or any part thereof, without notice to the assignee of any person 
entitled in expectancy or otherwise to any share or portion of 
such moneys or securities, the person by whom any such ordcr 
shall be obtained on the shares of such moneys or securities 
affected by such order shall be liable, at the discretion of the 
Court or a Judge, to pay any costs, charges, and expenses which, 
by reason of any such order having been obtained, shall be 
occasioned to any party to the cause or matter, or any persons 
interested in any such moneys or securitics, 


See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 662, Nos. 2421- 
2425. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—SERVICE OF APPLICATION FOR 
ORDER. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLVI., r. 13. Any person presenting a petition 
or taking out a summons for any such order as aforesaid shall 
not be required to serve such petition or summons upon the 
parties to the cause or matter, or upon the persons interested 
in such parts of the moneys or securities as are not sought to be 
affected by any such order. 


See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 659, 669, Nos. 
2387-2392. 
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Part LIl—Writ of Possession. 


Sect. 1.—ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENTS OR 
ORDERS FOR RECOVERY OF POSSESSION BY 


R.S.C., Ord. XLVII., r.4. A judgment or order that a party 
do recover possession of any land may be enforced by writ of 
possession in mannerimmediately before the lst November, 1875, 
ured in actions of ejectment in the Superior Courts of Common 
saw, 


See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 585, Nos. 1632 
et seq. 


SecT. 2.—SUING OUT WRIT AFTER SERVICE OF 
JUDGMENT OR ORDER. 
R.S. C., Ord. XLVIL, r. 2. Where by any judgment or order 


any person therein named is directed to deliver up possession 
of any lands to some other person, the person prosecuting such 


ged ok or order shall], without any order for that purpose, 
e entitled to sue out a writ of posbesnion on filing an affidavit 


showing due service of such judgment or order and that the 


same has not been obeyed. 


See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 587, No. 1650. 


Srcr. 3.—SEPARATE WRITS OF EXECUTION FOR 
RECOVERY OF POSSESSION AND COSTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLVII., r. 8. Upon any judgment or order for 
the recovery of any land and costs, there may be either one writ 
or separate writs of exccution for the recovery of possession and 
for the costs, at the clection of the successful party. 


See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 586, 587, Nos. 
1647, 1648. 


Part Lill—Writ of Delivery and Writ of Assistance. 


R.S.C., Ord. XLVIIL, r.1. Where it is sought to enforce a 
judgment or order for the recovery of any property other than 
land or money by writ of delivery, the Court or a Judge may, 
upon the application of the plaintiff, order that execution shall 
issue for the delivery of the property, without giving the defen- 
dant the option of retaining the property, upon paying the 
Value assessed, if any, and that if the property cannot be found, 
and unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise order, the sheriff 
shall distrain the defendant by all his lands and chattels in the 
sheriff’s baiiwick, till the defendant deliver the property ; or 
at the option of the plaintiff, that the sheriff cause to be made of 
the defendant’s goods the assessed value, if any, of the property. 


R.S.C., Ord. XLVIII., r.2. <A writ of delivery shall be in 
the Form No. 10 in Appendix H.; and when a writ of delivery 
is issued, the plaintiff shall, cither by the same or a separate 
writ of execution, be entitled to have made of the defendant’s 
goods the damages and costs awarded, and interest. 


Writ of Delivery.|—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 583-584, Nos. 1602-1618. 

Writ of Assistance. ]}—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 584-585, Nos. 1619-1631. 


Part LIV.—Actions by or against Partners. 


SEcr. 1—IN FIRM NAME. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—In GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLVIIIA., r. 1. Any two or more persons 
claiming or being Hable as co-partners and carrying on business 
within the jurisdiction may sue or be sued in the name of the 
respective firms, if any, of which such persons were co-partners 
at the time of the accruing of the cause of action; and any 
party may in such case apply by summons to a Judge for a 
statement of the names and addresses of the persons who were, 
at the time of the sap teete of the cause of action, co-partners in 
any such firm, to be furnished in such manner, and verified on 
oath or otherwise, as the Judge may direct. 


See, generally, PARTNERSHIP, 
pp. 310 et seq. 

For registration of business names, see TRADE 
MARKS, TRADE NAMEs, Vol. XLIII., pp. 268-270, 
Nos. 1043-1055. 

2743. Effect of use of firm name—aAction against 
individual partners. |— When a firm’s name is used, 
it is only a convenient method for denoting those 
persons who compose the firm at the time when 
that name is used, & a pltf. who sues partners in 
the name of their firm in truth sues them 
individually, just as much as if he had set out all 
their names (LINDLEY, L.J.).—-WESTERN NATIONAL 
BANK OF CITY OF NEW YORK v. PEREZ, TRIANA 
& Co., [1891] 1 Q. B. 304; 60 L. J. Q. B. 272; 
64 L. T. 543; 39 W. R. 245; 7T. L. R. 498, C. A. 

2744. Effect of change in personnel of firm. }— 
1 cannot help thinking that some difficulty may 


Vol. XXXVI, 


arise with regard to that provision of the Judicature 
Rules which enables partners to be sued in the 
name of the firm, because we have not yet intro- 
duced into our law the notion that a firm is a 
persona. What I mean is this, supposing there 
to have been an entire change in the constitution 
of the firm, & that, although the name of the firm 
continued, the firm at the time when the action 
was brought consisted of entirely different persons 
from those of whom it consisted at the time when 
the contract was made; for instance, if A.,B., & 
C. were the partners at the time of the action, & 
E., F., & G. at the time of the contract (JAMES, L.J.). 

I quite agree; it may be that under such 
circumstances you could not sue the firm (BRETT, 
L.J.).—He SAWERS, Hx p. BLAIN (1879), 12 Ch. D. 
622, 6383; 41 L. T. 46; 28 W. R. 334; 7T. Lh. 
177, C. A. 
Service of writ.]—See Sect. 2, post. 

Admiralty action in rem—Description of parties. ] 
—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 158, No. 669. 

Actions between firm & members of firm. ]—Sce 
Sect. 5, post. 

Where infant partner.] 
XXXVI., p. 344, No. 218. 

Single person carrying on business in firm’s 
name.]—See Sect. 6, post. 

2745. Name of newspaper.}—DE BERNALES v. 
NEw YorK HERALD, No. 2748, post. 








See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 





Part LIV.—ActTIoNns BY OR AGAINST PARTNERS. 


yt of club.]—See CiuBs, Vol. VIII., p. 520, 
oO. . 

Executors carrying on testator’s business—In 
testator’s firm name.]}—Sece ParTNERsHIP, Vol. 
xXXXVI., p. 319, No. 24. 

Firms containing alien enemy partners.]—Sce 
ALIENS, Vol. IT., pp. 150, 154, 160, 161, Nos. 223, 
246, 304-306, 310; Supp. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—CARRYING ON BUSINESS WITHIN 
THE JURISDICTION. 


See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XX XVI., pp. 402, 411- 
414, Nos. 733, 814-831. 

Business done by agent.}—Sce Acrncy, Vol. I., 
p. 271, No. 32; CoRPORATIONS, Vol. XIII., pp. 
430, 431, Nos. 1531, 1532, 1536, 1540; PAaRTNER- 
SHIP, Vol. XXXVI., p. 412, No. 819. 

Colonial firm.]—See PARTNERSHIP, 
AXXVI., p. 411, No. 814. 


Vol. 


SUB-SECT. 3. -DISCLOSURE OF NAMES, ETC., 


OF PARTIES. 

R. S. C., Ord. XLVIIIA., r. 2. When a wiit is sued out by 
partners in the nume of their firm, the plaintiffs or their solicitors 
shall, on demand in writing by or on behalf of any defendant, 
forthwith declare in writing the names and places of residence 
of all the persons constituting the firm on whose behalf the 
action is brought. And if the plaintiffs or their solicitors shall 
fail to comply with such demand, all proceedings in the action 
may, upon an application for that purpose, be stayed upon such 
terms as the Court or a Judge may direct. And when the names 
of the partners are so declared, the action shall proceed in the 
same manner and the same consequences in all respects shall 
follow as if they had been named as plaintiffs in the writ. But 
a ue proceedings shall, nevertheless, continue in the name of 

1¢ firm, 


2746. Declaration by plaintiffs.]—Ord. XLVIIIa., 
r. 2, is an old rule, to be found, though not in 
identical words, in the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1852, s. 7. It enables a deft. to obtain dis- 
closure of the names of the partners in a pltf. 
firm by a statement in writing by pltfs. or their 
solicitors. There is no provision with regard to 
any application to cross-examine on a statement 
so obtained, & deft. is bound to accept it. That 
rule appears to have been thought to be insufficient 
standing alone, & r. 1, which applies to firms 
carrying on business within the jurisdiction, was 
framed to supply the deficiency. Under that rule 
the information may be verified on oath or other- 
wise as the judge may direct. It has been argued 
that the rule gives a general power as to the mode 
of verification; but there is no indication of an 
intention to allow a preliminary issue to try the 
question as to who were in fact the partners 
(MATHEW, L.J.).—-ABRAHAMS & Co. v. DUNLOP 
PNEUMATIC TYRE Co., [1905] 1 K. B. 46, 51; 74 
L. J. K. B. 14; 91 L. T. 11, C. A. 

On affidavit.}—See R. S. C., Ord. XLVITIA., 
r. 1, p. 650, ante. 
Effect of.}—See Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 405, No. 760. 
No attachment for non-disclosure.|—Scee 
DISCOVERY, Vol. XVIII., p. 248, No. 1913. 

See, also, PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., p. 416, 
Nos. 855-857. 


PARTNERSHIP, 








Sect. 2.—SERVICE OF WRIT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XLVIIIA., r. 8. Where persons are sued as 
artners in the name of their firm under Rule 1, the writ shall 
e served either upon any one or more of the partners or at the 

principal place, within the jurisdiction, of the business of the 
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partnership upon any person having at the time of service the 
control or management of the Darenerste? business there; and, 
subject to these Rules, such service shall be deemed good service 
upon the firm so sued, whether any of the members thereof are 
out of the jurisdiction or not, and no leave to issue a writ against 
them shall be necessary: provided that in the case of a co- 
partnership which has been dissolved to the knowledge of the 
plaintiff before the commencement of the action, the writ of 
summons shall be served upon every person within the juris- 
diction sought to be made liable. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLVIMIA., r. 4. Where a writ is issued against 
& firm, and is served as directed by Rule 8, every person on 
whom it is served shall be informed by notice in writing given 
at the time of such service whether he is served as a partner or 
as a person having the control or management of the partner- 
ship business, or in both characters. In default of such notice, 
the person served shall be deemed to be served as a partner. 


See AGENcY, Vol. I., p. 271, No. 32; BANK- 
RUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 89, 98, Nos. 807, 887; 
Lunatics, Vol. XXXIII., p. 233, No. 1468; 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 410-415, Nos. 
793, 794, 806-844. 

See, also, Parts XI., XII., XITI., ante. 


Sect. 3.—APPEARANCE. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLVIIIA., r.5. Where persons are sued as 
partners in the name of their firm, they shall appear pega et 
in thelr own names; but all subsequent proceedings shall, 
nevertheless, continue in the name of the firm. 


- r.6. Where a writ is served under 
Rule 3 upon a person having tho control or management of the 
partnership business, no appearance by him shall be necessary 
unless he is a member of the firm sued. 


ee oe r.7. Any person served as a partner 
under Rule 3 of this Order but who denies that he was a partner 
or liable as such at any material time may enter an appearance 
stating thercin that he does 80 as ‘‘ a person served as a partner 
in the defendant firm, but who denies that he was a partner at 
any material time.’’ Such appearance as long as it stands shall 
be treated as an appearance for the firm. If an appearance is 
so entered (A) the plaintiff may apply to set it aside on the 
ground that the person entering it was a partner or lable as 
such, or may leave that question to be determined at a later 
stage of the proccedings ; or (B) the person entering the appear- 
ance may apply to sct aside the service on him on the ground 
that he was not a partner or liable as such; or he may at the 
pro er time deliver a defence denying either or both (1) his 
labillty a8 a purtner, (2) the liability of the defendant firm in 
respect of the plaintiff's claim. An order may on the application 
of cither party at any time be made that the questions as to the 
liability of the person served and the Hability of the defendant 
firm may be tried in such manner and at such time or times as 
the Court or Judge may think fit. 


See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XX XVI., pp. 375, 415,- 
416, Nos. 523, 845-854 ; Supp. 
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Sect. 4.—PROCEEDINGS SUBSEQUENT TO 
APPEARANCE. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—-DEFENCE. 


Sce PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XX XVI., pp. 375, 409, 
415, 416, Nos. 523, 791, 845, 861. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—COUNTERCLAIM. 


See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 390, No. 3569 ; 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XX XVI., p. 402, No. 733. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—JUDGMENT. 


See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 32, No. 265; 
EXEcuTors, Vol. XXIV., p. 646, No. 6727; 
JUDGMENTs, Vol. XXX., p. 166, No. 353; 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 366, 416, 417, 
Nos. 437, 858-873. 
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Sect. 4.—Proceedings subsequen: to appearance : Sub- 
sects. 4,56. Sects.56&6. Part LV. Sect. 


1: Sub-sects. 1,2 & 3.] 


SuB-SECT. 4.—EXECUTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLVIIIA., r. 8. Where a judgment or order is 
against a firm, execution may issue : 
(a) agains any property of the partnership within the juris- 
ction ; 
(vb) Against any person who has appeared in his own name 
under Rule 6 or 6, or who has admitted on the plead- 
ings that he is, or who has been adjudged to be a 
partner ; 
(c) Against any person who has been individually served, as 
a partner, with the writ of summons, and has failed to 
appear. 
If the party who has obtained judgment or an order claims to 
be entitled to issue execution against Sark other person as being 
a member of the firm, he may apply to the Court or a Judge for 
leave so to do; and the Court or Judge may give such leave if 
the liability be not disputed, or if such Hability be disputed may 
order that the liability of such person be tried and determined 
in aby manner in which any issue or question in an action may 
be trled and determined. But except as against any property 
of the partnership, a judgment against a firm shall not render 
liable, release, or otherwise affect any member thereof who was 
out of the jurisdiction when the writ was issued, and who has 
not appeared to the writ, unless he has been made a party to 
the action under Order XI., or has been served within the juris- 
diction after the writ in the action was issued. 


See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 29, 32, 89, 
Nos. 230, 265, 807; PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XX XVI., 
pp. 409, 411, 417-419, Nos. 791, 809, 812, 874-898 ; 
Partnership Act, 1890 (c. 39), 8s. 23; County 
Courts Act, 1919 (c. 73), s. 3. 

Charging orders, etc.]—See Part LI., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, ante. 


SuB-SEcT. 5.—BANKRUPTCY. 

See Banxruprcy, Vol. IV., pp. 29, 69, Nos. 
230, 804, 806, 807; Vol. V., p. 1083, No. 8448, 
Supp. 


SuUB-sECT. 6.—ATTACHMENT OF DEBTS. 


R.S.C., Ord. XLVIIIA., r.9. Debts owing from a firm carrying 
on business within the jurisdiction may be attached under 
Order XLV., although one or more members of such firm may 
be resident abroad: provided that any person having the 
control or management of the partnership business or any 
member of the firm within the jurisdiction is served with the 
garnishee order, An appearance by any member pursuant to 
an order shall be a sufficient appearance by the firm. 


Charging order.|—See Partnership Act, 1890 
(c. 89), 8. 23, & Part LI., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, ante. 


Sect. 5.—ACTIONS BETWEEN FIRM AND 
MEMBERS OF FIRM. 


R. §. C., Ord. XLVIIIs., r. 10. The above Rules shall apply 
to actions between a firm and one or more of its members, and 
to actions between firms having one or more members in common, 
provided such firm or firms carry on business within the juris- 
diction, but no execution shall be issued in such actions without 
leave of the Court or a Judge, and on an application for leave 
to issue execution all such accounts and inquiries may be 
apts to be taken and made, and directions given,tas may 

e just. 


Executor partner’s right of retainer—Debt to 
ar at ExEcuToRS, Vol. XXIII., p. 373, 

oO. ; 

2747, Whether relief Hmited to account.}—A 
partner cannot be a creditor of or a debtor to his 
firm or sue his firm or be sued by it, inasmuch as 


PRACTICE, 


the English law does not recognise the existence of 
a firm as distinct from fhe members of it; & 
further, in an action by one or more partners, 
whether using the name of the firm under Ord. 
XLVIIIa., r. 10, or not, against a co-partner 
alleging that money is due from deft. to pltfs. 
in connection with the affairs of the firm, whether 
the claim arises in respect of transactions during 
the continuance of the partnership, or in the course 
of the winding up of its affairs after dissolution, 
the only relief which pltf. could obtain would be 
an account of the dealings & transactions of the 
partners (WARRINGTON, L.J.).—MEYER & Co. v. 
FABER (No. 2), [1923] 2 Ch. 421; 938 L. J. Ch. 17; 
129 L. T. 490; 39 T. L. R. 550, C. A. 

——.]—See, also, PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI, 


p. 519, No. 1894. 





StctT. 6.—PERSON CARRYING ON BUSINESS IN 
ANOTHER NAME. 


R.S.C., Ord. XLVIIa.,r.11. Any person carrying on business 
within the jurisdiction in a name or style other than his own 
name may be sued in such name or style as if it were a firin 
name; and, so far as the nature of the case will permit, all rules 
relating to proceedings against firms shall apply. 


See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 32, 187, Nos. 265, 
1262 ; ParRTNyeRsHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 405, 414, 
415, Nos. 758, 759, 832-834, 844. 

2748. Name of newspaper.|—The judge refused 
to allow substituted service. I am of opinion 
that he was right. The writ is issued against the 
New York Herald. The sole proprietor of that 
newspaper is Gordon Bennett, an American citizen 
residing in Paris. 1 regard the name of the New 
York Herald as an alias for the name of Gordon 
Bennett, & 1 deal with the case as if the writ was 
issued against Gordon Bennett individually. 
The object of issuing the writ against the New York 
Herald is obvious; it is an attempt to bring the 
case within the language of Ord. XLVIIIA4., 
r. 11, with which I will presently deal.  Inde- 
pendently of that order, it [bas been) held that 
substituted service cannot be allowed when 
personal service is impossible. Personal service 
is impossible here. The learned judge was right, 
therefore, in setting aside the order for substituted 
service. But it is said the code of rules contained 
in Ord. XLVITIA. has enlarged the jurisdiction 
of the courts by including foreign firms within 
their scope. It is unnecessary in this case to 
express any opinion as to the effect of these rules 
on the joint property in this country of a foreign 
firm carrying on business here. The New York 
Herald is not a foreign firm. It is not a firm at all. 
The New York Herald is the alias in this country 
for Gordon Bennett. Gordon Bennett is an 
American citizen residing in Paris. But the rule 
relied on is r. 11 of Ord. XLVIIIs. ... I cannot 
think that the authors of this rule intended that 
service might be effected on an individual foreigner 
permanently residing abroad simply because he 
carried on business in this country under an 
assumed name, when it could not have been effected 
upon him if he carried on business here in his own 
name. The code of rules contained in Ord. 
XLVIIIA. are difficult to understand, but what- 
ever their effect & meaning may be, I decline to 
put upon them a construction to my mind so 
unreasonable as this. This point therefore fails 
(Lopgs, L.J.)—DE BERNALES v. NEW YORK 
HERALD, [1893] 2 Q. B. 97, 98,n.; 62 L. J. Q. B. 
385 ; 68 L. T. 658; 41 W. R. 481; 9T. L. R. 381 ; 
37 Sol. Jo. 404; 5 R. 339, C. A. 
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Part LV.—Transfers and Consolidation. 


Sect. 1.—TRANSFERS. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—TRANSFER BY LORD 
CHANCELLOR. 


R. &. ©., Ord. XLIX., r. 1. Causes or matters may be trans- 
ferred from one Division to another of the High Court or from 
one Judge to another of the Chancery Division by an order of 
the Lord Chancellor, provided that no transfer shall be made 
from or to any Division without the consent of the President 
of the Division. 


As to power of transfer.]— See Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), 
ss. 58, 59. 

2749. Jurisdiction to stay action.}—The Lord 
Chancellor has no jurisdiction to stay the action, 
but simply to determine whether or not it is to 
be transferred.—Re Suarp, BENTAL v. SHARP 
(1876), cited Seton, 7th ed., 793. 

2750. Motion for transfer to be made on notice.] 
—Motions for the transfer of causes from one 
division to another of the High Court should be 
made on notice. 

An order for the transfer of a cause is not 
effectual until the sanction has been obtained of 
the President of the division to which it is proposed 
to transfer the cause.—HUMPHREYS v. EDWARDS 
(1875), 45 L. J. Ch. 112; 1 Char. Pr. Cas. 81. 

2751. Costs.|—As a general rule a suit instituted 
in one branch will be transferred to the latter, & 
the pltf. in the second suit will have to pay the 
costs of the transfer. But the pltf. in the first, 
suit ought, before giving notice of motion for 
transfer, to ask the pltf. in the second suit for his 
consent to the application; & if the pltf. in the 
first suit neglects to do so he may have to pay the 
costs of the application.—LYALL v. WELDHEN 
(1874), 9 Ch. App. 287; 30 L. T. 146; 22 W. R. 
633, L. C. & L. JJ. 

2752. -}—On the hearing of an opposed 
motion for the transfer of an action from one judge 
of the Chancery Division to another, the Lord 
Chancellor made an order directing the transfer 
& that the respondent should pay the costs of the 
motion. Before the notice of motion was given, 
the moving party wrote to the respondent asking 
whether he would consent to the transfer, which he 
refused todo. In taxing the costs under the order 
of the Lord Chancellor, the taxing master dis- 
allowed the costs of this correspondence. On 
summons to review the taxation :—Held: 
the taxing master was right.—NoORTON v. FEN- 
WICK (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 6382; 52 L. T. 341. 

County Palatine Court—tTransfer to High Court. ] 
——See Court of Chancery of Lancaster Act, 1854 
(c. 82), s. 8; Chancery of Lancaster Act, 1890 
(c. 23), 8. 5. 





SUB-sEcT. 2.—TRANSFER FROM ONE JUDGE TO 
ANOTHER OF THE CHANCERY DIVISION FOR 
HPARING ONLY. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLIX., r.2. Inthe Chancery Division a transfer 
of a cause or matter from one Judge to another may by the 
same or a separate order be ordered to be made or to be deemed 
to have been made for the purpor only of hearing or of trial, 
and in such case the original and any further hearing shall take 

lace before the Judge to whom the cause or matter shall be so 
ransferred ; but all other proceedings therein, whether before 
or after the hearing or trial of the cause or matter, shall be 
taken and prosecuted in the same manner as if such cause or 
matter had not been transferred from the Judge to whom it 
was assigned at the time of transfer, and as if such Judge had 


that | 


ven or made the judgment or order, if any, therein, unless the 

udge to whom the cause or matter is transferred shall direct 
that any further proceedings therein, before or after the hearing 
or trial thereof, shall be taken and prosecuted before himself or 
before an Officia |Referee or special referee, 


2758. Effect of transfer.]—Semble: after an 
action in the Chancery Division has been trans- 
ferred for the purpose of trial or hearing to 
another judge of the same Division, the judge to 
whom the action was originally attached has no 
jurisdiction to order that an interlocutory applica- 
tion in the action shall be heard by the judge to 
whom the transfer has been made.—LiLoyvpD v. 
JONES (1877), 7 Ch. D. 390; 47 L. J. Ch. 470; 87 
L. T. 524; 26 W. R. 262. 

2754. .]—Upon this summons being called, 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon stated, that in all similar 
cases—that is, applications after qugemicn’ in. 
causes transferred from his lordship to Mr. Justice 
Fry for hearing—it was his desire that that learned 
judge should be requested to hear them, as arising 
out of matters with which the latter was already 
acquainted. The Vice-Chancellor accordingly de- 
clined to hear the summons.—SHAW v. BROWN 
(1881), 50 Tu. J. Ch. 232; subsequent proceedings, 
44 L. T. 339. 





SuB-SECT. 3.—TRANSFER FROM ONE DIVISION 
TO ANOTHER. 


R.S. C., Ord. XLIX., r. 3. Ay cause or matter may, at any 
stage, be transferred from one Division to another by an order 
made by the Court or any Judge of the Division to which the 
cause or matter is assigned: Provided that no such transfer 
shall be made without the consent of the President of the 
pen to which the cause or matter is proposed to be trans- 
erred. 


Option of plaintiff to choose Division, see 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 58. 

2755. Transfer from one judge to another. ]— 
Ord. LI., r. 2, Rules of Court, 1875, [see, now, 
R. 8S. C., Ord. XLIX., r. 3] has reference to the 
transfer of an action from one Division to another, 
& does not authorise a transfer from a judge of 
one Division to another judge of the same Division. 
—-CHAPMAN v. REAL PROPERTY TRusST, Lrp. (1878), 
7h 1), 732; 26 W. R. 587. 

2756. Scottish jJudgment.]—H. died in April, 
1892, resident & domiciled in England, but havi 
a small amount of property in Scotland. He ha 
borrowed money from L., who was resident & 
domiciled in Scotland, the recovery of which was 
barred by the Statute of Limitations in England, 
but not in Scotland. In Dec. 1892, l.. com- 
menced proceedings in Scotland against the 
administratrix of H. to recover the money. On 
Jan. 17, 1893, a creditor commenced an action in 
England for the administration of H.’s estate, & 
an administration order was made on Jan. 20. 
On Feb. 1 judgment was given against the 
administratrix in the Scotch action in her absence ; 
but on the 14th she obtained leave to defend. 
On March 24 L. applied to prove his debt in the 
English action, & by his affidavit stated the 
pendency of the Scotch action. The Chief Olerk 
refused to adjourn the question till after the 
decision of the Scotch action, & on May 1 made his 
certificate disallowing L.’s claim. On May 30 
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L. recovered judgment in the Scotch action, & on 
July 22 this judgment was registered in England 
under the Judgments Extension Act, 1868, s. 8. 
The administratrix applicd for an injunction to 
restrain L. from enforcing his judgment, & an 
injunction was granted by Norru, J., who con- 
sidered that L. was barred by the adjudication 
on his claim in chambers :—Held: on appeal, 
the injunction ought only to have been granted 
on the terms of admitting L. as a creditor for the 
amount of the judgment debt & the costs of 
registration, for that under the Judgments Ex- 
tension Act, 1868, s. 3, L. was in the same position 
as if on the day of registration he had recovered 
judgment for the amount in an English Court 
against the administratrix, in which case, the 
assets being still under the control of the court 
undistributed, it would have been of course to 
allow him to prove for the amount of the judgment 
in the administration.—Re Low, BLAND v. Low, 
[1894] 1 Ch. 147; 63 L. J. Ch. 60; 70 LL. T. 57; 
a T. L. R. 106; 38 Sol. Jo. 78; 7 HR. 346, 

. Az 

2757. Transfer to Chancery Division—Specific 
performance.}—To an action in the Exchequer 
Division to recover possession of land, the deft. 
set up a counterclaim for specific performance of a 
contract for a lease. Upon a summons taken 
out in that Division by the deft., & against the 
pltf.’s will, a judge of the Common Pleas Division 
at chambers made an order to transfer the action 
to the Chancery Division, the Lord Chancellor’s 
consent having been obtained :—Held: since it 
appeared on the facts that there was a primd facie 
case for specific performance, which, under the 
practice before the Judicature Acts, would have 
entitled the present deft., on a bill for specific 
performance, to an injunction to restrain the action, 
& since the question of specific performance could 
be more conveniently disposed of in the Chancery 
Division, the action ought to be transferred.— 
HILLMAN v. MAYHEW (1876), 1 Ex. D. 182; 45 
L. J. Q. B. 344; 341. T. 256; 24 W. R. 435, 485 ; 
3 Char. Pr. Cas. 85. 

2758. -}+—-The vendor of a piece of 
land brought an action in the Qucen’s Bench 
Division against the purchaser for trespassing 
on an adjoining piece of land. 

The deft. alleged in his defence, that the pltf. 
had agreed to grant him a right of way over the 
last-mentioned piece of land, & delivered a counter- 
claim rectification of the deed of conveyance by 
inserting a grant of such right of way. We also 
claimed specific performance of an alleged agree- 
ment to sell him another adjoining piece of land. 
The deft. then moved to transfer the action to the 
Chancery Division :—Held: the relief asked by 
the counterclaim was not a sufficient ground for 
transferring the action to the Chancery Division. 

Quere, whether the Court of Appeal has power 
to order the transfer of an action without the 
consent of the president of the Division from which 
it is to be transferred.— STOREY v. WADDLE (1879,) 
4Q. B. D. 289; 27 W. RB. 833, C. A. 

2759. —— -}—In an action by purchaser 
of land against vendor for return of deposit the deft. 
counterclaimed specific performance :—Held: the 
action ought to be transferred to the Chancery 
Division.—LONDON LAND Co., Lrp. v. HARRIS 
(1884), 18 Q. B. D. 540; 58 L. J. Q. B. 536; 51 
L. T. 296 ; 33 W. R. 14. 

2760. ——— Subject-matter partly assigned to 
Chancery Division. }—If in an action in a Common 
Law Division, where a cross-action has also been 











PRACTICE. 


brought in the Chancery Division, it appears that 


_ the whole dispute between the parties can be more 


conveniently disposed of in the Chancery Division, 
an order transferring the cause to that division 
will be made, even though there be a question in 
the cause which might be properly tried by a jury 
in the Common Law Division. 

Therefore where an action was brought in this 
division for breach of a certain agreement, & for 
a fraudulent & false representation concerning 
the subject-matter of that agreement, & a cross- 
action was brought in the Chancery Division for the 
specific performance of the same agreement; upon 
an application to transfer the action to the Chancery 
Division, the court made the order.—HOLMES v. 
HARVEY (1876), 35 L. T. 600 ; 25 W. R 80. 

2761. ~—Where an action has been 
already commenced in one of the Common Law 
Divisions, a deft. cannot, by instituting a cross- 
action in the Chancery Division respecting the same 
subject-matter, & including other subject-matter 
specially assigned to the Chancery Division by 
sect. 34 of the Judicature Act, 1873, entitle him- 
self to ask for a transfer to the Chancery Division 
of the first action, in cases where the two matters 
are not so connected as to render it necessary that 
they should be tried together, & the Common 
Law Division is able to do complete justice on the 
matter originally brought before it.—STANDARD 
DISCOUNT Co. v. BARTON (1877), 37 L. T. 581. 

2762. -}+—The personal representative 
of a deceased mortgagee commenced an action in 
the Queen’s Bench Jivision against the mort- 
gagee for payment of the balance of moneys lent 
by the mortgagee & interest. Twelve days 
afterwards the mortgagee’s personal representative 
& heir-at-law claiming an account & payment 
of the balance of any money owing by the deceased, 
& redemption :—Held: the first action ought not 
to be transferred to the Chancery Division, but 
allowed to proceed in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
as the accounts could be more conveniently taken 
before an official referee than before a chief clerk. 
—NEWBOULD v. STEADE (1882), 49 L. T. 649, 
C. A 


2768. -+—Where the pltf. brought an 
action in the Queen’s Bench Division, & his claim 
was to have an account taken of partnership 
dealings extending over a period of four years, & 
to have the affairs of the partnership wound up, 
& also to have an account taken of moneys had & 
received by the deft. otherwise than under the 
partnership deed :—Held: notwithstanding Ord. 
XV., r. 1 (a), this action should be transferred to 
the Chancery Division for the purpose of having 
the partnership & other accounts taken, as the 
Queen’s Bench Division had not suitable machinery 
for the taking of such accounts.—LESLIE v. CLIF- 
FORD (1884), 50 L. T. 690, 591, D.C. 

2764. -}+—The deft. in an action 
brought in the Chancery Division to set aside an 
agreement of partnership & alternatively to take 
partnership accounts commenced a cross-action 
in the Queen’s Bench Division for hire of ships or 
for money paid. The Map applied to have the 
two actions consolidated, on the ground that the 
one brought in the Queen’s Bench Division was 
really for the balance of accounts rendered under 
the partnership agreement, & involved the same 
matters as were raised in the action in the Chancery 
Division. The Divisional Court had declined to 
consolidate the actions :—Held: though the fact 
that the pltf. had charged the deft. with fraud did 
not give the latter an absolute right to a trial by 
a@ jury, the discretion exercised by the Divisional 
Court ought not to be overruled, but the accounts 
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between the parties must be taken in the Chancery 
Division.—-HOULT v. ANDERSON (1886), 2 T. L. R. 
257, OC, A. 

2765. -}—This was an appeal from 
the discretion of the master, & also the judge, at 
chambers, refusing to move an action from the 
Queen’s Bench Division into the Chancery Divison, 
on the ground that there was other litigation pend- 
ing there, involving almost the same points, & 
that the relief which the deft. claimed could not be 
given in the Queen’s Bench Division. The action 
was brought to recover £1,711 16s. due under an 
indenture of mortgage made between the pltfs. 
& the deft. The deft. pleaded that he had been 
induced to execute the said indenture upon the 
fraudulent statements made to him by a certain 
person named Parkes, & had not received the 
money for which the mortgage was given. 

I do not see that it was any answer to say that 
there have been questions analogous to this in 
another court, & that the case should be postponed 
until they are decided. The question is fraud or no 
fraud. The pltfs. say they wish to have the case 
tried by a jury, & the deft. has no right to say 
that it must be tried by a single judge. The 
authorities cited, Storey v. Waddle, No. 2758, ante, 
& the decision of the Master of the Rolls in Pinney 
v. Hunt, 6 Ch. D. 98, sects. 24 (2) & 36 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, & sect. 11 of the Judicature 
Act, 1875, show that full relief can be given in 
the Queen’s Bench Division. All the questions 
will be decided in the case tried by a jury. If the 
deft. succeeds in that case, there will not be the 
necessity to go into a Court of Equity to relieve 
the land from the charge (LLUDDLESTON, B.).— 
Victoria MuTUAL ASSURANCE SOCIETY ». SMITI 
(1889), 5 T. L. R. 182, D.C. 

2766. Bankruptcy cases.|—-In this case the 
official receiver caused an application to be made 
that a suit pending against the debtor in the 
Chancery Division might be transferred to the 
Bankruptcy Division of the High Court. 

As to the transfer, a judge is entitled to make 
an order if he thinks it proper; but it is necessary 
that the official receiver should make out something 
in the nature of a claim, which has not been done 
here. I am clearly of opinion that I ought not 
to make the order without going into the question 
of jurisdiction raised by the fact that there has 
been no adjudication (CAVE, J.).—Re WHITE & 
Co., Ha p. OFFICIAL RECEIVER (1884), 28 Sol. Jo. 
496; 1 Mow. TT. 

2767. -/+—Where a trustee in bankruptcy 
applied for the transfer for trial to the judge in 
bankruptcy of two foreclosure actions commenced 
by originating summons against the bankrupt in 
the Chancery Division in which the trustee had 
been joined as a co-deft.:—Held: as the sole 
question for trial was the validity of the mortgages, 
in which no question of priorities could arise, & 
the trustee had not a higher & better title than the 
bankrupt, the transfer would not be made.——fKe 
CHAMPAGNE, Ea p. Kemp (1893), 69 L. T. 763 ; 
10 Morr. 285; 10 R. 57. 

2768. Commercial causes.]—A. cause will not 
be transferred from the Chancery Division to the 
Queen’s Bench Division to be tried as a com- 
mercial cause merely because it is a commercial 
cause; but the court will consider whether from 
its nature it is likely to be more speedily, economi- 
cally, & satisfactorily tried by the commercial 
court.—BAERLEIN v. CHARTERED MERCANTILE 
BANK, [1895] 2 Ch. 488; 65 L. J. Ch. 64; 721. T. 
850; 43 W. R. 692; 11 T. L. R. 475; 39 Sol. Jo. 
622; 1 Com. Cas. 96; 12 R. 581, C. A. 

2769. —--~-.]— An action was brought for the 
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repayment of a sum of money & for a declaration 
that the pltf. (as principal) was not liable to 
indemnify the defts. (his agents), who were 
brokers, against losses arising out of transactions 
on the London Metal Exchange. The action 
was set down for trial in the Chancery Division, 
& the defts. then applied by summons for its 
transfer to the Commercial Court in the King’s 
Bench Division :—Held: the mere fact that the 
action was a commercial cause was not sufficient 
ground for transfer, & the action could be satis- 
factorily tried in the Chancery Division.—THOMP- 
SON v. Batu (HENRY) & Son, Ltp. (1920),124 L. T. 
265; [1920] W. N. 355; sub nom. THOMPSON 1. 
BATES (H.) & Son, Lrp., 65 Sol. Jo. 95. 

2770. Case proper to be tried with Jury. |—-Where 
the whole case is a proper one to be tried by a 
jury, it is the more convenient practice to transfer 
the action altogether to the Queen’s Bench 
Division.—Re MARTIN, HUNT v. CHAMBERS (1882), 
20 Ch. D. 365; 51 1. J. Ch. 683; 46 7.. T. 399 ; 
30 W. BR. 527, C. A. 

2771. -]—The court will order a transfer 
of a petition for revocation of a patent to the 
Queen’s Bench Division, subject to the consent of 
the President of that division, to be heard by the 
judge at the same time as an action for damages 
before a judge & jury in respect of the same subject- 
matter.—Re EDGE’S PATENT (1890), 63 L. T. 370 ; 
38 W. R. 698. 

2772. .J}—-This was an action commenced 
in the Chancery Division to set aside or cancel a 
policy of insurance for £1,000. The pltfs. were 
the trustees of an insurance company ; the defts. 
were the executors of a deceased policy-holder. 
The pltfs. alleged that the policy had been granted 
to the deceased on a suppression or mistatement of 
material facts, & they disputed their liability to 
pay on these grounds. ‘The day after this action 
was commenced the defts. issued a writ in the 
Queen’s Bench Division against the insurance 
company, claiming the £1,000, alleged to be due 
to them on the policy. The defts. then applied 
by summons in chambers that all proceedings 
in the Chancery action might be stayed, or that it. 
might be transferred to the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion; & upon hearing this summons, BYRNE, J., 
in chambers made an order transferring the action 
to the Queen’s Bench Division. The pltfs. now 
moved to discharge this order. 

I am satisfied, both in chambers & on the 
present occasion, that it will be more convenient 
& less expensive to have the action tried at assizes 
in the country, & it is for that reason that the 
order for transfer has been made, & will now be 
confirmed ; but in making this order I desire to 
do or say nothing which will in any way interfere 
with the discretion of the judge before whom the 
action may eventually come; & I intend to leave 
it quite open for that judge to decide whether the 
two actions should or should not be consolidated, 
& whether either or both of them should be tried 
with or without a jury. The motion must be 
refused with costs (BYRNE, J.).—FORRESTER v. 
JONES, [1899] W. N. 78, 79. 

27738. -}—Issue having been joined, an 
application was made to me to transfer the action 
for trial to the King’s Bench Division with a view 
to its being heard at the assizes in Hereford, & 
the application was put forward & supported on 
two grounds, namely (1) that the locus in quo was 
situated in Hereford, & it would be extremely 
convenient for the jury, if there were one, &, if 
there were not a jury, for the judge, to have an 
opportunity of viewing the strip of land; (2) that, 
inasmuch as the question of dedication would fall 
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to be determined by acts of the public, spread 
over a very considerable period, it would neces- 
sitate the calling of a number of local witnesses, 
many of them advanced in years, & that the 
expense of calling these witnesses would be much 
less if the matter were dealt with in Herefordshire 
than if it were dealt with in London. On the other 
hand, on behalf of the pltf. it was urged that the 
case was not a case falling to be determined simply 
upon the facts, but that there were involved in the 
case questions of law, & the questions of law were 
so intermingled with the questions of fact that the 
pltf. was entitled to choose his tribunal, &, having 
chosen his tribunal, there were no sufficient grounds 
why the judge to whom the action was attached 
should send it away to be tried elsewhere. Having 
heard leading counsel upon these two lines, in the 
exercise of my discretion, I came to the conclusion 
that there were in this case questions of law which 
could not be wholly disentangled from the 
questions of fact, & that in the circumstances I 
might be doing the pltf. an injustice if I were to 
send the whole case to be tried at the assizes, & 
I made an order the effect of which was to keep 
the action for trial in London. Against that 
order the county council, who are the defts., 
appealed, & when the matter came before the 
Court of Appeal, the most important question of 
law having been stated to be the question whether 
or not this particular strip was at any relevant 
time capable of dedication, the Court of Appeal 
made an order varying the order which I had made. 
The Court of Appeal ordered ‘‘ the question whether 
during the relevant times there could have been 
dedication of the strip of land in the pleadings 
mentioned to be first tried by the judge of the 
Chancery Division to whom this action is assigned,”’ 
& further ordered that, ‘‘ if he holds that there could 
have been dedication, he is to determine how & 
where the other respective questions raised in the 
action respectively be tried, he being unfettered 
by any order hitherto made or any opinion hitherto 
expressed ’’ (Ever, J.).--COATS v. HEREFORD- 
SHIRE CouNTY COUNCIL, [1909] 2 Ch. 579, 586- 
587; 78 L. J. Ch. 568; 100 L. T. 695; 73 J. P. 
355; 53 Sol. Jo. 245; on appeal, [1909] 2 Ch. 
601. 

See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., rr. 4, 6, pp. 
537, 539, ante. 

2774. Discretion of court.J—HouLtr v. ANDER- 
SON, No. 2764, ante. 

2775. ——.]—A pltf. who had commenced an 
action in the Chancery Division for nuisance, 
applied for an order transferring it to the Queen’s 
Bench Divison, that it might be tried by a judge 
with a jury. NorrtH, J., before whom the case 
had been twice on motion for injunction, was of 
opinion that it had better be tried with a jury, 
& made the order. The defts. appealed :—Held: 
as NoRTH, J., had made the order after considering 
the circumstances of the case, the Court of Appeal 
ought not to interfere with the exercise of his 
discretion, there being no reason for expecting 
a failure of justice from the action being tried in 
the way he directed.— MANGAN v. POLITAN 
ELEcTRIc SUPPLY Co., [1891] 2 Ch. 551; 665 
L. T. 202; 7T. L. R. 553, C. A. 

2776. -}—Appeal by deft. from an order of 
the judge directing the action to be entered in the 
list of commercial cases. The pltfs.’ counsel con- 
tended that an appeal could not be brought in a 
case of this kind. The question whether an 

action shall be put into a particular list, or be tried 
before a particular judge, in the Queen’s Bench 
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Division, was purely a matter of discretion. The 
direction that a case shall go into the commercial 
list was not an order in the sense that it could be 
the subject of an appeal. In Barry v. Peruvian 
Corporation, No. 329, ante, leave to appeal was 
refused, & therefore the decision did not involve 
the proposition that there can be an appeal. He 
contended that it was impossible to give any 
definition of what constituted a commercial cause. 
It was a matter of procedure & practice with 
regard to which the Court of Appeal would not, in 
his submission, in the absence of any real injustice 
or prejudice to the deft., interfere with the 
discretion of the judge. 

I am of opinion that the main point urged by the 
Itfs.’ counsel is not open to him in this court, 
ecause we are bound by a previous decision of 

the court in Barry v. Peruvian Corporation, No. 
329, ante, the effect of which appears to me to be 
that with regard to an order of this character, the 
court held that there is ground for an appeal, if 
the cause is not properly a commercial cause 
(LORD HALSBURY, C.).—SEA INSURANCE CO., 
Lrp. v. CaRR, [1901] 1 K. B. 7; 69 L. J. Q. B. 
954; 83 L. T. 517; 49 W. R. 55; 17T. L. R. 86; 
45 Sol. Jo. 29; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 188; 6 Com. Cas. 
11, C. A. 

2777. .]—COATS v. HEREFORDSHIRE COUNTY 
CouNcIL, No. 2773, ante. 

2778. Under Judicature Act.]|—By Judica- 
ture Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 58 (2), if a pltf. assigns his 
action to a Division to which it ought not to have 
been assigned, the judge of that Division may 
direct the cause to be transferred to the Division 
to which it ought to have been assigned ‘‘ or may 
retain it in the Division in which it was com- 
menced.”’ 

The pltfs., as owners of cargo on board the defts.’ 
ship, brought an action in wpersonam in the 
Admiralty Division for damages for breach of the 
contract of carriage. The defts. were domiciled 
in England. Onan application by them to transfer 
the cause to the King’s Bench Division, the 
President held that he had a discretion to retain 
it in the Admiralty Division. On appeal :—Held : 
sect. 58, sub-sect. 2, did not give the court dis- 
cretion to retain a cause in respect of which the 
statute expressly provided that the Division had 
no jurisdiction, & that the action must be trans- 
ferred to the King’s Bench Division.—THE SHEAF 
Brook, [1926] P. 61; 95 L. J. P. 113; 1384 L. T. 
534; 17 Asp. M. L. C. 14, C. A. 

2779. Transfer to Probate, Divorce & Admiralty 
Division—Salvage.|—This was a motion for the 
transfer of the cause [salvage action] to the Pro- 
bate, Divorce & Admiralty Division. 

The question is, whether the Chancery Division 
now has jurisdiction to entertain it. It is certain 
the Court of Chancery had not, and neither had the 
Courts of common law. It was in the Admiralty 
Court exclusively, so that the exclusive jurisdiction 
must now be in the Probate, Divorce & Admiralty 
Division, for if it is not, no court at all can have 
the jurisdiction. This being the state of things, 
it appears to me to be a case in which if there had 
been no rule, I should have directed the transfer 
under Judicature Act, 1875 (c. 77), 8s. 11. Even 
if it were doubtful whether the exclusive juris- 
diction to entertain this action were in the 
Admiralty Division, I think on the ground of 
convenience I should exercise my discretion under 
the rule by ordering the transfer (JEssSEL, M.R.).— 
io v. Eopwarps (1875), 45 L. J. Ch. 112, 

2780. ——.}—Although an action in 
which the sole question is a question of salvage 
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may, under Ord. XLIX., r. 3, be properly trans- 
ferred to the Admiralty Division, such a transfer 
should not be ordered where there are other 
questions in the action capable of being tried by 
a jury.—OcEAN S.S. Co. v. ANDERSON, T'RITTON 
Tee (1885), 33 W. R. 5386; 1 T. L. R. 4138, 


2781. ——— Effect of transfer under Judicature 
Act.J—In an action in the Admiralty Division, 
which could not, prior to the Judicature Acts, 
have been tried in the Admiralty Court, the deft. 
made no objection to the jurisdiction, & interest 
was, according to the practice in the Admiralty 
registry, allowed on the assessed damages from the 
time when the pitfs.’ claim arose. 

In another action transferred by consent, after 
verdict for the pltf., to the Admiralty Division 
for the assessment of the damages by the registrar 
& merchants, the same practice was followed in 
regard to the interest.—-THE GERTRUDE, TIP 
BARON ABERDARE (1888), 13 P. D. 105; 59 L. T. 
251; 36 W. RR. 6163;4T. 1. R.431; 6Asp.M.L. C. 
315, C. A. 

2782. .]—It is to the Probate, Divorce, 
& Admiralty Division, & not to a particular judge 
of the Division, that cases in prize are assigned 
by the Judicature Act, 1891 (c. 14), & if the present 
was a case of prize salvage cognisable only by a 
Prize Court, any necessary amendments in the 
form of procedure could & would be ordered to be 
made.—THE Svanros, THE Boraina, [1919] 
P. 189; 88 L. J. P. 154-155; 35 T. L. R. 488; 
63 Sol. Jo. 575. 

2783. Action under Fatal Accidents Act, 
1846 (c. 93).J—Where an action under the Fatal 
Accidents Act, 1846 (c. 93), was brought in the 
Queen’s Bench Division by a widow against ship- 
owners for the loss of her husband through the 
negligent management of their ship by the defts.’ 
servants, & the defts. had obtained a decree in 
the Admiralty Division for limitation of their 
liability in accordance with the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894 (c. 60),s. 503 :—Held: that the action 
in the Queen’s Bench Division ought not to be 
transferred to the Admiralty Division.— ROCHE 
v. LONDON & SOUTH WESTERN Ry. Co., [1899] 
2 Q. B. 502; 68 L. J. Q. B. 1041; 81 L. T. 315 ; 
48 W. R.1; 15 T. L. R. 514; 8 Asp. M. lL. C. 
588, C. A. 

2784. Limitation action already instituted. ] 
—A collision having occurred between two ships, 
by which, besides damage to cargo, personal 
injuries were occasioned to a fireman on board one 
ship, an action in the Admiralty Division by the 
owners of that ship resulted in the other ship being 
adjudged solely to blame. 

The owners of the latter having thereupon in- 
stituted a limitation action also in the Admiralty 
Division, the fireman, the present pltf., issued a 
writ in the Queen’s Bench Division, claiming 
£1,000 damages for personal injuries from the 
owners of the delinquent ship. By the statement 
of claim in the limitation action, it was alleged 
that the fireman’s was the only claim arising out 
of the collision in respect of personal injuries, & 
that it was for £500. The defts., of whom the fire- 
man was nominally one, replied that his claim was 
for £1,000. Judgment was given in the limitation 
action on this basis. Under these circumstances 
the flreman’s action was transferred from the 
Queen’s Bench Division to the Admiralty Division 
upon application made by the defts. under Ord. 
Lt, Yr. OS AweiNs v. MoRGAN (1880), 49 lu. J. 
Q. B. 618 














‘Crown suits, See CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, Vol. 
XI., pp. 526, 527, Nos. 304-309. 
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SuB-sEcT. 4.—HEARING OF PARTICULAR 
APPLICATION BY ANY OTHER JUDGE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLIX.,, vr. 4. <A particular application in any 
cause or matter may by the direction of the Lord Chancellor be 
heard and disposed of by any Judge of the High Court who 
shall consent so to do, to whatever Division or Judge such cause 
or matter may have been assigned, 


SUB-SECT. 5.—TLEARING BY ONE JUDGE OF 
CHANCERY DIVISION FOR ANOTHER. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLIX., r. 4a. Any Judge of the Chancery 
Division may at the request or with the consent of any other 
Judge of that Division before whom a cause or matter is pending, 
hear such cause or matter or any application therein, and for 
that purpose it shall not be necessary that any order for transfer 
shall be made or consent of tho parties obtained. 


See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 66 (2). 

2785. Case assigned to one judge—Proceedings 
in chambers of another.|—The writ in this action 
was issued out of the Liverpool District Registry, 
& marked with the name of KEKEwicH, J. The 
deft. appeared in London. KEKEWwIcH, J., not 
having chambers, requested Cutrry, J., to allow 
the action to proceed in the chambers of Crirry, J., 
to which Cuirry, J., assented. The pltf. applied 
in the chambers of Curry, J., that the action 
should be tried by a special jury of the county of 
Lancaster, & the chief clerk made an order accord- 
ingly. KEKEWICH, J., doubted whether the motion 
ought not to have been made before CuiTry, J. ; 
but after consulting Cirrry, J., considered that 
he had jurisdiction to hear the motion at the 
request of Cuitry, J. The motion was then 
argued on the merits, & his lordship came to the 
conclusion that the questions to be decided would 
probably be of law, & discharged the order for 
trial before a jury.—A.-G. v. VYNER, [1889] 
W.N. 217: subsequent proceedings, 38 W. R. 194, 
C. A. 


SuB-SECT. 6.—TRANSFER OF PENDING ACTIONS 
IN CASE OF WINDING UP OR ADMINISTRA- 
TION. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLIX., r.5. When an order has been made by 
any Judge of the Chancery Division for the winding up of any 
company, or for the administration of the assets of any testator 
or intestate, the Judge in whose Court such winding up or 
administration shall be pending shall have power, without any 
further consent, to order the transfer to such Judge of any 
cause or matter pending in any other Court or Division brought 
or continued by or against such company, or by or against the 
executors or administrators of the testator or intestate whose 
assets are being 80 adininistered, as the case may be, 


Winding-up proceedings. ]|—See COMPANIES, Vol. 
X., po. 973, 974, Nos. 6712-6726. 

Administration proceedings.|—See ExEcuToRS, 
Vol. XXIV., p. 773, Nos. 8020-8032. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—TRANSFER TO REGISTRAR OF 
CHAMBER PROCEEDINGS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLIX., r. 5A. viper a sy Sa order being 
made against a company all chamber proceedings in any action 
against such company at the instance or on behalf of debenture 
holders or trustees for debenture holders pending before the 
Judges to whom for the time being company business is assigned 
shall be dealt with by the Registrar in companies winding up. 
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Sect. Sect. 2: 


1.—Transfers: Sub-sects. 8 & 9. 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


SuRB-sEcT. 8.—TRANSFER OF ORIGINATING Sum- 
MONS IN ADMINISTRATION PROCEEDINGS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XLIX., r. 6. When any summons under 
Order LV., Rules 3 and 4, shall have been marked with the 
name of a J udge other than the J udge by Rule 11 of the same 
Order prescribed, such last-mentioned J udge shall, unless cause 
shall appear to him to the contrary, without any further consent, 
order ae transfer to such Judge of the summons so improperly 
markec 


SUB-SECT. 9.—TRANSFER TO CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
R. S. C., Ord. XLIX., r. 7. Any cause or matter transferred 
from any other Division to the Chancery Division, shall, by the 


order directing the transfer, be assigned to one of the Judges of 
that Division to be named in the order. 


SEcr. 2.—CONSOLIDATION. 
IN GENERAL. 





SUB-SECT, 1. 


R. §. C., Ord. XLIX., r. 8. Causes or matters pending in the 
same Division may be consolidated by order of the Court or a 
Jndge in the manner in use immediately before the 1st November, 
1875, in the Superior Courts of Common Law. 


2786. Application for consolidation—By plain- 





consolidate causes pending in the same Division, 
may be made by the pltf. 

No doubt under the old system actions could 
not be consolidated at the instance of the pltf. 
I suppose the reason was that it was thought that 
pltf. was master of the situation so far as bringing 
a& number of actions is concerned, & that deft. was 
passive in this matter; so that so far as he is 
concerned it was reasonable to assist him in the 
consolidation of actions brought against him. 
What we have to consider is the effect of Ord. 
XLIX., r. 8, & I am not prepared to say that 
there is anything in that rule which limits the 
class of persons by whom the application may 
be made to defts. It is not expressed in the 
rule that the application can only be made by 
a deft.; & that being so, I think it wiser to give 
the rule a large bearing, leaving it to the dis- 
cretion of the judge to say whether its application 
in any particular case is expedient & proper 
(Lopes, L.J.)—MARTIN v7. MARTIN & CoO. 
(No. 1), [1897] 1 Q. B. 429, 431; 66 L. J. Q. B. 
as ; 761L.7T. 44; 45 W. R. 260; 41 Sol. Jo. 240, 

A. 

2787. -+—Rule 8 of Ord. XLIX. does 
not authorise actions commenced by the same pltf. 
against different defts. & pending in the same 
division to be consolidated at the instance of pltf. 
without the consent of all parties. unless the 
issues to be tried are precisely similar. 

Martin v. Martin & Co., No. 2786, ante, dis- 
tinguished. LEE v. ARTHUR (1908), 100 L. T. 
61, C. A. 

2788. -}—The question of the con- 
solidation of actions brought by the same pltf. 
against different defts. is a question not of right 
but of discretion. 

Lee v. Arthur, No. 2787, ante, disapproved.— 
BAILEY v. CURZON, BAILEY v. DUGGAN, [1932] 
W. N. 148; 48 T. L. R. 283, C. A. 

2789. Transfer of actions—Actions commenced 
in different divisions.]—Three actions arising out 
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of the same series of transactions were pending in 
different branches of the court, & the second had 
been ordered to be transferred to the division in 
which the third was pending. The first action 
raised an issue distinct from the issues in the other 
two. On an application that the three actions 
might be sonealle ated, they were ordered to come 
on for trial together, ‘the evidence in each to be 
used in all, & all further proceedings in the second 
action were stayed except such as were necessary 
to bring it on with the other two.—SMITH v. 
WHICHCORD, EVANS v. DEBENHAM, DEBENHAM Uv, 
Lacy (1876), 24 W. R. 900; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 391. 

——.}-—See, also, Sect. 1, ante. 

Administration proceedings.|—See ExEcuTors 
& ADMINSITRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 773, 774, 
Nos. 8033-8041. 

Admiralty cases.]—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 174, 175, Nos. 854-867. 

Divorce cases.]|—See HusBAND & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., p. 428, Nos. 4366-4368. 

2790. Legitimacy cases.|—Where it appears 
that more than one petition has been filed on behalf 
of petitioners claiming to be children of the same 
father and mother, the Attorney-General may 
apply by summons before the registrar, at any time 
after appearance, for an order that the suits be 
consolidated, & that he be at liberty to file an 
answer to both or all the said petitions. The 
summons shall be served upon the petitioner in 
each suit which it is sought to consolidate.--— 
PRACTICE NoTE, [1929] W. N. 46. 

Libel actions.|—See Linen & SLANDER, Vol. 
XX XII., pp. 178, 188, Nos. 2186, 2299, 2300. 

Test actions. ]—See Part XCITI., Sect. 4, post. 


SUB-SECT, 2.—-WHEN ORDER MAY BE MADE. 


2791. Two or more actions pending—Same 
plaintiff & defendant.|—Where an attorney did 
different kinds of professional work for a client, 
& after all the business was transacted sent in a 
bill for one part of the business, & subsequently 
sent in a bill for the other part, & commenced an 
action for the first part of the business before 
the expiration of the month in respect of the 
delivery of the second bill, & after the expiration 
of that month commenced. an action for the other 
part, the court made an order for the consolidation 
of the two actions.—BEARDSALL v. CHEETHAM 
(1858), E. B. & E. 243; 27 L. J. Q. B. 367; 31 
L T.0O.8S.115; 6 W.R. 504; 120 FE. R. 499. 

2792. Same plaintiff & different defendants. | 
—Pltfs. had brought ten separate actions of 
indebitatus assumpsit against ten separate defts., 
for certain tolls, port dues, anchorage, buoyage, 
& other dutics, alleged to be incurred by them 
individually, as commanders of their respective 
vessels :—-Held: the court had no power, at the 
request of defts., to consolidate the above actions ; 
although it was sworn that the actions were brought 
in respect of the same right, & that the trial of 
one would decide the right in all.—-SALTASH CORPN. 
v. JACKMAN (JACKSON) (1844), 1 Dow. & L. 851 ; 
13 L. J.Q.B.105; 2L. T. O. S. 3384; 8 Jur. 176. 

2793, ——— -}—The court ordered several 
actions, by the same pltf., against different under- 
writers, upon mutual insurance policies, to be 
consolidated, according to the usual practice in 
actions upon ordinary era —LEwIs v. BANKS 
(1858), 27 L. J. C. P. 4 Jur. N. S. 663; 6 
W. RR. 652 3; sub nom. fans v. BARKES, LEwis v, 
Buaapon, 4 C. B. N.S. 830; 140 EB. R. 1112. 
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2794. ——.]—Pltf. having brought an 
action against deft. Pike, a newspaper proprietor 
& publisher, for publishing a libel in his newspaper 
& having also at the same time brought a separate 
action against cach of sixteen other different deft. 
for publishing the same libel in their several news- 
papers, PoLLocK, B., at chambers refused an 
Bppicarion on the part of all the seventeen several 
defts. for an order that all further proceedings 
might be stayed in all the said actions except 
the action of Colledge v. Pike until the verdict 
should be given in such last-mentioned action; 
the said several defts. undertaking to be bound 
& concluded by the verdict in the said test 
action, provided such verdict should be to the 
satisfaction of the judge who might try the same. 
Thereupon the said defts. appealed from that 
decision of the learned judge to the Queen’s Bench 
Division on a motion that, notwithstandirg such 
decision, an order might be made in the terms of 
the above application ; or,in the alternative that 
all the said actions might be consolidated ; or such 
order be made in the premises as to the court 
should seem just ; & on the hearing of that motion, 
the court (1) refused to make an order to con- 
solidate the said actions on the ground that, 
although the libel was the same in cach case yet 
the several publications & the circumstances 
attending them being different, the causes of action 
in the several cases were different; but (2) they 
made an order that all further proceedings in all 
the said actions, save one to be selected by the 
pltf., be stayed pending the trial of such sclected 
action, the deft. therein to have seven days’ time 
to deliver his defence after notice to him of such 
selected action; & further that, if the pltf. be 
dissatisfied with the verdict obtained on the trial 
of such action, he should be at liberty to select 
one other action for trial, the deft. therein having 
like time after notice to deliver his defence; & 
further, the defts. by their counsel undertaking 
to be bound by the verdict in the said selected 
first & second actions, that the pltf. be at liberty 
to sign judgment against the defts. in all the 
remaining actions for the maximum amount of 
damages found by the jury.--CoLLEDGE v. PIKE 
(1886), 56 L. T. 124; 3 T. L. R. 126. 

2795. ~-—Under Ord. XLIX., r. 1, of 
the rules of the Supreme Court of British Columbia 
the court or a judge has an absolute discretion to 
consolidate causes, matters, or appeals. 

The appellants, as executors, brought actions 
against three insurance companics upon life 
Doe effected by the deceased. The main 

efence in each action was that the deceased had 
committed suicide (which was an excepted risk), 
but there were also defences based upon alleged 
misrepresentations which varied in the three 
actions. The trial judge consolidated the actions, 
& tried them together :—Held: the consolidation 
order, though ill-judged, was not wltra vires. 

In considering the weight to be attached by an 
appellate court to a finding of fact, a distinction 
should be drawn between cases in which the issue 
depends upon the veracity of the witnesses & 
those in which it depends upon the proper 
inferences to be drawn from truthful evidence. 
In the latter class of cases the original tribunal 
is in no better position than the judges of the 
appellate court.—-DoMINION TRUsT Co. v. NEW 

ORK Lire INSURANCE Co., DOMINION TRUST 
Co. v. MuTuAL LIFE ASSURANCE Co., DOMINION 
Trust Co. v. SOVEREIGN LIFE ASSURANCE Co., 
ae A.C. 254; 88 L. J. P. C. 30; 119 L. T. 748, 


"2796, ——— Different plaintiffs & same defen- 
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dants.}—Under Ord. XVI., r. 1, an action of libel 
may be brought by two or more persons jointly, 
although they are not in partnership or otherwise 
jointly interested; & in such a joint action a 
single verdict of 40s. having been returned for the 
pltfs., the Court of Appeal refused, on the motion 
of the deft., to disturb the verdict. 

The only remaining matter was a doubt I had 
suggested, whether these eight pltfs., if they 
had any cause of action, had not eight separate 
causes of action, & whether they could be joined 
as plifs. I am still of opinion they had eight 
causes of action, & that they might have brought 
eight actions; & the question is whether under 
the Judicature Act any difference has been made 
so that they can bring one action. Where a tort 
has been done, the tort is a separate tort to each 
man who complains. If indeed there were a joint 
tort, for instance, slander of several persons in 
partnership, the persons injured would have 
joined & maintained the action, but could have 
maintained the action for the joint damage only. 
Here there is no joint damage. Each man’s 
character, if there is a libel, has been separately 
libelled. There is no doubt, therefore, that prior 
to the Judicature Act this proceeding would have 
been erroneous, but it scems to us that under 
Ord. XVI., r. 1, these pltfs. may well join as pltfs. : 
‘* All persons may be joined as pltfs. in whom the 
right to any relief claimed is alleged to exist, 
whether jointly, severally, or in the alternative.”’ 
Now it seems to me that that word “ severally ”’ 
must comprehend the present case. I think 
therefore that they may very well join; & if 
several actions had been brought, a consolidation 
might, if there was any convenience in it, have 
been ordered by an application under the other 
rules (BRAMWELL, L.J.).—BootTH v. BRISCOE, 
(1877), 2 Q. B. D. 496, 497, 498; 25 W. R. 838 
C. A. 

2797. .-J—Ord. LI., r. 4, of the Rules 
of Court, 1875, adopts the old practice at Common 
Law, & the court can only consolidate actions at 
the instance of defts., & not on the application of a 
number of different pltfs. against the same defts. 
But in such cases the court may, under the general 
jurisdiction, enlarge the time for taking the next 
step in several of a series of actions till one of them 
has been tried as a test action.—AMos ». CHAD- 
WICK, ROBINSON v. CHADWICK, SMITH v. CHAD- 
wick (1877), 4 Ch. D. 869. 

2798. -}+—-H. & G. commenced separate 
actions against S., which were afterwards con- 
solidated, H. & G. being made co-pltfs. They 
afterwards disagreed as to the course to be pursued 
in the action, & H. obtained an order to change 
his solicitor :—Held: H. having taken the first 
step towards severing from his co-pltf. by changing 
his solicitor, G. must have the conduct of the 
action, H. being made a co-deft. with S.—HoLDEN 
v. SILKSTONE & DoDWoRTH COAL & IRON Co., 
Lrp. (1881), 45 L. T. 581; 30 W. R. 98. 

2799. -}—Where two plitfs. have 
brought separate actions against the same defts. 
in respect of the same alleged libel, the court has 
a discretionary jurisdiction, if the joinder of the 
pitfs. in one action would have been permissible 
by leave of the court, to order the consolidation 
of the actions. 

The practice of the court with regard to the 
matter of consolidation of actions had varied very 
much during the last 50 years. Originally the 
view was that separate causes of action by separate 
pltfs. could not be included in one writ. The 
later decisions of the Court of Appeal made it 
quite clear that joinder of parties under Ord. 
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Sect. 2.—Consolidation: Sub-sect. 2. Part LVI. 
Sects. 1, 2,3 & 4: Sub-sects. 1, 2,3 & 4, A.] 


XVI., r. 1, was not a matter of right but of dis- 
cretion. It appeared to him that the rule about 
consolidation of actions should be applied in the 
same way as that about joinder of parties. He 
could see no reason why the court should not 
exercise its power under the rules to consolidate 
the two actions in this case. The court had ample 
jurisdiction & on the question of discretion he 
would not interfere with the view taken by the 
master. It was far better that those proceedings, 
arising out of one alleged libel on persons who 
were bracketed together, as these pltfs. were in 
the alleged libel, should be tried in one action 
than in two (Scrutrron, L.J.).—HoORwoopD v. 
STATESMAN PUBLISHING Co., Lrp. (1929), 45 T. L.R. 
237, 238; 98 L. J. K. B. 450; 141 L. T. 54; 73 
Sol. Jo. 110, C. A. 

2800. Different plaintifis & different defen- 
dants.}—A suit (Williams v. Reale) for the adminis- 
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tration of a testator’s estate was instituted many 
years ago. Upon the death of the tenant for life 
an order was, on & petition in April, 1881, made for 
the purpose of having the rights of the parties 
ascertained. It appeared that as regarded the 
freehold estate it was divisible into twentieths, 
& the leaseholds into twenty-fourths. There 
being no power of sale a paruuen action, was on 
April 3, 1882, commenced by parties entitled to 
six shares against a party entitled to one share. 
On April 4 another partition action was com- 
menced by a party entitled to one share against 
a party having a like interest, but these parties 
were not aware of the existence of the first action. 
On April 21 a party entitled to a share, who had 
notice of the first action, commenced an action 
against a party having a like interest. 

The Vice-Chancellor was of opinion that the 
practice in regard to the consolidation of actions 
was applicable to partition actions as much as to 
administration action, & made the order asked for. 
—TEALE v. TEALE, [1882] W. N. 838. 


Part LVI—Interlocutory Orders. 


Sect. 1.—PRESERVATION OF SUBJECT-MATTER 
OR PAYMENT INTO COURT. 


R.S. C., Ord. L., r.1. When by any contract a primd facie 
case of liability is established, and there is alleged as matter of 
defence a right to be relieved wholly or partially from such 
liability, the Court or a Judge may make an order for the 
prervavon or interim custody of the subject-matter of the 

tigation, or may order that the amount in dispute be brought 

into Court or otherwise secured. 
—_——__-- - r.7. An application for an order under 
Rule 1 of this Order may be made by the plaintiff at any time 
after his right thereto appears from the pleadings; or, if there 
be no pleadings, is made to appear by affidavit or otherwise to 
the satisfaction of the Court or a Judge. 


See, also, Sect. 4, post. 
Application to master.]}—See Part LXIV., Sect. 2, 
sub-sect. 2, post. 





SEcT. 2.—ORDER FOR EARLY TRIAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. L., r. 14. Whenever an application shall be 
made before trial for an injunction or other order, and on the 
opening of such application, or at any time during the hearing 
thereof, it shall appear to the Judge that the matter in con- 
mover in the cause or matter is one which can be most con- 
veniently dealt with by an early trial, without first going into 
the whole merits on affidavit or other evidence for the purposes 
of the application, it shall be lawful for the Judge to make an 
order for such trial accordingly, and to direct such trial to be 
held at the next or any other assizes for any place, if from local 
or other circumstances it shall appear to him to be convenient 
so to do, and in the meantime to make such order as the justice 
of the case may require. 


Sect. 3.—SALE OF PERISHABLE GOODS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. L., r. 2. It shall be lawful for the Court or a 
Judge, on the application of any party, to make any order for 
the sale, by any person or persons named in such order, and in 
such manner, and on such terms as the Court or Judge may 
think desirable, of any goods, wares, or merchandise which may 
be of a perishable nature or likely to injure from keeping, or 
which for any other just and sufficient reason it may be desirable 
to have sold at once. 


Application for order.|—See R. S. C., Ord. L., 
r. 6, p. 663, post. 

‘‘ Goods ’’—Shares in limited company.}—See 
CoMPANIES, Vol, IX., p. 225, No. 1443. 


2801. Horse.]—An order in an action may 
be made under Ord. L., r. 2, for the sale of a horse 
which for a ‘‘ just & sufficient reason it may be 
desirable to have sold at once.’’—-BARTHOLOMEW v. 
FREEMAN (1878), 3 C. P. D. 316; 38 L. T. 814; 26 
W. R. 743. 

Price fixed by agreement—Application for sale 
ad price.J—-See AGENCY, Vol. I., p. 531, No. 

Application for sale out of jurisdiction.]—See 
RECEIVERS, Vol. XX XIX., p. 63, No. 731. 

Admiralty actions in rem—Sale of property 
under arrest.|—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 171, 
172, Nos. 824-832. 





Sect. 4.—DETENTION, PRESERVATION OR 
INSPECTION OF SUBJECT-MATTER. 


_ SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. L., r. 3. It shall be lawful for the Court or a 
Judge, upon the application of any party to a cause or matter, 
and upon such terms as may be just, to make any order for the 
detention, preservation, or inspection of any property or thing, 
being the subject of such cause or matter, or as to which any 
question may arise therein, and for all or any of the purposes 
aforesaid to authorise any persons to enter upon or into any 
land or building in the possession of any party to such cause 
or matter, and for all or any of the purposes aforesaid to 
authorise any samples to be taken, or any observation to be 
made or experiment to be tried, which may be necessary or 
expedient for the purpose of obtaining full information or 
evidence, 


Application. |}—See R. S. C., Ord. L., r. 6, p. 6638, 
post; Ord. LIV., r. 12, Part LXV., Sect. 5. sub- 
sect. 2, post; Ord. LV., r. 2 (17), Part LXXI., 
Sect. 1, sub-sect. 3, post. 

Matter referred to arbitration—Order by court.] 
—See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 628, 629, Nos. 
2558, 2559. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—DETENTION. 


See R.8.C., Ord. L., 7.3, | 
2802. Property not subject-matter of action.} 
On appeal from an order that certain jewellery 


Part LVI.—InrerLocutory ORDERS. 


should remain in the custody of the police :— 
Held: as it was admitted that the property was 
not the subject-matter of the action, bit that only 
a question might arise about it in the cause or 
matter the appeal should be allowed.—Scort v. 
MERCANTILE ACCIDENT INSURANCE Co. (1892), 
8 T. L. R. 320. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—PRESERVATION. 


See R. S. C., Ord. L., r. 3, p. 860, ante. 

2808. Jewellery lodged in court.|—In an action 
for the return of jewellery which A. B., as the agent 
of pltfs., had left with defts., but which defts. 
claimed to hold against a debt due to them by the 
said A. B., who had, as they alleged, deposited it 
with them as his jewellery & not as pltfs.’, the 
court made an order under Ord. L., vr. 3, for the 
delivery up of such jewellery to an officer of the 
court to abide the event of the action.—VELATI & 
Co. v. BRAHAM & Co. (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 415. 

2804. -}~Diamonds were deposited with 
defts. for purposcs of immediate sale. On several 
occasions pltfs. requested deft. to return the stones 
or pay for them, but various excuses were made, & 
an action was commenced in the High Court for 
the return of the stones. On an application that 
an order should be made for the detention by the 
court or interim custody of the diamonds, the 
court ordered that they should be lodged in court 
within 48 hours.—RIDPATH & RIDPATH v. ZACHNER 
(1893), 9 T. L. R. 588. 

2805. Protection of mortgaged property.]— Ord. 
L., r. 8, is not confined to administration, but 
extends to every case in which the court sees that 
as between the parties there is something which 
ought to be done for the security of the property 
in question. Under this order the court authorised 
the receiver of the estate of a lunatic to raise by a 
charge on the estate a sum of money to pay a com- 
mission to an insurance company for taking over a 
transfer of epee on the property, the principal 
sum under which being due & payment being 
pressed for by the mortgagee.—CHAPLIN v. 
BARNETT (1912), 28 T. L. R. 256, C. A. 

Payment of money into court.]—See PARTNER- 
suip, Vol. XX XVI., p. 476, No. 1403. 

Possession of property—By person ordered to 
deposit in court — Necessity for proof.|—See 
LiUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 260, No. 2300. 

Protection of mine—Injunction restraining dis- 
continuance of pumping.|—See INJUNCTION, Vol. 
XXVIII., p. 510, No. 1149. 

Protection of fund in administration suit—Pend- 
ing appeal.}—See INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII, 
p. 388, No. 196. 

Possession of licensed premises—For preserva- 
tion of licence.|—See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. 
XXXI., pp. 107, 108, Nos. 2434, 2436. 

Property ‘‘ recovered or _ preserved.’’}—See 
Souicirors, Vol. XLII., p. 297, No. 3308. 





SUB-SECT. 4.—INSPECTION. 
A. In General. 


See R.S.C., Ord. L., rv. 3, p. 660, ante. 

2806. “ Property or thing.’’]—In June, 1930, the 
plaintiffs issued a writ apenas damages for 
alleged breach of contract &/or duty in relation to 
the carriage of a consignment of battery plates 
from Liverpool to Sydney in Oct. 1928. The 
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plates were packed in cases, & out of a consign- 
ment of seventy-five cases, a number of the cases 
were found to be damaged, apparently by fresh 
water, but it was not known how the damage in 
fact occurred or was caused. In July, 1930, on a 
summons for directions, ROCHE, J., ordered the 
delivery of points of claim & points of defence. 
He further ordered, under R. S. C., Ord. L., r. 3, 
that the defts.’ surveyor & two members of their 
technical staff be at liberty within a fortnight of 
delivery of points of defence, & on three days’ 
notice to inspect the method adopted by the pltfs. 
in manufacturing & packing plates for shipment ; 
but the defts. were not to have a right without 
further order to inquire into matters which were 
secret processes. The pltfs. appealed against the 
order for inspection :—Held : an order to inspect 
the method of manufacturing & packing plates for 
shipment could not be made under Ord. L., rv. 3, 
which only authorised an order for the inspection 
of any ‘“‘ property or thing,”’ & a method of manu- 
facture & packing was neither ‘ property ’”’ nor 
‘‘ thing ”’ within the meaning of the rule. Appeal 
allowed. 

In my view the inspection authorised by 
Ord. L., r. 3, is limited to an inspection of some 
physical thing (GREER, L.J.).—TuporR AccUMU- 
LATOR Co., Lrp. v. CHINA MUTUAL STEAM NAVIGA- 
TION Co., Lrp., [1930] W. N. 200; 74 Sol. Jo. 
596; 170 L. T. Jo. 212, C. A. 

2807. When order made.]—An order for the 
inspection of the subject-matter in an action will 
not be made where deft. has neither possession of 
nor property in the same, & the person having 
such possession or property is not before the court. 
Retp & GLasGcow v. PowmrRs (1884), 28 Sol. Jo. 
653. 

2808. Matter must be in possession of 
party.]—In an action for infringement of a patent, 
defts., by their particulars of objection, alleged 
that the invention was published within the realm 
prior to the date of pltf.’s patent by the manu- 
facture & use & sale of dies made according to the 
alleged invention by the several persons named in 
the particulars. Pltf. applied for an order that 
defts. should produce & show to pltf., his attorney, 
agents, or witnesses, at some convenient place for 
examination, all dies & parts of dies, & models & 
drawings of dies, intended to be produced at the 
trial of the action as representing dies used before 
the date of pltf.’s patent by the persons mentioned 
in defts.’ particulars of objection :—Held: the 
court had no jurisdiction to make the order in 
respect of dies, models, etc., not in the defts.’ 
custody or possession.—GARRARD v. EDGE & 
Sons (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 397; 37 W. R. 501, C. A. 
Matter must be at issue between parties. |— 
See DIscovERY, Vol. XVIII., pp. 58, 59, Nos. 151— 
154. 

Property of tenants in common—Some not 
parties. |—See CouNTy Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 499, 
No. 494. 

2809. Excavation of property.|—Pltfs. applied 
by motion for an order permitting them to enter 
upon defts.’ land in order to inspect a certain 
shaft, & if mecessary sink other shafts for the 
purpose of ascertaining whether water which came 
to the surface at a certain spring flowed under- 
ground in a known & defined channel :—Held: 
without deciding whether pltfs. might or might 
not be entitled e make the necessary inspection 
& excavations at some time, that there was no 
sufficient evidence to justify the court in making 
any order on the motion.—BRADFORD CORPN. v. 

ND & SHIPLEY URBAN Disrricr COUNCIL 
(1902), 86 L. T. 497. 
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Sect. 4.—Detention, preservation or inspection of 
subject-matter: Sub-sect.4, A.,B. & C. Sects. 
5, 6,7,8 &9: Sub-secis. 1 & 2, A.] 


———.]}—See, also, INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII, 
p. 510, No. 1146. 

Inspection of mines. }— See MINEs, Vol. X XXIV., 
pp. 6538-654, Nos. 506-532. 

2810. Subject-matter of agreement—Action for 
money already due on agreement.}—By an agree- 
ment, in Sept. 1889, pltf. was to complete a gun 
according to specification & exhibit its utility to 
the syndicate. In Aug. 1891, the gun was made 
& fired at Sir W. A.’s works, where it was made, 
& pltf. gave two of the directors an order to sce it, 
& they went down & saw it, but through an 
accident in the loading—the cartridge-holder 
having ‘“‘ jammed ’’—it could not be then fired 
in their presence. They did not ask for another 
order, but when in Sept. & Oct. the monthly pay- 
ments became due the syndicate declined to pay 
unless they saw the gun, & pltf. sued for two of 
the monthly sums & other sums for expenses, 
amounting to £287. Defts. pleaded that pltf., 
in the agreement, agreed to forthwith make a 
sample gun, in accordance with specifications, & 
test, prove, & exhibit to defts. the utility, practica- 
bility, & value of the gun, & of pltf.’s invention 
relating thereto, they agreeing to pay him a 
monthly sum of £75 & necessary expenses. Defts. 
had applied to a judge at chambers for an order 
to allow them to sce & inspect the gun, but he 
thought they were not entitled to see it until they 
had paid the sums due under the agrecment. hey 
appealed from that decision. 

Lord COLERIDGE did not see on what ground the 
court could properly order that the syndicate 
should have an inspection of the gun, nor how 
it would assist them. 

COLLINS, J., was of the same opinion, as the 
present condition of the gun had no relation to 
defts.’ liability for the monthly payments.— 
BURTON v. WAR ORDNANCE SYNDICATE (1892), 
8 T. L. R. 246, 247. 

Action for disturbance of easements. ]—See 
EASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., p. 196, Nos. 1481-1486. 

Inspection by experts.}—Sce INJUNCTION, Vol. 
XXVITII., pp. 508, 509, Nos. 1129-1140. 

Subject-matter sent out of jurisdiction. ]— Sce 
EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., p. 590, Nos. 6488, 6489. 

See, also, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 185-189, 
Nos. 1568-1592; INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII., 
BP: 509, 510, Nos. 1141-1148; PatTents, Vol. 
XXX VI., pp. 805-808, Nos. 2872-2925. 

Copies and photographs.}—See Discovery, Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 176, Nos. 1300 et seq. 

Costs. }— See INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII., p. 510, 
No. 1144; Patents, Vol. XXXVI., p. 805, 
No. 2880. 


B. By Judge. 


R. S. C., Ord. L., r. 4. It shall be lawful for any Judge, by 
whom any cause or matter may be heard or tried with or without 
a jury, or before whom any cause or matter may be brought by 
way of appeal, to inspect any property or thing concerning 
which any question may arise therein. 


See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXITI., pp. 187, 188, Nos. 
1584-1586 ; IngJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII., p. 510, 
Nos. 1147, 1148. 

Inspection of defective child——Medical certificate 
ae i EDUCATION, Vol. XIX., p. 569, 

O. * 


C. By Jury. 


R. 8. C., Ord. L., r. 5. The provisions of Rule 3 of this Order 
shall apply to inspection by a jury, and in such case the Court 
or a Judge may make all such orders upon the sheriff or other 
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person as may be necessary to procure the attendance of a 
special or common jury at such time and place, and in such 
manner as they or he may think fit. 


See JURIES, Vol. XX X., pp. 219, 220, Nos. 74-85. 

Forms of summons & affidavit—Appendix K., 
Forms 26a, 263.]—See Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 


Sect. 5.—PAYMENT INTO COURT IN RESPECT 
OF LIEN OR SECURITY. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. L., r. 8. Where an action 1s brought to recover, 
or a defendant in his defence seeks by way of countcrclaim to 
recover specific property other than land, and the pany from 
whom such recovery is sought does not dispute the title of the 
party seeking to recover the same, but claims to retain the 
property by virtue of a Hen or otherwise as security for any 
sum of money, the Court or a Judge may, at any time after suc 
last-mentioned claim appears from the pleadings, or, if there 
be no pleadings, by affidavit or otherwise to the satisfaction of 
such Court or Judge, order that the party claiming to recover 
the property be at liberty to pay into Court, to abide tho event 
of the action, the amount of money in respect of which the lien 
or security is claimed, and such further sum (if any) for interest 
and costs as such Court or Judge may direct, and that, upon 
such payment into Court being made, the property claimed be 
given up to the party claiming it. 


2811. Absence of counterclaim.|—In an action 
by a mortgagee against mortgagor on a covenant 
for payment of principal & interest, deft. paid into 
court the amount claimed & pltf. received it out 
of court. Deft. then applied under this rule for 
delivery of the title deeds upon payment into court 
by the applicant of the amount claimed for mort- 
gagee’s costs :—Held: there being no counter- 
claim, Ord. L., r. 8, did not apply.—MORGAN v. 
GREATREX, [1884] W. N. 2: Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 63. 

2812. Amount paid into court.J)—LBy Ord. L., 
r. 8, where an action is brought to recover specific 
property other than land, & deft. does not dispute 
pltt.’s title to recover the same, but claims to 
retain the property by virtue of a lien or otherwise 
as security for any sum of money, the court or a 
judge may order that pltf. be at liberty to pay into 
court, to abide the event of the action, ‘‘ the 
amount of money in respect of which the lien or 
security is claimed, & such further sum (if any) 
for interest & costs as such court or judge may 
direct, & that upon such payment into court 
being made, the property claimed be given up 
to the party claiming it’’ :—Held: under r. 8, 
in order to entitle pltf. to an order that the specific 
property be given up to him, he must pay into 
court the whole amount claimed by deft., not- 
withstanding that it exceeded the value of the 
specified property.—GEBRUDER NAF v. PLOTON 
(1890), 25 Q. B. D. 13, 59 L. J. Q. B. 371; 63 
L. T. 828; 38 W. R. 566, C. A. 

Solicitor’s lien.}—See Souicirors, Vol. XLII, 
p. 263, No. 2972. 

Shipowner’s lien for general average.|—See 
SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., p. 605, No. 4320. 


Sect. 6.—PAYMENT OF INCOME, ETC., PENDING 
CHANCERY ACTION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. L., r. 9. Where any real or personal estate 
forms the subject of any proceedings in the Chancery Division, 
and the Judge is satisfied that the same will be more than 
sufficient to answer all the claims thereon which ought to be 
provided for in such proceedings, the Judge may at any time 
after the commencement of the proceedings, allow to the parties 
interested therein, or any one or more of them, the whole or 
part of the annual income of the real estate or a pact of the 

ersonal estate, or the whole or part of the income thereof, up 

such time as the Judge shall direct. 


Part LVI.—INTERLOCUTORY ORDERS. 


2818. When order made.}—The court will only 
make an order for advancement of income or 
principal where it sees that parties are clearly 
entitled & there is some pressing reason for so 
doing, but not where the ultimate division of the 
fund may take place in the course of a few days.— 
Row.LEy v. BuRGEss (1854), 2 W. R. 652. 

Administration action.}—See ExEcuTors, Vol. 
XXIV., pp. 590, 712, Nos. 6233, 7393. 


ACTION—-CONDUCT 


Sisct. 7—ADMINISTRATION 
OF SALE 


R.S.C., Ord. L.,r.10. Whenever in an action for the adminis- 
tration of the estate of a deceased person, or execution of the 
trusts of a written instrument, a sale is ordered of any property 
vested in any executor, administrator, or trustee, the conduct 
of such sale shali be given to such executor, administrator, or 
trustee, unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise direct. 


2814. Order by judge—When court will interfere 
with.}—The court ought not to interfere with the 
discretion of the judge [who had made an order 
giving the conduct of the sale to pltf.] as to who 
is to have the conduct of a sale, unless there are 
some very extraordinary circumstances that require 
it to do so. I do not say special circumstances, 
but extraordinary circumstances (Corron, L.J.).— 
Re LOVE, H1Lu v. SPURGEON (1885), 29 Ch. D. 348, 
349; 541. J. Ch. 816; 52 L. T. 398, C. A. 

As to sales by court in Chancery Division, see 
K.S.C., Ord. LI., rr. 1-13, Part LVII., post; R.S.C., 
nea LV.,r.2 (14), Part L.XXI., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 3, 
post. 


SecT. 8.--COMPOUNDING PENAL ACTIONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. L., r.13. Leave to compound a penal action 
shall not be given in cases where part of the penalty goes to tho 
Crown, unless notice shall first have been given to the proper 
officer; but in other cases it may be given without notice to 
any officer. 


ee — r.14 The order to compound a_ penal 
action shall expressly state that the defendant undertakes to 
pay the sum for which the Court has given him Icave to com- 
pound the action. 


a oe 15, When leave is given to compound a 
penal action, where part of the penalty goes to the Crown, the 
King’s half of the composition shall be paid into the hands of 
the Master of the Crown Office Department of the central office 
for the use of His Majesty. 


2815. Withdrawal of plaintiff.}—By 18 Eliz. 
c. 5, ss. 4 & 5, it would be a criminal offence for 
pltf. to compound a penal action without the con- 
sent of the court. There are several old decisions 
with respect to the question as to whether & in 
what manner the court shall consent. I need not 
discuss the meaning of the word ‘‘ compound.” 
It is a broad word & may cover many things. 
Ord. L., r. 14, provides that the order to com- 
pound a penal action shall expressly state that 
deft. undertakes to pay the sum for which the court 
has given him leave to compound the action. 
Apparently an offence against 18 Eliz. c. 5, can 
be committed, even though proceedings for a 
penalty have not been commenced. See the lucid 
statement in Halsbury’s Laws of England, Vol. IX. 
It is ay correct that these actions cannot 
be ended without the consent of the court. More- 
over, as I pointed out in my earlier judgment, the 
penalties here in question cannot be remitted by 
the Crown. . . . Under the extraordinary circum- 
stances before me what vught I to do as to the 
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actions & the terms of relief? Upon the whole, 
I do not feel called upon to enter judgment in 
pltf.’s favour when he expressly stated that he 
desires to withdraw. I ought not, however, to 
enter judgment in favour of defts. with costs. 
I think it best formally to enter judgment for deft. 
in each case without costs. This will meet, I 
assume, pltf.’s desire to abandon the status of a 
common informer, & will give defts. a fortunate 
remission of the burdens to which they might 
have been exposed (McCARDIE, J.).—NICHOL v. 
FEARBY, NIcHOL v. ROBINSON, [1923] 1 K. B. 
480, 503 ; 92 L. J. K. B. 280, 292; 128 L. T. 662; 
87 J. P. 70; 39 T. L. R. 175. 


Sect. 9.— MANDAMUS, RECEIVER AND 
INJUNCTION. 


SUB-sSECT. 1.—MANDAMUS. 


Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925, s. 45. 
(1) The High Court may grant a mandamus or an {njunction or 
appoint arcceciver by an interlocutory order in all cases in which 
it appears to the court to be Just or convenient so to do. 

(2) Any such order may be made either unconditionally or on 
such terms and conditions as the court thinks just. 

(3) If, whether before, or at, or after the hearing of any cause 
or matter, an application is made for an injunction to prevent 
any threatened or apprehended waste or trespass, the injunction 
may be granted, if the court thinks fit, whether the person 
against whom the injunction is sought is or is not in possession 
under any claim of title or otherwise, or (if out of possession) 
does or does not claim a right to do the act sought to be restrained 
under any colour of title, and whether the estates claimed by 
both or by either of the parties are legal or equitable. 


R. S. C., Ord. L., r. 6 An application for an order under 
section 45, of the Act, or under Rules 2 or 3 of this Order, may 
be made to the Court or a Judge by any party. If the applica- 
tion be by the plaintiff for an order under the said section 45 
it may be made either ex parte or with notice, and if for an order 
under Rules 2 or 3 of this Order it may be made after notice to 
the defendant at any time after the issue of the writ of summons, 
and if {t be by any other party, then on notice to the plaintiff, 
and at any time after appearance by the party making the 
application. 


See CROWN PractricF, Vol. XVL, pp. 316, 322, 
Nos. 1298, 1339-1342. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—RECEIVER. 
A. In General. 


Sce K.S. C., Ord. L., rv. 6, supra. 
Jurisdiction of court.|—See RECEIVERS, 
XXXIX., pp. 6-8, 41, Nos. 3-20, 498. 
Application for appointment.|—See RECEIVERS, 
Vol. XXXIX., pp. 10-15, Nos. 45-128. 
Indorsement on writ.|—See RECEIVERS, 
Vol. XX XIX., pp. 11, 15, Nos. 65, 129~134. 
2816. ——— King’s Bench Division—In action in 
which injunction sought.]}—He has here, however 
appliea to the Queen’s Bench Division for a 
receiver, without commencing any fresh action. 
The question is whether a fresh action is necessary. 
Sect. 25, sub-sect. 8 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
provides that ‘‘a mandamus or injunction may 
be granted, or a receiver appointed by an inter- 
locutory order of the court,’ in all cases in which 
it shall appear just & convenient; & deft.’s con- 
tention is that the court has no power under that 
section to make an order for a receiver in an action 
after judgment, for that the words ‘‘ interlocutory 
order’’ mean an order prior to final judgment. 
But with that contention I cannot agree. The 
interpretation of the word ‘interlocutory,’ as 
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Sect. 9.—Mandamus, receiver and injunction: Sub- 
sect. 2, A., B., C. & D.) 


used in that sub-section, is to be found later on 
in the sub-section itself, which provides that ‘‘ if 
an injunction is asked either before, or at, or after 
the hearing of a cause,’”’ it may be granted, etc. 
But it is only by an interlocutory order that the 
court has power under this section to grant 
aninjunction. In the case of an injunction, there- 
fore, the section clearly contemplates an inter- 
locutory order being made after the hearing of a 
cause, or in other words, after judgment. But 
if the word interlocutory is to have that extended 
meaning in the case of an injunction, why not also 
in the case of a receiver? In my opinion pltf. 
was right in making this application to the Queen’s 
Bench Division in the way he did. It is true he 
might have made it in the course of a second action 
instituted for the purpose, but that is a circuitous 
process which I consider no longer necessary 
(BAGGALLAY, L.J.).—SmITH v. COWELL (1880), 
6 Q. B. D. 75, 77; 50 L. J. Q. B. 88; 43 L. T. 
028 ; 29 W. ht. 227, C. A. 

2817. —— Ex parte.|—E2z parte applica- 
tions for a receiver ought not to be granted, even 
after judgment, except in case of emergency, & 
it is desirable that this rule should always be borne 
in mind, & not be lightly departed from (LINDLEY, 
L.J.).— Lucas 7. HARRIS (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 127, 
134; 56L. J. Q. B. 15; 55 L. T. 658; 51 J. P. 
261; 35 W. R. 112; 3 T. L. R. 106, C. A. 

— —— ——.}+ See, also, EXECUTION, Vol. 
XXI., p. 671, Nos. 2506-2510 ; RECEIVERS, Vol. 
XXXIX., pp. 18, 14, Nos. 102-116. 

—— Chancery Division—On summons for direc- 
tions.}—See Part XXXI., ante. 

Service of summons.|]—See IxEcu- 
TION, Vol. XXI., p. 672, No. 2513. 

2818. On notice of motion.}—In a 
suit instituted for the purpose of vbtaining pay- 
ment of a debt due to plitf. out of certain property 
settled to the separate use of the wife, counsel for 
pitf. moved that the wife might have leave to 
answer separatcly from her husband, & that a 
receiver might be appointed of her separate pro- 
perty :—Held: the order to answer separately 
could be made, & pltf. must afterwards give a 
further notice of the motions for the appointment 
of a receiver.— RICHARDSON v. DE HELD (1862), 
1 New Rep. 5. 

2819. In what cases appointment made.}—The 
receiver, if appointed in this case, must be 
appointed on the principle on which the Court of 
Chancery acts, of preserving property pending the 
litigation which is to decide the right of the litigant 
parties. In such cases the court must of necessity 
exercise a discretion as to whether it will or will not 
take possession of the property by its officer. No 
positive unvarying rule can be laid down as to 
whether the court will or will not interfere by this 
kind of interim protection of the property. Where 
indeed the property is as it were in medio, in the 
enjoyment of no one, the court can hardly do wrong 
in taking possession. It is the common interest 
of all pestis that the court should prevent a 
scramble. Such is the case when a receiver of a 
property of a deceased person is appointed pending 
a litigation in the Ecclesiastical Court as to the 
right of probate or administration. No one is in 
the actual lawful enjoyment of property so cir- 
cumstanced, & no wrong can be done to any one 
by ing & preserving it for the benefit of the 
successful litigant. But where the object of pltf. 
is to ae ey of which deft. is in 
the enjoyment, the case is necessarily involved in 
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further questions. The court by taking possession 
at the instance of pltf. may be doing a wrong to the 
deft. ; in some cases an irreparable wrong. _ If pitf. 
should eventually fail in sep eelurrearn his right 
against deft., the court may by its interim inter- 
ference have caused mischief to deft. for which 
the subsequent restoration of the property may 
afford no adequate compensation. In all cases, 
therefore, where the court interferes by appointing 
a@ receiver of property in the possession of deft. 
before the title of deft. is established by decree, 
it exercises a discretion to be governed by all the 
circumstances of the case (LORD &T. LEONARDS, C.). 
—OwWwEN & GUTCH v. HOMAN (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 
997, 1032, 1033; 1 Eq. Rep. 370; 22 L. T. O.S. 
58; 17 Jur. 861; 10 E. R. 752, H. LL. 

2820. ~-}—The preservation of property 
pending litigation is an old head of equity; & 
in former days bills quia timet to preserve property 
were of common occurrence. The mode of pre- 
servation, in cases in which preservation ought to 
be granted, was in the judicial discretion of the 
court. The modes were various, & they are now, 
by reason of Ord. L., even more various ; receivers 
may be appointed, injunctions granted, & 
directions given for money & property to come into 
court, & sales of goods for the sake of preservation 
may be ordered. But the question of the exercise 
of the judicial discretion was always based, & is 
still based. upon this, that there is property in 
dispute to some interest in which pltf. shows a 
primd facie title ; & preservation is ensured until 
the rights of the parties can be finally determined 
(FARWELL, L.J.).—LENEY & Sons, [Tp. v. 
CALLINGHAM & THOMPSON, [1908] 1 K. B. 79, 84 ; 
a L. J. K. B. 64; 97 L. T. 697; 24 T. L. BR. 55, 

ye Ns 

2821. In aid of existing rights.]—The 
Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25 (8) [see, now, the 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925, s. 45, p. 663, ante] only gave the court 
power to appoint a receiver in aid of existing rights. 
The words “ just & convenient ’’ must be construed 
with reference to the existing law of the country 
(per CUR.).—PHILIPS v. JONES (1884), 28 Sol. Jo. 


360, C, A. 

Not where existing rights of others 
prejudiced.|—See IixEcuTorRS & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIITJ., p. 377, No. 4463. 

-}+—See, also, RECEIVERS, Vol. XXXIX., 
pp. 7, 24-41, 71, Nos. 13, 2900-483, 825. 

Who may be appointed.]|—See RECEIVERS, Vol. 
XXXIX., pp. 16-21, 28, 24, Nos. 1385-198, 264— 
269, 280. 

Interference with receivers.}—See RECEIVERS, 
Vol. XXXIX., pp. 75-78, Nos. 872-915. 

Action against receivers.]—-See RECEIVERS, Vol. 
XXXIX., pp. 51, 78, Nos. 625, 628, 909-915. 

Indemnity for receivers.|—See RECEIVERS, Vol. 
XXXIX., p. 82, Nos. 960, 962. 

Property in hands of receiver—Effect of posses- 

















sion.}—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 672, 673, 
Nos. 25615-2527;  REcEIVERS, Vol. XXXIX., 
pp. 69, 70, Nos. 791-805. 

Managers.|—See REcEIVERS, Vol. XXXIX., 


pp. 91-95. 


B, By way of Equitable Execution. 


R.8.C., Ord. L.,r.154, In every case in which an application 
is made for the appointment of a receiver by way of equitable 
execution, the Court or a Judge in determining whether it is 

ust or convenient that such appointment should be made shall 

ave regard to the amount of the debt claimed by the applicant, 
to the amount which may probably be obtained by the receiver, 
and to the probable costa of his appointment and may, if they 
or he shall so think fit, direct any anqulrice on these or other 
matters before making the appointment. 


Part LLV1I.—INTERLOCUTORY ORDERS. 


See EXEcUurion, Vol. XXI., pp. 657, 664-674, 
Nos. 2356, 2448-2536 ; REcEIVERS, Vol. XX XIX., 
pp. 43, 50, Nos. 516-520, 605-612. 

Form of summons for receiver—Appendix K., 
No. 261.]}—See Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Form of order appointing receiver—Appendix K.., 
No. 26j.]—See Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Whether for part of judgment. ]—See EXEcuTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 427, 436, Nos. 81, 178. 

Registration of order.|—See Land Charges Act, 
1925 (c. 22), ss. 6, 7. 

Power of county court to appoint. |—Sce CouNTY 
Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 516, Nos. 657~660. 

Bankruptcy — Court of — Power to appoint 
receiver.j—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 665, 
No. 2452. 

Effect of appointment of receiver—Whether 
judgment creditor secured.J]—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., pp. 360, 361, Nos. 3360-3365. 

—— Right to issue bankruptcy notice.]— 
See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 87, No. 788. 

See, also, Bankruptcy Act, 1914 (c. 59), 3. 40. 

Debenture-holders’ action.]—See Part LXXI., 
Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, Sect. 11, sub-sect. 2, post. 

Judgment against married woman.]—Sce 
HusBAND & WIFF, Vol. XXVITI., pp. 103, 119, 
120, 121, 122, 123, 132, 153, 177, 253, 254, 255, 
Nos. 808, 962-965, 970, 973, 974, 986-997, 1074, 
1236, 1456, 2223, 2236-2248, 2246. 

Lunacy proceedings.|—See LuNatTics, Vol. 
cnr ae pp. 175, 218, 220, Nos. 639, 640, 1271, 

2822. Action against unregistered association— 
Joinder of trustees.]—An action was brought 

_ainst an unregistered association for the hire 
of articles supplied, & a representation order was 
obtained against the committee of the association 
directing that they should defend the action on 
behalf of all the members. Tltfs. claimed to join 
as defts. to the action certain persons in whom 
property belonging to the association was vested 
as trustees. In their statement of claim they made 
it clear that the trustees were only being sued in 
that capacity, & that no claim was being made 
against them personally for either the money debt 
or the costs of the action :—Held: as under the 
circumstances no inconvenience or embarrassment 
could result from such joinder of the trustees, 
pltfs. were entitled to join them. 

Two very instructive judgments of Sir George 
Jessel on this subject will be found in Anglo- 
Italian Bank v. Davies, [EXEcCUTION, Vol. XXT, 
p. 665, No. 2454], & Salt v. Cooper, [vbid., p. 671, 
No. 2502]. Ile there went fully into the history 
of the matter & pointed out that the application 
for equitable execution against property of the 
debtor, the legal estate in which was in the hands 
of third persons, might be made by motion either 
before or after the judgment against the debtor, 
& he strongly inclined to the view, although it was 
unnecessary for him in those cases to definitely 
decide the point, that a separate writ claiming a 
receiver was not necessary, that is to say that the 
application for equitable execution might be made 
in the same action. I do not propose to lay down 
any general rule, that in all cases in which a money 
judgment is obtained against persons having an 
equitable interest in property, execution of the 
judgment may be enforced against that property 

y making the trustees defts. in the action; but 
it is obvious that in many such cases it would 
be convenient that, instead of waiting till after 
judgment before applying for an order for equitable 
execution, or bringing an independent action 
against the trustees for that purpose, pltf. should 
join the trustees as defts. to the original action, 
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provided that he makes it clear that he is making 
no claim against them personally, either for the 
money due or for costs, but is only seeking to get 
at the equitable interest of the principal defts. 
in property in which the trustees have the legal 
interest. Where such a joinder is not open to the 
objection that it is inconvenient or embarrassing 
it ought to be permitted (Scrutrron, L.J.).— 
IDEAL Fitms, Lrp. v. RICHARDS, [1927] 1 K. B. 
374, 380, 381; 96 L. J. K. B. 1613 136 L. T. 295 ; 
43 T. L. R. 7; 70 Sol. Jo. 1138, C. A. 

Appeal ‘from order.]|—See Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31. 


C. Security. 


R.S. C., Ord. L., r.16. Except as 
following rule, where an order is made directing a receiver to be 
appointed, unless otherwise ordered, the person to be appointed 
shall first give security, to be allowed by the Court or a Judge 
and taken before a person authorised to administer oaths, duly 
to account for what he shall receive as such receiver, and to pay 
the same as the Court or Judge shall direct ; and the person so 
to be appointed shall, unless otherwise ordered, be allowed a 
proper salary or allowance. Such security shall be by recog- 
nizance in the Form No. 21 in Appendix L., unless the Court or 
a Judge shall otherwise order. 


—ri16A. Where the amount for which 
security is to be given docs not exceed 500]. such security may 
be given by an undertaking in the form specified in the Appendix 
to these Rules, which may be cited as Form No. 21a! of 
Appendix L. of the Rules of the Supreme Court. Such under- 
taking shall be signed by the receiver and his surety or sureties 
or in the case of a guarantee or other company shall be sealed 
with the seal of such company or otherwise duly executed. 
The undertaking shall be filed in the central office or where the 
proceedings are pending in a district registrv in such registry, 
and pepe as of record until the same shall have been duly 
vacated. 


provided in the next 


ene ne ae 





—- -—-—- y.17. Where any judgment or order is 
pronounced or made in Court appointing a person therein 
named to be receiver, the Court or a Judge may adjourn to 
chambers the cause or matter then pending, in order that the 
person named as receiver may give securiiy as in the last pre- 
ceding Rule mentioned, and may thereupon direct such judgment 
or order to be drawn up. 


See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 795, 796, Nos. 
5018-5023; Execution, Vol. XXI., p. 666, 
No. 2465; Receivers, Vol. X X XIX., pp. 21-24, 
Nos. 233-289, 

Form, etc., of security & bond.|—See Appendix 
J.., Nos. 21-21B., Yearly Supreme Court Practice, 
R.S.C., Ord. LX.,r. 4, Part LXXX., Sect. 4, post; 
R. S. C., Ord. L:XI., r. 8a., Part LX XX1., Sect. 8, 
post, 

2823. Appeal from order of judge.]|—Where a 
judge of first instance has, in the exercise of his 
discretion, refused to displace a receiver by a 
liquidator, the Court of Appeal will not, in the 
absence of special circumstances to justify their 
so doing, interfere with that exercise of discretion. 
—Re STUBBS (JOSHUA), Lrp., BARNEY v. STUBBS 
(JosHua), Lrp., [1891] 1 Ch. 475; 60 L. J. Ch. 190; 
64L. T. 306; 39W. R. 617; 7T. L. R. 220, C. A. 
.]—See Supreme Court of Judicature (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1) (3); R.S.C., 
Ord. LIV., r. 23, Part LXV., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 11, 
post. 


—— 





D, Accounts. 


R.S. C., Ord. L., r. 18. When a receiver is appointed with a 
direction that he shall pass accounts the Court or Judge shall 
fix the days upon which he shall (annually, or at longer or 
shorter periods,) leave and pass such accounts, and also the 
days upon which he shall pay the balances appearing due on the 
accounts so left, or such part thereof as shall be certifled as 
proper to be paid by him. And with respect to any such receiver 
as shall neglect to leave and pass his accounts and pay the 
balances thereof at the times so to bo fixed for that purpose as 
aforesaid, the Judge before whom any such receiver isa to account 
may from time to time, when his subsequent accounts are pro- 
duced to be examined and passed, disallow the salary therein 
claimed by such recelver, and may also, {ff he shall think fit, 
charge him with interest at the rate of 61. per cent. per annum 
upon the balances so negiccted to be paid by him during the 
time the same shall appear to have remained in the hands of any 
such receiver. 
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. 9.—Mandamua, receiver and injunction: Sub- 
sect.2, D. & E.; sub-sect. 3. Sects. 10 & 11. 
LVII. Sect.1: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 


R.S.C., Ord. L.,r. 19. Reecivers’ accounts shall be in the 
Form No. 14 in Appendix J., with such variations as circum- 
stances may require. 

r.20. Jivery receiver shall Ieave in the 
chambers of the Judge to whom the cause or matter is assigned 
his account, together with an affidavit verifying the same in the 
Form No. 22 in Appendix L., with auch variations as circum- 
stances may require. An appointment shall thereupon be 
obtained by the plaintiff or person having the conduct of the 
cause for the purpose of passing auch account, 


—-—_______-—_——- r, 21. In case of any receiver failing to 
leave any account or affidavit, or to pass such account, or to 
make any payment, or otherwise, the recciver or the parties, or 
any of them, may be required to attend at Chambers to show 
cause why such account or affidavit has not been left, or such 
arcount passed, or such payment made, or any other proper 
proceeding taken, and thereupon such directions as shall be 
proper may be given at chambers or by adjournment into Court, 
including the discharge of any receiver and appointment of 
another, and payment of costs. 


——_—_—__--—-~--—- ry. 22. <A certificate of the Master stating 
the result of a receiver’s account shall from time to time be 
taken, Form 3 in the Appendix hercto shall be substituted for 
¥orm 22 in Appendix L. 


See RECEIVERS, 
Nos. 963-999. 

Forms of affidavit, certificate & account.]}]—WSee 
Appendix L., Nos. 14, 22, 22a, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice; Law of Property Act, 1925 
(c. 20),8. 109 ; BANKERS, Vol. III., p. 181, No. 342. 

Proceedings to recover assets.]}—-See RECEIVERS, 
Vol. XX XIX., pp. 64-66, Nos. 741-769. 

Default of receiver.|-——See JECKIVERS, Vol. 
XXXIX., p. 84, Nos. 979-999. 

——— Position of sureties. |— See RECEIVERS, Vol. 
XXXiX., p. 89. 

2824. Death of receiver. ]—In 1812 the executors 
of a receiver applied to pass his accounts & pay in 
the balance ; this was ordered, but payment was not 
made. In 1841 they were ordered to pay in the 
balance without interest, & it was held that they 
could not object the want of assets.— GURDEN v. 
Bapcock (1842), 6 Beav. 157; 12 L. J. Ch. 62; 
49 E. R. 785. 

-+—See, also, ExrEcutors & AMDMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIII., p. 354, No. 4217. 

Vouching receivers’ accounts.]—See KR. 

Ord. XXXITTI., rr. 3, 44, pp. 618, 519, ante. 


Vol. XXXIX., pp. 82-84, 
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of a like kind relating to the same 
out of the saine contract; and the 
the injunction, either upon or without terms, as may be just. 
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E. Remuneration, Allowances and Indemnity. 


See MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., p. 401, No. 1421 ; 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XX XVI., - 489, Nos. 1536 
1545; RECEIVERS, Vol. XXXIX., pp. 79-82. 

As to priority of claim.]—-See CoMPANIEs, Vol. 
X., pp. 801, 802, 803, 809, Nos. 5079-5082, 5095, 
5166, 5170. 


SuB-SECT, 3.—INJUNCTION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. L., r. 11. No writ of injunction shall be issued. 
An injunction shall be by a fudgment or order, and any such 
judgment or order shall have the effect which a writ of injunction 
previously had. 


——__—______— r.12, In any cause or matter in which an 
injunction has been, or might have been claimed, the plaintiff 
may, before or after judgment, apply for an injunction to 
restrain the defendant or respondent from the repetition or 
continuance of the wrongful act or breach of contract complained 
of, or from the commission of any injury or breach of contract 
property or right, or arising 

ourt or a Judge may grant 


See, also, R. S. C., Ord. J.., r. 6, p. 663, ante. 
See INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVITII., pp. 493-523, 


Nos. 960-1316. 


Sect. 10.—LIQUIDATORS’ ACCOUNTS. 


R.S. C., Ord. L., vr. 23. Tho accounts of liquidators shall be 
passed and verificd in the same manner as is by this Order 
directed as to receivers’ accounts, 


Remuneration of liquidator.|}-—Sre COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., p. 992, Nos. 6874-6878. 


Siuct. 11.— GUARDIANS’ ACCOUNTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. L., r. 24. The accounts of guardians shall be 
passed and verified in the same manner as is by this Order 
directed as to receivers’ accounts, 


Trustee as co-guardian—Vouching items of 
expenditure. ]|—See INFANTS, Vo]. XXVITI., p. 194, 
No. 530. 


Part LVIIl—Sales by the Court. 


SEcT. 1.- IN THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


SUB-SECT. 1.— ORDER FOR SALE OF RRAT, 
HESTATE. 


R.S. C., Ord. Li., r.1. If in any cause or matter relating to 
any real estate it shall appear necessary or expedient that the 
real estate or any part thereof should be sold, the Court or a 
Judge may order the same to be sold, and any party bound by 
the order and _in possession of the estate, or in receipt of the 
rents and profits thereof, shall be compelled to deliver up such 
possession or receipt to the purchaser, or such other person as 
may be thereby directed. 


See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 56. 

Jurisdiction of court—-When formerly exercised. ] 
—See LIEN, Vol. XXXII., p. 281, No. 587; 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., p. 486, No. 1495 ; 
SALE OF LAND, Vol. XL., p. 66, No. 504. 

2825. ——— Under Chancery Procedure Act, 
1852 (c. 86), s. 55.}—This was a petition praying 





for a sale of real estate of testator in conformity 
with 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86, s. 55. T. H., testator, 
gave to trustees all his real & personal estate, upon 
trusts as to the real estate for sale, the proceeds 
to be divided amongst his children. A claim had 
been filed, & upon the hearing, Dec. 10, 1850, it 
had been referred to the master to make the usual 
inquiries. Pending these inquiries, this petition 
was presented by the parties beneficially interested 
in the proceeds. Order granted.—MARTIN v. 
HADLOW (1852), 1 W. R. 101. 

2826. ——.}—The Chancery Procedure 
Act, 1852 (c. 86), s. 55, is applicable only to cases 
in which, for the protection of property or other 
like cause, it is necessary to apply to the court for 
a sale, & it was not intended to enable parties, in 
a contested suit, to obtain, upon an interlocutory 
application before the hearing, a decision upon 
the question in contest.— PRINCE v. COOPER (1853), 





Part LVIT.—Sates By tHe Court. 


16 Beav. 546; 20 L. T. O. 8. 269; 1 W. R. 206; 


51 E. R. 890. 

2827. ——-.}—The Chancery Procedure 
Act, 1852 (c. 86), s. 55, does not authorise the 
court in an ordinary foreclosure action to direct 
a sale on an interlocutory application. 

The section refers to the sale of real estate “ for 
the purposes of the suit,’ showing that it is 
intended to apply to administration suits (JESSEL, 
M.R.).—LONDOoN & CouNnTY BANKING Co. v. 
DOVER (1879), 11 Ch. D. 204; 48 L. J. Ch. 336; 
27 W. R. 749. 

-|—See, also, MornTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., 
p. 555, No. 2852; Partnersnip, Vol. XXXVI, 
p. 518, No. 1880; Sate or LAND, Vol. XL, 
Nos. 367, 368. 

2828. -}—Real estate consisting of agri- 
cultural property in Norfolk. The court refused to 
order the estate to be sold for the purpose of paying 
the costs of the action, in which a declaration of 
the rights of the persons entitled had been obtained, 
& a receiver appointed against their father, who 
had previously been in possession & refused to 
account, but directed the receiver to apply any 
funds in his hands, after keeping down incum- 
brances, in payment of the costs. 

_Under Ord. LI., r. 1, the court now has juris- 
diction to order real estate to be sold at any 
time, in an action relating to it, if it appears 
‘necessary or expedient.” You must show me 
that a sale is for the benefit of the infants. It 
would be highly inexpedient to sell a property 
consisting of agricultural land in Norfolk, as such 
property in that part of England is very much 
depreciated in value at the present time, & I 
will not order it to be sold merely for the purpase 
of paying costs (KAY, J.).—MILHES v. JARVIS (No. 2) 
(1883), 50 L. T. 48, 49. 

——.]—See, also, SALE oF LAND, Vol. X1,., 
pp. 52, 53, Nos. 381-342. 

Application for sale—By summons.]— See R.S.C., 
Ord. LV., r. 2 (14) post. 

Conduct of sale.|—See SALE oF LAND, Vol. XL., 
pp. 55, 58, Nos. 370-383. 

Administration action.|—See Vart LVI., 
Sect. 7, ante. 

2829. Discharge of incumbrances on sale. }|— 
Where real estate, forming part of an estate which is 
being administered by the court is charged with an 
annuity, upon further consideration the court will 
not, under the Conveyancing and Law of Property 
Act, 1881 (c. 41), s. 5, direct the property to be sold 
free from the annuity, but will direct an applica- 
tion in chambers as to the mode of sale-—PATCHING 
v. BULL (1882), 46 L. T. 227; 30 W. KR. 244. 

2830. Reference by master to judge.]—The 
vendors applied under the Conveyancing Act, 
1881 (c. 41), 8. 5, for, & obtained, an order for 
payment of a sum into court. The order, on the 
face of it, purports to have been made by a judge, 
but I am told that it was made merely by « master, 
& I must say that, having regard to the amount 
in question & the rather difficult language of the 
section in question, it was, in my opinion, a 
matter in which an order ought not to have been 
made by a master, but one which he ought to 
have referred to the judge (SARGANT, J.).—Re 
WILBERFORCE’S TRUSTS, WILBERFORCE v. WILBER- 
FORCE, [1915] 1 Ch. 94; 841. J. Ch. 252 5 111 1. T. 


797. 
.]—See, also, Mortcaare, Vol. XXXV., 
p. 3859, No. 1021; SALE orf LAND, Vol. XL., 
pp. 269, 270, Nos. 2359-2364 ; Law of Property 
Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 50. 
Sale in lieu of foreclosure.|—See MORTGAGE, 
Vol. XXXV., pp. 370, 542-555, Nos. 1127-1136, 





ed 
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2699, 2703-2706, 2717, 2833, 2837, 2853, 2857 ; 
Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 91. 

2831. Practice under Chancery Procedure 
Act, 1852.]—The court has no power to order a 
sale under the Chancery Procedure Act, 1852 
(c. 86), s. 48, on interlocutory application, but 
only where, before the Act, foreclosure might have 
been decreed.—WAYN v. Lewis (1853), 1 Drew. 
487; 22 L. J. Ch. 1051; 1 W. R. 344; 61 E. R. 


538, 
ieee , MorTaaae, Vol. XXXV., 
p. 555, No. 2852. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—ORDER FOR SALE, ETC., OUT 
OF COURT. 
R.S. C., Ord. LI., r. 1A. In all cases where a sale, mortgage, 
partition, or exchange is ordered, the Court or a I udge shall 
have power, in addition to the powers already existing, with a 


view to avoiding expense or delay, or for other good reason, to 
authorise the same to be carried out, either as at present— 
(a) by laying proposals before the Judge in Chambers for hfs 
sanction; or 
(>) by proceedings altogether out of Court, any moneys 
produced thereby being paid into Court or to trustees, 
OF eas dealt with as the Judge in Chambers may 
order : 
Provided always, that the Judge shall not authorise the said 
proceedings altogether out of the Court, unless and until he is 
satisfied, by such evidence as he shall deem sufficient, that all 
persons interested in the estate to be sold, mortgaged, par- 
titioned, or exchanged are before the Court or are bound by the 
order for sale, mortgage, partition, or exchange, and every order 
authorising the said proceedings altogether out of Court shall be 
prefaced by a declaration that the Judge is so satisfied as afore- 
ree ane astatement ot the evidence upon which such declaration 
8 made. 


See SALtu or LAND, Vol. XL, p. 54, Nos. 358- 
366; Morraaare, Vol. XXXV., pp. 353, 546, 
Nos. 1048, 1054, 2743-2748. 

Conversion.]—See Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 361- 
364, Nos. 994-1019. 

2832. Inquiry as to title—Sale in lieu of par- 
tition—Infant parties.|—Upon motion for judg- 
ment in an action for sale in lieu of partition, where 
all persons interested (some being infants) asked 
that an inquiry as to title might be dispensed with 
& for an immediate sale by auction & an order was 
made for an immediate sale out of court, subject 
to directions for fixing a reserve price & the 
auctioneer’s remuneration in chambers, & for the 
conditions of sale to require the purchaser to pay 
into court his purchase moneys. 

Having regard to the fact that infants were 
interested, & to Rules of Dec. 1888, r. 9, which 
modifies R.S. C., Ord. 51, r. 1A, the court required 
the allegations in the claim to be verified by 
affidavit, notwithstanding that such allegations 
were admitted by deft. in his pleading.—WILLIS v. 
WILLIS (1889), 61 L. T. 610; 38 W. R. 7. 

2833. —~— Lunatic party.}—In an action 
for the sale (in lieu of partition) of real estate to 
one-fourth of which a person of unsound mind not 
so found was entitled, to court followed the case of 
Willis v. Willis. No. 2832, ante, but desired it to 
be understood that the order in that case was not 
to be taken as a precedent necessarily to be 
followed in all cases, as it must depend on the 
particular circumstances of each case whether it 
should follow it or not.—CRooK v. CROOK, [1890 | 
W.N. 286. 

2834. —-—- Dispensed with.]—On an action for 
the partition or sale of real estate coming on for 
hearing as a short cause, counsel for the pltf. asked 
for the usual judgment directing an inquiry as to 
the persons interested, & whether they were 
parties to the action, & if it should be certified that 
all persons interested were parties, then directing 
a sale :—Held: that in these cases the shortest 
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& least expensive way was to prove the title in 
court in the first instance ; strict evidence was not 
necessary, but it would be sufficient if there was 
an affidavit by a competent person. 

The case having stood over, such an affidavit 
was produced, & the court being satisfied that all 
persons interested were parties to the action, 
& desired a sale, an order was made for sale out 
of court, with the usual directions as to fixing the 
reserved price, & the auctioneer’s remuneration, 
& as to payment of the deposit & the rest of the 
purchase money into ct.—Jte STEDMAN, COOMBE 
v. VINCENT (1888), 58 L. T. 709. 

2835. --—In an action for partition 
or sale of property the title should not be proved 
in court in the first instance unless the property 
is small & its title simple.—HAWKINS v. HERBERT 
(1889), 60 L. T. 142; 37 W. R. 300. 

2836. .-/—As a general rule, when in a 
partition action a request for a sale is made at the 
trial by persons who allege that they are the 
owners of a moiety of the property, an inquiry 
will be directed in chambers to ascertain the 
persons interested in the property. But in simple 
cases, where the value of the property is small, 
the court may at the trial order an immediate sale, 
upon being satisfied as to the persons interested.— 
Woop v. GREGORY (1889), 43 Ch. D. 82; 59 
].. J. Ch. 282; 62 L. T. 1793; 38 W. R. 2263 36 
Sol. Jo. 731. 

2837. ——— Married woman—Form of certificate.] 
—In a partition action where a married woman 
was by the certificate found entitled to any real 
property, if she was entitled for her separate use 

was married before the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, she should be described in the 
certificate as being entitled ‘‘for her separate 
use.”’ If she was entitled by virtue of the Act, 
then she should be described as being entitled to 
the property in question ‘‘as her separate 
property.’”’—BROAD v. ASKHAM, [1909] W. N. 236. 

28388, ——— -}+—Among the persons 
interested in the pirenty subject of a partition 
action was deft. C. -» Who became the wife of 
HK. W. in 1877. She was beneficially entitled in 
fee simple to one-fifth of the property, but not 
for her separate use. By the certificate it was 
found that ‘‘ deft. KE. W. was interested in fce 
simple in right of his wife, deft. C. W.”’ to one 
undivided fifth part of the property. The court 
directed the certificate to be amended by making 
the finding as to C. W.’s share read, ‘‘ defts. E. W. 
& ©. W. in fee simple in right of the said C. W.”’— 
BARRETT v. Watts, [1909] W. N. 237. 

2839. Form of judgment—Action for sale in lieu 
of partition.}—Form of judgment in action for 
sale in lieu of partition, where infant pltfs. are 
entitled to one undivided third, declaring infants, 
in event of a sale taking place, to be trustees for 
the purchaser, & directing conveyance by next 
friend.— Davis v. INGRAM, [1897] 1 Ch. 477; 66 
L. J. Ch. 386; 45 W. R. 459. 

2840. ——.}--Application for sale or par- 
tition under Partition Acts, 1868 & 1876, of 
certain pieces of land & for directions & inquiries. 
A testator by his will gave certain lands to his 
two sons T. & J. in equal shares. T. & J. executed 
a deed of partition as to a portion only of the 
lands devised to them by the testator. J. died in 
1891, leaving his share of lands comprised in the 
partion deed to his wife, one of the pltfs., for 
her life, & after her deccase, to all his three children 
in equal shares, all which children were at the 
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time of this application infants & pltfs. T. died 
in 1896, having devised all his lands to his son, 
who was an infant, & who together with testator’s 
widow, was a deft., but subject to certain charges 
in favour of his widow & infant daughters, the 
latter not being made parties. 

The claim as originally drawn asked for partition 
only, as a scheme had been approved by both 
sides, but the judge ordered it to be amended by 
making it ask for a sale in the alternative. The 
prayer as amended asked that the real estate 
passing to J. & T. under their father’s will, & 
which had not been sold or partitioned, might be 
partitioned in equal moieties between the parties 
claiming under the will of J. on the one hand, & 
the parties claiming under the will of T. on the 
other, or sold, & the proceeds distributed accord- 
ingly. The difficulty in the case arose from the 
fact that with the exception of their mother, who 
was tenant for life, the pltfs. were all infants & 
entitled in remainder, whilst on the other hand 
the defts. were an infant entitled absolutely, & 
his mother who was only entitled to a charge. 

BRYNRE, J., made the following order: (1) An 
inquiry who are the persons respectively entitled 
to the freehold hereditaments & premises in the 
statement of claim mentioned & more particularly 
described in paragraph 4 thereof, & in what 
respective shares & proportions, & for what 
respective estates & interests, & whether they are 
respectively parties to this action ; (2) an inquiry 
whether it will be more beneficial to the persons 
entitled to the said hereditaments & premises 
who are infants that the same should be sold, the 
proceeds of sale distributed to the persons entitled 
thereto, or that a division of the said hereditaments 
& premises should be made; (3) an inquiry what 
incumbrances affect the entirety of the said 
hereditaments or any & what part thereof, & when 
it shall be certified that all the persons interested 
are parties to this action, or have been served with 
notice of this judgment; & if it shall be certified 
that it will be more beneficial that a division of 
the said hereditaments & premises should be 
made, let any of the persons interested be at 
liberty to apply in chambers for partition of the 
said hereditaments & premises, & let any of the 
persons interested who are not parties to his 
action, & any persons interested who are infants, 
whether parties to this action or not, if it shall be 
certified to be for the bencfit of such infants, but 
provided such persons collectively or individually 
are interested to the extent of one moiety or 
upwards in the said hereditaments & permises 
be at liberty to apply at chambers for a sale of 
the said hereditaments & premises. Adjourn 
further consideration. Liberty to apply.—GREEN 
v. H1aTT (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 501, 502. 

2841. ——— Directing inquiry as to improvement 
by tenant in common.}—A tenant in common, 
claiming partition, is entitled, whether charged 
with occupation rent or not, to have in the judg- 
ment for partition an inquiry as to expenditure 
properly made in permanent improvements to the 
property, during the co-ownership, & the inquiry 
should be reciprocal.— KENRICK v. MOUNTSTEVEN 
(1899), 48 W. R. 141; 44 Sol. Jo. 44. 

As to partition action.|—See Law of Property 
Act, 1925, Sched. I., Part IV., 1 (11). 


SUB-SECT. 3.—DEBENTURE-HOLDERS’ ACTIONS. 


R. §. ©., Ord. LI., r. 18. In debenture holders’ actions where 
the debenture holders are entitled to a charge by virtue of the 
debentures, or of a trust deed, or otherwise, and the plaintiff is 
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suing on behalf of himself and other debenture holders, and 
where the Judge in person is of opinion that there must 
eventually be a sale, he may in his discretion direct a sale before 
judgment and also after judgment, before all the persons 
nterested are ascertained, whether served or not. 


See Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 91. 

Plaintiff holder of only first debenture. |}—See 
CoMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 806, No. 5118. 

2842. Contract for sale in fixed time—Applica- 
tion for extension. |}—A contract for sale of property 
in a debenture-holders’ action entered into by a 
receiver should, I think, gencrally contain a clause 
stating the date by which the approval of the 
court must be obtained, & in my experience that 
is the usual practice. In such a case time will 
be of the essence of the condition, & there will in 
general be no difficulty in obtaining the approval 
of the judge to a sale before the fixed date. Some- 
times in such a@ case the receiver takes steps to 
obtain from the purchasers an extension of the 
time for obtaining the approval of the court; but 
if such extension of time is refused there is no 
difficulty in dealing with the matter under 
Ord. LI., r. 1 (6), before the certificate has been 
obtained, &, therefore, before all the persons 
interested are ascertained (MAUGHAM, J.).—Re 
SANDWELL PARK COLLIERY Co., FIELD v. THE 
Co., [1929] 1 Ch, 277, 281; 98 L. J. Ch. 229; 140 
L. T. 612. 

Debenture-holder’s security in debenture—Sale 
ordered on motion for judgment.]--See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., p. 805, No. 5105. 

28438. Form of order.]—In a debenture-holders’ 
action, when the property comprised in debentures 
is in jeopardy, an immediate sale will be ordered 
under Ord. LI., r. 1B, on motion for judgment 
on admissions in the pleadings, but, unless all the 
debenture-holders subsequent to pltfs. are parties 
to the action, the order will be for sale with the 
approbation of the judge, so that the absent 
debenture-holders may be brought in in chambers 
on the application to approve the conditional 
contract for sale.—He CRIGGLESTONE Coat Co., 
STEWART v. CRIGGLESTONE COAL Co., [1906] 1 
Ch 523; 75 L. J. Ch. 307 ; 94 L. T. 471; 54 W. R. 
298; 50 Sol. Jo. 240. 





SUB-SECT. 4.—TITLE REFERRED TO CONVEYANCING 
COUNSEL. 

R.S. C., Ord. LI., r. 2. Before any estate or interest shall be 
put up for sale under a judgment or order, an abstract of the 
title shall, unless otherwise ordered, be laid before some con- 
veyancing counsel] approved by the Court or Judge for his 
opinion thereon, to enable proper directions to be given respect- 
ing the conditions of sale and other matters connected with the 
sale. The conditions of sale shall specify a time for the delivery 
of the abstract of title to the purchaser or to a solicitor. 


See, also, Sect. 2, post. 

Conditions of sale—Form of.]|—See Appendix L., 
No. 15, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 
-]—See SALE OF LAND, Vol. XL., pp. 60, 
69, Nos. 427, 536 et seq. 

Reference to counsel.]|—See Mortaaar, Vol. 
XXXV., p. 488, No. 2197; SALE oF LAND, Vol. 
XL., p. 59, Nos. 414-416. 








SuB-SEctT. 5.—SALE WITH APPROBATION OF 
JUDGE. 


R.S. C., Ord. LI, r. 38. Whero a judgment or order is given 
or made, whether in Court or in chambers, directing any property 
to be sold, unleas otherwise ordered, the same shall be sold, with 
the approbation of the Judge to whom the cause or matter is 
assigned, to the beat purchaser that can be got, the same to be 
allowed by the Judge, and all proper parties shall join in the 
sale and conveyance as the Judge shall direct. 
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See, generally, SALE OF LAND, Vol. XL., pp. 52— 
69, Nos. 331-535. 

Sale before master in chambers.|—See SALE OF 
LAND, Vol. XL., p. 58, No. 346. 

Payment of deposit.}—See SALE or LAND, Vol. 
XL., p. 58, Nos. 409, 410. 

Title.]—See SALE OF LAND, Vol. XL., pp. 58-61, 
Nos. 411-481. 

2844. Conduct of sale.]—Pltf. in a cause held 
entitled to the conduct of the sale of partnership 
property, although, according to the contract, if 
performed without suit, he might not have been 
entitled to interfere in the sale.-—-DALE v. LIAMILTON 
(1853), 10 Ifare, App. I., vii.; 68 EK. R. 1116. 

2845. .}—In my opinion the court ought 
not to interfere with the discretion of the ju _ 
as to who is to have the conduct of a sale; unless 
there are some very extraordinary circumstances 
that require it to do so. do not say special 
circumstances, but extraordinary circumstances 
(Cotron, 1.J.).—Re LOVE, HILL v. SPURGHON 
(1885), 29 Ch. D. 348, 349; 54 L. J. Ch. 816; 52 
L. .T. 308, C. A. 

------.]—See, also, Part LVI., Sect. 7, ante, & 
SaLE OF LAND, Vol. XL., pp. 55, 56, Nos. 370— 
383. 

Leave to bid.]}—See SAH oF LAND, Vol. XL., 
pp. 55, 56, 57, 65, Nos. 381, 394-402, 486, 487. 

Opening biddings.|—See Auction, Vol. III., 
p- 14, No. 106; Sane or LAnp, Vol. XL., pp. 57, 
58, Nos. 403-408. 

2846. Confirmation of contract-—-Within reason- 
able time.}—The contract provides for the sale 
being subject to the approval of the court, but 
states no time within which such approval is to 
be obtained. Clearly, therefore, the approval 
must be obtained within a reasonable time 
(MAUGHAM, J.).—Re SANDWELL PARK COLLIERY 
Co., Frenp v. THE Co., [1929] 1 Ch. 277; 98 
lL. J. Ch. 229; 140 L. T. 612. 

Enforcing execution of order of court.]|—See 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 
1925 (c. 19), ss. 47, 165. 

2847. Acceptance of title by purchaser. ]—The 
attention of the judges has been called to the 
practice hitherto followed under which conditional 
contracts for sale (other than contracts settled 
by Conveyancing Counsel to the court) have not, 
as a general rule, been sanctioned by the court 
unless the purchaser consents to accept the 
vendor’s title. In future as a general rule, the 
purchaser will not be called upon to accept the 
vendor’s title as a condition of the court’s sanction 
being given to such a contract.—-~PRACTICE NOTE, 
[1928] W. N. ii., 162. 

.|—See, also, SALE oF LANd, Vol. XL, 
pp. 61, 123, Nos. 435-438, 976. 











SuB-seEcT. 6.—PAYMENT OF PURCHASE MONEY 
INTO COURT. 

R.S8.C., Ord. LI.,r.3a. No order for the payment of purchase- 

money into Court shall be necessary, but a direction for that 


purpose signed by the Master shall be sufficient authority for 
the Pay master-General to receive the money. 


See SALE OF LAND, Vol. XI.., pp. 61, 62, Nos. 
432-446. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—-AFFIDAVIT AS TO RESERVED 
BIDDINGS. 


R.S.C., Ord. LL, rv. 4. Affidavits for the purpose of onabling 
the Judge to fix reserved ee fa shall state the value of the 
roperty by reference to an exhibit containing such value, so 
t the value may not be disclosed by the affidavit when filed. 
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Fixing reserve.}—See SALE oF LAND, Vol. XL., 


p. 56, Nos. 384-393. 
Sale subject to reserve—Vendor’s right to bid. |— 


See AucTION, Vol. III., pp. 11, Nos. 81 ef seq. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—PARTICULARS AND CONDITIONS. 


R.S.C., Ord. LL, r. 5. As soon as particulars and conditions 
of sale settled at chambers have been printed, two prints thereof, 
certified by the solicitor to be correct prs of the particulars 
und conaltions settled at the Judge's chambers, shall be left at 
chambers. 


Form of conditions.|—See Appendix L., No. 15, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


Y.— AFFIDAVIT OR CERTIFICATE OF 
RESULT OF SALE. 


R.S.C., Ord. LI., r.6. An office copy of the affidavit of the 
person appointed to sell of the result of the sale, with the bidding 
paper and particulars therein referred to, shall be left at chambers 
at least one clear day before the day appointed for settling the 
certificate of the result of the sale. 


ween PBA. In the case of sales under the 
direction of the Court the particulars of sale shall be signed by 
and the result of the sale shall be certified under the hands of 
the auctioneer and the solicitor of the party having the conduct 
of the sale. It shall not be necessary to file any athdavit 
verifying the particulars or the result of the sale. Form 2 in 
the Appendix hereto shall be substituted for Form 16 in 
Appendix L., which is hereby annulled. 


Form of certificate.|—See Appendix L., No. 16, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


SUB-SECT, 


'. 2.--CONVEYANCING COUNSEL. 


1.—REFERENCE TO CONVEYANCING 
COUNSEL. 

R.S.C., Ord. LI., r.7. The Court or a Judge may refer to the 
conveyancing counsel of the Court any matter relating to the 
investigation of the title to an estate with a view to an invecst- 
ment ot money in the purchase or on mortgage thereof, or with 
a view to a sale thercof, or to the settlement of a draft of a 
conveyance, mortgage, settlement, or other instrument, or any 
other matter which the Court or Judge may think fit to refer, 
and may receive and act upon the opinion given in the matter 
reicrred, 

Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), ss. 187 (2), 217; SALE oF LAND, 
Vol. AL., Pp. 59, Nos. 414-416. 

Settlement of deeds.]—See Part LX XI., Sect. 20, 
sub-sect. 3, post. 

Fees of counsel.|—See R. S. C., Ord. LXV., 
rr. 22, 27, (36), Part LX XXVI., Sect. 28, sub-sects. 
11, 15, FF., post, & COMPULSORY PURCHASE, Vol. 
XI., p. 234, No. 1243; Soxicirors, Vol. XLII, 
p. 234, No. 26738. 


SUB-SECT. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—OBJECTIONS TO OPINION. 


R.S. C., Ord. LI, r. 8 Any party may object to the opinion 
given by any conveyancing counsel, and thereupon the point 
in dispute shall be disposed of by the Judge at chambers or in 
Court as he may think fit. 


See, also, Part LXXI., Sect. 20, sub-sect. 3, post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—DISTRIBUTION UF BUSINESS. 
A. In Rotation. 


R.S.C., Ord. LI, r. 9. The business to be referred to the 
conveyancing counsel of the Court shall be distributed among 


PRACTICE. 


them in rotation by such clerk in the office of the Registrars of 
the Chancery Division as the chief Registrar may from time to 
time determine. 


R.S.C., Ord. LI.,r.10. The clerk making such distribution 
shall be responsible for the business being distributed according 
to regular and just rotation, and in such manner as to keep 
secret from all poems the rota or succession of eon yoyvancing 
counsel of the Court, and it shall be his duty to chad a@ recor 
of the references with proper indexes, and to enter therein all 
such references, with the dates when the same are made, 


r.12. In case the conveyancing counsel 
of the Court in rotation shall, from illness or from any other 
cause, be unable or decline to accept the reference, the same 
shall be offered to the other ras Malthe counsel of the Court 
successively according to their seniority at the bar, until some 
one of them shall accept the same. 





eer 





B. Reference to Particular Counsel. 


R. S. C., Ord. LI., r. 13. The Judge may, if he thinks fit, 
direct or transfer a reference to any one in particular of the 
conveyancing counsel of the Court. 


2848. Reference refused.|—Upon applying for 
the re-investment of purchase-money, the court, 
in the first instance, will only approve of the 
purchase, the value, & the intended investment, 
& postpone any further order until after the 
opinion of one of the conveyancing counsel of the 
court has been obtained on the title, & an affidavit 
made verifying the title ; but it will not make the 
reference to any particular counsel.—He MARTIN 
(1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 248; 20 L. T. O. S. 186; 17 
Jur. 30; 1 W. RH. 45. 





SUB-SECT. 4.—MEMORANDUM OF REFERENCE. 


R.S. C., Ord. LI., r.411. When any business is referred to the 
conveyancing counsel of the Court, a short memorandum or 
minute of the order of reference shall be prepared and signed 
by the Registrar if made in Court, or by the Master it made in 
chambers, and the party prosecuting the order, or his solicitor, 
shall take the memorandum or minute to the Registrar's clerk, 
whose duty it is to make such distribution as aforesaid, and such 
clerk shall add at the foot thereof a note specifying the name 
ot the conveyancing counsel of the Court in rotation to whom 
the business is to be referred, and the memoranduin or minute 
shall be left by the party prosecuting the order, or his solicitor 
with the conveyancing counscl, and shall be a sufficient authority 
for him to proceed with the business so referred. 


Srcr. 3.—IN ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


SuB-SEcT. 1.—EXECUTION OF COMMISSION FOR 
APPRAISEMENT ON SALE. 


R.S. C., Ord. LL, r. 14. Every commission for the appraise- 
ment or salo of property under the order of the Court shall. 
unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise order, be executed 
by the Marshal] or his substitutes. 


Sec ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 171, 172, Nos. 824- 
832. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PROCEEDS TO BE PAID INTO COURT. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LI., r. 15. The Marshal shall pay into Court 
the gross proceeds of any property which has bcen sold by 
him, and such procceds shall, except in the case of sums of less 
than £20 received by him in cash, be in the form of a draft 

ayable to the Bank of England for the Pay Office Account. 
The Marshal shall bring into court the account for sale, with 
vouchers in support thereof for taxution by the Admiralty 


Registrar. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—TAXATION OF MARSHAL’S ACCOUNT 
OF EXPENSES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LI, r. 16. Any person interested in the pro- 
ceeds may be heard before the Admiralty Registrar on the 
taxation of the Marshal’s account of expenses, and an ate 
to the taxation shal] be heard in the same manner as an objection 
to the taxation of a solicitor’s bill of costs. 


Part LVIJI.—Drsenture-Ho.pers’ ACTIONS. 
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Part LVIII.—Debenture-Holders’ Actions. 


SEcr. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Practice in  debenture-holders’ action.}—Sce 
R. 8, C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (16), Part LX XI, Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, Sect. 12, sub-sect. 2, post; & COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 800 et seq. 

Forms.}—See Appendix L., Nos. 41-48, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 


SEC1. 2.—REGISTRATION OF TRANSFER, ETC. 
- SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIA., r. 1. Every receiver appointed by the 
Court in an action to enforce registercd debentures or registered 
debenture stock shall if so directed by the Court or a Judge 
open and keep a register of transfers and other transmissions of 
such debentures or debenture stock (in this Order called “ the 
receiver’s register ’’) and thereupon the following provisions 
shall take effect : 


(a) Upon the application of any person entitled to any 
debentures or debenture stock by virtue of any transfer 
or other transmission and upon production of such 
evidence of identity and title as the receiver ma 
reasonably require the receiver shall register such 
eur or other transmission of title in the receiver's 
register, 


SUB-SECT. 2.—NOTICE TO REGISTERED JIOLDER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIA., r. 1. (l) Before registering any transfer 
the receiver shall (unless the due execution of the transfer is 
proved by affidavit) send a notice by a prepaid Ictter through 
the poe to the registercd holder of the debentures or debenture 
stock at his registered address stating that an application has 
been made to register the transfer and that such transfer will 
be registered unless the receiver hears from the registered 
holder to the contrary within a time to be stated in the notice 
and no transfer shall be registered until the time so stated has 
elapsed. The time to be stated in the notice shall in no case 
bo less than seven days after a reply from the registered holder 
would in the ordinary course of post reach the receiver if the 
registered holder had replied to the notice on the day following 
the day when in the ordinary course of post the notice would 
have been delivered at the place to which it was addressed. 


SUB-sECT. 3.—MEMORANDUM OF TRANSFER, 


R.S.C., Ord. LIA., r.1. (ec) Upon registration of any transfer 
or other transmission the receiver shall endorse a memorandum 
thereof upon the debentures or debenture stock certificatos (as 
the case may be) containing a reference to the actlon and to the 
order appointing the receiver. 


ETC, 


SEcT. 3.—APPLICATION BY PERSON AGGRIEVED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIA., r. 1. (d) Any person aggrieved by any- 
thing done or omitted by the receiver under this Rule may 
apply by summons in the action relating thereto. The summons 
shall in the first instance be served only on the plaintiff or other 
party having the conduct of the action but the Court or a Judge 
may direct the summons or notice of the application to be 
served upon any other pee arene to be interested. On 
any such application the Court or a Judge may decide any 
question relating to the title of any person who Is party to the 
application to have his name entered in or omitted from the 
receiver’s registcr and generally may decide any question 


necessary or expedient to be decided for the rectification of such 
register. The costs of every such application shall be in the 
discretion of the Court or Judgo who may make such order as 
to costs as may be just. 


Sect. 4.—EVIDENCE OF TRANSFER, ETC. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIA., r. 2. All entries made in tho receiver's 
register, if verified by an affidavit made by the recelver or by 
such other person as the Court or a Judge may direct, shall in 
all proceedings in the action be accepted as prim: facie evidence 
of the transters and transmissions so entered and in peroue 
shall be so accepted for tho purpose of any distribution of 
assets notwithstanding the transfer or transmission may have 
tahen place after the certificate in the action, 


Secr. 5. ~BEARER DEBENTURES AND 
DEBENTURE STOCK. 


SUB-SECT, 1.—EVIDENCE OF TITLE, 


R. S. C., Ord. LIA., r. 3. In an action to enforce debentures 
to bearer or to enforce debenture stock in respect, of which the 
company bas issued debenture stock certificates to bearer tho 
title of the bearers of such debentures or debenture stock 
certificates shall, in the absence of notice of any defect in the 
title and notwithstanding judgment in the action and not- 
withstanding a certificate has been made cortifying the holders 
of such debentures or debenture stock certificates, be recognised 
without any further evidence of such title than production of 
the debentures or the debenture stock certificates together with 
a certificate signed by the person actually producing the same 
identifying the debentures or debenture stock certificates so 
produced and certifying the name and address of the holder 
thereot but upon production of each debenture or dobenture 
stock certificate in the chambers of the Judge a notice shall be 
endorsed thereon that the person so certified has been noted 
in the chambers of the Judge as the present holder thereof and 
that such person will on payment of any dividend be named 
to receive such payment on production of the debenture or tho 
debenture stock certificate unless in the mcantime a new holder 
has caused the debenture or debenture stock certificate to be 
produced to the plaintiff's solicitor and his name and address to 
be certified In manner aforesaid and that if a new holder neglects 
such notification he may incur additional delay trouble and 
he her in obtaining payment and the Court or Judge when 
ordering a distribution may act accordingly. It shall be the 
duty of the plaintiff's solicitor to indorse or cause to be Indorsed 
the notices and to preserve the certificates required by this 
Rule and make and preserve a record of the names and addresses 
of the persons producing the debentures or debenture stock 
certificates with all unpaid interest coupons in respect thereof 
and of the particulars of the debentures or debenture stock 
certificates produced and if required by the Court or a Judge 
to verify such records by afliduvit. 


SuB-SECT, 2.—MEMORANDUM OF PAYMENT, 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIA., r. 4. Before any payment in respect of 
any debenture to bearer or debenture stock certificate to bearer 
is mado under any order such debenture or debenture stock 
certificate shall be produced to the plaintiff's solicitor (or to 
such other person as the Court or a Judge may direct) for the 
purpose of being indorsed with a memorandum of such payment 
and it shall be the duty of such solicitor (or other person) to 
indorse such memorandum accordingly and to furnish the 
Paymaster General with a certificate of such indorsement 
signed by such solicitor (or other person) and payment in 
respect of such debenture or debenture stock certificate shall 
be made only on production of such signed certificate. Provided 
that the Court or a Judge may for special reason in any case 
dispense with a signed certificate and direct payment to be 
made without any such certificate, 
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Part LIX.—Motions and Other Applications. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Application of Ord. LII. to revenue proceedings. | 
—Sce R.S.C., Ord. LXVITI., Part LX XXIX., post. 

Special motions—For judgment.}—See ht. S. C., 
Ord. XL., p. 606, anie. 

—-—— For new trial.}— See R.S. C., Ord. XXXIX., 
p. 590, ante; Supreme Court of Judicature (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1925, s. 30 (1). 

Appeal to Court of Appeal.]—See R.S. C., 
Ord. LVIILI., Part LX XVII., post. 

-_-— Application to Judge of Court of Appeal. }— 

See R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 18, Part LXXVII., 
Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2Y. post. 
To set aside award.}—Sce Arbitration Act, 
1889, s. 11 (2); Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925, s. 90 (2); Sect. 3, post. 
Appeal to Divisional Court.|—See R. S. C., 
Ord. LIX., rr. 9-12, Part LX XVIIL1., Sect. 7, post. 
Originating motions.]|—Sce lt. S. C., Ord. 
V., r. 9 (c), p. 303, ante. 














SEcT. 2.—-APPLICATIONS TO COURT BY MOTION. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIL, r.1. Where by these Rules any applica- 
tion is authorised to be made to the Court or a Judge, such 
application, if made to a Divisional Court or to a Judge in 
Court, shall be made by motion. 


‘Court or judge ’’—-Meaning of.]—See Courts, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 178-181, Nos. 832, 838, 841, 850, 


856, 868. 

Evidence by affidavit.J—See RR. S. C., Ord. 
XXXVIII., r. 1, p. 586, ante. 

Costs.|—See R.S. C., Ord. LXYV., rr. 23, 27 (23), 
(37), Part LXXXVI., post. 

2849. Saving motion.}—Where counsel has been 
duly instructed to move on the motion day 
mentioned in the notice of motion, he is entitled 
on the motion day to save the motion by mention- 
ing it to the court at any time before the court has 
risen for the day, & notwithstanding the fact that 
the court has finished the hearing of motions.— 
YAPP v. WILLIAMS, [1901] W. N. 91. 

2850. -+—A motion had been entered by 
special notice, & a question was raised as to whether 
counsel could claim to save the motion as a matter 
of right :—Held: when a motion was entered by 
special notice it could not be saved except by 
motion or by consent of the court.—-ARTHUR v. 
CONSOLIDATED KENT COLLIERIES CORPORATION 
(1905), 49 Sol. Jo. 403. 

Motion by infant.}— See R. S. C., Ord. XVI., 
r. 19, p. 433, ante. 

2851. Motion by company.}—The court will not 
allow the chairman of a company to move on its 
behalf. A litigant is allowed to appear in person, 
but a company must appear by attorney who can 
instruct counsel on their behalf.—Re LONDON 
County Councin & Lonpon Tramways Co. 
(1897), 13 T. L. R. 254, 





Secr. 3.—RULES NISI AND ORDERS TO SHOW 
CAUSE, ETC. 


RLS. C., Ord. LIL, r. 2. No motion or application fo ul 
nisi or order to show cause shall hereniiee be made ‘in aay 
a) to set aside, remit, or enforce an award, or (b) for 
D or (¢) against a sheriff to pay mioney levied under 


As to charging & garnishee orders nisi.]—See 
Parts L. & LI., ante. 

Rule nisi for certiorari—Sufficiency of affidavit. ] 
—See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., p. 465, No. 
3417. 

2852. Application to set aside subpona.]—On 
motion to set aside a writ of supaena duces tecum :— 
Held: in such a case, in which the subpcena was 
oppressive & an abuse of the process of the court, 
a witness was entitled to come to the court at once, 
& was not bound to stand by & run the risk of 
having some motion for attachment or other 
proceeding made or taken against him for non- 
compliance with the subpcena; he was entitled 
to come & have it discharged.—STEELE v. SAVORY, 
[1891] W. N.195; 8 T. L. R. 94; 36 Sol. Jo. 92. 

2858. ~}—By Ord. LII., r. 2, of the Rules of 
the Supreme Court: ‘‘ No motion or application 
for a rule nisi or order to show cause shall here- 
after be made in any action”’ :—Held: an applica- 
tion by a person who had been served by one of the 
parties to an action with a subpana duces tecum 
to set the subpoena aside was an application “‘ in ”’ 
the action, although the applicant was not a party 
to the action, & consequently the rule could not be 
heard.—R. v. INVESTORS’ REviEWw, LTp., Ex p. 
WHEELER, [1928] 2 K. LB. 644; 97 L. J. K. B. 
802; 140 L. T. 43; 44 T. L. R. 724; 72 Sol. Jo. 
570, D. C. 

Award—Setting aside, etc.J—Sce Arbitration 
Act, 1889 (c. 49), ss. 10, 11, 12; ARBITRATION, 
Vol. IT., pp. 545-566. 

2854. Attachment.]|—Where the person against 
whom an attachment is sought is a party to an 
action in connection with which the alleged 
contempt is committed the case is governed by 
Ord. LII., r. 2, whatever the nature of the con- 
tempt, & the motion should be upon notice to the 
other side & not for an order nist.—SQUIRE v. 
HAMMOND, [1912] W. N. 200, D. C. 

2855. -}—Where some of the persons sought 
to be attached for a criminal contempt in con- 
nection with a pending action are parties to the 
action whilst another of such persons is a stranger 
to the action, the applicant can properly proceed 
by moving ex parte for arule nisi.—KH. v. REID (F.) 
Prick & Co., Lrp. (1929), Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

2856. Application under certain Acts—Where 
mode not specified.]—I have no doubt myself that 
where an Act of Parliament says that an applica- 
tion may be made to the court, that application 
may be made by motion. In the Common Law 
Courts before the passing of the Judicature Act 
the only mode by which the court was approached 
otherwise than by the issue of a writ was by a 
motion. In the High Court of Chancery it is 
quite true that the summary mode of proceeding 
was usually by petition, but I see no reason, & I 
have spoken to all my brothers of this Division 
except one, I think, whom I have not been able to 
sec, & also to the Master of the Rolls, & they all 
agree with me that in such a case as the present, 
where the Act merely provides for an application & 
does not say in what form that application is to 
be made, as a matter of procedure it may be made 
in any way in which the court can be approached. 
Now there is no question about it that the court 
can be, & frequently is, approached by originating 
motion (WARRINGTON, J.).—Re MEISTER Luctus & 
LO sae (1914), 31 T. L. R. 28, 20; 59 

ol. Jo. 25. 








Part LIX.—Morions anp OTHER APPLICATIONS. 


Sect. 4.—NOTICE OF MOTION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. §. C., Ord. LIL, r. 38. Except where according to the 
practice existing immediately before the 1st November, 1875, 
any order or rule might be made absolute ex A be in the first 
instance, and except where, notwithstanding Rule 2, a motion 
or application may be made for an order to show cause only, 
no motion shall be made without previous notice to the parties 
affected thereby, But the Court or a Judge, if satisfied that 
the delay caused by proceeding in the ordinary way would or 
might entail irreparable or serious mischief, may make any 
order ez parte upon such terms as to costs or otherwise, and 
subject to such undertaking, if any, as the Court or Judge may 
pink bp ia and any party affected by such order may move 
oO 8e aside. 


Form of—Appendix B., Form 18.]—See Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 
See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 4, 


Time for which given.] 
B., post. 

2857. Contents of—Place where made.}—I do 
not accede to the objection that the place at which 
the motion would be made was insufficiently stated 
in the notice of motion. <A judge sitting in any 
part of this building is, as a matter of fact, sitting 
‘at the Royal Courts of Justice”: it is not 
necessary that he should be sitting in one of these 
courts. He may sit, just as I do, in chambers, 
in aroom: where a judge is in the habit of trans- 
acting a large amount of important business. It 
is idle to say that the notice of motion did not 
contain a sufficient intimation as to where the judge 
would be sitting, for any one, on inquiry of the 
attendants at the Royal Courts of Justice, would 
be told in what part of the building he was sitting. 

Then it was said that the notice of motion was 
defective in not stating that the Royal Courts of 
Justice were in the ‘‘ Strand, London.” In my 
opinion that is an argument of despair (Kay, J.).— 
PETTY v. DANIET (1886), 34 Ch. DD. 172, 176; 56 
L. J. Ch. 192; 55 L. T. 745; 35 W. R. 151. 

2858. Rule or order under which motion 
made.|—I do not think that in asking an order 
from the court a party is bound to state under 
which rule or order he proposes to move, & it 
frequently happens that parties move under a 
particular rule, & then, when they find it is a 
wrong one, turn to another, & an order is made. 
This being so, deft. was wrong in holding back & 
in treating this notice as an improper one, & he 
ought in fairness to have intimated to his opponent 
that an order obtained upon such a motion could 
not be maintained. Deft. was wrong, & pltfs. 
were right in moving the court on their notice of 
motion (HALL, V.-C.).—Re BARKER’S ESTATE, 
HETHERINGTON v. LONGRIGG (1878), 10 Ch. D. 
162, 165, 166; 48 L. J. Ch. 171; 27 W. R. 398. 

2859. Name of judge—Motion for inter- 
locutory order.|—A notice of motion for an inter- 
locutory order stated that the court would be 
moved before YOUNGER, J. Under the system 
of linked judges in the Chancery Division SARGANT, 
J., was sitting to hear motions in actions assigned 
to YOUNGER, J., as well as to himself. Deft. 
did not appear. The notice of motion was held 
sufficient notwithstanding deft. did not appear, 
& an order was made in accordance with the notice 
of motion.—Re MADAME ROMNEY, LTD., STUART 
v. MADAME RNomMNEY, Lrp., [1915] W. N. 389; 60 
Sol. Jo. 141. 

2860. Motion for judgment.}—A 
notice of motion for judgment, as distinguished 
from an interlocutory order, must state the name 
of the judge who was actually sitting to hear 
motions on the day named in the notice.— JACKSON 
v. WEBSTER, [1920] W. N. 295; 124 L. T. 235; 
64 Sol. Jo. 715; 55 L. Jo. 307. 

For judgment.]— See Nos. 983-987, ante. 


P.P.—22 
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2861. Copy supplied to judge.}—On a motion 
in a debenture-holder’s action for a receiver- & 
manager of the undertaking, where no copy of the 
notice of motion had been provided for the judge, 
the latter stated that in future he would refuse to 
hear a motion unless he was supplied with a copy 
of the notice of motion.—BARTLETT v. WEST 
METROPOLITAN TRAMWAYS Co., [1893] W. N. 139. 

2862. Appearance—Notice served on person not 
interested.|—A party who has been served with a 
notice of motion, but has no interest in the subject- 
matter, is not entitled to appear by counsel on 
the motion merely to ask for his costs. 

Thus, where the pltf. in a foreclosure action, 
who had parted with his interest, had been served 
with a notice of motion to reopen foreclosure 
absolute, & appeared by counsel on the motion 
& asked for his costs, he was held not to be entitled 
to his costs of appearance; but inasmuch as, 
upon his being served with the notice of motion, 
no intimation was given him that he need not 
appear, & no tender was made to him of his costs 
of being advised as to the effect of the motion, he 
was allowed 408. costs.—CAMPBELL v. HOLYLAND 
(1877), 7 Ch. D. 166; 47L. J. Ch. 145; 38 L. T. 
128; 26 W. BR. 160. 

2863. Effect of non-appearance. ]|—Wherc 
notice had been Lali of a motion before the court 
to rescind a judge’s order, & the parties giving 
the notice did not appear, the court ordered them 
to pay the costs of the other party appearing to 
show cause against the motion.—BERRY v. Ex- 
CHANGE TRADING Co. (1875), 1 Q. B D. 77; 45 
L. J. Q. B. 224; 24 W. R. 318; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 
403. 

2864. -/—In an administration action 
notice of motion was served upon a deft., an 
executor, for payment into court of money, part 
of the testator’s estate, which it was shown by 
affidavit that he had received. ‘The deft. did not 
appear on the motion :—Held: deft. not having 
disputed the affidavit, there was a sufficient 
admission that the money was in his hands, & 
that he must be ordered to pay it into court.— 
FREEMAN v. Cox (1878), 8 Ch. D. 148; 47 L. J. Ch. 
560; 26 W. R. 689. 

2865. Amendment—Proceedings for expunging 
trade mark.]—Where proceedings for expunging a 
trade mark have been commenced by notice of 
motion, the subsequent alteration or amendment 
of the notice in a mere matter of detail not affecting 
the nature of the relief claimed, such as by striking 
out the name of a respondent improperly added, 
or by changing the date for the hearing of the 
motion, does not make it a new notice of motion 
requiring to be taken to the writ department of the 
central office to be re-marked with the name of 
the judge in rotation, under Rules of Supreme 
Court, 1883, Ord. V., r. 9 (c), or requiring the leave 
of the court to use at the hearing affidavits filed 
prior to the alteration or amendment (KEKEWICH, 
J.) —Re Kina & Co.’s TRADE-MaARK, [1892] 
2 Ch. 462; 62 L. J. Ch. 153; 67 L. T. 33; 40 
W. R. 5680; 8T. L. R. 5938; 9 KR. P. C. 350, OC. A. 

Affidavits—Filing of.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXXVIII., r. 19, p. 589, ante. 

2866. -/—An affidavit used on a 
motion, but not filed until afterwards, may be 
entered in the order as read, even though the 
fact of its not having been filed has not been 
brought to the notice of the court, provided it 
does not interfere with the date of the order, as 
where the filing is on the same day.—- Re Kina & 
Co.’8 TRADE MARK, [1892] 2 Ch. 462 ; 62 L. J. Ch. 
153; 67 L. T.33; 40 W. R. 580; 8 T. L. R. 593; 
9 R. P. C. 350, OC. A. 
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2867. ——— Swearing of.}—On the hearing of an 
originating motion the judge stated that proceed- 
ings originated by notice of motion must be deemed 
to commence on the date when the notice is marked 
with the name of a particular judge, & he directed 
certain affidavits which had been sworn before 
such date to be resworn.—Re ABBOTT'S TRADE- 
MARK, No. 8656 (1904), 48 Sol. Jo. 351. 

2868. Subsequent abandonment.}—Pltf., having 
served defts. with a notice of motion for an 
injunction, afterwards gave them notice of 
abandonment, whereupon an order was made 
directing pltf. to pay deft.s’ taxed costs of the 
motion. On summons by plitf. to review the 
taxation the question was referred to the taxin 
masters, who certified that they had always acte 
on the principle that the costs of all work in pre- 
paring, briefing, or otherwise relating to affidavits 
or pleadings, reasonably & properly & not pre- 
maturely done, down to the time of any other 
notice which stops the work were allowable, & 
that the taxing master, having regard to the cir- 
cumstances of each case, must decide whether the 
work was reasonable & proper & the time for doing 
it had arrived.—HARRISON v. LEUTNER (LEUTNOR) 
(1881), 16 Ch. D. 559; 50 L. J. Ch. 264; 441. T. 
331; 29 W. R. 393. 

2869. ———.]—Pltf. served notice of motion for 
an interim injunction. The motion stood over for 
a week by arrangement. Counsel for pltf. then 
declined to move his motion, asking for a further 
adjournment for a week on the ground that pltf. 
was abroad. Deft. objected to any further 
adjournment, & asked for the costs of the motion 
as an abandoned motion. No notice of this claim 
for the costs was given by deft. to pltf. before 
the matter came into court :—Held: it was usual 
for a deft. to give notice to the other side of his 
claim for the costs of an abandoned motion, but 
there appeared to be nothing in the rules which 
rendered it incumbent that such a notice should 
be given ; deft. was therefore entitled to have the 
costs of this abandoned motion.—HINDE v. 
PowER, [1913] W. N. 184. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ExX PARTE MOTIONS. 


Orders of course.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LXII., 
r. 18, Part LX XXITI., Sect. 7, post. 

For receiver, injunction & mandamus.}—See 
R. 8. C., Ord. L., r. 6, p. 663, ante. 

Injunction.|}—See INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII., 
pp. 501-503, Nos. 1018-1048. 

Necessity for full disclosure.}—See INJUNC- 
TION, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 505, 506, 521, 533-536, 
Nos. 1089-1095, 1281, 1413-1438. 

2870. To make order of House of Lords order of 
High Court.}—The decision of the Court of 
Chancery had been reversed by the Court of Appeal 
in Chancery, but the decision of the Court of Appeal 
had been reversed, & that of the Court of Chancery 
affirmed by the House of Lords. Counsel applied 
ex Vile to the court of first instance to have the 
order of the House of Lords made an order of the 
Court of Chancery :—Held: the application was 
proper.—BritTisH DyNAmITE Co. v. KREBS (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 448; 48 L. J. Ch. 800; 40 L. T. 514; 
27 W. R. 575. 

2871. -+—On a motion to make a decree of 
the House of Lords an order of the High Court, 
when the decree appears on its face to deal with all 
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the costs of the action, the court has jurisdiction 
to set off from the costs payable to the successful 
appellant under the decree, the costes of issues 
upon which he failed at the trial, & which he did 
not raise upon the a Pag oe v. LLOYDS 
Bank (No. 2) (1912), 57 Sol. Jo. 158, O. A. 

2872. ———.}—A decision in favour of a plti. 
was reversed by the Court of Appeal & restored by 
the House of Lords. No order was made as to pitf.’s 
costs of the appeal to the Court of Appeal prior 
to the judgment in the House of Lords. Pltf. 
moved that the judgment of the House of Lords 
should be made an order of the Court of Chancery. 
The application was granted with an order as to 
costs in accordance with the order of the House of 
Lords.—STICKNEY v. KEEBLE (No. 2) (1915), 84 
L. J. Ch. 927; 112 L. T. 1107; 817. L. R. 221. 

2873. Prevention of irreparable or serious mis- 
chief.}—A judgment was obtained by English 
creditors against a debtor who was a French subject 
residing out of the jurisdiction. The amount 
involved was a considerable sum. ‘The debtor 
was temporarily in London. It being appre- 
hended that he might leave the country before any 
steps could be taken against him in pursuance of 
the judgment, an application was made to the 
court under Ord. XLII., r. 32, ex parte, for an order 
that he be orally examined as to debts & means. 
The judge granted leave ex parte with directions 
enabling the debtor to apply to discharge the order 
on notice. —PRACTICE NoTs, [1928] W. N. 209. 


SuUB-SECT. 3.—CONTENTS OF NOTICE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIL, r. 4. Every notice of motion to set aside, 
remit, or enforce an award, or for attachment, shall state in 
general terms the grounds of the ee ; and, where any 
such motion is founded on evidence by affidavit, a copy of any 
mugen intended to be used shall be served with the notice of 
motion. 


Contents of notice.}—See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., 
pp. 554, 555, Nos. 1858-1868; CONTEMPT OF 
Court, Vol. XVI., p. 63, Nos. 712-716. 

2874. Motion to vary referees’ report. |— 
In an action to restrain threats, under the Patents, 
Designs & Trade Marks Act, 1883, s. 32, the 
question of damages was referred to the official 
referee notwithstanding the offer of deft. to pay 
£5. The referee made his report assessing the 
damages at £30. On the action coming on to be 
heard on further consideration, deft. moved that 
the report might be varied so as to find that pltf. 
was not entitled to any damages. The notice 
of motion did not state any other ground for vary- 
ing the report. Pltf. took the preliminary objec- 
tion that the notice of motion was insufficient, as 
it did not specify the ou of the application 
as required by Ord. LII., r. 4. Deft. contended 
that the case was governed by Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 54, & not by Ord. LII., r. 4, which related to a 
different subject-matter; that the report of a 
referee differed altogether from an award, being 
in the nature of information to the court, & not 
final until confirmed; that moreover the notice 
of motion sufficiently showed on the face of it 
that the report was objected to on the ground 
that the referee had come to @ wrong conclusion 
on the evidence before him :—Held: on the con- 
struction of the rules Ord. XXXVI., r. 54, was 
independent of Ord. LITI., r. 4, & the notice of 
motion was sufficient under the former rule. It 
was, however, convenient that the notice of motion 





should apprise the respondent of the und on 
which it was sought to vary the report, but in the 
present case it appeared that this had been 
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sumeny done.—SCHEIDGES v, WILLIAMS, [1893] 
W.N. 158. 


2875. ———.}—The last clause of Ord. LII., 
r. 4, has no application to a case where a motion 
launched on affidavit evidence is subsequently 
ordered to be heard with witnesses. In that case 
the affidavits are not used. The first clause of the 
rule requiring the notice of motion to state in 
ate rms the ground of the eo seated ta applies, 

has been complied’ with, & I cannot see how 
respondents are in any way put at a disadvantage. 
They could have obtained all necessary information 
by an application for particulars... if I think 
respondents are in any way taken by surprise, 
Is probably grant an adjournment (FARWELL, 
J.).—CHESTER (DEAN & CHAPTER) v. SMELTING 
CorPpn., Lrp., [1902] W. N. 5. 

Affidavit—Service of.}—See ARBITRATION, Vol. 
IL., P: 561, No. 1932 ; Conrempt or Court, Vol. 
XVI, P: 70, 71, Nos. 827-854. 

——— Exhibits referred to in.}—See CoNTEMPT OF 
Court, Vol. XVI., p. 71, Nos. 848, 849; Dus- 
COVERY, INSPECTION & INTERROGATORIES, Vol. 
XVITI., $F; 105-107, Nos. 552-576; IvIpENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 553, 554, Nos. 6978-5085 ; 
Souicirors, Vol. XLII., p. 406, No. 4636. 

2876. ——— Hearing with witnesses.}—CHESTER 
(DEAN & CHAPTER) v. SMELTING CoRPN., -LITD., 
No. 2875, ante. 
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SuB-SEcT. 4.—SERVICE OF NOTICE. 
A. In General. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LXVII., rr. 2, 4, Part 
LXXXVITI., Sects. 2, 4, post. 

Personal service.|—See CONTEMPT OF COURT, 
Vol. XVI., p. 66, Nos. 762, 766. 

Motion for attachment.|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XLIV., p. 642, ante. 

2877. Motion to set aside or remit award.]— 
Notice of motion to set aside an award ought not 
to be served upon the arbitrators.—MOSELEY 
v. SIMPSON (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 226, 237; 42 
L. J. Ch. 739; 28 L. T. 727; 37 J. P. 789; 21 
W. R. 694. 

——.]See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 554-556, 
Nos. 1858-1869. 

2878. Income tax matters.J|—Notice of a rule 
nisi for a prohibition against proceeding on certain 
income-tax assessments was directed to be served 
upon the surveyor as well as upon the com- 
missioners.—R. v. KENSINGTON INCOME TAx 
Comre., [1913] 3 K. B. 870; 83 L. J. K. B. 364; 
109 L. T. 708; 6 Tax Cas. 279; on appeal, [1914] 
3 K. B. 429, C. A.; & sub nom. KENSINGTON 
INCOME Tax ComRrs. v. ARAMAYO, [1916] 1 A. C. 
215, H. L. 

2879. Application to expunge trade mark.]—No 
special procedure is prescribed by the Actes or 

ules as to the service on partics interested of 
notice of application to expunge a trade mark. 
Therefore it is sufficient if such notice is given as 
is required by natural justice. 

ere the registered proprietor of a trade- 
mark registered in England under the Patents, 
Designs & Trade Marks Act, 1883, was a British 
subject domiciled in Ireland, out of the juris- 
diction of the English Courts & therefore could not 
be served with a notice of motion to exp the 
trade mark, it was held sufficient to send him a 
copy of the notice of motion with a letter inform- 
ing him that proceedings had been commenced 
which might affect his interesta; & the court 
heard the motion, & made an order, although the 
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registered proprietor did not appear.— Re Kine & 
Co.’s TRADE-Mark, [1892] 2 Ch, 462; 62 L. J. Ch. 
153; 67 L. T. 38; 40 W. R. 580; 8 T. L. R. 598 ; 
9 R. P. O. 350, O. A. 

2880. Before appearance.}—After personal 
service of the writ upon two defte. leave was 
obtained to serve notice of motion before ap - 
ance, & an injunction was granted, as against one 
of the defts., subject to pltf. producing to the 
registrar an affidavit of service on such deft. of the 
notice of motion. The court held that as the rules 
contained no provision for service in the cirseum- 
stances, it would accept as sufficient the leaving 
of a copy of the notice of motion for her with the 
co-deft., her mother, at an address where they both 
resided.—JARVIS v. HEMMINGS, [1912] W. N. 33; 
56 Sol. Jo. 271. 

Out of jurisdiction.}—See R. 8. O., Ord. XI., 
r. 8A., p. 374, ante. 

With affidavits.J—See R. S. C., Ord. LII., r. 4, 
p. 674, ante. 


B. Time For. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIL, r. 5. Unless the Court or a Judge give 
special leave to the contrary there must be at least two clear 
days between the service of a notice of motion and the day 
named in the notice for hearing the motion. 


Cf. R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., rr. 54, 55, p. 650, 
ante; R.S.C., Ord. KX XIX., r. 4, p. 591, ante; 
R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 24, Part LXV., Sect. 2, 
sub-sect. 12, post; R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 3, 
Part LX XVII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, K. (a), en : 
R. 8S. C., Ord. LIX., rr. 10,12, Part LXXVIII., 
Sect. 7, sub-sects. 2, 3, post. 

2881. Application of rule—Motion for judgment. ] 
—In an action for specific performance of agree- 
ments to grant building leases, in which pltf. had 
delivered a statement of claim & deft. had made 
default in delivering a defence. After the default 
pitf. set down the action on motion for judgment, 
& gave deft. two clear days’ notice of motion, & 
made his motion on the motion day next after the 
expiration of the notice. Deft. did not appear, 
& the motion was made on affidavit of service. 

In a case like the present, when deft. is in default 
of pleading, two clear days’ notice of motion for 
judgment is sufficient (per CuR.).—ROUPELL v. 
PARSONS, [1876] W. N. 61; 34 L. T. 56; 24 
W. R. 269; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 169. 

2882. Motion for committal,]—Notice of 
motion to commit a deft. must be served two clear 
days between the actual personal service on deft. 
& the day named in the notice for the hearing of 
the motion.—MANDER v. Fake, [1891] 3 Ch. 488 ; 
61 L. J. Ch.3; 641. T. 701; 40 W. R. 31. 
Probate motions.]—See ExEcuTors, Vol. 
XXIII., PB: 278, Nos. 3429-3431. 

—— Admiralty motions.])—See Sect. 4, sub- 
sect. 5, post. 

2883, Leave to serve short notice.|—A party 
having leave from the court to move on short 
notice should state in the notice that he moves on 
short notice by leave of the court. 

The general rule of the court is that there should 
be tvo clear days’ notice; and the respondent to 
the motion has a right to expect that notice, unless 
he is informed that the time is shortened by leave 
of the court (KNIGHT-BROCE, V.-C.).——-HARBRBIS v. 
LEwis (1844), 8 Jur. 1063. 

84, ———.}—Leave to serve short notice of 
motion cannot be given by the chief clerk in vaca- 
tion any more than during the sittings. 

The leave given is bad. I am bound by Ord. 
Liil., r. 8. That onder only empowers the court 
or @ judge to give leave, & neither during the 


sittings nor in vacation can a judge delegate his 
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authority (JESSEL, M.R.)—-CONACHER v. CONACHER 
(1881), 29 W. R. 230. 


2885. ———_.}—This motion involves an im- 
portant point of practice, & on the investigation 
of the authorities the case of Harris v. 18, 


No. 2883, ante, has been cited, which shows the 
ractice which Lord Justice Knight-Bruce, when 
ice-Chancellor, adopted in his court, namely, 

that when an applicant obtained short notice of 

motion he should state on the notice which is 
served on the other party that leave was obtained 
to serve the notice on a certain day for a certain 
day, so that the person served should understand 
not only that he was to appear on the day 
appointed, but that leave had been given to serve 
the notice short of the two clear days to which 
he would otherwise have been entitled. That was 
a reasonable practice; for the party served is 
entitled to know that the notice has been duly 
served upon him. We think, therefore, that 
whether that practice has been usually followed or 
not in the other courts up to this time, it ought to 
be understood that it is to be the practice for the 
future, so that there may be no mistake about it 

(JESSEL, M.R.).—-DAWSON v. BEESON (1882), 22 

Ch. D. 504; 52 L. J. Ch. 563; 48 L. T. 407; 31 

W. R. 537, C. A. 

‘‘Two clear days.’’}—See TIME, Vol. XLII., 
p. 959, No. 930. See, also, R. 8S. C., Ord. LXIV., 
r. 12, Part LA XXV., Sect. 8, post. 

2886. ‘‘ Day named for hearing.’’]—Where an 
order in chambers was made on the 14th & notice 
of motion was given on the 19th “ for the 2i1st, 
or such other day as counsel can be heard ”’ (thus 
not allowing two clear days after notice) :—Held: 
the motion could be properly made on the 22nd, 
which was the eighth & last day for the motion, 
under Ord. LIII., r. 4.—FORREST v. Davis (1878), 
26 W. R. 534. 

2887. ———.}-—A notice of motion was given for 
a day not in the sittings of the court :—Held: the 
notice was good.—HRe COULTON, HAMLING v. 
ELLIOTT (1886), 34 Ch. D. 22; 56 L. J. Ch. 312; 
55 L. T. 464; 35 W. R. 49, C. A. 


C. Parties not Served. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIL, r. 6. If on the hearing of a motion or 
other application the Court or a Judge shall be of opinion that 
any person to whom notice has not been given ought to 
have or to have had such notice, the Court or Judge may either 
dismiss the motion or application, or adjourn the hearing 
iven, upon such 
fit to impose. 


thereof, in order that such notice may be 
terms, if any, as the Court or Judge may thin 


D., Defendant not Appearing. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIL, r. 8. The plaintiff shall, without any 
special leave, be at Hberty to serve any notice of motion or other 
notice or any petition or summons epee any defendant, who, 
having been duly served with a writ of summons to appear, has 
not appeared within the time limited for that purpose. 

See, also, R. 8S. C., Ord. LXVII., r. 4, Part 
LXXXVIII., Sect. 4, post. 

2888. Effect of personal  service.}—Where 
personal service is effected under the rule the notice 
need not be filed in default as well.— WHITAKER v. 
THURSTON, [1876] W. N. 232. 

See, also, INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII., p. 504, 


E. Leave to Serve Notice of Motion with or 
after Service of Writ. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIL, r. 9. The plaintiff may, by leave 
Court or a Judge to be obtained ez parte serve fe sR 
motion upon any defendant along with the writ of summons, 
or at any time after service of the writ of summons and before 
the time limited for the appearance of such defendant. 


PRACTICE. 


2889. Application to judge.}—CoNACHER v. 
CoNACHER, No. 2884, ante. 

Notice served with writ.J|—See INJUNCTION, 
Vol. XXVIII., p. 504, Nos. 1062-1064. 

Service out of jurisdiction.}—See INJUNCTION, 
Vol. XXVIII., 504, Nos. 1069-1071; & 
generally, Part XIII., ante. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIL, r. 10. In Admiralty actions, notice of 
motion together with the affidavits (if any) in support thereof, 
shall be filed in the Admiralty Registry three days at least 
before the hearing of the motion unless leave shall be given to 
the contrary; and a copy of the notice of motion and of the 
affidavits (if any) shall be served on the adverse solicitor before 
the originals are filed. 


2890. Application of rule—Appeals.}—In an 
appeal to the Admiralty Division from a county 
court the appellants filed their notice of motion 
in the registry before serving the respondents’ 
solicitor with a copy of the notice. On the appeal 
coming on, the preliminary objection was taken 
by the respondents that the court could not enter- 
tain the appeal on the ground that the appellants 
had not complied with the provisions of Ord. LII., 
r. 10, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, which 
require that a copy of the notice of motion shall 
be served on the adverse solicitor before the 
original is filed in the registry :—Held: even if 
Ord. LII., r. 10, applied, the case was one in which 
the court should, in the exercise of the discretion, 
hear the appeal on the ground that sufficient notice 
had been given to the respondents. 

Quere: whether the words ‘‘in Admiralty 
actions ”’ in Ord. LII., r. 10, are intended to include 
appeals dealt with by Ord. LIX.—THE GRATIA 
(1912), 28 T. L. R. 474. 


SEcr. 5.—ADJOURNMENT. | 


R.S.C., Ord. LIL, r. 7. The hearing of any motion or applica- 
tion may from time to time be adjourned upon such terms, if 
any, as the Court or Judge shall think fit. 


SEcT. 6.—NOTICE TO SHERIFF IN CASE OF 
ATTACHMENT 


AND COMMITTAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. LII., r.12. No order shall issue for the return 
of any writ, or to bring in the body of a person ordered to be 
attached or committed; but a notice from the person issuing 
the writ or obtaining the order for attachment or committal 
(if not represented by a solicitor), or by his solicitor, calling 
upon the sheriff to return such writ or to bring in the boc 
within a given time, if not complied with, shall entitle suc. 
person to apply for an order for the committal of such sheriff. 


pineat ee _.. any ; 02.8, cede tet 
going out of office, arrest any defendant, and render return of 
cepi corpus, he may be called upon by a notice, as provided by 
the last preceding Rule, to bring in the body within the time 
allowed by law, although he may be out of office before such 
notice is given. 


See, generally, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 529, 
Nos. 1014 et seq. 


Srcr. 7.—DATE FROM WHICH ORDER EFFECTIVE. 


R. 58. C., Ord. LII., r. 18. Every order, if and when drawn up, 
shall be dated the day of the week, month, and year, on which 
the same was made, unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise 
direct, and shall take effect accordingly. 


Cf. Part XLIII., Sect. 3, ante, & see ‘‘ Central 
Office Regulations,’ Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 
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2891. Whether when drawn up and served.}— 
On Nov. 2 an order was made dismissing an action 
unless a statement of claim was delivered within 
seven days, & on Nov. 9 this time was extended to 
three days. On Nov. 14 the pltf. delivered his 
statement of claim, & on the following day the 
deft. drew up & served the order of Nov. 2. On 
Nov. 17 the master, & subsequently a judge, made 
an order that the statement of claim do stand :— 
Held: the time of appealing from the order of 
Nov. 2 should be extended. 

An order does not take effect until it is drawn up 
& served, & the action was not dead when the 
statement of claim was delivered.—METCALFE v. 
BritisH TEA Assocn. (1881), 46 L. T. 81. 

2892. ———.}—An order giving leave to sign 
judgment under Ord. XIV. unless a sum is paid 
before a day named, need not be served upon the 
deft. before judgment is signed upon it. 

The proposition in the text-hooks as to the 
necessity in certain cases of drawing up & serving 
the order does not apply where the party to be 
served himself has to take the next step under 
the order. It is where the other side may suppose 
that the order is abandoned that the necessity 
of service arises. Where, for instance, an order is 
made giving a party time to plead, it must be drawn 
up & served upon the other side. If an order is 
obtained upon terms which limit the exercise of 
the applicant’s free action, if need not be drawn 
up, & he can then take the step which he would 
otherwise be entitled to do; & it is therefore 
necessary in such a case that the other side should 
know whether the order is to be acted on or not 
(FIELD, J.).—HOPTON v. ROBERTSON (1884), 23 
Q. B. D. 126, n.; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 203. 

2898. -}+—Interrogatories for the examina- 
tion of the deft. were delivered by the pltfs. on 
Jan. 17. On Feb. 5, the deft. not having filed 
answers, an order was made that if he should not 
file answers within three days judgment might be 
signed against him. On Feb. 9, no affidavit having 
been filed by the deft., the pltfs. signed judgment 
under this order. On application by the deft. to 
set aside the judgment he stated on affidavit that 
on Feb. 9 a copy of the order of Feb. 5 had been 
left at his house & received by him, & that he in 
consequence filed on I'eb. 11, & as he supposed 
within the three days named in the order, answers 
to interrogatories which he had sworn on Jan. 28. 
No affidavit showing that. he had a defence on the 
merits was filed by the deft. :—Held: the order 
did not require to be served, the judgment was 
therefore regular, &, in the absence of an affidavit 
showing that he had a defence on the merits, the 
ae was not entitled to have the judgment set 
aside. 

The judgment of FIELD, J., in Hopton v. 
Robertson (No. 2892, ante) approved.—FARDEN v. 
RICHTER (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 124; 58 L. J. Q. B. 
244; 60 L. T. 304; 37 W. R. 766, D.C. 

2894. ~/+—When an order has been made 
in chambers dismissing an action unless the next 
step is taken by the pltf., within a specified time, 
& the pltf. does not take that step within the 
specified time nor appeal against the order, the 
order takes effect, & the time for taking the step 
cannot subsequently be extended, the action 
having become dead, notwithstanding that the 
order has not been drawn up or served upon the 
pltf. before it became operative.—ScriptT PHONO- 
GRAPHY Co., LTp. v. GREGG (1890), 59 L. J. Ch. 


€06. 

Receiving order in bankruptcy.}—See 
BanKRvpPtTCcyY, Vol. IV., pp. 161, 166, Nos. 1501-— 
1506, 1561. 
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2895. ——— Receiving order in lunacy.}—On 
May 26, 1927, the receiver of a lunatic’s estate, 
who had been authorised to continue the lunatic’s 
business, obtained an order from the master 
directing him to distribute £1,800 amongst certain 
scheduled creditors of the business whose debts 
had been incurred subsequently to the date of 
the receivership order. The scheduled creditors 
were not parties to the order. On May 29, three 
days after the order was pronounced & before it 
was completed, the lunatic died. The order was 
subsequently completed on June 14. In July the 
executors of the lunatic’s will applied for an order 
for payment out of court to them of the fund 
representing the lunatic’s residuary estate, & on 
July 28 the master refused to make the order 
except upon the terms of effect being given to 
the order of May 26. Subsequently to the making 
of this order an order was made for the adminis- 
tration of the lunatic’s estate :—Held: (1) the 
order of May 26 was a mere direction to the 
receiver to make the payments in question, which 
might have been varied or rescinded at any time 
by the master before it was finally completed, & 
it gave the creditors no equitable charge on the 
£1,800 thereby ordered to be distributed among 
them; (2) the jurisdiction in lunacy ceased on 
the death of the lunatic, & the master had no 
jurisdiction to direct that effect should be given 
to the order of May 26; (3) the executors were 
entitled to the fund in court without regard to 
the order of May 26, but inasmuch as an order 
had since been made for the administration of the 
lunatic’s estate, the fund must be paid to the 
credit of the administration action.— Re WHEATER, 
[1928] Ch. 223; 97 L. J. Ch. 97; 138 L. T. 433 ; 
44 T. L. R. 156; 72 Sol. Jo. 17, C. A. 

2896. Liberty to apply.J—Where pltf.’s costs of 
two motions were reserved to the hearing, & were 
then by mistake omitted to be provided for by 
the decree, the court decided that the better 
course would be to make a new order under the 
liberty to apply reserved in the order.—VINEY v. 
CHAPLIN (1858), 3 De G. & J. 282; 28 L. J. Ch. 
164; 32 L. T.O S.325; 7W.R. 159; 44 E.R. 
1277, LLC. & L. JJ. 

2897. .J}—An order was made, although it 
was not drawn up, directing the motion in question 
to stand until the trial. According to my under- 
standing of the practice all orders of the court 
carry with them in gremio liberty to apply to the 
court. ...It appears to me... that I can 
make the order which I am now about to make 
either under the liberty to apply reserved by 
implication in the order on the motion, or under 





the liberty expressly reserved by the ju ent 
Cee J.).—Fritz v. Liospson (1880), 14 Ch. D. 
42. 

2898. .|—The rule that an order of the 





court carries with it ‘‘ liberty to apply,’ though 
not expressly reserved, only applies where the 
order is one not of a final character.—-PENRICE v. 
WILLIAMS (1883), 23 Ch. D. 353; 52 IL. J. Ch. 
593; 48 L. T. 868; 31 W. R. 496. 

2899. .}—An order was made that an action 
for damages for an alleged breach of agreement 
should be dismissed with costs, such costs to be 
taxed & paid by pltfs. X., Y., & W. (a married 
woman) to deft., as to W. out of her separate 
property as thereinafter mentioned & not other- 
wise. It was ordered that execution therein 
against W. be limited to her separate property 
not subject to any restraint against anticipation 
... and it was ordered that deft. be at liberty 
to apply as to enforcing payment of the said costs, 
as regards pltf. W., when taxed out of any of her 
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pro y which wae pep iN to restraint on 
anticipation & otherwise as deft. might be advised. 
—PawLeEY v. PawteEy, [1905] 1 Ch. 503; 74 
L. J. Ch. 844; 92 L. T. 457; 6568 W. R. 875; 49 


Sol. Jo. 383. 

2900. Omission of.}—Plitf. petitioned that 
an order in an administration suit might be 
rectified by inserting a direction that either 
party might be at liberty to apply. The only 
question was whether the correction could be 
made on petition, under (Ord. XX VIII., r. 11) :— 
Held: the omission might be considered to have 
been an error arising from an accidental slip or 
omission & might be rectified as prayed.— 
WARMAN v. ZEAL, [1871] W. N. 241; 25 L. T. 
739. 

2901. ——- ——~-.}--A judgment for ific 
performance in terms did not contain any liberty 
to apply. On an application that the terms 
might be altered so as to give effect to the judg- 
ment pltf. contended that liberty to apply must 
be implied although not expressed in the order, 
& that the court could correct the order by adding 
those words :—Held: the application should be 
refused upon the ground that the conveyance 
must first be settled in chambers, but plitf. might 
apply in chambers for that purpose, the judge 
being of opinion that an order of this kind carried 
with it in gremio a liberty to apply under it, but 
in case he were wrong, & it did not do so, he gave 
pitf. leave to correct the order under Ord. X XVIII., 
r. 11, & to add the words ‘‘ Liberty to apply.’”’— 
WEBSDELL v. JENKINS (1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 484. 

——.}-See, also, Part XXIV., Sect. 2, 


ante. 

2902. Limited powers of court.}—In an 
action for an injunction to restrain a nuisance 
pitf. submitted that although the nuisance had 
temporarily ceased, he was still entitled to an 
injunction, or at least to liberty to apply in 
case the nuisance began afresh :—Held: though 
there was at one time a serious nuisance, yet as 
the time of the trial approached the business had 
in fact been carried on so as no longer to cause a 
nuisance. Plitf. therefore had a good cause of 
action when he instituted the proceedings; but 
as the nuisance had now ceased, it would be 
contrary to the practice of the court to grant an 
injunction, or even to give liberty to apply. If 
the nuisance recommenced, pltf. could start a 
fresh action.—DUNNING v. GROSVENOR DAIRIES, 
Lrp., [1900] W. N. 265; 45 Sol. Jo. 101. 

29 -+—Where A. & B., each claim- 
ing under assignments from C., had been held at 
the trial of an action between A. & B. to be joint 
owners of a secret remedy, & each entitled to make 
& sell the remedy, but the paper upon which the 
secret recipe was written had been destroyed :— 
Held: that A., to whom the recipe had never 
been communicated was not entitled, upon an 
application made under the liberty to apply given 
at the trial, to demand from B. either a copy or 
inspection of the secret recipe. 

The judgment contained a declaration as to 
the interests of the parties with “ liberty to apply,’’ 
but the addition of those words did not enable 
the court to deal with matters which did not arise 
in the course of working out the judgment (Srir- 
Toner loos; ao a ee v. ROBERTSON & 
T OR 9 ° e 4 50 W. ° 4 
46 Sol. Jo. 196, C. A. Hoaconeer 
Provision ignored.}—At the heari 
when a decree was made & contain 

















of a cause, 


PRACTICE. 


inquiries & accounta ordered, liberty was given 
to the parties to apply at chambers as they sa 
be advised. <A petition was presented for 
rs oa intment of two new trustees. The Vice- 
cellor, after asking why the application was 
not made in chambers, & ene that there wae 
no doubt that it could, under the liberty given 
to the parties to apply, have been made there, 
directed that two new trustees should be appointed 
in chambers; considered that the petition was 
unnecessary, aS the application might have been 
made at chambers, & at leas expense; disallowed 
the petitioners their costs, & ordered respondent's 
costs to be costs in the cause.—BUND v. GREEN, 
[1875] W. N. 2138. 

2905. Affidavit sworn after date of order.}|— 
Registrars may accept affidavits of service sworn 
and filed at any time before the order is drawn up. 
But if the affidavit is sworn after the date of the 
order, the order is not to be post-dated, & the 
affidavit is not to be entered formally as evidence. 
The registrars are, in such case, to make a memo- 
randum in the margin of the order that the affidavit 
of service has been sworn & filed; & the recital 
may be introduced into the order, ‘‘ No one 
appearing for A. B., although duly served, etc., 
as by affidavit appears.’’—-PRACTICE NoTE (1884), 
28 Sol. Jo. 591. 

2906. Recitation of documents in judgment. ]— 
On motion that a judgment might be varied by 
inserting in the schedule to the judgment certain 
specified letters & telegrams, all of which were 
comprised in a bundle of copy correspondence 
furnished to the judge at the trial, the question 
was raised as to whether or not the whole of the 
correspondence comprised in the bundle should 
be entered in the judgment as read. The judge 
stated that a well-prepared copy of correspondence 
was of the utmost importance for the proper 
conduct of an action. He was perfectly satisfied 
that the copy of correspondence was before him 
at the trial, that it was referred to on either side, 
& that it was the intention of the parties, & 
that it should be before him. He said that the 
copy of correspondence before him must be repro- 
duced in the same state in which it was at the 
trial, & it must be entered in the judgment as 
read.—Re Law, Law v, Law, [1904] W. N. 152 ; 
48 Sol. Jo. 640. 

2907. -}~—On a motion by pltfs. for direction 
that the whole of a bundle of correspondence 
admitted by the parties & laid before the judge 
at the trial should be entered as read in the order, 
though only some of them were actually referred 
to :— > only documents which had been 
actually & specifically referred to at the trial 
should be entered as read in the judgment.— 
yea v. CLARINA (LORD), [1910] W. N. 





SEcT. 8.—ORDERS NOT REQUIRING TO BE 
DRAWN UP. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LIL, r. 14. Where an order has been made not 
coe any special terms, nor including any special direc- 
tions, but simply enlarging time for taking any proceeding or 
doing any act or giving leave (a) for the issue of any writ "| 
than a writ of attachment, (>) for the amendment of any writ or 
pleadings, (c) for the filing of any document, or (d@) for any act 

be done by any officer of the Court other than a solicitor, it 
shall not be necessary to draw up such order unless the Court 
or a Judge shall otherwise direct; but the production of a note 
or memorandum of such order, signed by a Judge, Registrar, 
Master, or district es ook shall be sufficient authority for 
such enlargement of time, issue, amendment, filing, or other 
act. A direction that the costs of such order shall be A hpr ties 

ection 


any cause or matter shall not be deemed a special 
wi The solicitor of the person on 


hin the meaning of this Rule, 


Part LIX.—Mortions anp OTHER APPLICATIONS. 


whose application such order is mado, shall forthwith give notice 
in writing thereof to such person (if any) as would, if this 
mute nee not been made, have been required to be served with 
such order. 


2908. Drawing up orders.}—It is a matter of 
very great importance that the orders of the 
court should be drawn up in accordance with the 
established practice & should make it clear what 
the court is ordering to be done. There is con- 
siderable laxity in this matter, especially in 
jude ene drawn. up in the King’s Bench Division. 

ractitioners & the officers of the court should see 
that orders are not passed unless they are in proper 
form (ATKIN, L.J.). 

In the exercise of the judicial discretion as to 
granting injunctions & in framing orders restrain- 
ing the liberty of the subject the greatest care 
should be taken in determining whether an order 
should be made & in stating with the greatest 
precision the form which the order is to assume 
(EvE, J.).—ELLERMAN LINES, Lrp. v. READ, 
[1928] 2 K. B. 144, 157, 158; 97 L. J. K. B. 366; 
138 L. T. 625; 17 Asp. M. LL. C. 421; 88 Com. 
Cas. 219, C. A.3; revag. (1927), 44 T. LL. R. 7. 


SEcT. 9.—JUDGMENT OR ORDER NUNC PRO TUNC. 


R.S. C., Ord. LI, r. 15. It shall not be necessary to obtain 
an order to enter a judgment or order nunc pro tunc, but in all 
cases in which such entries were formerly made under orders 
of course, the solicitor applying to have a judgment or order so 
entered, shall leave with the clerk of entries a memorandum 
in writing countersigned by the Chancery Registrar, and 
bearing a atamp according to the scale of court fees for the time 
being in force. 


2909. Non-entry through oversight.|—Where an 
order had been drawn up, but never passed & 
entered, the court on an ex parte application 
allowed the order to be re-drawn up, passed, & 
entered nunc pro tunc.—Re JONES, BULLIS v. 
JONES (1891), 39 W. R. 619. 





Srcr. 10.—PETITION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAT.. 


Petitions of course.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LXIT., 
r. 18, Part LX XXIII., Sect. 7, post. 

Petition by poor person.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XVI., rr. 22-31, pp. 435, 436, ante. 

Assignment to judge.}—See R. S. C., Ord. V., 
r. 9 (e), p. 304, ante. : 

2910. Copy of petition.}—The order asked for 
was made, but one-third of the costs of the copy 
of the petition supplied for the use of the court 
was disallowed, on the ground that it was type- 
written on such thin paper that the letters on the 
second page could be seen through the first page. 
The judge said that in future he would disallow 
all the costs of documents written on similar 
paper.— POWELL v. HELLICAR, [1903] W. N. 154. 

Amendment of petition.]/—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXVIII., r. 6, PLEADING, p. 96, ante. 

Adjournment of petition.|—See R. S. ©., Ord. 
LII., r. 7, Pp 676, ante; R. 8. C., Ord. LV., r. 29, 
Part LXXI., Sect. 19, post. 

Evidence on petition.]|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXXVIII., r. 1, p. 586, ante; & Part LXXI,, 
Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, D., poat. 

Tender of costs.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LXV., 
r. 27 (19), Part LX XXVI., Sect. 28, sub-sect. 15, P., 


post. 
of petition.]J—See R. S. C., Ord. LXI., 
r. 15, Part LXXXI., Sect. 9, post. 

Transfer of petition.}—Part LV., Sect. 1, ante. 
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SUB-SECT. 2.—NoTE OF PERSONS TO BE SERVED. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIL, vr. 16. At the foot of every petition (not 
being a petition of course) presented to the Court, and of every 
copy thereof, a statement shall be made of the persons, if any 
intended to be served therewith, and if no person is intended 
to be served, a statement to that effect shall be made at the 
foot of the petition and of every copy thereof. 


2911. Statement of persons by name.}—The foot- 
note to a petition by a tenant for life for the 
sanction of the purchase of an estate in the cause 
stated that it was intended to serve the petition 
on ‘the pltfs. & defts.’? The judge, in making 
an order, said that the footnote should ; have 
mentioned respondents by name, & not simply 
as “ pltfs. & defts.,’”’ which was not a sufficient 
Se eee vy. Laws, [1877] W. N. 


SuB-sEcT. 3.—SPECIAL PETITIONS. 


Petition of Right.}—See Crown PRAcTicE, Vol. 
XVI., pp. 236-244, Nos. 317-402. 

Trustee Act, 1925 (c. 19).J—See Part LXVII., 
Sect. 3, post. 

Law of Property Acts.]|—See HusBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., p. 127, No. 1039; R. 8S. C., Ord. 
LIVD., Part LXIX., post. 

2912. Settled Land Act, 1925 (c. 18).}—Where 
on a petition under the Settled Estates Act, 1877, 
an order is made binding the interest of a married 
woman restrained from anticipation, the petition 
need not be intituled under the Conveyancing & 
Law of Property Act, 1881, s. 39 (sce, now, Law of 
Property Act, 1925, s. 169).—Re LANDFIELD’S 
SETTLED LAND, LANDFIELD v. LANDFIELD (1882), 
46 L. T. 227; 30 W. R. 377. 

2913. -}+—On a petition asking that the 
purchase-money of lands belonging to a charity 
might be invested under the provisions of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 32 (see, now, Settled 
Land Act, 1925 (c. 18), s. 76):—Held: sect. 32 
of the Settled Land Act must be read with sect. 69 
of the Land Clauses Act, & the money though not 
actually ‘‘ subject to a settlement ’’ under sect. 32 
could be dcalt with as asked.—Re ByYRON’s 
CHARITY (1888), 23 Ch. D. 171; 53 L. J. Ch. 152 ; 
48 L. T. 615; 31 W. R. 517. 

——.]—-See, generally, SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XL., 
pp. 726, Nos. 2572 et seq. 

Married Women’s Property Act, 1870 (c. 93), 
s. 10.}—See HusBpanpn & Wire, Vol. XXVIII. 
pp. 150, 152, Nos. 1211, 1229-1233. 

Life Assurance Companies (Payment into Court) 
Act, 1896 (c. 8).]—Sce R. S. C., Ord. LIVc., rv. 5, 
Part LXVIII., Sect. 5, post. 

National Debt Act, 1870 (c. 71), s. 55.}—See 
REVENUE, Vol. XXXIX., pp. 310-312, Nos. 853-— 
886. 

Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 - 18).}— 
See R.S.C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (7), Part LX XI., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 3, post. 

a Act, 1929 (c. 23).]—See Part LXII., 
post. 

Railways Companies Act, 1867 (c. 127), s. 4.}— 
See IaAItways, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 378-386, 
Nos. 762 et seq. 





$ 


Sus-secT. 4.—SERVICE OF PETITION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LII., r. 17, Unless the Court or a Judge gives 
leave to the contrary, there must be at least two clear days 
between the service and the day appointed for hearing a petition. 


Within the jurisdiction.}—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LII., rr. 8, 9, p. 676, ante; Ord. IX., r. 2, p. 318, 
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Sect. 10.—Petition: Sub-sect. 4. Sects. 11, 12 & 
13: Sub-sects. 1&2. Part LX. Sects. 1 & 2. 
Part LXI. Sect. 1.] 

ante; Ord. XIX., r. 10, PLEADING, p. 54, 

Ord. LXVII., Part LXXXVIII., post. 

2914. On mortgagor of fund in court.]— 
Where there is a fund in court & the person 
entitled to it has mortgaged the whole of it, giving 
a power of sale which has been properly exercised, 
& there being no question about the title of the 
mortgagee, it is not necessary to bring the mort- 
gagor before the court on an application by 
petition for payment out of the fund to the 
assignees.—CATTERSON v. CLARK, [1905] W. N. 
173; affd. (1906), 95 L. T. 42, C. A. 

Out of jurisdiction.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XI., 
r. 8A, p. 374, ante. 

2915. Dispensing with service—Service on trus- 
tees—-Fund in court. ]—On the hearing of a petition 
for payment out of a fund in court standing to 
the credit of the cause ‘‘ account of A. B. with 
remainder over” :—Held: although it was not 
necessary to serve the trustees in the case of 
payment out of money standing to the credit of 
the “‘ account of A. B.”’ merely, yet where it was 
the ‘‘ account of A. B. with remainder over ”’ the 
trustees must be served, because, for instance, 
they might have received notice of assignments 
or dealings affecting the fund.—PRACTICE NOTE, 
[1907] W. N. 44. 

2916. - -—— Vesting order—Absconding co- 
trustee out of jurisdiction.}—Vesting order made 
vesting lands, etc., in two of three trustees without 
appointing a new trustee where the third had 
become bankrupt, had absconded, & was out of 
the jurisdiction, without serving the petition on 
any one.—ALEXANDER v. MACGOWSK! (1898), 105 
lL. T. Jo. 154. 











SECT. 11.—PURCHASE-MONEY IN COURT. - 
AFFIDAVIT OF TITLE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIT, r. 18. In the case of applications under 
Acts of Parliament directing the purchase money of any property 
sold to be paid into Court, any persons claiming to be entitled 
to the money so paid in must make an affidavit not only verifying 
their title, but also stating that they are not aware of any right 
in any other person, or of any claim made by any other person, 
to the sum claimed, or to any part thereof, or, if the petitioners 
are aware of any such right or claim, they must in such affidavit 
state or refer to and except the same. 


2917. Affidavit of title—Necessity for.]—The 
affidavit of no title in any other person required 
in support of petitions under Acts of Parliament 
for the interim investment of purchase-money & 
payment of dividends to the persons entitled 
thereto was, in the case of a petition under the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, s. 70, by 
a large public corporation, dispensed with. 

The rule [Consolidated Orders XXXIV., r. 3] 
was not intended to apply to large bodies such as 
the present petitioners (JESSEL, M.R.).—Re 
MAGDALEN COLLEGE (PRESIDENT, ETC.) (1880), 
42 L. T. 822, 

2918. -}—A petition was presented 
asking that the purchase-money of lands belonging 
to a charity might be invested under the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, s. 32. Counsel asked that as the 
petition was only for an intcrim investment the 
affidavit of no incumbrance might be dispensed 
with & said that this had been done in a case 
where Magdalen College, Oxford, were petitioners. 
The judge declined to ag ae with the affidavit 
required.—Re BYRON’S ARITY, [1883] W. N. 
67; 48 1.. 17.515; 31 W. R. 517. 








PRACTICE. 





2919. —— .}—Applications, by persons 
claiming to be absolutely entitled, for Bag Arar 
out of money in court representing real estate, 
should be supported by an affidavit of no incum- 
brances, & prim4 facie the applicant is the proper 
person to make the affidavit.— WILLIAMS v. WARE 
(1888), 67 L. J. Ch. 497; 58 L. T. 876. 

2920. .}—On a petition by a legatee 
for the payment out of certain funds which had 
been paid into court the question arose as to 
whether the reversioners were required to make 
such an affidavit of no incumbrances in respect 
of the personal estate as is required to be made in 
the case of an application for payment out of 
money representing real estate :—Held: the rule 
requiring an affidavit of no incumbrances in the 
case of realty did not apply to personal estate, 
but the court considered that there might be cases 
where such an affidavit would be necessary.— 
EpwWaARbDs v. GrovE (1906), 51 Sol. Jo. 27. 
.}—See, also, Part 1X XI., Sect. 2, sub- 


sect. 1, D., post. 











SEcT. 12.—ADMIRALTY ACTIONS —- AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN SOLICITORS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIL, r. 23. Any agreement in writing between 
the solicitors in Admiralty actions, dated and signed by the 
solicitors of both parties, may, if the Admiralty Registrar think 
it reasonable and such as the Judge would under the circum- 
stances allow, be filed, and shall thereupon become an order of 
Court, and have the same effect as if such order had been made 
by the Judge in person. 


See, generally, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I. 

2921. Agreement when filed, equivalent to 
decree. ]—Defts.’ vessel came into collision with 
& sank another vessel carrying cargo belonging to 
pitfs. Actions were commenced by pltfs. & by 
the owners of the carrying vessel, but in the action 
between the latter & defts.’ vessel the parties 
filed in the registry an agreement to a decree that 
both vessels were to blame, & for the usual 
reference as to damages. Defts. then brought 
an action for limitation of their liability, & paid 
into court the amount of their liability under 
M. S. Acts. The usual decree was made for 
limitation of liability & the staying of pltfs.’ 
action :—//eld: (1) the agreement between the 
owners of the two vessels having been filed in the 
registry was, under hk. S. C., Ord. LII., r. 23, 
equivalent to a decree of the court; (2) the 
owners of the carrying vessel were not entitled to 
have such agreement rescinded for the purpose of 
proving against the fund in court for more than 
half the damage sustained by them.—THE KARO 
(1887), 13 P. D. 24; 571.35. P.8; 581. fT. 188; 
6 Asp. M. L. C. 245, 


Sect. 13.—SOLICITOR AND CLIENT. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—ORDER AS TO MONEYS AND 
SECURITIES. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LII., r. 25. Where the peiptionslp of solicitor 
and client exists or has existed a summons may be issued by 
the client or his representatives for the delivery of a cash account 
or the payment of moneys or the delivery of securities; and 
the Court or a Judge may from time to time order the respondent 
to deliver to the applicant a list of the moneys or securities 
which he has in his custody or control on behalf of the applicant, 
or to bring into Court the whole or any part of the same within 
such time as the Court or a Judge may order. In the event of 
the respondent alleging that he has a claim for costs, the Court 
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or a Judge may make such provision for the taxation and the 
payment or security thereof or the protection of the respondent’s 
en (if any) as the Court or Judgo may think fit. 


Order for payment or delivery.}—See SoLiciTors, 
Vol. XLII., pp. 236-238, 355-361, Nos. 3656— 
3699, 4040-4119. 

Order for delivery of ‘‘ cash account.’’]—See 
SoLtOrTene: Vol. XLII., pp. 150, 360, Nos. 1489, 

Appeal from order.}—See Sonicrrors, Vol. 
XLII., p. 142, Nos. 1390, 1391. 

Application in county court.]—See SoLicirors, 
Vol. XLII., p. 189, No. 1349. 
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SuB-sEcT. 2.—INTERIM CERTIFICATE BY TAXING 
MASTER. 


R. S. C., Ord. LI., r. 26. If during the taxation of any bill 
of costa or the taking of any account between solicitor and 
client, it shall appear to the Taxing Master that there must in 
any event be money due from the solicitor to the client, the 
Taxing Master may from time to time make an interim certificate 
as to the amount so payable by the solicitor. Upon the filing 
of such certificate the Court or a Judge may order the moneys 
= corners to be forthwith paid to the client or brought into 

ourt. 


Part LX.—-Mandamus. 


SEcT. 1.—-ACTION OF MANDAMUS, 


R.S. C,, Ord. LHI, r.1. The plaintiff, in any action in which 
he shall claim & mandamus to command the defendant to fulfil 
any duty in the fulfilment of which the plaintiff is personally 
interested, shall indorse such claim upon the writ of summons. 


-r.2. The indorsement shall be in the 
form given in Section IV. of Appendix A., Part II. 


r.3. If judgment be given for the 

plaintiff the Court or Judge may by the judgment command 

the defendant cither forthwith, or on the expiration of such 

time and upon such terms as may appear to the Court or a 

Judge to be just, to perform the duty in question. The Court 

3 eee may also extend the time for the performance of 
e duty. 











ir. 4. No writ of mandamus shall here- 
after be issucd in an action, but a mandamus shall be by 
judgment or order, which shall have the same effect as a writ of 
mandamus formerly had. 


See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 820-322, 
Nos. 1321-13838. 
Inspection of register of members of company.] 
Be COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 1128, Nos. 7940- 
949. 


SEcT. 2.- PREROGATIVE WRIT OF MANDAMUS. 


Sce CROWN PRAcTICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 276, Nos. 
889 et seq.; INTOXICATING Liquors, Vol. XXX., 

p- 66, Nos. 515 et seqg.; MAGISTRATES, Vol. 
XXXIILI., pp. 422-429, 436-448, Nos. 1332-14465, 
1452-15838. 
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SecT. 1.--IN GENERAL. 


Lhe cross-references which appear below are, 
unless otherwise indicated, to PATENTS & 
INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI. 





Powers & duties of Comptroller.]—See Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 607, Nos. 701 et seg. 
Extension of term.]—See Sect. 4, post; 


Vol. XXXVI., pp. 692, Nos. 1677 et seq. 

Rights of Crown.|—Scee Vol. XXXVI., pp. 690-— 
691, Nos. 1668-1674. 

Licence for production of food or medicine. |— 
See Vol. XXXVI., p. 690, No. 1667. 

Appeals to Law Officer.]/—See Vol. XXXVI, 
p. 666, Nos. 1492-1498 ; Supp. 

Action against nominee of Government. ]— 
See Vol. XXXVI., p. 828, No. 3114. 

Trade marks.|—See TRADE MARKS, TRADE 
NaMEs, & DeEsiens, Vol. XLITII., pp. 136 et seq. 

Legal proceedings in respect of infringement. ]— 
See Vol. XXXVI., pp. 773, Nos. 2523 et seq. 

2922. ——— Against nominee of Government 
department.|—The action was brought by the... 
owner of four patents ... for a declaration that 
the patents were valid & the representative or 
nominee of the War Office was made deft. for the 
purposes of the action, because the alleged 


22* 





infringement tuok place in the use which had been 
made of the so-called patents by the Government 
.. . during the late war. ... The action has by 
arrangement followed the ordinary lines of an 
infringement action, that is to say that, although 
by virtue of the sections applicable the Crown 
has a right to make use of patented inventions, 
yet there is a right on the part of the patentee to 
claim compensation in respect of that user if the 
patents are valid & technically it is not a case of 
infringement. . . . It is common ground between 
the parties that a decision in favour of pltf. as 
regards all or any of the patents would result not 
in an injunction & inquiry as to damages, but ina 
subsequent inquiry before the Royal Commission 
on Awards to Inventors as to the compensation 
that ought to be paid to pltf. (PoLLock, M.R.). 
a v. COOMBES (1924), 41 R. P. C. 112, 
33. 

2923. ——— Inquiry as to damages—Principles 
applicable.]|—-There is no different principle applic- 
able on an inquiry as to damages from that which 
prevails on an eppacenon for discovery where any 
other issue has to be tried between opposing parties. 
—BRITISH UNITED SHOE MACHINERY Co., Lrp. 
». LAMBERT HowartH & Sons, Lrp. (1929), 46 
R. P. C. 315. 
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2,38 & 4.) 
2924. —— Form of order.]—There is no 





reason why the form of order for an inquiry as to 
damages in a patent action should differ from 
similar orders made in other cases; & it is not 
the practice of the Chancery Division to follow the 
form adopted by the King’s Bench Division 
merely because the case happens to be one in 
which there is concurrent jurisdiction. . . . The 
proper form of order in these cases, asin all other 
motions for judgment in the Chancery Division 
where damages are given will be: Direct an inquiry 
as to damages, reserve costs of inquiry, liberty to 
apply (TOMLIN, J.).—BRITISH THOMSON-HOUSTON 
Co., Lrp. v. G. & R. AGENCY, [1925] W. N. 93; 
42 R. P. C. 305; 69 Sol. Jo. 475. 

-}—See, further, Vol. XX XVI., pp. 823- 
824, Nos. 3074-3081. 

2925. Delivery up of infringing article— 
Part of offending combination.]—Delivery up of a 
part of the offending combination is sufficient.— 
British UNITED SHOE MACHINERY Co., LTD. ». 
GiIMsON SHOE MACHINERY Co., Lrp. (1928), 45 
R. P. C. 85, 290. 

-}—See, further, Vol. XXXVI., p. 826, 
Nos. 3094-3102. 

2926. ——— The hearing—Application for appoint- 
ment of assessor—Informal application.}—In an 
action for infringement of a patent on application 
to the court for the appointment under sect. 31 
of the Patents & Designs Act, 1907, of an assessor 
specially qualified was made by defts. informally, 
but in the presence of pltfs. The application was 
refused as having been made informally. On a 
subsequent application by defts. by motion, an 
order was made for the appointment as assessor 
of a person to be agreed upon by the parties, or, 
in default of agreement, by the judge in chambers. 
—MARCONI v. HELSBY WIRELESS TELEGRAPH Co. 
(1914), 31 R. P. C. 121. 

--]—See, further, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 808, 
Nos. 2926 et seq. 

















Sect. 2.—INTERPRETATION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIWA., r.1. In this Order: 
‘The principal Act’’ means the Patents and Designs 
at 1907, as amended by the Patcnts and Designs Act, 


“The Comptroller’? means the Comptroller-General of 
Patents Designs and Trade Marks. 

‘“‘The Court ’’ includes the Judge of the High Court for 
the time being selected by the Lord Chancellor as the Court 
for the purpose of hearing appeals and petitions under the 
principal Act. 


_— rv. 28. These Rules may be cited as the 
Rules of the Supreme Court (Patents and Designs), 1924, and 
shall come into en on the 12th day of October, 1924, 
and the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, shall have effect as 
amended by these Rules. 


SEcT. 3.—APPLICATION OF RULES OF SUPREME 
COURT. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LIIIA., r, 2. The Rules of the Supreme Court 
for the time rosea Slag force shall apply, so far as aay be practic- 
able (unless by the principal Act or by these Rules otherwise 
expressly provided), to all proceedings before the Court under 
the principal Act. In particular, if the Court is for the time 
being a Judge of the Chancery Division, the provisions of 
Order 6, Rule 9 shall apply to all such proceedings, as being 
business assigned to the Court within the meaning at that Rule. 


PRACTICE. 


Srcr. 4.—EXTENSION OF TERM OF PATENT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


The cross-references which appear below are, 
unless otherwise indicated, to PATENTS 
INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI, 

Applications for extenslion——_Governed by R. S. C., 
Ord. LIIIA., ro 3.+—See Vol. XXXVI., p. 715, 
No. 1995. 

Applications respecting two or more patents. }— 
See Vol. XXXVI., p. 726, Nos. 2182-2134. 

Accounts.}—See Vol. XXXVI., pp. 711-715, 
Nos. 1932-1994. 

2927. Profits to be shown—Foreign profits. ] 
—-The petition in the present case appears to 
their lordships to be defective in substance, inas- 
much as it does not disclose upon the face of it 
with sufficient distinctness the amount of profits, 
if any, which have been made by the inventors 
in those different countries in which they have 
secured an exclusive privilege (LORD WATSON).— 
Re BOWER-BARFF PATENT, [1895] A. C. 675; 73 
L. T. 86; 11 R. 579, P. C.; sub nom. Re BARFF’S 
& BOWER’s PATENT, 12 R. P. C. 383, 386. 

2928. Exclusive licensees.}—An ex- 
clusive licensee is equivalent to an assignee & his 
profits should be shown (LORD WatTson).—Re 
SHONE’S PATENT (1892), 9 R. P. C. 438, 440. 
-}—See, further, Vol. XXXVIL., pp. 713, 
Nos. 1953 et seq. 

Assignees.|—See Vol. XXXVI., pp. 694-696, 
Nos. 1701-1741. 

Contents of petition.}—See Vol. XXXVI., pp. 
692-694, Nos. 1692-1700. 

Foreign importer.}—See Vol. XX XVI., p. 696, 
Nos. 1742-1745. 

Further extensions.]—See Vol. XXXVI., p. 726, 
Nos. 2132-2134. 

Grounds for granting or refusing extension. ]— 
See Vol. XXXVI., pp. 697-708, Nos. 1746-1897. 

2929. Validity of patent.|}—The patentec 
presented a petition for the extension of the patent. 
At the hearing, counsel for the Comptroller- 
General took the preliminary objection that three 
of the claims were invalid :—Held: one of the 
claims was bad for want of novelty & the patent 
was void. The petition was  discussed.—Re 
WORRALL’S PATENT (1918), 35 R. P. C, 226. 

2930. -}+The first inquiry is as to 
general merit, that is, merit in use or utility of the 
invention, if any. I say ‘if any,’’ because the 
opponents have seriously contended there is not 
invention, no subject-matter in the alleged 
invention at all, & this has been gone into on both 
sides (in spite of occasional protests on my part) 
with practically the same minuteness & wealth 
of detail as if the present proceedings were an action 
for infringement or a petition for revocation. 
I think this is wrong, though the evidence has not 
been entirely wasted, because it is of some slight 
use in establishing general merit. The practice 
in petitions for extension is not to ° into subject- 
matter so minutely. Of course, if it is obvious 
that there is no subject-matter, or that the letters 
patent are otherwise bad, any extension would be 
useless & the petition must in such a case fail 
(SARGANT, J.).— Re FLEMING’S PATENT (1919), 36 
R. P, C. 65, 71; 35 T. L. R. 179. 
~}+—See, further, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 
699, 700, Nos. 1773-17865. 

2981. Great practical utility—-Small in- 
ventive ability.}—Patents had been granted for 
‘‘ Improvements in or relating to otter-boards for 
use in connection with trawl-nets.’’ <A petition 
for the extension of the patents was presented 
by the owners of the patents & by a patentee, 
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G., who had assigned his interest in the patents :— 
Held: in view of the great practical utility of the 
invention, notwithstandi the comparativel 
small amount of inventive ability shown in it 
having regard to the attitude of the Comptroller- 
General, an extension of three years sheuld be 
granted. The grant was made subject to condi- 
tions.— Re FLEMInc & GALE’s PaTENT (1919), 
36 R. P. OC. 266. 

-- |—See, further, Vol. XXXVI, pp. 701, 
Nos. 1800 et oe: 

2982. Loss due to hostilities.|—Here, if there 
had not been special circumstances due to the war, 
I should have found difficulty in holding that the 
patentees were in a position to say that there were 
any exceptional circumstances which prevented 
their receiving proper remuneration. When one 
looks at the accounts one sees quite clearly—& 
there is evidence also to the same effect—that the 
war did necessarily occasion the disuse of this 
invention to a very large extent. ...I1 think 
the years during which that diminution has taken 
place are about four ; but there has not been a total 
loss during those years. J do not think there has 
been a loss, at the most, of more than three years 
of profits (SARGANT, J.).—Re FLEmMiIna & GALE’S 
PATENT (1919), 36 R. P. C. 266, 273. 

P 2983. ———.]—Distillation of gas at low tempera- 
ure. 

Large sums were spent on the invention. Loss 
occasioned through war & the state of the coal 
industry. Extension was granted for seven 
years.—Re MACLAURIN’s PATENT (1929), 47 
R. P. CO. 14 (Ct. of Sess.)*Se. 

XXXVI., pp. 719- 


-}—See, further, Vol. 
725, Nos. 2056-2125. 

Order for extension.]—See Vol. XXXVI., pp. 
708-711, Nos. 1898-1931. 

2934. In form of new grant—As to some 
claims only—Omission of claims not proved to be 
of exceptional merit.}—A patent was granted for 
‘‘ Improvements in & relating to spinning, twisting, 
& doubling machinery.” <A petition for the 
extension of the term of the patent was presented 
by the patentee :—Held: an extension for seven 
years should be granted as to some of the claims, 
with such verbal alterations thereof not amounting 
to amendment as might be rendered necessary by 
the omission of the other claims which had not 
been shown to be of exceptional merit or utility ; 
& this should be effected by the grant of a new 
patent for seven years from the date of the expira- 
tion of the original patent.—Re FERRANTI’S PATENT 
(1918), 35 R. P.C. 149; 119 L. T. 306; 34T.L. R. 
390; 62 Sol. Jo. 535. 

See, also, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 703, 708, 709, 
Nos. 1828, 1824, 1898-1904. 

2935. Conditions—Licences.|—It is usual 
in orders of this kind, where a patent is restored 
& extended, to impose a condition that the licences 
granted shall be extended so as to cover the period 
of extension. It is also usual, where a number of 
licences which have been granted have not been 
registered at the Patent Office, to impose an 
undertaking on applicants to use their best 
endeavours to obtain the registration of the exist- 
ing licences & any new licences which are granted 
by reason of the restoration & extension of the 

atent (LUxMOORE, J.).—He BRITISH THOMSON- 

OUSTON Co., Lrp.’S PATENT (1929), 46 R. P. C. 


367, 377. 
-.}+—See, further, Vol. XXXVI, 
pp. 710-711, Nos. 1919-1928. 
2986. Parties—Attorney-General.]—In all cases 
of unopposed applications the Attorney-General 
should attend on behalf of the Crown. [In 
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subsequent cases, whether opposed or not, the 
Attorney-General has appeared to watch the 
progress of the case made for the he aa 
Re ERARD’S PATENT (1835), 1 Web. Pat. Cas. 557, 


PC: 
-}+—See, further, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 692, 694, 


Nos. 1692-1700. 


Nos. 1995-2055. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PuBLIC NOTICE BY ADVERTISE- 
MENTS IN GAZETTE AND NEWSPAPERS. 


R.S.C., Ord. LITA., r.8. In the case of petitions for extension 
of the term of a patent under section 18 of the principal Act, 
the following provisions shall apply : 

(a) A party intending to apply by petition shall give public 
notice by advertising three times in the London Gazette 
and once at least in a London daily newspaper. 

(b) If the applicant = principal place of business is situated in 
the United Kingdom at a distance of fifteen miles or 
more from Charing Cross he shall also advertise once 
at least in some local newspaper published or circulating 
in the town or district where such place of business 
is situated. If the applicant has no such place of 
business, then if he carries on the manufacture of 
anything made under his specification in the United 
Kingdom at a distance of fifteen miles or more from 
Charing Cross he shall advertise once at least in some 
local newspaper published or circulating in the town 
or district where he carries on such manufacture, If 
he has no such place of business and carries on no 
such manufacture in the United Kingdom, then if he 
resides in the United Kingdom at a distance of fifty 
miles or more from Charing Cross he shall advertise 
once at least in some newspaper published or circulating 
In the town or district where he resides. 


See Patents & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI, 
pp. 715, Nos. 2007 et seq. 

Insertion of advertisement in Illustrated Official 
Journal (Patents)—By Solicitor to Board of Trade. ] 
—See R.8.C., Ord. LITIA., r. 3 (c), infra. 


SUB-sECT. 3.—WHAT Must BE STATED IN 
ADVERTISEMENTS—Copy TO SOLICITOR TO 
BoARD OF TRADE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIWA., r. 3. (c) The applicant shall in his 
advertisements state the object of his petition and shall give 
notice of the day (which if the Court is for the time being a Judge 
of the Chancery Division shall be an ordinary petition day) on 
which he intends to apply to the Court for a day to be fixed 
before which the petition shall not be in the paper for hearin 
(hereinafter called '‘ the appointed day ’’), which first mentione 
day shall not be less than four wecks from the date of the publica- 
tion of the last of the advertisements to be inserted in the London 
Gazette. Every such advertisement shall state an address 
within the United Kingdom for service on the applicant of any 
document requiring service under this Rule. e shall also 
give notice that notices of objection must be lodged as herein- 
after provided before such day so named in the said advertise- 
ments. A copy of such advertisement shall be forwarded by 
the applicant to the Solicitor to the Board of Trade at the same 
time as the first advertisement is sent to the London Gazette 
and the Solicitor to the Board of Trade shall thereupon cause 
such advertisement to be inserted in the three following issues 
of the Illustrated Official Journal (Patents). 


See, generally, PATENTs & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI, pp. 715, Nos. 2006 ef seg. 


SuB-sECT. 4.—TIME FOR PRESENTING 
PETITION, ETC. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 3. (d) The 
Comptroller as a respondent and must be presented within one 
week from the publication of the last of the advertisements 
required to be published in the London Gazette and a copy of 
the petition must within the same time be served on the Solicitor 
to the Board of Trade. Such petition shall be made returnable 
for the day named in the advertisements. 


See Patents & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 716, Nos. 2013 et seg. 


tition shall name the 
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Sect. 4.—Extension of term of patent: Sub-sects. 5 
6,78, A., B. A C.; sub-sects. 9, 10, 11, 12, 
13, 14, 15 & 16, A.) 


SuB-sEcT. 5.—PETITION ACCOMPANIED BY 
AFFIDAVITS OF ADVERTISEMENTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIWA., r. 8. (e) The petition must be accom- 
anied by an affidavit or affidavits of advertisements having 
beet published by the petitioner according to the requirements 
of paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) hereof. The statements contained 
in such affidavit or affidavits may be disputed upon the hearing. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—FIXING AND ADVERTISING 
APPOINTED DAY. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIIIA., r. 8. (f) Upon the day named in the 
advertisements the petition shall appear in the Court list, and 
the petitioner shall apply to the Court to fix the appointed day. 


——_—-—______-____-———— _(g) The petitioner shall forthwith 
after the appointed day has been fixed give public notice of the 
same by advertising once at least in the London Gazette. 


—_—________--—----——- (0) Any person who has lodged 
notice that he intends to oppose the granting of the prayer of 
the petition shall be entitled to be heard on the application to 
fix the appointed day, and every person who has lodged and 
served particulars of objection shall be served by the petitioner 
with notice of the appointed day. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—LODGMENT OF COPIES OF SPECI- 
FICATION, BALANCE SHEET OF EXPENDITURE 
AND RECEIPTS, ETC. 


R.S. C., Ord. Lilda., r. 3. (A) A party presenting a petition 
must Jodge as hereinafter provided a copy thercof with two 
printed copies of the specification of his patent. 





———— (t) The petitioner shal] also lodgo 
as herelnafter provided, not less than three weeks before the 
appointed day, two copies of the balance sheet of expenditure 
and receipts relating to the patent in question which accounts 
are to be proved on oath before the Court at the hearing. He 
shall also at the same time furnish two printed copies of the 
specification and of the said balance sheet to the Solicitor to the 
oard of Trade, and shall upon receiving two days’ notice give 
the Solicitor to the Board of Trade or any person deputed by 
him for the purpose reasonable facilities for inspecting and 
taking extracts from the books of account by reference to which 
he propre. to verify the said balance sheet or from which the 
cer hea for making up the said balanco sheet have been 
erived. 


Accounts on petition for extension, see PATENTS 
& INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 711, Nos. 1932 
el seq. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—OPPOSITION TO EXTENSION. 
A. Notice of Opposition. 


R.S.C., Ord. LIWA.,r.3. (7) Any person desirous of opposing 
the prayer of a petition shall lodge as hereinafter p adobe ded a 
notice that he intends so to oppose and giving an address in the 
United Kingdom for service of any document requiring service 
under this rule. Such person shall at the same time serve upon 
the petitioner and upon the Solicitor to the Board of Trade a 
copy of such notice. Such notices shall be respectively lodged 
and served before the day named in the petitioner’s advertise- 
ments as that on which he intends to apply to the Court for the 
appointed day to be fixed. 


B. Service of Petition on Receipt of Notice of 
Opposition. 
R. §. C. Ord. LIIIA., r. 3. (k) The petitioner shall forthwith 


upon recelpt of such notice serve a copy of his pe 
each person giving such notice. EY petition upon 


PRACTICE. 


C. Particulars of Objections. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIWA., r. 3. (2) Every person giving such notice 
as aforesaid shall within three weeks after service of the petition 
upon him lodge as hereinafter prowces two copies and serve 
upon the petitioner one copy an lodge with the Solicitor to the 
Board of Trade three copies in writing of particulars of the 
objections upon which he Intends to rely against the granting of 
the prayer of the petition. 


(m) Any person who shall not 
within the said three weeks lodge and servo such particulars of 
objections as aforesaid shall be deemed to have abandoned his 
opposition. 


-(n) No pen who has delivered 
such particulars of objections shall entitled to oppose the 
granting of the prayer of the petition on any grounds not stated 
n such particulars, 


See Parents & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., 
p. 715, Nos. 2002-2004. 

Right of person opposing to be heard—On 
application to fix appointed day—Notice of appointed 
day on person lodging particulars of objections. ]|— 
See R.S. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 3 (0), supra. 

2937. Time for delivery—Whether time runs 
during Long Vacation.|—A petition having been 
presented for the extension of two patents, a 
question arose in reference to the delivery of the 
particulars of objections whether the time for 
delivery ran during the Long Vacation. The time 
for delivery was extended until Sept. 17; & they 
were directed to be delivered notwithstanding the 
Long Renner STEARN’S PATENTS (1911), 28 

. PP. C. 663. 





SUB-SECT. 9.—ENTRY “OF PETITION IN LIST 
FOR TRIAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIMA., r. 3. (v) The petition shall not be 
entered in the list tor trial until the expiration of the time 
limited for the lodging and service of the particulars of objec- 
tions, and shall only be entered for trial on the lodging of an 
affidavit on behalf of the petitioner that all persons who have 
served him with notice of intention to oppose the prayer of 
his petition have been served with copies of the petition. The 
petition shall, if and so long as the Court is a Judge of the 
Chancery Division and subject to any direction of the Court to 
the contrary be set down in the same manner as if it had been a 
witness action assigned to that Judge and shall be marked in the 
witness list not before the of 19 being 
the appointed day. 


SUB-SECT. 10.—CoPIES OF ACCOUNTS ON 
DELIVERY OF PARTICULARS OF OBJECTIONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIIYA., r.3. (g) Any persons who have delivered 
particulars of objections shall be entitled, at their own expense, 
to obtain from the petitioner copies of the accounts which have 
been lodged by him, 


SUB-SECT. 11.—LODGMENT OF PETITIONS, 
DOCUMENTS, AND COPIES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIWA., r. 8. (r) All petitions, documents, and 
copies by this Rule required to be ie ae shall if and so long as 
the Court is a Judge of the Chancery Division be lodged at the 
Chambers of the Judge, and subject as aforesaid shall be lodged 
with such person and at such place as the Court may from time 
to time direct. 


SuUB-SECT. 12.—COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS 
OF RULE—POWER TO DISPENSE WITH. 

R. 8. C., Ord. LIIIA., r. 8. (8) The Court may excuse peti- 

tioners and opponents from compliance with any of the require- 

ments of this Rule and may give such directions in matters of 


procedure and practice as it shall consider to be just and 
expedient. 


See Patents & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., 
p. 715, Nos. 1996-1997 ; Supp. 
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SuB-sEcT. 13.—APPEARANCE BY COMPTROLLER. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIJA., r. 8. (t) The Comptroller if he elects or 
is directed to appear on the question of granting the prayer of 
any petition shall not be required to give notice of the grounds 
of any objection he may think fit to take or of any evidence 
which he may think fit to place before the Court. 


Comptrolier not entitled to costs.J—See Sub- 
sect. 14, post. 


SUB-SEcCT. 14.—CosrTs. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LITIa., r. 8. (u) The Court may in cases where 
opposition has been entered to the prayer of a petition give 
costs to or against such opponents. 

—_--—— oo (0) In the event of the Court 
refusing the paver of the petition the Court shall not except 
under special circumstances give more than one set of costs 
amongst all the opponents. 





_ (w) The Comptroller shall not be 
entitled to any costs on or in relation to his appearance on or 
opposition to the granting of the prayer of a petition. 


The cross-references which appear below are, 
unless otherwise indicated, to Patents & 
INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI. 

Successful opposition.}—See Vol. XXXVI., p. 
719, Nos. 2047-2054. 

2938. Gross sum for costs of all opposers. |}— 
Petitioners were ordered to pay the costs. As there 
were seven sets of opponents only one set of costs 
were allowed. The matter stood over to give the 
parties an opportunity of agreeing as to the amount. 
It was intimated that, in the case of non-agree- 
ment, their lordships would themselves name a 
sum, as has sometimes been done.—Re HOPKIN- 
SON’S PATENT, [1897] A. C. 249, 253; 14 R. P. C. 
5, at p. 10; 66 L. J. P.C. 38; 75 L. T. 462; 18 
T. L. R. 126, P. C. 

—-—.]—See, further, Vol. XXXVI., p. 719, 
Nos. 2049-2052. 

Where petitioner successful.]—See Vol. XX XVI., 
p. 718, Nos. 2032-2037. 

Where petition abandoned. ]— See Vol. XXXVI, 
pp. 718, 719, Nos. 2038-2046. 

On originating summons.|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LITIA., r. 4 (7), (%), (1), p. 687, post; Vol. XXXVI, 
p. 719, No. 2055. 

Opposition to grant of probate.|—See Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 667, Nos. 1506-1519. 








SUB-SECT. 15.—SERVICE OF DOCUMENTS. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LITA., r. 3. (2) Service of any document 
requiring service under this rule may be made by enclosing such 
document in a prepaid registered letter and posting such letter 
to the person required to be served at his address for service. 


SUB-SECT. 16.—ORIGINATING SUMMONS FOR 
EXTENSION. 


A. In General. 


See, generally, PaTENts & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 718, 719, 726, Nos. 2029-2031, 
2056 et seqg., 2134, & Supp.; see, also, Sect. 4, 
sub-sect. 1, ante. 

2989. Loss due to hostilities—Works becoming 
controlled establishment.}—The L. M. Corporation 
was the owner of three patents, two of which were 
applied for in 1903 & one in 1905 & which had 
expired in 1917 & 1918, & it applied by originating 
summons for the extension of the patents. Evi- 
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dence was given that before the invention could 
be put into practice long & careful experiments 
involving considerable expense had been neces- 
sary; that such work had been stopped by the 
war; & that owing to the corporation having been 
engaged on the manufacture of munitions through- 
out the war & having been controlled from 
Aug. 1915, onwards, such accommodation as could 
be devoted to their own business had been con- 
fined to the supply of machines & parts required 
for immediate use. At the hearing an extension 
of the 1905 patent only was asked for. 

The 1905 patent was extended for 44 years on 
terms.—Re BOULT’s PATENTS, BANCROFT’S PATENT 


(1921), 88 R. P. C. 359. 

—— ——.}—See, further, PATENTS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 722-723, Nos. 2078-2090. 

2940. Customers cut off—Extension for 
five years.|—It is the war that has cut off the 
applicants’ customers & the customers remained 
cut off, notwithstanding an armistice, for some time. 
The only question to my mind is whether the 
extension should be for four or five years... . 
I will allow them five years (TOMLIN, J.).— 
SHEFFIELD & TWINDERBARROW’S PATENT (1925), 
43 R. P. C. 165. 

2941. ——— Financial inability to resume manu- 
facture.|—An element for consideration is financial 
inability to resume manufacture as the result of 
hostilities (TomMLIN, J.).—Re WESTMORELAND’S 
PATENT (1925), 42 R. P. C. 5138, 514. 

2942. ——.]—Financial inability to resume 
manufacture may be an element for consideration. 
It depends upon the circumstances of the case.—— 
Re PanicaALt & BRENNI’S PaTENT (1927), 44 
R. P. C. 509, 510. 

2943. Adequacy of remuneration im- 
material—Suspended demand—Article with short 
life.|}—Then it is said the applicants have been 
adequately remunerated. In my view this is not 
a matter which has to be considered at all. The 
question, & the only question, in this case is: Has 
the life of the patent been interfered with? If 
it has, then the patentee is entitled to have an 
extension to cover the period lost (LUXMOORE, J.). 

The next objection, I think, was that the loss 
or damage during the war had been more than re- 
couped since the war. This is what is usually 
referred to as the suspended demand. I cannot 
see that there is any real ground for such a sug- 
gestion. Suspended demand does not apply, in my 
view, to an article like an electric lamp, which has, 
comparatively speaking, a short life (Lux- 
MOORE, J.).—Re BRITISH THOMSON-HOUSTON Co., 
Lrp.’s PATENT (1929), 46 R. P. C. 367, 375. 
.j|—See, further, PATENTS, Vol. XXXVI, 
pp. 719, Nos. 2056 e seq. 

2944. Loss suffered by company.]—I think that 
the company is a person which suffers loss. I 
think there shoal be an extension of about a couple 
of years (ASTBURY, J.).—Re SCHUTYE’S PATENT 
(1924), 41 R. P. C. 348, 344. 

2045. Fault of patentee—Failure to push in- 
vention.]|—It is very thin indeed. The best they 
can say is that by the year 1914 the stoves made 
were very well known & that the crane company 
were hoping to obtain other licensees in the 
United Kingdom. They do not say they made the 
slightest effort to obtain other licensees before the 
war. ... I will grant an extension for one year 
(SARGANT, J.).—Re Brock’s PATENT (1923), 40 
R. P. C. 397, 399. 

——.]—See, further, Parents, Vol. XXXVI, 
p. 706, Nos. 1861-1871. 

2046. Lapse of patent.]/—During that year 
[period of lapse of patent] the reduction in sales 
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Sect. 4.—-KHatension of term of patent: Sub-sect. 16, 
A., B., C., D., #., F., G., H., I., J, K. & LB.) 


may have been owing to other people manufactur- 
ing. ... It is a little difficult to say whether six 
months should be taken out without knowing 
whether there has been any rival manufacture. 
... I think on the whole, having regard to the 
fact that there has been this lapse & the engineer- 
ing company was manufacturing to some extent 
during this B hats that 24 years would be right 
(ASTBURY, J.).—AHe TAYLOR’S PATENT (1928), 41 
R. P. C. 64, 66. 

2947. Research operations.}—As it has been 
held that research operations after the date of a 
patent can be taken into consideration, it is quite 
clear that applicants have lost six years. An 
extension of five years will be granted (AsT- 
BURY, J.)—Re LUMIERE’Ss PaTENT (1924), 41 
R. P. C, 645, 646. 

2948. Small number of sales.}—There were no 
sales in 1915-1918 inclusive, & there were only 
28 sales in 1919. I think that it is a case for 
extension of five years. The patent having ex- 
pired, the order will be in the form usual under 
those circumstances. The five years, of course, 
runs from the date of expiry (TOMLIN, J.).—Re 
EWART’S PATENT (1925), 43 R. P. C. 164. 

2949. Patents closely inter-connected—Dealt 
with as a whole.}—I think that in this particular 
case there is a close connection between the 
character of the inventions by reason of the fact 
that they are all inventions which relate to the 
spraying of metals, & the difference between them 
is the treatment of the metal at the initial stage 
of the process, & I think they are so connected that 
they may fairly be dealt with, notwithstanding 
there are some periods yet before some of the 
patents expire: they may fairly be dealt with as 
a whole & I propose to deal with them as such. 
I think that in the circumstances the proper 
extension is that all the patents should be extended 
until Dec. 31, 1928, & that they should all expire 
together on Dec. 31, 1928. The order will be, 
in relation to the first patent, in the form of a 
new grant with the usual provisions (TOMLIN, J.).— 
4 soe & Morr’s Patents (1925), 43 R. P. C. 

2850. Evidence that company not managed or 
controlled by ex-enemy subjects.]—The S. C. Co., 
Ltd., applied by originating summons for an 
extension of the term of a patent of which they 
were the registered proprietors. Evidence of 
loss during & subsequent to hostilities was given. 
An extension of four years was granted subject 
to the production of evidence that the business of 
the company was not managed or controlled by 
subjects of an apart foreign state & not carried 
on for the benefit of the subjects of such state.— 
Re STOCK’S PATENT (1924), 41 R. P. C. 647. 

2951. Patent granted on convention application 
——** Patentee as such ’’—Delay in application. ]— 
A patent was granted to W. E. Co., Ltd., on a 
convention application made under the temporary 
rules in March, 1920. The convention date of the 
petent was May, 1914. W. E. Co., Ltd., applied 

y originating summons for an extension of the 
term of the patent. A question was raised as to 
whether, there having been no patent actually 
in being during the war, the application could be 
entertained :—Held: the definition of patentee 
in sect. 93 of the Patents & Designs Act, 1907, 
had the effect of constituting an applicant under 
a convention application, if he obtained a grant, 
patentee as from the convention date: under 
sect. 13 a patent, when granted, was retrospective 
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so far as ownership was concerned, & therefore 
the phrase ‘‘ patentee as such”’ in sub-sect. (6) of 
sect. 18 covered, not only persons who were 
owners of a patent during or prior to the war, 
but also persons entitled to apply for a patent 
which, when granted, would bear a date anterior 
to or during the war period; but in such cases an 
applicant for an extension must satisfy the court 
that the delay in making the application was due 
to circumstances arising out of the war & not to 
other considerations.—Re WESTERN ELECTRIC 
Co.’s8 Patent, [1931] 1 Ch. 68; 100 L. J. Ch. 82; 
144 L. T. 299; 46 T. L. R. 549; 48 RB. P. CO. 155. 

2952. Order cannot be antedated.}—I think this 
is a case where I am justified in giving five years. 
. . . There will be an extension of five years in 
each case, five years for the first patent & five years 
from the date of expiry of the second patent... . 
There must be a new grant: I cannot antedate 
the order (TOMLIN, J.).— Re MIKKLESEN’S PATENT, 
Re KNUDSEN’S PATENT (1926), 44 R. P. C. 12, 16. 

As to order granting extension, see PATENTS, 
Vol. XXXVI., pp. 708, Nos. 1898 et seq. 


B. Title, Service, etc. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LIMA., r. 4 (a) The originating summons for 
the extension of any Letters Patent under section 18 (6) of the 
principal Act shall be intituled in the Matter of the Patents and 

esigns Acts, 1907 and 1919, and in the Matter of the Letters 
Patent in question, and shall namo the Comptroller as a respon- 
dent, and shall be served on the Solicitor to the Board of Trade 
and shall so long as the Court is a Judge of the Chancery Division 
be marked with the name of that Judge. 


C. Filing Affidavit of all Material Facts. 


R.S.C., Ord. LIWA., r. 4. (b) At least seven days before the 
day on which the originating summons {is returnable the 
Applicant shall file and serve on the Solicitor to the Board of 
Trade an Affidavit stating all material facts on which the appli- 
cant relies. Such Affidavit shall in particular state facts 
sufficient to show the district or districts wherein advertisements 
of the intended hearing of the summons should appear. 


See, generully, PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 719, Nos. 2056 et seqg., & Supp. ; 
Sect. 4, sub-sect. 1, ante. 

Contents of petition for extension.]—See 
Patents, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 692, Nos. 1692 et seq. 

29538. Adjournment for further evidence. ]—At 
present it does not seem to me that the evidence 
is very satisfactory. ...I will adjourn the 
matter to this day week : that will be time enough, 
if you wish to put in further evidence (TOMLIN, J.). 
—Re EVANS’ PATENT (1926), 43 R. P. C. 345, 347. 
.+—See, also, PATENTS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 722-723, No. 2082. 





D. Public Advertisement of Application. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 4. (c) On the return of the summons 
or on any adjournment thereof caused by the insufficiency of 
the applicant’s evidence to comply with the requirements 
aforesaid or otherwise directions shall be given for public 
advertisement of the application, which shall include, unless the 
Judge in Chambers shall otherwise specially direct at least one 
advertisement in the London Gazette and one advertisement 
either in some London dally newspaper if the applicant’s 
principal place of business in the United Kingdom is situated 
within fifteen miles of Charing Cross, or if such principal place 
of business in the United Kingdom is outside that distance, 
then in some local newspaper published or circulating in the 
town or district {n which such place of business is situated, 
And thereupon the summons shall be aarourned to a day (herein- 
after called the appointed day) not be ng less than four weeks 
from the estimated date of the forthcoming appearance of the 
advertisement in the London Gazette. 


——_—_______________———— (d) The form of advertisement 
shall be ppbroree by the Judge in Chambers and shall state the 
object of the application and name the day fixed as the appointed 
day. Every such advertisement shall also state an address for 
service on the applicant of any document requiring service 
under this Rule and shall also give notice that Notices of 
Objection must be lodged as hereinafter provided at least seven 
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days before the appointed day, A copy of such advertisement 
shall be served by the applicant on the Solicitor to the Board of 
Trade at the same time that the advertisement is sent to the 
London Gazette and the Solicitor to the Board of Trade shall 
thereupon cause such advertisement to be inserted in the two 
following issues of the Iljustrated Official Journal (Patents). 


See, generally, PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 718, 719, Nos. 2029-2031, 2056 
et seq. 


E. Affidavits Between Appearance of Advertise- 

ment and Appointed Day. 

R. 8. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 4. (e) Except with the leave of the 
Judge in Chambers no affidavit shall be filed by the applicant 
between the appearance of his advertisement in the London 
Gazette as aforesaid and the appointed day other than an 


affidavit or affidavits to prove compliaace with the directions 
given as to advertisements. 


F. Notice of Opposition. 


R.8.C., Ord. LITIA.,r.4. (ff) Any person desirous of opposing 
the relief sought by the originating summons shall at least seven 
days before the Sp pomted day, lodge at the chambers of the 
Judge a notice stating that he intends so to oppose and giving 
an address within the United Kingdom for service of any docu- 
ment requiring service under this Rule. Such person shall at 
the same time serve upon the applicant and upon the Solicitor 
to the Board of Trade a copy of such notice. After lodgment 
of such notice the opponent shall be entitled to be supplied on 
the usual terms with copies of the originating summons and of 
any affidavit filed by the applicant in support. 


See, generally, PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 718, 719, Nos. 2029-2031, 2056 et 
seq. 

5054. Withdrawal of opposition—-Notice of with- 
drawal as exhibit.]}—Wherc the opposition is with- 
drawn, the notice of withdrawal should be certified 
as an exhibit & read into the order.—Re WESTERN 
ELECTRIC Co., Lrp.’s PATENTS (1927), 45 R. P. C. 
117, 118. 

2955. ——— With leave.}—I make an order 
against him [the opponent] in his absence. I sup- 
pose I can do that. . . . I suppose he cannot with- 
draw without leave. ... Then that will be on 
the footing that he pays the costs so far as they 
are increased by his opposition (TOMLIN, J.).— 
acca PaTENT (1926), 44 R. P. C. 203, 
205. 


G. Particulars of Objection, etc. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIWA., r. 4. (g) Upon the appointed day and 
on any adjournment directions shall be given for the delivery 
yy any opponent of particulars of objection and for the filing 
of any affidavits and the matter shall in general proceed and 
be heard and dealt with in the Hke manner as an originating 
summons in the Chancery Division in which the applicant is 
Plaintiff and the Comptroller and any opponents are Defcndants. 


See, generally, Patents & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 718, 719, Nos. 2029-2081, 2056 et 
seq. 

‘Particulars of objection under R. S. C., Ord. 
LIlla., r. 3.]—See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 8, C., ante. 

2956. Whether summons heard in chambers. ]— 
I quite see the matter might possibly stand this 
way—it is a mere suggestion—that primd facie 
a patentee coming by originating summons is not 
bound to furnish accounts. ... On the other 
hand there may be special circumstances which 
render accounts necessary. ... I will certainly 
leave it open as to whether, supposing very 
large profits had been made out of a patent & 
then there had been some loss sustained, so that 
the profits had not been as large as they would have 
been, that is a case in which the patentee is given 
aright. . . . I can quite see that there are certain 
cases in which the furnishing of accounts might 
not be necessary. I will not say that generally 
the furnishing of accounts is not necessary ~ 
GANT, J.). 


I do not think I could possibly hear an originat- 
ing summons of that kind in chambers. . . . What 
occurs to me is this that when the legislature said 
that these applications were to be by way of 
originating summons, it was intended that the 
general procedure of the Chancery Division with 
regard to originating summons should be fol- 
lowed. ... It might be that in any particular 
case where no one 1 geedioe & there may be a good 
many, I should think, where nobody appears, & 
where the Comptroller does not oppose, it could 
be dealt with in chambers. . . . I think I can say 
that the ordinary practice of originating summons 
would be followed (SARGANT, J.).—Re BROWN’S 
PATENT (1920), 37 R. P. C. 562, 55, 56. 


H. Compliance with Requirements of Rules— 
Dispensing with. 
R. §. C., Ord. LIA., r. 4. (hk) The Court may excuse appli- 
cants and opponents from compliance with any of the require- 
ments of these rules and may give such directions in matters 


of procedure and practice as it shall consider to be just and 
expedient. 


See, generally, PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 718, 719, Nos. 2029-2030, 2056 et seq. 

Dispensing with requirements under R. S. C., 
is LIIIa., r. 3 (s).]|—See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 12, 
ante. 

2957. Whether accounts required.]}—Re BRown’s 
PATENT, No. 2956, ante. 





I. Appearance by Comptroller. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 4. (i) The Comptroller if he elects or 
is directed to appear upon the question of the relief sought by 
the originating summons shall not be required to give notice 
of the grounds of any objection he may think fit to take or of 
any evidence he may think fit to place before the Court. 


Comptroller not entitled to costs.|—-~See Sub-sect. 
16, J., post. 


J. Costs. 
R.S. C., Ord. LIWA., r.4. (3) The Court may In cases where 


opposition has been entered to the relief sought by the originating 
summons give costs to or against the opponents. 





——-——-- - ——-—--—— (k) In the event of the Court 
refusing the relief sought by the originating summons the Court 
shall not except under special circumstances give more than one 
sct of costs amongst all the opponents. 


= “——- = --—~-—--—— (J) The Comptroller shall not be 
entitled to any costs on or in relation to their appearance 
opposition or intervention {In the matter of any such originating 
summons as aforcsaid. 





See, generally, PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 718, 719, Nos. 2032-2055. 


Withdrawal of opposition. ]—See Sub-sect. 16, F., 
ante. 


K. Service of Documents. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIVA., r. 4. (m) Service of any document 
requiring service under this rule may be made by enclosing such 
document in a prepaid registered letter, and posting such letter 
to the person required to be served at his address for service. 


L. Combined Application by Petition. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIA., r. 4. (mz) In the event of any person 
desiring to obtain relief under section 18 (6) of the principal 
Act together with relief under sub-section (1) of that section 
it shall not be necessary for him to take out a separate originating 
summons but he shall be at liberty to make a combined applica- 
tion by a petition. And in that event his application shall 
conform to and be regulated by Rule 3 of this Order and not by 
the foregoing paragraphs of this Rule. 


See, generally, PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 718, 719, Nos. 2029-2031, 2056 et seq. 

Meaning of ‘‘ principal Act.’’}—See R. S. C., 
Ord. LITIA., r. 1, p. 682, ante. 
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Srct. 5.—APPEALS TO COURT FROM 
COMPTROLLER. 


SuB-sEcT. 1.—APPEALS BY PETITION, 
CONTENTS OF PETITION, ETC. 

R. S. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 5. (a) All appeals to the Court from 
any decision of the Comptroller under sections 20, 24, ; 
38a, 49 and 58 of the principal Act or from the decision of the 
arbitrator under section 27 red of the principal Act shall be 
brought by petition presented to the Court within one calendar 
month of the decision of the Comptroller or the arbitrator as 
the case may be or within such further time as the Court may 
under special] circumstances allow. A copy of the petition 
shall be served by the appellant upon the Comptroller and upon 
any other person interested. Each such petition shall state the 
nature of the decision appealed against, and whether the appeal 
is from the whole, or part only, and if 80, what part of such 
decision. It shall also state concisely the grounds of the appeal, 
and no grounds, other than those so stated, shall, except with 
the leave of the Court to be given on such terms and conditions 
as may seem just, be allowed to be taken by the appellant at 
the hearing. 


The cross-references which appear below are, 
unless otherwise indicated, to PATENTS & 
INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI. 

Whether time runs in Long Vacation—Dilatori- 
ness.jJ—See Vol. XXXVI., p. 739, No. 2261. 

Opposition to grant—Appeal to Law Officer. ]— 
See Vol. XXXVLI., p. 666, Nos. 1492-1498 ; Supp. 

Licences.|—See Vol. XXXVI., pp. 677, Nos. 
1579 et seq.; Supp. 

Revocation by Comptroller. }|—See Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 734, Nos. 2222 et seq. 

2958. Locus standi of appellant—-No appearance 
before Comptroller—Filing evidence.]—An applica- 
tion to revoke letters patent on the ground that 
the patented process had been carried on wholly 
outside the United Kingdom was granted by the 
Comptroller, the patentees not having filed evi- 
dence & not appearing in opposition to the applica- 
tion. The patent had been owned by a French 
company which at the date of the application was 
in liquidation. The judicial liquidator on the day 
before the decision of the Comptroller was given 
sold the assets, which included the patent. The 
purchaser appealed by petition of appeal & asked 
for leave to file evidence; & he adduced evidence in 
support of his application to show that the liqui- 
dator had had no means at his disposal with which 
to contest the application to revoke & that there 
had in fact been no working of the patented process 
abroad after the expiration of four years from the 
date of the patent. The respondent to the appeal 
contended that petitioner had no locus standi & 
that the appeal ought not to be allowed. The 
appeal was set down to be heard on these pre- 
liminary points:—Held: although petitioner 
could be in no better position than the liquidator, 
yet the court would have had power to give the 
liquidator leave to file further evidence &, under 
all the circumstances of the case, such leave should 
be given on terms to petitioner. The objection to 
locus standi was disallowed & leave was given to 
petitioner to file further evidence, subject to his 
giving security in a sum of £100 with liberty to 
apply to increase the security. Petitioner was 
ordered to pay the costs of the present application 
in any event.—Re JONKERGOUW & DEePaHe s 
PATENT; J?e GREEN’S APPLICATION (1910), 28 
a i C. 28; subsequent proceedings, [1911] 1 Ch. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—SETTING DOWN APPEAL. 


R. 5S. C., Ord. LITIA.,r. 5. (b) Every such appeal shall, if and 
so long as the Court is a Judge of the Chancery Division, and 
subject to any direction of the Court to the contrary, be set 
down in the same manner aa if it were a witness action assigned 
to such Judge and be heard and disposed of in due course. 
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SuB-sEcT. 3.—EVIDENCE ON APPEAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIWA., r. 5. (c) In all proceedings before the 
Court under the said sections of the principal Act, the evidence 
used shall be the same as that used at the hearing before the 
Comptroller or the arbitrator as the case may be and no further 
evidence shall be given except by the leave of the Court on 
application to be made to the Court at or before the hearing. 


SrEcT. 6.—POWERS OF COMPTROLLER VESTED IN 
COURT 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIIa., r.6. In all proceedings before the Court 
under the principal ‘Act the Court shall have all the powers 
by the principal Act vested in the Comptroller and may make 
any Order which might, or ought to, have been made by the 
Comptroller. 


Extension of time for presenting petition to 
prolong patent.]|—See PaTENTS & INVENTIONS, 
Vol. XXXVI., p. 716, No. 2018. 


Srecr. 7.—COSTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIIA., r. 7. In all proceedings before the 
Court under the palncina? Act the costs of and incident thereto, 
and also the costs of hearings before the Comptroller, shall be 
in the discretion of the Court (except as herein-before expreasly 
foe in the case of petitions under section 18 of the principal 

ct). 


Costs, generally, see Part LX XXVI., post. 

Costs on extension of term of patent.}—See 
Sect. 4, sub-sect. 14, ante; Parents & INVEN- 
TIONS, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 718-719, Nos. 2032- 


2055. 
Sect. 4, 


eee ee 


Originating summons.]—See 
sub-sect. 16, J., ante. 

Costs of issues raised in  particulars.]—See 
R.S.C., Ord. LITIA., r. 20, p. 691, post. 

Costs where proceedings taken for infringement. ] 
- -See PATENTS, Vol. XX XVI., pp. 831, Nos. 3152 
et seq. 

2959. -- Solicitor & client costs—Validity not 
argued in previous action.|/—Judgment for pltf. 
with costs but solicitor & client costs refused, the 
question of validity not having really been argued 
in the previous action.—AUSTER, LTD. v. PERFECTA 
MoTor EQUIPMENTS, LTD. (1924), 41 R. P. C. 


482. 

2960. ——— Issue of invalidity in first action 
——Final order.]—An application on behalf of pltfs. 
for solicitor & client costs on the issue of invalidity 
in the first action was refused on the ground that 
sect. 35 of the Patents & Designs Act, 1907, 
provides for such costs being awarded only when 
a pltf. obtains a full & final order.—HIGGINSON & 
ARUNDEL v. PYMAN (1926), 43 R. P. C. 1138, 186. 











Sect. 8.—PARTICULARS BY DEFENDANT IN IN- 
FRINGEMENT ACTION—INSERTION OF VOID 
CONDITIONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 8. If a defendant in an action for 
{infringement Of a patent intends to rely as a defence to such 
action on the insertion by the patentee in any contract or con- 
tracts of any condition which by virtue of section $8 of the 

rincipal Act is null and void, he shall deliver with his defence 
ull yeas of the dates of and parties to all contracts on 
which he intends to rely as containing any such condition, and 
of the particular conditions in any such contracts on which he 
intends to rely as being by virtue of that section null and void, 
and save as appears from such particulars, no defence shall be 
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available to him in such action under sub-section (4) of that 
section. Provided that particulars delivered under this Rule 
may be from time to time amended by leave of the Court. 


See Patents & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXI., pp. 
680, 823, Nos. 1603, 3073. 


Sect. 9.—PARTICULARS OF OBJECTIONS WITH 
PETITION FOR REVOCATION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LITYA., r. 9. Any person presenting a petition 
for the revocation of a patent under section 25 of the poe 
Act must deliver with his petition particulars of the objections 
to the validity of the patent on which he means to rely and no 
evidence shall, except by leave of the Court, be admitted in 
proof of any objection of which particwars are not so delivered. 


See PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 731, 831, Nos. 2176 et seq., 3150, 3151. 


Sect. 10.—HEARING OF PETITION FOR 
REVOCATION, 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIA., r. 10. The respondent to a petition for 
the revocation of a patent under section 25 of the principal Act 
shall be entitled to begin and give evidence in support of the 
patent and if the petitioner gives evidence impeaching the 
validity of the patent the respondent shall be entitled to reply. 


See Patents & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 731, Nos. 2176 et seq. 

2961. Whether licensees entitled to be heard.] 
A petition was presented for the revocation of a 
patent on the grounds of prior user & want of 
subject-matter & utility. At the hearing, licensees 
of the patent claimed to be entiled to appear in 
addition to the patentees :—Held : without decid- 
ing the question as to the right of the licensees to 
be heard, petitioners, not having previously 
objected to licensees being added as respondents, 
were precluded from objecting to their being 
heard.—Re STAHLWERK BECKER AKT.’S PATENT 
(1918), 85 R. P.C. 8135 affd. (1919), 36 R. P. Cc. 138. 





SEcT. 11.—PARTICULARS OF BREACHES IN 
ACTIONS FOR INFRINGEMENT. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—DELIVERY OF PARTICULARS 
WITH STATEMENT OF CLAIM. 
R. 8. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 11. In an action for infringement of 


a patent the plaintiff must deliver with his statement of claim 
particulars of the breaches relied upon. 


See PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
pp. 778, Nos. 2572 et seq. 

Discovery, Inspection, Interrogatories, etc. }]—See 
PaTEnTs, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 803, Nos. 2859 ef seq. 

2962. Object of particulars—Not to disclose 
evidence.J—The object of particulars is not to 
disclose evidence, but to disclose the case intended 
to be made against defts. at the trial (STIRLING, J.). 
—MANDLEBERG v. MORLEY (1893), 10 R. P. C. 
256, 260. 
-}+—See PLEADING, p. 185, anle; PATENTS, 
Vol. XXXVI., p. 778, Nos. 2575-2576. 


XXXVI, 





SUB-SECT. 2.—CONTENTS OF PARTICULARS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. Lilla., r. 14. Particulars of breaches shall 
specify which of the claims in the specification of the patent 
sued upon are alleged to be infringed and shall give at least one 
snatance of each type of infringement of which complaint is 
made, 
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See Patents & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI, 
pp. 778, Nos. 2575 et e's 

2963. Insufficiency of particulars of objection— 
Alleged to be due to insufficiency of particulars of 
breaches. ]|—Pltf. in an infringement action having 
taken out a summons for further & better 
particulars of objection, deft. took out a sum- 
mons for leave to interrogate pltf. or in the alterna- 
tive for further & better particulars of breaches. 
Deft. admitted that his particulars were in- 
sufficient, but alleged that this arose from the 
vagueness of pltf.’s particulars, which did not state 
on which of the eight claims in the specification 
pltf. was proceeding or, as deft. alleged, which of 
pltf.’s processes he was charged with infringing or 
what article he was charged with making :—Held : 
deft.’3 summons should be dismissed with costs 
& an order made on pitf.’s summons, costs to be 
costs in the action.—ELsSEY v. BUTLER (1884), 
1R.P. C. 189. 

Further particulars.|—-See R. S. C., Ord. LITIa., 
r. 19, p. 691, post; Patents, Vol. XXXVI, 
pp. 781, 791, Nos. 2597-2605, 2718-2723. 


SrcT. 12.--PARTICULARS OF OBJECTIONS. 


SUB-SECT. J].—DELIVERY WITH DEFENCE IN 
INFRINGEMENT ACTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIA., r. 12. In an action for infringement of 
a patent the defendant if he disputes the validity of the patent 
must deliver with his defence, particulars of the objections on 
which he relies in support of such invalidity. 


SUB-SECT, 2.—DELIVERY WITH COUNTER- 
CLAIM FOR REVOCATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIWA., r. 13. <A defendant 1n an action for 
infringement of a patent who under section 32 of the principal 
Act counterclaims in the action for the revocation of the patent 
shall with his counterclaim deliver particulars of any objection 
to the validity of the patent on which he relies in support of his 
counterclaim. 


2964. Counterclaim delivered before flat of 
Attorney-General obtained.]|—An order for revoca- 
tion [on a counterclaim] was made, notwithstand- 
ing the fact that the flat of the Attorney-General 
had not been obtained when the counterclaim for 
revocation was delivered, it being held that, in the 
special circumstances of the case, the counterclaim 
was to be deemed to have been delivered after the 
fiat had been obtained.—BRITIsSH THOMSON- 
Houston Co., Lrp. v. BrRitTisH INSULATED & 
IlgkLsBpy CABLES, LTD. (1924), as reported in 41 
R. P. C. 345, C. A.3; affd. sub nom. BRIitTIisH 
THOMSON-HoUSsTON Co., Lrp. v. CHARLESWORTH, 
PEEBLES & Co., Britisi THOMSON-HOUSTON Co., 
Lrn. v. BRITISH INSULATED & HELSBY CABLES, 
Lrp. (1925), 42 R. P. C. 180, TT. LL. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—CONTENTS OF PARTICULARS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LUIA., r. 15. Particulars of objections (whether 
delivered with the defence in an action for infringement of 
patent or with a petition for revocation under section 25 of the 
principal Act or with a counterclaim for revocation under 
section 32 of the principal Act) must state every ground upon 
which the venerty of the patent is disputed and must give such 
percicuare as will clearly define every issue which it is intended 

O raise. 
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Sect. 12.—Particulars of objections: Sub-sects. 3 & 
4. Sects. 18, 14, 15 & 16.) 


The cross-references which 
unless otherwise indicated, 
INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI. 

See Vol. XXXVI., pp. 786, Nos. 2656 et -~ 

Want of novelty.}—See R. 8S. C., Ord. LITIA., 
r. 16, infra; Vol. XXXVI., pp. 787, Nos. 2669 
et seq. 

Common public knowledge.]—See Vol. XX XVI., 
pp. 790, 888, Nos. 2705-2709, 3178. 

2965. Insufficiency of description.}—There being 
no plea of insufficiency of description nor averment 
of particulars of insufficiency, objection to the 
validity of the patent cannot be taken on the 
record as it stands.—WaATSON, LAIDLAW & Co., 
Lirp. v. Pott, CassELS & WILLIAMSON (1909), 26 
R. P. C. 349, Se. 

-+-See, also, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 790, 791, 
Nos. 2710-2717. 

Further particulars.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LITI4., 
r. 18, p. 691, post; Vol. XXXVI., p. 791, Nos. 
2718-2723. 

Amendment.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 17, 
p. 691, post; Vol. XXXVI., pp. 792-793, Nos. 
2724-2746. 

2966. Want of subject-matter.}—My impression 
is that it is not necessary to plead want of subject- 
matter (LORD DAVEY).—Morris & BASTERT v. 
Younea (1895), 12 R. P. C. 455, 460, H. L. 

2967. Long list of anticipations—Costs.|—I am 
rather astonished time after time to find a long list 
of anticipations by prior patents put forward in 
the particulars & then, when the case comes into 
court, counsel, in the exercise of their discretion, 
mention some one or two of the long list. I am 
perfectly aware that the court has the power, 
which it seldom fails to exercise, of giving the pltfs. 
the costs in any, & on the higher scale, of the alleged 
anticipations which have not been proved, but I 
am by no means sure that the exercise of that 
pore is really an indemnity to a litigant who is 

ound to go into all these alleged anticipations ... 
& even if the litigant is indemnified, it is much to 
be deprecated that the expense & delay of litiga- 
tion of this character is increased in that way 
(KEKEWICH, J.).—THOMPSON v. BATTY (1889), 6 
R. P. C, 84, 97. 

2968. Compliance with R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 6.] 
——Defts. relying on misrepresentations must in 
order to comply with Ord. XIX., r. 6, give par- 
ticulars with dates and items.—TECALEMIT v. 
Ex-a-Gun, Lrp. (1926), 44 R. P. C. 62, C. A. 

2969. Only objections intended to be relied on 
should be set out.}—It has occurred to me that it 
might be an execeedingly useful improvement in 
the procedure to provide that at a late stage— 
that is to say, before the case comes into court for 
trial—these pleadings should be referred to some 
competent officer of the court—whether an expert 
or @ lawyer does not matter—to settle the issue ; 
& Ihave no doubt that if that could be done at any 
reasonable expenditure of time & money, the result, 
in many cases, would be to strike out a very large 
part of the objections ; & that then when we came 
to court, not only with the parties themselves 
knowing what they have to fight, but they could 
inform the court, & the result would be that 
the hearing of the trial would be considerably 
abbreviated (KEKEWICcH, J.).—ALLEN v. OATES & 
GREEN, LTD. (1898), 15 R. P. C. 298, 303, 304. 

2970. -.}—As regards particulars of objec- 
tion, according to the established practice only 
those specifications which have been alluded to 
will be allowed.—HATTERSLEY (GEORGE) & Sons, 
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Lip. v. Hopason (GEORGE), Lrp. (1908), 20 
R. P. C. 591, 598. 

2971. Allegation that grantee not inventor of 
alleged invention.}—The next [objection] is that 
the grantee of the said letters patent was not the 
inventor of the said alleged invention. That is a 
common form which will be more honoured in the 
breach than the observance. It may be read in 
many ways, & probably is intended to be read in 
many ways. If it means that he was not the 
inventor because there was no invention, then that 
is involved in other particulars, & if it does not 
mean that, it really is very little more than a form 
of words (KEKEWICH, J.).—MORGAN & Co. v. 
WINDOVER & Co. (1890), 7 R. P. C. 446, 449. 


SuB-sEcT. 4.—AS TO WANT OF NOVELTY OR 
PRIOR USER. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIWA., r. 16. If one of the objections taken in 
the particulars of objections be want of novelty the particulars 
must state the time and place of the previous publication or 
user alleged, and if it be alleged that the invention has been 
used prior to the date of the patent must also apecy the names 
of the persons or person who are alleged to have made such 
prior user and whether such prior user is alleged to have con- 

inued down to the date of the patent, and if not, the earliest 

and latest dates on which such prior user is alleged to have 
taken place, and shall also contain a description (accompanied 
by drawings if necessary) sufficient to identify such alleged 
prior user, and if such user relates to any machinery or apparatus 
shall specify whether the same {s in existence and where the 
same can be inspected. 

No evidence at variance with any statement contained in the 
particulars shall be given in support of any objection, and no 
evidence as to any machinery or apparatus which is alle ed to 
have been used prior to the date of the patent and which is in 
existence at the date of the delivery of the particulars shall be 
receivable unless it be proved that the party relying on such 
prior user has, if such machinery or apparatus be in his own 
possession, offered inspection of the same, or if not in his own 
possesion, has used his best endeavours to obtain inspection of 

he same for the other parties to the proceedings. 


See Patents & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 787, Nos. 2669 et seq. 

2972. Objection may be taken by court itself. ]}— 
An admission by defts. that pltfs.’ design was new 
& original does not bind the court. A court of 
justice can never be bound to accept as true any 
fact merely because it is admitted between the 
parties—-GRAMOPHONE Co., Lip. v. MAGAZINE 
HoLpER Co. (1911), 104 L. T. 259; 28 R. P. C. 
221, H. L. 

29738. Common knowledge—Not knowledge of 
whole world.}—Common knowledge is not the 
knowledge of the whole world, but simply that of 
such part of the world as comes in contact with 
the particular question.—Fox v. ASTRACHANS, 
Lrp. (1910), 27 R. P. C. 377, 385. 

2974. Petition for revocation alleging prior user 
—Manufacturing process.}—A petition for revoca- 
tion of a patent for ‘‘ an improved high-speed tool 
steel’’ alleged certain prior users & particulars 
thereof were delivered. The specification, after 
stating that in the manufacture of steel, other than 
high-speed tool steel, it had already been - 
posed to add cobalt to steel containing a high 
percentage of carbon & either chromium or 
tungsten, claimed ‘‘a high-speed tool steel pro- 
duced by the addition of up to 15 per cent. of 
cobalt to the known compositions (steel, chromium, 
and tungsten with or without either or both of the 
metals, vanadium & molybdenum) hitherto em- 
ployed in the production of high-speed tool steels, 
substantially as described,’’ The prior user 
alleged was of steel constructed by petitioners in 
the manner described in the specification, the said 
steel containing approximately 1 per cent. of 
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cobalt, 18 per cent. of tungsten, 2 per cent. of 
vanadium and 8°75 per cent. of chromium. 

Respondents applied for further & better 
articulars as to the alleged prior user, asking 
a) for the total  cuentty of steel made, (b) par- 
ticulars of the es, & (c) under what name or 
brand it was sold; also (d) for the analysis of the 
batches of steel made, giving the proportion of all 
the constituents, (e) for particulars of the process 
of manufacture, and (jf) for particulars of the 
physical form & chemical analysis of the cobalt 
employed :—Held: construing the specification 
ie esr a the claim was for a high-speed 

ol steel, having the ingredients mentioned, 
containing a comparatively low percentage of 
carbon; & it was not necessary for a manufactur- 
ing process, but for a mere prescription: the 
further particulars (a), (b) & (c) ought not to be 
directed: respondents were entitled under (a) to 
have particulars of the percentage of carbon, but 
were not entitled under (e) to particulars with 
regard to the process used under (f) to the par- 
ticulars asked as to the cobalt, the patentees not 
having in the specification in any way defined the 
cobalt to be used.—Re STAHLWERK BECKER 
AKT.’S PATENT (1917), 34 R. P. C. 332. 


Sect. 13..—AMENDMENT OF PARTICULARS. 


R. §. C., Ord. LINIA., vr. 17. Particulars of breaches and 
peur of objection may from time to time be amended by 
eave of the Court upon such terms as may be just. 


See PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 792, Nos. 2724 et seq. 

2975. Absolute discretion of court.]/—A week 
before the date of the assizes at which an action 
was to be tried, deft. discovered further par- 
ticulars & gave information of these to pltf., 
telling him that he would give evidence of these at 
the trial. Pltf. objected, whereupon deft. took 
out a summons for leave to deliver further par- 
ticulars, & the judge at the assizes, to whom the 
summons was referred, gave such leave uncon- 
ditionally. Pltf. appealed to the Divisional Court, 
who refused his application. 

Plitf. appealed to the Court of Appeal, contend- 
ing that the practice in patent actions in such cases 
was to be followed, namely, that pltf. ought to be 
allowed a certain time after the delivery of the 
fresh particulars in which to elect whether he would 
discontinue on certain terms as to costs :—Held: 
the judge had an absolute discretion which was 
not, & could not be, fettered by any rule of practice, 
& appeal must be dismissed.— WOOLLEY v. BROAD, 
18021 2Q. B. 317; 9R.P.C. 429; 61L.3.Q. B. 
808; 67 L. T. 67; 40 W. R. 596; 36 Sol. Jo. 
592, C. A. 

2976. Leave to amend by Court of Appeal.|— 
Defts. in a patent action delivered particulars of 
objections, including numerous anticipations. The 
patents were found valid at the trial & judgment 
given for pltfs. Defts. appealed & applied to the 
Court of Appeal for leave to amend their par- 
ticulars of objections by adding several more 
alleged anticipations, which they stated had been 
overlooked by their agent in searching at the 
Patent Office :—Held: the Court of Appeal had 
puree en to give leave, but that in this case 
eave ought to be refused with coste.—SHOE 
MACHINERY Co. v. CUTLAN, [1896] 1 Ch. 108; 
65 L. J. Ch. 44; 783 L. T. 419; 44 W. R. 92; 12 
T. L. R. 83; 40 Sol. Jo. 50; 12 R. P. C. 530, C. A. 
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Scr. 14.—FURTHER AND BETTER PARTICULARS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LUIA., r. 18. Further and better particulars of 
breaches Gr pariscuae of objections may at any time be ordered 
by the Court. 


See Parents & INvENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 781, 791, Nos. 2597-2605, 2718-2723. 


Sect. 15.—EVIDENCE AS TO MATTERS NOT 
RAISED IN PARTICULARS. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 19. At the hearing of any action 
petition or counterclaim relating to a patent no evidence shal 
except by leave of the Court (to be given upon such terms as 
to the Court may scem just) be admitted in proof of any alleged 
infringement or objection not raised in the particulars of breaches 
or objections respectively. 


See, generally, Patents & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 811, Nos. 2950 et seq. 


Srcr. 16.--COSTS OF ISSUES RAISED IN 
PARTICULARS. 


R.8.C., Ord. LIMA., r. 20. On taxation of costs in any action 
or counterclaim for infringement of patent or in any petition 
for revocation of a patent under section 25 of the principal Act 
or in any counterclaim for revocation of a patent under section 32 
vi the principal Act the following provision shall apply, that is 

oO say: 


If the action petition or counterclaim proceeds to trial 
on any patent no costs shall be allowed in respect of any 
issues raised in the particulars of breaches or particulars 
of objections and relating to that patent to the parties 
delivering the same hl Acie ee oepe in so far as such 
particulars are certifled by the Court to have been proven 
or to have been reasonable and proper without regard to 
the general costs of the case but subject as aforesaid the 
costs of the issues raised by the particulars of breaches 
and the particulars of objections shall be in the discretion 
of the Taxing Master. 


See PaTENTs & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 834, Nos. 3192 et seq. 

2977. Discretion of judge—Not interfered with 
on appeal.|—Where a judge in the court below 
has exercised his discretion on a question of costs 
& has violated no principle in so doing, his decision 
will not be interfered with on appeal.—MaRconl’s 
WIRELESS TELEGRAPH Co., Lip. v. MULLARD 
RADIO VALVE Co., LTp. (1923), 40 R. P. ©. 159, 
mo affd. on appeal (1924), 41 R. P. OC. 323, 


2978. Particulars need not be initialled by judge.] 
—The registrar tells me that 1 must initial the 
particulars of breaches. ...I do not want to 
put the registrar in a difficulty, but I decline to do 
it because I think it is unnecessary (BUCKLEY, J.). 
—DUNLOP PNEUMATIC TYRE Co. v. HYDE RUBBER 
Co. (1904), 21 R. P. C, 208, 210. 

2979. Apportionment of costs.|—A patentee 
failed in ae the validity of his patent, 
but succeeded on the issue of infringement :— 
Held: plitf. must pay the general costs of the 
action, but that deft. must pay the costs occasioned 
by tke issue of infringement, the one set of costs 
to be set off against the other.——BaDISCHE ANILIN 
UND SopA FABRIK v. LEVINSTEIN (1885), 29 Ch. D. 
866; 53 L. T. 750; 2R.P.C.73; Griffin’s Patent 
Cases (1884—-1886), 34, C. A.; revsd. on other 
grounds (1887), 12 App. Oas. 710, H. L. 

2980. -+-The action was dismissed, pltfs. 
being ordered to pay the general costs of the action 
& the costs of the issue raised by the particulars 
of objection, & defts. being ordered to pay the 
costs of the issues raised by the particulars of 
breaches with a set-off.—METROPOLITAN-VICKERS 
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Sect. 16.—Costs of issues raised in particulars. Sect. 
17: Sub-sects. 1,2,38,4,5&6. Sects. 18 & 19. 
Part LXII. Sects. 1, 2 & 3.] 

ELECTRICAL Co., LTD. v. BRITISH THOMSON- 

Hovuston Co., Lrp. (1924), 42 R. P. C. 148. 

2981. Certificates.}—If I give pltfs. the 
costs of the issue of validity, there is no question 
of certificate. Certain of the specifications were 
necessary on the point of infringement. I suppose 
that if I give defts. the costs of infringement so 
far as those were necessary for the purpose of the 
infringement case, they would get these because the 
taxing master would look into that (P. O. 
LAWRENCE, J.).—MARCONI’S WIRELESS TELEGRAPH 
Co., LTD. v. MULLARD RaApDIO VALVE Co., LTD. 
(1923), 40 R. P. C. 1, 28; affd. (1924), 41 R. P. C. 
323, H. L. 

2982. -}-Pltis. & defts. were directed 
to tax their respective costs of the action, defts. 
to have four-fifths of the taxed costs & pltfs. one- 
fifth of theirs. . . . A certificate was given as to 
the documents mentioned in the particulars of 
objections with certain exceptions, & a certificate 
was given to pltfs. that they had proved their 
particulars of breaches & also a certificate as to 
validity in respect of the claims alleged to be 
infringed.—-LEKTOPHONE CORPN. v. BROWN (S. G.), 
Lrp. (1929), 46 R. P. C. 203; affd., 46 R. P. C. 
439, C. A. 

——.}+-See, further, PATENTS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 832, Nos. 3162 et seq. 

29838. Certificate of reasonableness—Reasonable- 
ness, question for judge—Particulars need not be 
proved.]—Particulars of objection need not be 
proved; it is for the judge to say whether they 
are reasonable & proper & accordingly particulars 
of objections, which led the way to the anticipa- 
tion, which proved fatal to the patent, were 
allowed.—PHILLIPS v. IVEL CycLre Co. (1890), 
7R.P.C.77; 62 L. T. 392. 

2984. —-—-— Specification published more than 
fifty years before date of patent.|—A certificate as 
to the particulars of objections was granted (inter 
alia) in respect of a specification published more 
than fifty years before the date of the patents.— 
BLoxHAM v. KEE-LESS CLOCK Co. (1922), 39 
R. P. C. 195. 

——-.]—See, further, PATENTS, Vol. XXXVI, 
pp. 834, Nos. 3192 et seq. 

2985. Taxation of costs—Specification relied on 
at trial.J—A certificate as to some of the par- 
ticulars of objections was granted, intimation being 
given that costs should be taxed on the same 
footing as they would have been if the only prior 
specifications pleaded had been the two relied on 
at ae trial.—CLORIUS v. TONNER (1922),39 R. P.C. 
242, 

2986. Discontinuance of action—Terms. |—Pltis. 
in a patent action applied, after the pleadings had 
been closed, for leave to discontinue on paying 
the costs of defts. Pltfs. had previously taken out 
&@ summons against defts. for further & better 
particulars of objections. Defts. asked that 
leave should only be given on the terms that 
pitfs. should pay the costs of defts.’ particulars of 
objections on the ground that they were reason- 
able & proper. The court gave pltfs. leave to 
discontinue on paying costs of those of the par- 
ticulars of objection which the registrar should 
certify to have been reasonable & proper, if any.— 
Kerk & HOEGGER, LTD. & BRITISH CoTrron & 




















Woot. Dyers Assocn., Lrp. v. CRoMPTON & | 


Horrocks (1901), 19 R. P. C. 9. 
——.]—-See, further, PATENTS, Vol. 


pp. 837, Nos. 3233 et seq. 
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Sect. 17.—AMENDMENT OF SPECIFICATION BY 
WAY OF DISCLAIMER. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—APPLICATION By MoTION— 
SERVICE OF NoTICE OF MOTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 21. Where an application is made by 
a patentee for leave to amend his specification by way of dis- 
claimer under section 22 of the principal Act, the following 
provisions shall apply : 

(a) The application shall be made by motion in the proceed- 
ings pending before the Court and notice of such 
motion together with a copy of the specification (certi- 
fled by the Comptroller) sae 2 in red ink the amend- 
ment proposed to be made shall be served on the 
parties to such proceedings and in the first instance 
upon such parties only. 


See PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 646, Nos. 1189 et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—HEARING OF MOTION. 


R. 58. C., Ord. LIVA., yr. 21. (6) On the hearing of such motion 
the Court shall decide whether and on what terms as to costs 
or otherwise the application shall be allowed to proceed and if 
the application be allowed to proceed shall give directions as 
to whether such application shall be heard on oral or affidavit 
evidence and if on affidavit evidence shall fix the times within 
which affidavits shall be filed by the parties respectively and 
SM ay other person entitled to be heard under the Act or these 

ules. 


See, generally, PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 646, Nos. 1189 et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION, 
ETC., ON COMPTROLLER, ADVERTISEMENT OF 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT, ETC. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIA., r. 21. (c) If the application be allowed 
to proceed the applicant shall forthwith serve the Comptroller 
with a copy of the notice of motion together with such copy 
specification as aforesaid and also an official copy, of the order 
allowing the application to proceed, and also with the name and 
address of the applicants’ solicitor and the proposed amendment 
shall be advertised in the Illustrated Official Journal (Patents), 
such advertisement stating that any person cae to oppose 
the amendment must within fourteen days of the issue of the 
advertisement give notice in writing of such desire to the 
applicant’s solicitor, whose name and address for that purpose 
shall be also stated in the advertisement. Any person giving 
auc notice shall be entitled to be heard upon the hearing of the 
motion. 


See PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
pp. 647, Nos. 1195 et seq. 


XXXVI, 


SUB-SECT. 4.—SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION, 
ETC., ON PERSON DESIRING TO OPPOSE 
AMENDMENT, 


R. S. C., Ord. LIMA., r. 21. (d) Within seven days after the 
receipt of any such notice the applicant shall, if the person 
giving such notice shall have stated therein an address for 
service within the United Kingdom, serve on such person a 
copy of the notice of motion together with such copy of the 
specification as aforesaid, and also a copy of the order allowing 
the application to proceed. Such service may be made by 
prepaid registered letter sent to such person through the post 
at his address for service, 


See, generally, Patents & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 646, Nos. 1189 et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—APPLICATIONS DIRECTED TO BE 
HEARD ON ORAL EVIDENCE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LITIA., r. 21. (e) In the case of an application 
directed to be heard on oral evidence the applicant shall as soon 
as he shall have commence with the requirements of the preceding 
Rules set the same down for hearing in the witness lst and in 
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the case of an appiiestion directed to be heard on affidavit 
evidence the applicant shall after such compliance as aforesaid 
and after the times fixed for filing evidence have expired set the 
same down for hearing in the non-witness list and the application 
so set down shall be heard and disposed of in due course. 


See, generally, PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 646, Nos. 1189 et seg. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—ORDER ALLOWING AMENDMENT— 
LODGMENT OF COPY WITH COMPTROLLER, 
ADVERTISEMENT OF ORDER, ETC. 


R. s. C., Ord. LITA., Tr. 21, 
specification to be amended the applicant shall forthwith lodge 
with the Comptroller an office copy of the order allowing such 
amendment, and the Comptroller shall advertise the same onco 
at least in the Illustrated Official Journal (Patents), The 
pppicant shall also if required so to do by the Court or by tho 
>omptroller leave at the Patent Office a new specification and 
drawings as amended, the same being prepared as far as may be 
in accordance with the Rules of the Patent Office for the time 
being in force. 


See, generally, PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 646, Nos. 1189 et seq. 


SEcT. 18.—APPLICATIONS FOR‘ DIRECTIONS IN 
ACTIONS FOR INFRINGEMENT OR PETITIONS 
FOR REVOCATION. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIWA., r. 21a. (1) The plaintiff in an action for 
infringement of a patent 80 soon as he becomes entitled to give 
notice of trial shall and the detendant in such an action if the 
nNaintiff makes default under this Rule for 14 days may apply 

y notice under Rule 5 of Order XXX for directions as to the 
mode of trial. Such application may be dealt with in Chambers 
or in Court as the Judge shall think flit. Upon any such applica- 
tion such directions for the delivery of further pleadings or 
particulars or statements in the nature of further pleadings or 
particulars and for the making of experiments tests or inspections 
for the purposes of the trial and for obtaining reports and for 
the hearing of any preliminary question that may arise and 
otherwise may be given as the Court or the Judge shall think 
necessary or expedient for the purposes of (a) determining any 
question of construction which may arise on the specification 
(6) defining limiting or directing the issues of fact to bo tried 
(ec) restricting the number of witnesses to be called at the trial 


(f) Where the Court allows a ! 
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on eoy perclewae issue and (d) otherwise aatbobe, § that the trial 
shall conducted consistently with adequate hearing in the 
most expeditious manner. No action for infringement of a 
patent shal] be sct down for trial unless and until an application 
under this Rule has been made and disposed of. 

(2) The like provisions shall apply mutatis mutandis to 
petitions for the revocation of a patent, and no such petition 
shall be heard unless and until an application under this Rule 
has been made and disposed of. 


See Patents & INVENTIONS, Supp. 

2987. Jurisdiction limited to judge.|—In cases 
under Ord. LITIA. dealing with the procedure in 
actions for infringements of patents & under the 
Patents & Designs Acts, 1907 & 1919, pltf. in an 
infringement action may, under r. 214, apply by 
notice under r. 5 of Ord. X XX. for directions as 
to the mode of trial, & such application shall be 
dealt with in chambers or in court as the judge 
shall think fit. It has been decided that, though 
the master has jurisdiction to deal with a summons 
under this rule, for the present it must be ad- 
journed to the judge in chambers, who, if he is of 
opinion that the matter is of sufficient importance, 
may adjourn it into court.—PRACTICE NOTE, 
[19382] W. N. 22; 173 L. T. Jo. 76; sub nom. 
AKTIENGESELLSCHAFT FUR INDUSTRIEGASVER- 
WERTUNG v. BRITISH OXYGEN Co., LTn., 49 
Re.Ps-C; 121. 





Secr. 19.—DISPUTES AS TO USER OF INVENTIONS 
BY OR ON BEHALF OF THE GOVERNMENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIa., r. 22. All references of disputes to the 
Court under section 29 of the piinclpal Act are hereby assigned 
to the Chancery Division and shall be commenced by originating 
notice of motion to which the provisions of Order V. Rule 9 (c), 
shall apply. Where the application is by a paren or by a 
proprietor of a registered design the notice of motion shall be 
addressed to the Government Department or Departments 
concerned and shall be served on the Treasury Solicitor. Where 
the application is by a Government Department it shall be 
served on the patentee or on the proprietor of the registered 
design as the case may be and may be made through the Treasury 
Solicitor or through the Solicitor of the Department and in 
oe ee case shall be forthwith notified to the Treasury 
Solicitor. 


See, generally, PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. 
XXXVI, pp. 690-691, Nos. 1668-1674. 
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Secr. 1.—IN GENERAL—INTERPRETATION. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIUIB., r.1. In this Order— 


‘““The Act ’’ means the Companies Act, 1929. 

“The Court’? includes any Judge of the Chancery 
Division and a Judge who for the time being exercises the 
jurisdiction ot the High Court to wind up companies. 

‘* Judge ’’ means any such Judge as aforesaid and includes 
any Registrar, Master, or other officer exercising the powers 
of any such Judge. 

““The petition,’ ‘the motion,’’ “‘ the summons’’ mean 
the petition, motion or summons presented, made or taken 
out pursuant to this Order. 

‘The inquiry ’’ means the inquiry made as to the debts, 
claims, or Habilities of or affecting the company, or as to 
any such debts, claims or liabilities ordered by the Court 
under this Order. 

“‘The company ’’ means the company to which any 
application under this Order selates. 


Unless the context otherwise requires, expressions defined in 
the Act shall have the meanings so defined. 


See, generally, COMPANIES, Vols. IX. & X. 


Sect. 2.—ISSUE OF ORIGINATING PETITIONS, 
NOTICES OF MOTION OR SUMMONSES. 


Pe ven ese eee ee ee nee sceite Ss 0. (GED ate 
in this Order every originating petition, notice of motion, or 
summons to which this Order rclates may at the option of the 

etitioner or applicant be bronght to and issued out of either— 
a) such office or coparcment as is specified in Order V. Rule 9, 
or (b) the office of the Registrar Companies (Winding Up). 


Sect. 3.—APPLICATION OF RULES OF SUPREME 
COUR 


R. §. C., Ord. LIIB., r. 38. The Rules of the Supreme Court 
for the time being in force and the general practice of that 
Court including the course of procedure and practice in Chambers 
shall apply as regards all proceedings in relation to the applica- 
tions to which this Order relates, so far as may be practicable, 
except if and so far as the Act or this Order otherwise provides. 
In by clad if and when the Court is for the time being a Judge 
of the Chancery Division the provisions of Order 6, Rule 94 
shall apply to all such proceedings as being business assigned 
within the meaning of t Rule. 


694 


Srct. 4.—TITLE OF PETITIONS, NOTICES OF 
MOTION, SUMMONSES, ETC. 


R.S.C., Ord. LIIs.,r.4. (1) Every pelted: notice of motion 
and summons, and all notices, affidavits and other proceedin 
under any petition, notice of motion or summons shall 
intituled in the High Court of Justice Chancery Division and in 
the matter of the company, and in the matter of “‘ The Com- 
panics Act, 1929.” 

(2) An application for leave under sub-section (4) of section 
275 of the Act shall be intituled in the matter of the compan 
whose business was carried on with such intent or for suc 
p se as is mentioned in sub-section (1) of that section and 
n the matter of the Companies Act, 1929. 


SEecT. 5.—APPLICATIONS MADE BY PETITION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LITIB., r.5. The following applications shall bo 

made by petition :— 

(a) Applications to confirm an alteration of objects under 
section 5 of the Act. 

(6) Applications to confirm an alteration in the form of the 
constitution of the company by substituting a memo- 
randum and articles for a deed of settlement under 
section 384 of the Act. 

(c) Applications to confirm a reduction of capital under 
section 56 of the Act. 


(d) Applications to confirm the reduction of any capital 
pedemipilon reserve fund under section 46 (1) (c) of the 


ct. 

(e) Applications to cancel, disallow or confirm any variation 
or abrogation of the rights of holders of special classes 
of shares under section 61 of the Act. 

(f) Applications to sanction the issue of shares at a discount 
under section 47 of the Act. 

(g) Applications to sanction a compromise or arrangement 
under section 153 of the Act. 


(h) Applications to restore a company’s name to the register 
under section 295 of the Act. 


(i) Applications for relief by directors, managers or officers 
of a company or by persons employed as auditors by 
a& company under section $72 (2) of the Act. 


(3) Applications by a transferce company for the purpose of 
acquiring shares under section 155 of the Act. 


The cross-references which appear below are, 
unless otherwise indicated, to COMPANIES, Vols. 
IX. & X. 

‘**The Act ’’—Meaning of.]—WSee Sect. 1, ante. 

Alteration of objects.}—See Vol. IX., pp. 649- 
656, Nos. 4293-4376 ; Supp. 

Meetings of members.}—See Vol. IX., pp. 562- 
563, Nos. 3729-3904 ; Supp. 

Substituting memorandum & articles for deed of 
settlement.}—See Vol. X., p. 1092, No. 7647. 

Reduction of capital.}—See Vol. IX., pp. 148- 
170, Nos. 833-1075 ; Supp. 

Surrender of shares.]—See Vol. IX., pp. 418- 
424, Nos. 2705-2740. 

Compromises & arrangements.]—See Vol. X., 
pp. 1053, Nos. 7368 et seg. ; Supp. 

Restoration of company’s name to register. ]— 
a Vol. X., pp. 1063-1064, Nos. 7441-7454 ; 

upp. 

Dissolution of company—Avoidance.]—See Vol. 
X., p. 1034, Nos. 7174-7177 ; Supp. 


Sect. 6.—APPLICATIONS MADE BY MOTION OR 
SUMMONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LilIz., r.6. The followin 
made by motion or summons :-— g applications shall be 


(a) Applications to rectify the registe 
section 100 of the ack See er nema Sane 
(bo) Applications to extend the time for registration of a 
charge or to rectify any omission or mis-statement in 
any particular with respect to any charge or in a 
pe oren din of satisfaction under section 85 of the 


PRACTICE. 


‘“*The Act **—Meaning of.}—See Sect. 1, ante. 

Rectification of register of members.}—See 
CoMPANI#S, Vol. IX., pp. 209-224, Nos. 1301- 
1342 ; Supp. 

Transfer of shares.|—See CoMPANIES, Vol. IX., 
pp. 347, Nos. 2192 et seg. ; Supp. 

Registration of mortgages & charges.|—See 
CoMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 786, Nos. 4918 et seq. 

—— Extending time for registration.]—See 
ion Vol. X., pp. 790-791, Nos. 4948- 
970. 


SEct. 7.—APPLICATIONS MADE BY MOTION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIJI8., r.7. The following applications shall be 
made by motion :— 


(a) Applications for relief in case of default in delivering 
documents to the Registrar of Companies under 
section 42 of the Act. 

(b) Applications for relief in case of default by a private 
company in complying with the provisions of its 
articles under section 27 (3) of the Act. 

(c) Applications to enquire into the case of officers or agents 
of a company who have refused to produce any docu- 
ment or answer any questions under section 135 (5) or 
section 137 (3) of the Act and for orders under the 
said sub-sections. 


See, generally, COMPANIES, Vols. IX. & X. 
‘‘The Act ’’-—Meaning of.]—See Sect. 1, ante. 


Sect. 8.—-APPLICATIONS MADE BY SUMMONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LITIs., r.8. The following applications shall be 
made by summons :— 


(a) Applications to inspect the register of members or the 
index of the members of a company or the annual 
return or to obtain copies of such register or annual 
return under section 98 or section 110 (2) of the Act. 

(6) Applications to inspect the minutes of proceedings at 
general meetings of a company or to be furnished with 
copies thereof under section 121 (4) of the Act. 


(c) Applications to inspect the register of directors under 
section 144 (5) of the Act. 

(dq) Applications to inspect copies of instruments creating a 
charge and to inspect the register of charges to be 
kept at the registcred office of a company under 
section 89 (3) of the Act. 

(e) Applications to inspect any register of holders of deben- 
tures of a company or for orders that copies of any 
such register or of any trust deed for securing any 
issue of debentures shall be sent to the persons re- 
quiring the same under section 78 (5) of the Act. 


(f) Applications for and in regard to meetings of a company 
under section 112 or section 115 of the Act. 

(gy) Applications for meetings under section 153 of the Act. 

(A) Applications for facilitating reconstructions or amalgama- 
tions of companies under section 154 of the Act where 
the matters to which such applications relate have not 
been dealt with, or fully dealt with, on the hearing of 
the petition to sanction the compromise or arrange- 
ment to which they relate. 

(i) Applications in regard to certificates of shares, deben- 
tures or debenture stock certificates and for costa under 
section 67 of the Act, 

(j) Applications for enforcing the duty of a company or any 
other person to make any return and for costs under 
sections 311 or 315 of the Act. 

(k) Applications for leave under sub-section (4) of section 275 
of the Act. 


documents 


(2) Applications to extend the time for registerin 
ct or under 


under section 5 (6) or section 334 of the 
Rule 12 of this Order. 

(m) Applications to extend the time for the issue of shares 
at a discount under section 47 (1) (d) of the Act. 

(n) Applications by a dissenting shareholder for the purpose 
of peventing the tacquisition of his shares under 
section 155 of the Act. 


See, generally, COMPANIES, Vos. IX. & X. 
‘*The Act ’’—Meaning of.}—See Sect. 1, ante. 


Part LXII.—Compantes. 


Suct. 9.—APPEARANCE BY RESPONDENT TO 
ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


R,. 8. C., Ord. LITIs., r. 9. A seepondens to an originating 
summons issued pursuant to Rule 6 or Rule 8 of this Order 
shall not be required to enter an appearance except where 
such summons is issued pursuant to paragraph (h) or para- 
graph (J) of Rule 8. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIIIs., rr. 6, 8.}—See p. 694, ante. 


ee ee eee 


Sect. 10.—SUMMONS FOR DIRECTIONS. 


SUB-sSECT. 1.—APPLICATIONS BY SUMMONS IN 
CHAMBERS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIV., r.10. (1) Where the petition haa been 
presented pursuant to paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (i) or (4) 
of Rule 5 of this Order, or where an order is sought under 
section 154 of the Act, an application shall, in every case, be 
made by summons in chambers, to the Judge, for directions as 
to the proceedings to be taken, 


R. s. C., Ord. LIIIs., r. 5.|}—See p. 694, ante. 
‘* The Act ’*—Meaning of.]—Sce Sect. 1, ante. 


ree oe eee 


SUB-SECT. 2.—-ORDERS AND DIRECTIONS ON 
HEARING OF SUMMONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LITIs., r. 10. (2) Upon the hearing of the 
summons, or upon aah f adjourned hearing or hearings thereof 
or any subsequent application, the Judge may make such order 
or orders and give such directions as he may think fit as to all 
the prcvendnee to be taken, and more particularly with respect 
to the following matters, that is to say— 

(a) The publication of notices ; 

(b) In cases where the Court orders an inquiry as to the 
debts, claims or Habilities of or affecting a company 
or as to any of such debts, claims or Liabilities, the 
proceedings to be taken for settling the list of creditors 
entitled to object, including the dispensing with the 
observance of section 56 (2) of the Act as regards any 
class or classes of creditors; fixing the date with 
reference to which the list of such creditors is to be 
made out, and generally fixing a time for and giving 
directions as to all other necessary or proper ateps in 
the matter whether expressly mentioned in any of the 
Rules of this Order or not. 

In such cases the first order upon the summons for directions 

eg? be in the Form No. 30 in Appendix L with such variations 
as the circumstances may require. 


‘*The Act ’’—Meaning of.}—WSee Sect. 1, ante. 

Appendix L., Form No, 30.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Reduction of capital— Advertisement of petition.) 
—See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 163, Nos. 957 et seq. 
Consent of creditors.]|—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. IX., pp. 164, Nos. 967 et seq. 

Alteration of objects—Notice of alteration by 
advertisement. }—See CoMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 656, 
Nos. 4365 et seq. 

Winding up by court—Advertisement of petition. ] 
—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 846, Nos. 5569 et seq. ; 


Supp. 





Sect. 11.—PROVISIONS APPLICABLE WHERE 
INQUIRY ORDERED BY COURT. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—AFFIDAVIT AS TO CREDITORS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LINB., r. 11. In cases where the Court has 
ordered any such inquiry as aforesaid, the following provisions 
shall apply :— 

(a) The company shall, within seven days after such order 
or such further or other time as the Judge may allow, file in 
the Central Office of the High Court of Justice, or if the matter 
is pending in the office of the Registrar, in such office, an 
affidavit made by some officer or officers of the company com- 
petent to make the same, verifying a list containing so far as 
possible the names and addresses of the creditors of the company 

oO whom such inquiry extends. The said list shal] aleo contain 
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the amounts due to the creditors therein named respectively in 
respect of debts, claims or Habilities to which the inquiry extends, 
or in the case of any such debt payable on a contingency or not 
ascertained or any such claim admissible to proof in a winding-up 
of the company the value, so far a8 can be justly estimated of 
such debt or claim. Every such list and an office copy of every 
such affidavit shall be left at the chambers of the Judge or at the 
ta at ute Registrar not later than one day after the filing of 
e affidavit. 


Power of court to direct inquiry.]—See R. 8. C., 
Ord. LITIB., r. 10, supra. 


ee rte ee ee ee ee 


SUB-SECYr. 2.—FoRM OF AFFIDAVIT. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIIIB., r. 11. (b) The person making any such 
affidavit shall state thercin his belief that the list verifled by 
such affidavit Is correct, and that there was not at the date so 
fixed as aforesaid any debt, claim or liability which, if that date 
were the commencement of the winding-up of the company, 
would be admissible in proof against the company, except the 
debts, claims and Habilities set forth in such Het, and any debts 
claims or liabilities to which the {nquiry does not extend, and 
shall state his means of knowledge of the matters deposed to 
in such affidavit. Such affidavit may be in the Form No. 31 
set out in Appendix L, with such variations as the circumstances 
of the case may require. 


See, also, Sect. 11, sub-sect. 1, ante. 
Appendix L., Form No. 31.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—INSPECTION OF LIST OF 
CREDITORS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIIB., r. 11. (c) Copies of such list containing 
the names and addresses of such creditors, and the total amount 
80 duc to them (including the value of any debts or claims 
estimated as aforesaid), but omitting the amounts so duc to 
them respectively, or (as the Judge shall think fit) complete 
copies of such list, shall be kept at the registered office of the 
company and at the offices of the solicitors to the company and 
their London agents (if any) and any person desirous of inspect- 
ing the same may at any time during the ordinary hours of 
business inspect and take extracts from the same on payment 
of the sum of one shilling. 


See, also, Sect. 11, sub-sect. 1, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—NOTICE TO CREDITORS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIIs., r. 11. (d) The company shall, within 
seven days after the filing of such affidavit, or such further or 
other time as the Judge may allow, send to each creditor whose 
name is entered in the said list a notice stating the amount of 
the proposed reduction of capital, the effect of the order directing 
the inquiry, and the amount or estimated value of the debt or 
the contingent debt or claim or both for which such creditor is 
entered in the said list, and the time (such time to be fixed by 
the Judge) within which, if he claims to be entitled to be entered 
on such list as a creditor for a larger amount, he must send in 
his name and address, and the particulars of his debt or claim, 
and the name and address of his solicitor (if any) to the solicitor 
of the company; and such notice shall be sent through the 
post in a pre aid letter addressed to each such creditor at his 
ast known address or place of abode, and may be in the form 
or to the effect of the Form No. 82 set out in Appendix L, with 
such variations as the circumstances of the case may require. 


See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 165, Nos. 978-979. 

Filing of affidavit as to creditors.}—See Sect. 11, 
sub-cect. 1, ante. 

Appendix L., Form No. 82.]—-See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—-ADVERTISEMENT OF PETITION 
AND OF LisT OF CREDITORS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LITIB., r. 11. (¢€) Notice of the presentation of 
the petition, of the effect of the order directing the inquiry, and 
of the list of creditors shall, after the filing of the affidavit 
mentioned in paragraph (a) of this Rule, be published at such 
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Sect. 11.—Provisions applicable where inquiry 
ordered by court: Sub-sects. 5, 6, 7,8, 9, 10, 11 
& 12. Sects. 12, 13, 14 &15. Part DXIII. 


Sects. 1, 2, 3 & 4.] 


times, and in such newspapers, as the Judge shall direct. Every 
such notice shall state the amount of the sPropores reduction of 
capital, and the places where the aforesaid list of creditors may 
be Inspected, and the time within which creditors of the company 
who are not, but are entitled to be, entered on the said list, and 
are desirous of being entered therein, must send in their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, and 
the names and addresses of their solicitors (if any) to the solicitor 
of the company. Such notice may be in the Form No. 38 set 
out in Appendix L, with such variations as the circumstances 
of the case may require. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIIs., r. 11 (a).]— See Sect. 11, 
sub-sect. 1, ante. 

Appendix L., Form No. 33.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Advertisement of petition.]— Scc 
Vol. IX., pp. 163, Nos. 957 et seq. 


(C‘OMPANLES, 


SUB-SECT. 6.— AFFIDAVIT AS TO RESULT» OF 
NOTICES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LUIB., r. 11. (ff) The company shall, within 
such time as the Judge shall direct, file in the Central Office, or 
in the office of the Registrar as the case may be, an affidavit 
made by the person to whom the particulars of debts or claims 
are, by such notices as are mentioned in paragraphs (d) and (e) 
of this Rule, required to be sent in, stating the result of such 
notices respectively, and verifying a list containing the names 
and addresses of the persons (if any) who shall have sent in the 
particulars of their debts or claims in pursuance of such notices 
respectively, and the amounts of such debts or claims, and some 
competent officer or officers of the ee baal shall join in such 
affidavit, and shall in such list distinguish which (if any) of such 
debts and claimns are wholly, or as to any and what part thereof, 
admitted by the company, and which (if any) of such debts and 
claims are wholly, or as to any and what part thereof, disputed 
by the company, and which (if any) of such debts and claims are 
alleged by the company to be wholly or as to any and what part 
thereof not included in the inquiry. Such affidavit shall also 
state which of the persons who are entered in the list as creditors, 
and which of the persons who have sent in particulars of their 
debts or claims in pursuance of such notices as aforesaid, have 
been paid or have consented to the proposed reduction. Such 
affidavit may be in the Form No. 34 set out in Appendix L, with 
such variations as the circumstances of the case may require; 
and such list and an office copy of such affidavit shall be left at 
the chambers of the Judge or at the office of the Registrar 
within such time as the Judge shall direct. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIIIs., r. 11 (d).] 
ante. 

R. S. C., Ord. LIIIs., r. 11 (e).] 
ante. 

Appendix L., Form No. 34.]—-See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


See Sub-scct. 4, 





See Sub-sect. 5, 





SUB-SECT. 7.—PROCEEDINGS WHERE CLAIM 
Not ADMITTED. 


R.S8.C., Ord. LIIIB., r. 11. (g) If the company contends that 
a person is not entitled to be entered in the list of creditors in 
respect of any debt or claim, whether admitted or not, or if any 
debt or claim, the particulars of which are so sent In, shall not 
be admitted by the company at its full amount, then and in 
every such case, unless the company is willing to appropriate in 
such manner as the Judge shall direct the full amount of such 
debt or claim, the company shall, if the Judge think fit so to 
direct, send to the creditor a notice that he is required to come 
in and establish his title to be entered on the list or, as the case 
may be, to come in and prove such debt or claim, or such part 
thereof as is not admitted by the company, by a day to be therein 
named, being not less than four clear days after such notice, 
and being the time appointed by the Judge for adjudicating 
upon such titles, debts and claims, and such notice shall be sent 
in the manner mentioned in paragraph (d) of this Rule, and may 
be in the Form No. 85 set out in Appendix L, with such variations 
as the circumstances of the case may require. 


ri S. C., Ord. LITIz., r. 11 (d).]—See Sub-sect. 4, 
a ’ 

Appendix L., Form No. 35.]—See Yearly S 
Court Practice. a abs 


PRACTICE. 


SuB-SEcT. 8.—Costs oF PROOF. 


R. S. C., Ord. LITIB., r. 11. () Such creditors as come in to 
prove their titles, debts or claims in pursuance of any such 
notice as is mentioned in paragraph g) of this Rule shall be 
allowed their costs of proof against the company, and be answer- 
able for costa, in the same manner as in the case of persons 
coming in to prove debts under an administration judgment. 


R. Ss. C., Ord. LIIIs., Yr. 11 (g).|—See Sub-sect. tT; 
ante. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—CERTIFICATE AS TO CREDITORS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LINIB., r. 11. (4) The result of the settlement 
of the list of creditors shal] be stated in a certificate by the 
Master or by the Registrar, as the case may be, and such certifi- 
cate shall state what debts or claims (if any) have been dia- 
allowed, and shall distinguish the debts or claims the full amount 
of which the company is willing to Sp pro riate, and the debts 
or claims (if any) the amount of which has been fixed by inquiry 
and adjudication in manner provided by section 56 (2) of the 
Act and this Order, and the debts or claims (if any) the full 


of the creditors have consented to the proposed reduction, and 
the total amount of the debts due to them, and the total amount 
of the debts or claims the payment of which has been secured 
in manner provided by section 56 (2) of the Act and the persons 
to or by whom the same are due or claimed. The said certificate 
shall also state what creditors have under paragraph (g) of this 
rule come in and sought to establish their title to be entered on 
the list and whether such claims have been allowed or not, but 
it shall not be necessary to make in such certificate any further 
or other reference to any creditors who are not entitled to be 
entered in the list or to any debts or claims to which the Inquiry 
does not extend or to show therein the several amounts of the 
debts or claims of any persons who have consented to the pro- 
osed reduction or the payment of whose debts or claims has 
ecn secured as aforesaid. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIIIs., r. 11 (g).] 
ante. 
“The Act ’’—-Meaning of.|—Sce Scct. 1, arte. 


See Sub-sect. 7, 





SUB-SECT. 10.— EVIDENCE OF CONSENT OF 
CREDITORS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIIB., r. 11. (9) The consent of any creditor, 
whether in respect of a debt due or presently due or a debt 
payable on a contingency or not ascertained or a claim admissible 
to proof in a winding-up of the company may be evidenced in 
any manner which the Judge shall think reasonably sufficient 
having regard to the amount of his debt or claim and all the 
circumstances of the case. 


See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 165, Nos. 981-984. 


SUB-SECT. 11.—CERTIFICATE BEFORE HEARING 
OF PETITION. 


R. §. C., Ord. LIIIB., r. 11. (k) The petition shall not be 
heard until the et al of at least eight clear days from the 
ie of such certificate as is mentioned In paragraph (7) of this 

ule, 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIIs., r. 11 (i).]—See Sub-sect. 9, 
ante. 

The hearing. ]|—-See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 166, 
Nos. 985-1000. 

The order.]——-See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 166, 
Nos. 1001-1003. 

The approved minute.]—See CoMPANIES, Vol. 
IX., pp. 166, Nos. 1004 et seq. 





SuB-sEcT. 12.—-ADVERTISEMENT OF HEARING, 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIIIs., r. 11. (J) Before the hearing of the 
tition, notices stating the day on which the same is appointed 
be heard shall be published at such times and in such news- 


Part LXIII.—PRocEEDINGS UNDER SHIPOWNERS’, ETC., ACT, 1905. 


apers as the Judge shall direct. Such notices may be in the 
orm No. 86 set out in Appendix L, with such variations as tho 
circumstances of the case may require. 


Appendix L., Form No. 36.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 
The hearing. ]|—See CoMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 166, 
Nos. 985 et seq. 
Notice of.]—See Comranties, Vol. IX., 
p. 167, No. 1009. 





Sect. 12.—ORDER SANCTIONING ISSUE OF SHARES 
AT DISCOUNT—-DELIVERY OF OFFICE COPY 
TO REGISTRAR OF COMPANIES. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LINIB., r. 12. Unless in any particular case the 
Court shall otherwise direct every order sanctioning the issue 
of shares at a discount shal] contain a direction that an office 
copy of such order shall be delivered to the Registrar of Com- 
panies for registration within seven days from the date thereof 
or within such further or other time as the Court may allow 
and that the order shall not take effect till such office copy has 
been so delivered. 


SrctT. 13.—APPLICATIONS FOR FACILITATING 
RECONSTRUCTIONS OR AMALGAMATIONS— 
FORM OF ORDER. 


rt. S. C., Ord. LITIB., r. 18. Where an application is made 
under section 154 of the Act the order may be in the Form 
No. 87 set out in Appendix L, with such variations as the 
circumstances of the case may require. 


Part LXIIl——Proceedings under Shipowners’ 
(Remedies) Act, 1905. 


SEcT. 1.—APPLICATIONS EX PARTE. 


R.S. C., Ord. Lillc., r. 1. An application for an order for the 
detention of a ship pursuant to the Poe of the Ship- 
owners’ eeugcne (Remedies) Act, 1905, may be made ez parte 
to a Judge of the High Court of Justice in Chambers or else- 


where, 


Sect. 2.—NOTICE OF APPLICATION TO AGENT 
OR SOLICITOR OF OWNERS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LHI¢., r. 2. A person intending to apply for 
an order for detention shall, if the name and address of an agent 
in England for the owners of the ship, or of a solicitor in England 
authorised to act for the owners, agent, master, or consignee of 
the ship, are known to him, give to such agent, or solicitor, by 
post, telegram, or otherwise, such notice of the time and place 
at which the application for an order for detention is intended 
to be made as may be practicable in the circumstances of the 
case. Provided that the Judge to whom the application is 
nee may in his discretion dispense with the necessity for such 
notice. 


Sect, 3.—AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF 
APPLICATION. 
R.S§. C., Ord. LIlIo.,r.3. The ayy ication must be supported 
by an affidavit or affidavits intitule 


In the High Court of Justice 
{King’s Bench] Division 


ee Matter of the Shipowners’ Negligence (Remedies) Act, 


’ 


and 
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Reconstruction & amalgamation, generally, see 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., EP. 1015, Nos. 7047 et seq. 

Appendix L., Form No. 37.]—Scee Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

‘*The Act ’?—Meaning of.]—See Sect. 1, ante. 

Applications for facilitating reconstruction, etc., 
to be made by summons.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LITIs., r. 8 (A), p. 694, ante. 


SEcT. 14.—PROCEEDINGS IN DISTRICT 
REGISTRIES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIVIz., r. 14. Where a matter is pending in a 
District Registry, affidavits shall be filed and proceedings shall 
be taken jn such matter in the District Registry. 


See, generally, R. S. C., Ord. XXXV., Part 
XXXVI., ante. 


SEcT. 15.—APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS. 


R. S. C., Ord: LINIB., r. 15. Appeals from orders made under 
the Act by a County Court and appeals under sub-section 8 of 
section 356 of the Act shall be heard by a Divisional Court of 
the Chancery Division. Rules 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 14, 16 and 17 
of Order LLX shall apply to such appeals the words “‘ Office of 
the Registrar Companies Winding Up’ being deemed to be 
substituted In Rule 11 for the words ‘* Crown Office Department 


, of the Central Office.’’ 


R. S. C., Ord. LIX.]—Sce Part LXXVIITI., post. 
‘“‘The Act ’’-—Meaning of.|—See Sect. 1, ante. 


Negligence 


between A.B. Plaintiff 


and 


(C.D, and K.F.] the owners of the ship X Defendants (or 
as the case may be). 


Secr. 4.—CONTENTS OF AFFIDAVITS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LUIc., r. 4. The aMidavit or affidavits must 
state the grounds on which the application is made and should 


(a) give the name of or otherwise identify the ship which it {fs 
sought to detain and 

(b) show that the owners of the ship are probably liable to pay 
damages in respect of personal injuries caused by the 
ship or sustained on in or about the ship in a port or 
harbour in Great Brituin or Northern Ireland in conse- 
quence of some wrongful act, neglect or default of the 
owners of the ship or the master, officers or crew thereof 
or of some other person in the employment of the 
owners of the ship or of some defect in the ship, its 
apparel or equipment, or 

(c) show that the applicant is an employer who has paid com- 
ie oe or against whom a claim for compensation 

as been made under the Workmen’s Compensation 

Act, 1925, and who probably is or will become entitled 
to be indemnified by the owners of the ship under 
those Acts and 

(dq) show where the ship is or probably may be found and that 
that place is a port or river in England or within three 
miles thereof 


(e) show that none of the owners reside within Great Britain 
or Northern Ireland. 


Workmen’s Compensation Acts.|—See MASTER 
& SERVANT, Vol. XX XIV., pp. 238 ef seg. 
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Srcr. 5.—UNDERTAKING OR SECURITY BY APPLI- 
ia ose BY ORDERS AS TO DAMAGES 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIIo., r. 5. The Judge may if he thinks fit 
before granting the application require the applicant to give 
or procure an undertaking or security to abide by any order as 
to damages and costs which may thereafter be made in case 
the owner of the ship or any person affected by the order for 
detention shall sustain any damage by reason of the order which 
in the opinion of the Judge the applicant ought to pay. 


Sect. 6.—ORDER FOR DETENTION. 


R. §, C., Ord. LITIc.,r.6. An order for detention should 
unless the Judge think fit to dispense with this requirement 
specify the amount for which security shall be given, and may 
be according to the form No. 76 or No. 77 in Appendix K or 
such other form as the Judge shall think fit. It shall state the 
name and address of the applicant's solicitor or of the applicant 
if he does not attend by a solicitor, It shall be issued in tripli- 
cate; one copy shall be delivered to the applicant, and the 
other two copics to the officer named by the Judge; and one 
of such last-mentioned copies shall be delivered by the officer 
to the person who is at the time of the execution of the order 
apparently in charge of the ship, or shall be nailed or affixed 
on the main mast or on the single mast of the ship; and the 
other copy shall be retained by the officer. 


—_——_—_——__—____———— r,7. The order for detention may be 
directed to the Admiralty Marshal or to a Collector or Officer of 
Customs or such other officer as the Judge shall think fit. 


Appendix K., Forms 76 & 77.}—See Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

Form of security to avoid detention or obtain 
release. |—See Sect. 8, post. 

Rescission of order.|—See Sects. 9 & 10, post. 


SEcT. 7.—UNDERTAKING BY SOLICITOR FOR 
OWNERS, AGENT, ETC., TO PUT IN OR GIVE 
SECURITY. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LIIIe., r. 8. If a solicitor in England represents 
that he js authorised to act for the owners, agent, master, or 
consignee of the ship, and signs an undertaking which may be 
in the form No. 78 in Appendix K, to put {n or give security for 
an amount pete on between the parties or fixed by the Judge, 
then, on such undertaking being signed and allowed to the 
applicant or his solicitor or filed in Court— 

(i) the Judge may in his discretion refuse to make an order 
for detention ; or 

(li) if an order for detention has been made, but not executed, 

the Judge may rescind it; or 

(ili) if an order for detention has been made and executed, 

the Judge may make an order of release in accordance 
with Rule 11 of this Order. 

A solicitor who fails to put in or give security in pursuance of 
his undertaking to do 80 shall be liable to attachment. 


Appendix K., Form No. 78.}-—See Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 
R. &. C., Ord. LilIc., r. 11.}+—See Sect. 10, post. 


SEcT. 8.—FORM OF SECURITY TO AVOID 
DETENTION OR OBTAIN RELEASE. 


R. 6. C., Ord. LIM6., r. 9. Security to avoid detention or 
obtain the release of the ship may be given by payment into 


PRACTICE, 


Court or by undertaking or bond as the Judge shall direct. 
When security is given by bond it may be in such one of the 
forms Nos. 79 and 80 in Appendix EK. 


Appendix K., Forms Nos. 79 & 80.}—See Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 


Sect. 9.—RESCISSION OF ORDER FOR DETENTION. 


R. §. C., Ord. LITIo,, r, 10. The Judge are at any time on 
good cause shown rescind any order for detention made by him. 


SEcT. 10.—ORDER FOR RELEASE OF SHIP. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LITI¢., r. 11. If the Judge rescinds any order 
for detention, or ia satisfied that satisfaction has been made, 
or when security has been given and approved, or in any other 
case if the applicant so requires, the Judge may make an order 
which may be in the form No. 81 in Appendix K, directed to the 
officer named in the order for detention, authorising and directing 
him to release the ship forthwith. Such order for release may 
be made conditional on the payment of all or any part of the 
costs, charges, and expenses of the application and orders for 
detention and release of and attending the detention custody 
and release of the ship. 


Appendix K., Form No. 
Supreme Court Practice. 


81.]}—See Yearly 


SuB-SECT, 2.—ON PRODUCTION OF APPLICANT'S 
CONSENT OR THAT OF HIS SOLICITOR. 


R.S. C., Ord. Lillc., r. 12. On production at any time to a 
Judge or a Master or a District Registrar of a consent signed 
by the applicant’s solicitor or by the applicant if he is not 
represented by a solicitor to the release of the ship uncon- 
ditionally or subject to specificd conditions the Judge or Master 
may make an order for such release either unconditionally or 
subject to the specified conditions and may in such order deal 
with the costs charges and expenses referred to in Rule 11. 


Sect. 11.—RELEASE OF SHIP WITHOUT ORDER 
FOR RELEASE. 


R. §. C., Ord. LIIIc¢., r. 13. On production to the Admiralty 
Marshal or to the Collector or Officer of Customs to whom the 
order for detention is directed of a consent in writing signed 
by the applicant’s solicitor or by the appveane if he is not 
represented by a solicitor and witnessed by a witness whose 
name and address and description is given consenting to the 
unconditional release of the ship the said Admiralty Marshal 
or Collector or Officer of Customs if it bee to him that the 
matter is urgent may release the ship without waiting for any 
order for release. 


Sect. 12.—COSTS, CHARGES AND EXPENSES, 


R. &. C., Ord. Lillo., r. 14. The costs charges and expenses 
of the application and order for detention and for release and of 
and attending the detention custody and release of the ship 
shall be in the discretion of the Judge and may in elther order 
be made costs in the cause or otherwise dealt with as the Judge 
shall think fit. 


Part LXIV.—LAnpDLORD AND Tenant Act, 1927. 


Part LXIV.—Landlord and Tenant Act, 1927. 


Secr. 1.—IN GENERAL—INTERPRETATION. 


R. Ss. C.; Ord. LIIIp., Yr. 23, In this Order— 
ae the ** Act ’* means the Landlord and Tenant Act, 1927. 
5) “* Master ’’ includes a District Registrar. 
ie) ** Matter ’’ includes any claim, application or matter. 
ad) “‘ Referee ’’ means one of the panel of referees appointed 
under the Act. 


Sect. 2.—THE CLAIM. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIIIb., r. 1. (1) A claim under the Act for 
compensation in respect of any improvement or for goodwill 
or by a mesne landlord under section 8 (1) of the Act shall be 
made in writing signed by the claimant, his solicitor or agent, 
and shall state the name and address of the claimant and of the 
landlord against whom the claim is made, and shall contain— 

(a) a deacription of the holding in respect of which the claim 
arises and of the trade or business carried on upon the 
holding ; 

(b) a concise statement of the nature of the claim; 

(ec) if the claim arises in respect of an improvement, par- 
ticulars of the improvement including the date whereon 
ne improvement was completed and the cost thereof ; 
an 

(d) if compensation is claimed, a statement of the amount 
claimed. 

(2) Any claim by a mesne landlord under section 8 (1) of the 
Act shall be made and the document shall be served at least two 
months before the termination of his tenancy and in accordance 
with section 23 of the Act. 


See Supp., LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., 
Supp., Part IX., Sect. 5. 


SecT. 3.—WHEN PROCEEDINGS COMMENCED BY 
ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LITIp., r. 2. Where before commencing pro- 
ceedings in the County Court the claimant or applicant and all 
versons affected agree that any matter under the Act shall be 

eard by the High Court, the proceedings in the High Court 
shall be commenced by an originating summons to which no 
appearance need be entercd. 


‘Originating summons.’’]—See Sect. 5, sub- 
sect. 1, post. 


Sect. 4..-TRANSFER OF PROCEEDINGS 
COMMENCED IN COUNTY COURT. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIVp., vr. 8. An application for the transfer to 
the High Court of proceedings commenced in a County Court 
shall be made within ten days from the date when the County 
Court summons is served upon the defendant or respondent, 
but jt may be made at any later date or at any time if the Master 
to whom it js made thinks it ought to be entertained at such 
date or time. 


———_—_-_—__--— y, 4, Where any matter under the Act 
is transferred from the County Court to the High Court, no 
appearance need be entered in the High Court, but any claimant 
or applicant or any other party to the proceedings desirous of 
carrying on the proceedings in the High Court may {issue and 
serve a summons for directions. 


Sect. 5.—THE SUMMONS. 


SUB-SECT, 1.—IN GENERAI-— ISSUE OF 
Summons, How ENTITLED, ETC. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIIIp., r. 5. (1) The originating summons and 
the summons for directions respectively referred to in Rules 2 
and 4 are hereinafter referred to as ‘‘ the summons.”’ 

(2) An originating summons under Rule 2 shall be deemed to 
be & summons for directions under the Act. 


(3) The summons shall be issued out of the King’s Bench 
Division of the High Court and shall be returnable before a Judge 
of that Court and (subject to any modification which may 
appropriate) shall be intituled as follows :— 


In the High Court of Justice, 
King’s Bench Division. 


In the matter of the Landlord and Tenant Act, 1927. 


(Transferred from the County Court of 
holden at i 
Between me Applicant, 


an 
C. D., Respondent. 


Sus-sect. 2.—DATE WHEN RETURNABLE AND 
To WHOM ADDRESSED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LITIp., r. 6. (1) The summons shall be return- 
able at a date that will allow at least fourteen days to elapse 
between the date of the service thereof and the return day. 


(2) It shall be addressed to and served on the respondent and 
all persous affected or intcrested or required by the Act to be 
served, 


SuUB-SECT, 3.—CONTENTS OF. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIp., r. 7. The summons shall state in a 
concise form the nature of the claim or application or the matter 
to be determined and shall define the premises or holding in 
respect of which the claim arises and the trade or business carried 
on thereat, and, if the claim is in respect of an improvement, 
shall give particulars of the improvement, and if the claim or 
application is for the payment of compensation or other payment 
in money, shall also state the amount claimed, 


Sect. 6.—SERVICE OF COPY OF SUMMONS, ETC., 
BY MESNE LANDLORD ON IMMEDIATE LAND- 
LORD — APPLICATION FOR DIRECTIONS BY 
SUPERIOR LANDLORD. 


R. S. C., Ord. LITIp., r. 8. (1) Where any summons notice or 
document relating to any claim has been served on or sent to a 
mesne landlord, he shall forthwith serve on his immediate land- 
lord in the manner prescribed by section 23 of the Act a copy 
of the summons notice or document, together with a notice in 
writing stating the date when the summons notice or document 
was served on or sent to such mesne landlord, and if the im- 
mediate landlord be himself a mesne landlord whose immediate 
landlord may be affected by the proceedings, he shall forthwith 
on receipt of the copy of the summons notice or document serve 
on his immediate landlord a similar copy and notice, and so on 
from landlord to Jandlord. 


(2) A superior landlord upon whom a copy of any summons 
notice or document has been served in pursuance of the Act or 
of this Rule may apply to the Judgo for directions in any ie 
ceedings under the Act or this Order, and the Judge may if it 
appears desirable to do s0 give leave to such superior landlord 
to appear in or to be added as a party to any such proceedings 
and to take such part therein as may be just, and may generally 
direct such proceedings to be taken or amendments to be made 
and give such directions as he may think proper. 


SEct. 7.—MATTER DISPOSED OF OR*REFERRED 
FOR INQUIRY ON HEARING OF SUMMONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LITIp., r. 8. On the hearing of the summons 
the Judge may deal with and dispose of the matter, or he may 
on the application of any party thereto or without any suc 
application order the matter to be referred for inquiry and report 
to such one of the panel of referees as he may select and may 
give such directions as may be necessary or proper. 
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SEcT. 8.—ADJOURNMENT OF FURTHER CON- 
SIDERATION OF SUMMONS WHERE CLAIM 
REFERRED 


R. §&. C., Ord. LIIp., r. 10. If the Judge refers the claim, 
application or matter to one of the panel of referees, he may 
adjourn the further consideration of the summons before him 
until after the report Is made, with liberty to apply to him in 
the meantime, 


SECT. 9..-REFERENCE TO ARBITRATION UNDER 
ARBITRATION ACT, 1889. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIVp., r. 11. On the hearing of the summons 
or on any adjourned hearing or further consideration thereof, 
the Judge may, with the consent of the parties, refer the matter 
to arbitration under the Arbitration Act, 1889, and if he does 
80, the arbitration shall be deemed to be an arbitration b 
agreement under that Act and the Arbitrator shall deal with 
and dispose of the whole matter and make an award thereon 
. HS ue be had been originally referred to him by agreement 

ne Act. 


SEcT. 10.—INQUIRY BY REFEREE—APPLICATION 
OF R. S. C., ORD. XXXVI. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIDp., r. 12. Where the mattcr is referred to 
one of the panel of referees for inquiry and report, the referee 
shall hold an inquiry and hear the parties or their representatives, 
and Rules 48, 49, 52 and 53 of Order XXXVI. shall apply. 


SECT. 11.—REFEREE’S FEES AND EXPENSES, 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LINp., r.18. The fees payable to the referee 
and the amount (if any) to be paid to him for expenses shall be 
in the discretion of the Judge, who may fix the amount thereof 
or the rate at which they shall be paid when the order for 
reference is made or at any later stage of the proceedings. 








—_—— r.14. (1) As soon as the report {fs 
ready, the referee shall give notice that it is so to the part es, and 
shall state in the notice the amount of his fees and expenses. 


(2) The amount so stated, if not already fixed by the Judge, 
may be agreed to by all parties, and in default of agreement 
shall be fixed by the Judge before payment. 


(3) When the amount so fixed or agreed has been paid to the 
referee by the parties or one or other of them, the referee shall 
forthwith file the report in the High Court and give notice to 
the parties that he has done no. 


(4) The Judge may order the report to be filed notwithstand- 
ing that the fees and expenses have not been paid, if provision 
has been made for them to his satisfaction. 


See, also, R. S. C., Ord. LIIIp., r. 17, infra. 


G WHEN REPORT OF 
—NOTICE OF APPOINTED DAY. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIlIp., r. 15. (1) When the report of the 
referce has been filed, any party to the matter may apply 
ex parte to the Judge to appoint a day for the hearing of the 
further consideration or any adjourned consideration of the 
summons, and on the day being so fixed the party obtaining 
ee epbomitment shall forthwith give notice thereof to the other 


(2) The notice shall be an eight days’ notice, and the d 
fixed must be such as to allow of such notice being given. me 


SECT. 12.—APPLICATION TO APPOINT DAY FOR 
HEARIN' REFEREE FILED 


PRACTICE. 


SEct. 13.—ADJOURNMENT BY FOR HEAR- 
ING AND DETERMINING MA IN COURT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIIb., r. 16. On the hearing of the summons 
or on any adjournment or further consideration thereof the 
Judge may, and before finally determining the matter shall 
adjourn the matter to be heard and determined by him in Court, 
and may fix a day and time for the hearing. 


SEcr. 14.—CONSIDERATION OF REPORT, HEARING 
OF PARTIES, ETC., ON HEARING OF FURTHER 
CONSIDERATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIIp., r. 17. On the hearing of the further 
consideration, the Judge shall consider the report and hear the 
parties or their representatives, and may adopt the report 
wholly or partly or may vary the same or refer {t back to the 
same or any other referee for rehearing or further hearing with 
such directions as he may think fit and adjourn the matter tor 
further consideration. 


Sect. 15.—ORDER OR DIRECTIONS ON HEARING 
OF FURTHER CONSIDERATION OR ADJOURN- 


R. 5S. C., Ord. LITIp., r. 18. (1) On the hearing of the further 
consideration or an adjournment thereof, the Judge shall hear 
and determine the matter and make such order or give such 
directions as he shall think fit. 

(2) The Judge’s decision shall be embodied in an order and if 
he directs payment of any sum or costs he may direct Judgment 
to be entered for the same and if he does so judgment shall be 
entered accordingly. 


Sect. 16.—CERTIFICATE AS TO IMPROVEMENTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIIp., r. 19. Any certificate under section 3 
of the Act shall be drawn up in the form of an order and shall 
state that the Judge, after hearing the parties or their repre- 
sentatives, certifies that the improvement particulars of which 
are to be stated in the certificate is a proper improvement. 


Sect. 17.—COSTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIIIp., r. 20. The costs of all the proceedings 
{including the remuneration and expenses paid or to be paid 
to the referee shall be in the discretion of the Judge who may 
direct how and by and to whom the same shall be paid. 


See, aleo, R. S. C., Ord. LITIp., rr. 18, 14, supra. 


Sect. 18.—APPLICATIONS BY PARTIES TO 
SUMMONSES OR PERSONS INTERESTED. 


R. S, C., Ord. LITIp., r. 214. Any party to the summons or 
any person having an interest in the matter or affected thereby 
shall be at liberty at any time to apply to the Judge for any 
order or direction which may be necessary or desirable or to be 
added as a party to the summons. 


Sect. 19.—APPEALS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LITIp., r. 22. Any direction decision determina- 
tion or order of a Judge under the Act or this Order shall be 
subject to appeal. 


See, generally, R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., Part 
LXXVIL., post. 


Part LXV.—APPLICATIONS AND PROCEEDINGS AT CHAMBERS. 
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Part LXV.—Applications and Proceedings at Chambers. 


Specr. 1.—GENERALLY. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—APPLICATION BY SUMMONS 
WHERE NOT MADE EX PARTE. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 1. Every application at chambers not 
made ez parte shall be made by summons. 


[New Procedure List, see Part XCIV., post.] 


Form & issue of originating summons. |—See 
Sect. 1, sub-sect. 4, post. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—APPLICATIONS Ex PARTE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 2, Every application for payment or 
transfer out of Court made ex parte, and every other epee 
made ex parte in which the Judge or proper officer shall think fit 
so to require, shall be made by summons. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—ALTERATION OF SUMMONSES. 


R.S. 0., Ord. LIV., r. 3. Summonses shall not be altered after 
they are sealed except upon application at chambers. 


SuUB-SECT. 4.—FoORM AND ISSUE OF ORIGINATING 
SUMMONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 4B. An originating summons shall be in 
the Form No. 14 or B, Appendix K., or in the Form G. or H., 
Appendix K., to these Rules, with such variations as circumstances 
may require. It shall be prepared by the applicant or his solicitor, 
and shall be sealed in the central office, or in Probate matters in 
the Probate Registry, or in Admiralty matters in the Admiralty 
Registry, and when so sealed shall be deemed to be issued. The 
person obtaining the summons shall leave at the central office, 
Probate Registry, or Admiralty Registry, as the case may be, a 
copy thereof, which shall be filed and stamped in the manner 
required by law. In Probate and Admiralty matters the signa- 
ture of the President shall be deemed to be equivalent to sealing. 


‘* Originating summons ’’—Definition of.]—Sce 
R. 8S. C., Ord. LX XI., r. 1A, p. 259, ante. 

—— Whether “‘ action.’’]—See Acrion, Vol. I., 
pp. 5, 6, Nos. 12-16. 

Issue, etc., in King’s Bench & Probate, Divorce 
& Admiralty Divisions.|—Sce R. S. C., Ord. LIV., 
r. 11, p. 703, post. 

Indorsement of address.|—See R.S. C., Ord. IV., 
r. 4, p. 302, ante. 

Assignment to judges in Chancery Division.] 
See 0. 8S. C., Ord. V., r. 9, p. 308, ante. 

Service.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LXVII., rr. 5, 6, 
Part LXXXVIII., post; Ords. IX. X. & XL, 
pp. 312, 329. 338, ante. 

Amendment.|—See R. S. C., Ord. XXVIII. ; 
PLEADING, p. 92. 





SuB-SECT. 5.—APPEARANCE TO ORIGINATING 
SUMMONS. 


R.8. C., Ord. LIV.,r.4¢. The parties served with an originating 
summons shall, except as hereinafter provided, before they are 
heard, enter appearances at the central office, or in Probate matters 
at the Probate Registry, or in Admiralty matters at the Admiralty 
Regiatry, and give notice thereof. A party so served may appear 
at any time before the hearing of the summons. If he appears 
at any time after the time limited by the summons for appearance 
he shall not, unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise order, be 
entitled to any further time for any purpose, than if he had appeared 
according to the summons. 


Ap earance, generally, see R. S. C., Ord. XII., 
Pa IV., ante. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—ATTENDANCE UNDER ORIGINATING 
SUMMONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 4D. The day and hour for attendance 
under an originating summons to which an appearance is req 
to be entered shall, after appearance, be fixed by notice, sealed 
with the seal of the central office in the case of a summons issued 
in the King’s Bench Division, or of the chambers of the Judge 
to whom such summons is assigned in the case of a summons issued 
in the Chancery Division, or of the Probate Registry in the case 
of Probate matters, or of the Admiralty Registry in the case of 
Admiralty matters. Such notice shall be in Form No. IF, 
Appendix K. The notice shall be served on the defendant or 
respondent by delivering a copy thereof at the address for service 
named in the memorandum of appearance of such defendant or 
respondent not less than four clear days before the return day. 
The day and hour for the hearing of an ex parte summons shall 
in the Chancery Division be fixed at the chambers of the Judge 
to whom the mattcr is assigned on production of the originating 
summons, 


Appendix K., Form No. 


1F.]—WSee 
Supreme Court Practice. 


Yearly 


SUB-SECT. 7.—SERVICE OF SUMMONS Not BEING 
ORIGINATING SUMMONS TO WHICH APPEAR- 
ANCE NECESSARY. 


R.S.C., Ord. LIV.,r.4B. Every summons, not being an originat- 
ing summons to which an appearance is required to be entered, 
shall be served two clear days before the return thereof, unless in 
any case it shall be otherwise ordered. Provided that in case of 
summonses for time only, the summons may be served on the day 
previous to the return thereof. 


Form & issue of originating summons. ]—See 
Sect. 1, sub-sect. 4, arte. 

Service, generally. |—See R.S. C., Ords. IX., X. 
& XI., Parts XI., XII., XIII., ante. 

Service of ordinary summons.]—See R. S. U., 
Ord. LX VII., Part LX XXVILI., post. 

Service of summons in Probate action—Not 
affected by rule.]|—See ExeEcuTrors & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. X XIII., p. 278, No. 3431. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—WHEN APPEARANCE NoT 
REQUIRED. 

R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 4F. 
summons— 

(1) under the Solicitors Act, 1843 ; 


(2) for solicitor to deliver papers or a cash account or securities 
or to pay moncy ; 


(3) under the Arbitration Act, 1889 ; 
(4) under Order LVII., Rule 1, for interpleader relief ; 


(5) under Order LXI., Rule 27, to enter memorandum of 
satisfaction ; 


(G) relating to parliamentary or municipal elections petitions; 
(7) (Reroked by R. S. C. (Companies), 1929, r. 1.) 


(8) do een under Bills of Sale Act, 1882, by grantor of bill 
of sale ; 


(9) ey section 17 of the Marricd Women’s Property Act, 
De 


hae 


A respondent to an originating 


(10) in Probate matters (where there is no pending cause or 
matter) relating to— 


(a) acceptance of foreign sureties ; 
£0 applications for grant notwithstanding caveat ; 
c) leave to withdraw caveat after warning ; 


(11) under sections 17 or 19 of the County Courts Act, 1019, 
or under Rules 120 or 12D of this Order ; 


(12) under Order XLIT., Rule 244; 
shall not be required to enter an appearance. 


Solicitors Act, 1843—Applications under, for 
taxation & delivery of bills of costs, etc.}—See 
R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (15), Part LX XI., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 3, post. 

B of costs.}—See So.icrrors, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 184, Nos. 1289 et seq. 
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Sect. 1.—Generally : Sub-sects. 8, 9,10, 11, 12, 18. 
14&15. Sect.2: Sub-sects. 1, 2,3 & 4.) 





Taxation of costs.}—See SoLicrrors, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 159, Nos. 1596 et seq. 
Arbitration Act, 1889.}—See 

II., pp. 313 et seq. 
R. S. C., Ord. LVII., r. 1.}-—-See Part LXXVI.. 


post. 

R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 27.}-—See Part LXXXI., 
Sect. 19, sub-sect. 2, post. 

Parliamentary or Municipal Election Petitions. 
——See ELECTIONS, Vol. XX., pp. 149 ef seg. 

Bills of Sale Act, 1882.}—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LXI., rr. 25-27, Part LXXXI., Sect. 19, post; 
BILLS OF SALE, Vol. VII., pp. 131, Nos. 7438 et seq. 

Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, s. 17.}— 
See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 260-261, 
Nos. 2296-2303. 

Practice of Probate Division.}—See ExrEcuTrors 
& ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 275, Nos. 
3386 et seq. 

County Courts Act, 1919, ss. 17, 19.]—See 
R.8. C., Ord. LIV., rr. 12c, 12D, p. 704, post; & 
generally, COUNTY CoURTs, Vol. XIII., pp. 448, 
Nos. 1 e¢ seq. 

R. S. C., Ord. XLII., r. 24a.}—See p. 635, ante. 





BITRATION, Vol. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—FAILURE TO ATTEND SUMMONS. 


R. . Ord. LIV., r.5. Where any of the parties to a summons 
fail to attend, whether upon the return of the summons, or at any 
time appointed for the consideration or further consideration of the 
matter, the Judge may proceed ez parte, if, considering the nature 
of the case, he thinks it expedient so to do; no affidavit of non- 
attendance shall be required or allowed, but the Judge may 
require such evidence of service as he may think just. 


Affidavit of service.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LXVII., 
r. 9, Part LX XXVIII., Sect. 9, post. 


SUB-SECT. 10.—RE-HEARING WHERE PARTY 
FAILS TO ATTEND. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 6. Where the Judge has procceded ez 
parte, such proceeding shall not in any manner be reconsidered in 
the Judge’s chambers, unless the Judge shall be satisfied that the 
party falling to attend was not guilty of wilful delay or negligence ; 
and in such case the costs occasioned by his non-attendance shall 
be in the discretion of the Judge, who may fix the same at the time, 
and direct them to be paid by the party or his solicitor before he 
shall be permitted to have such proceeding reconsidered, or mako 
such other order as to such costs as he may think just. 


Re-hearing, generally.}—Sce Part LXXVIL., 
Sect. 2, post. 

Correction of clerical errors, etc., in judgments or 
orders.}—See R. S. C., Ord. XXVIII., r. 11, 
Part XXIV., Sect. 2, ante. 

2988. Case struck out for non-attendance— 
Order drawn up.}—Where a summons or case is 
not heard, but is merely struck out for non-attend- 
ance of a party, the court may afterwards, if it 
thinks fit, hear or entertain it, even though the 
order dismissing it has been drawn up. Secus, 
if there has been a hearing.— RACKHAM v. TABRUM 
Cane 129 L. T. 24; 39T. L. R. 380; 875. P. Jo. 


SUB-SECT. 11.—PAYMENT oF Costs By Party 
FAILING TO ATTEND, WHERE APPLICATION 
Not PROCEEDED WITH. 


R, S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 7. Where a proceeding in chambers fails 
by reason of the non-attendance of any party, and the Judge does 
not think it exrpedient to pieced ex parte, the J udge may order 
such an amount of costs (if any) as he shall think reasonable to be 
nae one party attending by the absent party or by his solicitor 

y» 
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Costs occasioned by non-attendance—Attendance 
adjourned without useful progress being made. ]— 
See R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27 (18), Part LA XXVI., 
Sect. 28, sub-sect. 15, J., post. 


SUB-shcT. 12.—ADJOURNMENT OF SUMMONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 8. Where matters in respect of which 
summonses have been issued are not disposed of upon the return 
of the summons, the parties shall attend from time to time without 
further summons, at such time or times as may be appointed for the 
consideration, or further consideration of the matter. 


SUB-SECT. 13.—MatTTERS INCLUDED IN APPLICA- 
TION ; ADJOURNMENT INTO COURT AND INTO 
CHAMBERS. 

R. §. C., Ord. LIV., r. 9. Jn every cause or matter where any 
party thereto makes any application at chambers, either by way 
of summons or otherwise, he shall be at liberty to include in one 
and the same application all matters upon which he then desires 
the order or directions of the Court or Judge ; and upon the hearing 
of such application it shall be lawful for the Court or Judge to make 
any order and give any directions relative to or consequential on 
the matter of such application as may be just; any such application 
may, if the Judge thinks fit, be adjourned from chambers into 
Court, or from Court into chambers. 


Nature of adjournment.|]——See Part LX XI., Sect. 
15, sub-sect. 1, post. 

Adjournment from master to judge—Before 
master’s order passed & entered.|—See Part 
LXXVII., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, post. 

Chancery Division.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LV., r. 15, Part LX XI., Sect. 15, sub-sect. 1, post. 

2989. Adjournment into court—Discretion of 
judge.}]—It is in the discretion of the judge to hear 
matters in chambers, or to adjourn them into court. 
—Re AGRICULTURIST CATTLE INSURANCE CoO. ; 
Re Joint Stock COMPANIES WINDING-UP ACTS 
(1863), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 425; 11 W. R. 330, 386; 
46 H.R. 699, C. A. 

2990. Time for application.]—A request to 
adjourn a summons into court should be made 
before the hearing of the summons by the judge 
in chambers has begun.—HOLLOWAY v. CHESTON 
(1881), 19 Ch. D. 516; 51 L. J. Ch. 208; 30 W. R. 
120. 

2991. Objection to jurisdiction. }—An objec- 
tion to the jurisdiction upon an originating 
summons having been taken by defts. for the first 
time after the hearing of the summons had been 
adjourned into court :—Held: the objection ought 
to have been taken in chambers, &, though the 
objection was good, & the summons must be 
dismissed with costs, defts. could not be allowed 
the costs of the adjournment into court.—le 
Davigss, DAVIES v. DAVIES (1888), 38 Ch. D. 210; 
57 L. J. Ch. 759; 58 L. T. 312; 36 W. QR. 587. 











SUB-SECT. 14.—DISPOSAL OF APPLICATION BY 
MASTER, REGISTRAR, OR TAXING MASTER, 
On BEHALF OF ANY OTHER MASTER, ETC. 


R.S.C., Ord. LIV.,r.9A. In any cause or matter on the applica- 
tion of any party thereto, any Master of the Supreme Court, 
Registrar, or Faxin Master may, and if the circumatances require 
{t shall, hear and dispose of any application therein on behalf of 
any ot Master, Registrar, or Taxing Master respectively by 
whom the application would otherwise have been heard; and any 
taxing officer may tax costa under Order XIV. of the Rules of the 
Supreme Court or other short bills of costa in all causes and mattors, 
whether assigned for taxation to him or to any other taxing officer. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XIV.}—See Part LV 35 Sect. 6, sub- 


sect. 8, ante. 
Costs, generally.}—Scee R. S. C., Ord. LXV., 
art LXXXVI., post. 


Part LXV.—APPLICATIONS AND PROCEEDINGS AT CHAMBERS. 


Sus-sror. 15.—FormM or SumMMONS OTHER THAN 
ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIV., r.10. A summons other than an originating 
summons shall be in the Form No. 1 in Appendix K., with such 
variations as circumstances may require, and shall be addressed 
to all the persons on whom it is to be served. 


Appendix K., Form No. 1.}—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Form é& issue of originating summons.]}—Scee 
R. 8. C., Ord. LIV., r. 4B, p. 701, ante. 

—— In King’s Bench & Probate, Divorce & 
eget pare Divisions.|—See R. S. C., Ord. LIV., 
r. Ll, infra. 


SEcT. 2..-KING’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE 


AND ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—ORIGINATING SUMMONS— ISSUE, 
Copy FoR FILING, ETC. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r.11. In all cases of applications originating 
in chambers, a summons shall be prepared by the applicant or his 
solicitor, and shall be sealed in the central office, and in Admiralty 
actions in Admiralty registry, and when so sealed shall be 
deemed to be issucd. ‘The person obtaining a summons shall leave 
at the central] office or Admiralty registry, as the case may be, a 
copy thereof, which shall be filed, and stamped in the manner 
required by law. 


Forms—Appendix K., Nos. 14, 18, 1c.}—See 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—JURISDICTION OF MASTERS AND 
REGISTRARS. 


R.8.C., Ord. LIV.,r.12. Inthe King’s Bench Division a Master, 
and in the Probate Divorce and Admiralty Division a Registrar, 
at transact all such business and exercise all such authority and 
jurisdiction in respect of the same as under the Act or these Rules 
may be transacted or exercised by a Judge at chambers, except 
in respect of the following proceedings and matters; that is to 
say :— 

(a) All matters relating to criminal proceedings or to the liberty 

of the subject; 

(5) Granting leave for service out of the jurisdiction of a writ, 

or notice of a writ of summons ; 


(c) Appeals from District Registrars ; 
(2) Prohibitions ; 


(e) Injunctions and other orders under section 45 of the Act 
other than orders for the appointment of receivers by 
way of equitable execution and injunctions so far, and 
so far only, as the same are ancillary or incidental to 
equitable execution and charging orders ; 

(f) Reviewing taxation of costs ; 


(g) Acknowledgments of married women or applications to 
dispense with the concurrence of a husband in a dis- 
position by a married woman. 


Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925, S. 45. 
(1) The High Court may grant a mandamus or an injunction or 
appoint a receiver by an interlocutory order in al] cases in which 
it appears to the court to be just or convenient so to do. 


(2) Any such order may be made either unconditionally or on 
such terms and conditions as the court thinks just. 

(3) If, whether before, or at, or after the hearing of any cause 
or matter, an application is made for an injunction to prevent 
any threatened or apprehended waste or trespass, the injunction 
may be granted, if the court thinks fit, whether the person against 
whom the injunction is sought is or is not in possession under any 
claim of title or otherwise, or (if out of possesion) does or does 
not claim a right to do the act sought to be restrained under any 
colour of title, and whether the estates claimed by both or by either 
of the parties are legal or oquitable. 


§. 61. (1) A judge of the High Court may, subject to rules of 
court, exercise in court or in chambers all or any part of the juris- 
diction vested in the High Court, in all such causes and matters 
and in all such proceedings in any causes or matters as might 
formerly have been heard in court or in chambers respectively 
by a single judge of any of tho courts whose jurisdiction is vested 
in the Court, or as may be directed or authorised to be so 
heard by rules of Court, or by or in pursuance of any Act passed 
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after the commencement of the Act of 1873, and for the time 
being in force. 


Jurisdiction of masters.}—See Courts, Vol. 
XVI., pp. 180, Nos. 855 et seq. ; HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., p. 260, Nos. 2297-2299. 

New Procedure List.}—See R. 8. C., Ord. 
XXXVIIIA., r. 18, Part XCIV., post. 

Exercise by masters of jurisdiction conferred 
upon court or judge—Arbitration Act, 1889, or 
County Courts Act, 1919.]}—See Sub-sect. 3, post. 

Applications for issue of commission to examine 
witnesses—Under County Courts Act, 1919, s. 17.] 
——See Sub-sect. 5, post. 

Applications for set-off—Under County Courts 
Act, 1919, s. 19.]—See Sub-sect. 6, post. 

Reference by master to judge.]—See R. S. C., 
Ord. LIV., r. 20, p. 704, post. 

Appeals from master, etc.}—See HR. S. C., Ord. 
LIV., rr. 21-24, pp. 704 et seq., post. 

Powers of single judge in court & in chambers. ]|— 
See Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1925, 
3s. 61 (1), supra; Courts, Vol. XVI., pp. 177, 
Nos. 829 et seq. 

Appeals from District Registrars.]—-See R. S. C., 
Ord. XXXV., rr. 9-12, p. 529, ante. 

Costs.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27 (25), 
Part LX XXVI., Sect. 28, sub-sect. 15, V., post. 

Acknowledgments of married women. ee, 
now, Law of Property Act, 1925, s. 167, infra. 





SuB-SsECT. 3.—EXERCISE By MASTERS OF JURIS5- 
DICTION CONFERRED UPON COURT BY ARBI- 
TRATION AcT, 1889, AND CouNTY COURTS 
Act, 1919. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r.142a. A Master of the Supreme Court may 
exercise all the jurisdiction and powers conferred upon the Court 
oF a Judge by the Arbitration Act, 1889, or the County Courts Act, 
1919. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—-DISPENSING WITH HUSBAND’S CON- 
CURRENCE IN DISPOSITIONS OF PROPERTY BY 
MARRIED WOMEN. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r.12B. Applications for Orders under 3 & 4 
WIL IV. c. 74, 8. 91, or 20 & 21 Vict. c. 57, 8. 2, to dispense with the 
concurrence of a husband in a disposition of property by a married 
woman, shall be heard by a Judge of the King’s Bench Division 
sitting at chambers, and shall be made in the first instance ex parte, 
but subject to any direction by the Judge as to notice or otherwise. 


Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 187. 
(including a disclaimer) of real or personal po ty or any interest 
therein which a married woman {s under the Fines and Recoveries 
Act, 1833, or the Marricd Women’s Reversionary Interests Act, 
1857, or any other enactment authorised to make by deed acknow- 
ledged in the manner prescribed by any such Act as amended by 
any subsequent enactment, shall, from the date of execution of 
the deed of disposition, be effectual if made by her with the con- 
currence of her husband, but without acknowledgment. 


(2) The separate examination of a married woman shall not 
be necessary as a preliminary to any order of the court directing 
payment or transfer of any money or property to her or in accord- 
ance with her directions. 


(3) Where the court, under any statutory power, dispenses in 
any case with the concurrence of the husband, and the court is 
satisfied that the wife is entitled for her separate use to the property 
to be dealt with, the court may by the order declare that the dis- 
patties shall have the same effect as if the husband had concurred 

herein and had disposed of his rights and interests, and the dis- 
position by the wife alone shall take effect accordingly without 
acknowledgment, 

(4) This section applies only to deeds executed and orders made 
after the commencement of this Act, and does not render necessary 
the concurrence of a husband tn any deed where such concurrence 
would not have been requisite if this section had not been passed. 


(1) Every disposition 
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, 2.—King’s Bench and Probate, Divorce and 
Admiralty Divisions: Sub-secis. 5 & 6, A., 
B. & C.¢ sub-sects. 7, 8,9 & 10, A. & B.) 


SUB-SECT. 5.—APPLICATION FOR IssUE OF COM- 
MISSION, ETC., TO EXAMINE WITNESSES UNDER 
County Courts Act, 1919, s. 17. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 120. An application under section 17 of 
the County Courts Act, 1919, for the issue of a commission, request 
or order to examine witnesses abroad for the purposes of an action 
or matter in a County Court may be made to a Master at Chambers 
in the King’s Bench Division by summons. Such summons shall 
be intituled “In the High Court of Justice, King’s Bench Division,”’ 
and ‘In the matter of an action (or matter) depending in the 
County Court of (naming the district) holden 
at (naming the place) between plaintitf 
defendant (or as the cuse may be).”’ 


See R. S. C., Ord. 


and 


Appeal from order made.] 
LIV., r. 128, infra. 





SUB-SECT. 6.—APPLICATIONS FOR SET-OFF UNDER 
CountTy Courts Act, 1919. 


A. The Application. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 12D. 
i} yudgment or an order In a» County Court against another person, 
and that other person has obtained a judgment or order against the 
first-mentioned person in the High Court, any application under 
rection 19 of the County Courts Act, 1919, for leave to set off any 
sums or costs payable under the several judgments or ordcrs shall 
be made to a Master in Chambers by a summons intituled ‘‘ In the 
High Court of Justice (naming the Dirision) Division,’’ 
and “In the matter of (naming the sereral Courts 
and the actions or matters in which the judgments or orders were 
obtained or made).”’ 


(i) Where one person has obtained 


B. Notice of Intended Application to County Court 
Registrar—Stay of Execution. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r.12p. (ii) The applicant shall give notice 
in writing of his intended application to the Registrar of the 
County Court in which the judgment or order of the County Court 
sought to be set off or against which the set off is sought was 
obtained or made. Such notice may be given by being sent by a 
prepaid post letter addressed to the Registrar ot the County Court. 

Gii) The Registrar of the County Court shall, on notice of the 
application being received by him, stay execution on the judgment 
or order obtained in the County Court, and retuin any money paid 
into Court under any execution or order in either of the actions or 
matters to abide the event of the application. 


C’. Order made on Application. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r.12D. (iv) The order made on the a atu 
tion shall direct how any money paid into either Court is to be 
dealt with, and a copy of the order shall be sent by post by the head 
clerk of the Summons and Order Department to the Registrar of 
the County Court in which the judgment or order was obtained, 
who shall deal with the judgment or order obtained in that Court, 
and with any money paid into that Court in accordance with the 
directions contained in the order. 

(v) Where any sums are ordered to be set off satisfaction shall 
be entered for the same, and execution or other process shall issue 
only in respect of the balance (if any) remaining payable from the 
Court under the judgment or order of which the balance is payable. 


Appeals from order.|—See R. S. C., Ord. LIV., 
r. 12E, infra. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—APPEALS FROM ORDERS MADE ON 
APPLICATIONS UNDER CouNTY Courts ACT, 
1919, ss. 17 AND 19. 

R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 12E. Any order made on an application 
made under either of the two eedte rules shall be subject to the 


paar right of appeal as any other order made in an action, cause, or 
matter. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—REFERENCE BY MASTER TO JUDGE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIV., r. 20. If any matter appears to the Master 
proper for the decision of a J udge the Mastcr may refcr the same to 


PRACTICE. 


a Judge, and the Judge may either dispose of the matter or refer 
ne same back to the Master with such directions as he may think 


SuUB.SECT. 9.—POWER OF JUDGE IN CHAMBERS 
To DiIrREcT HEARING IN COURT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 22. In the King’s Bench Division the 
Judge in Chambers if he thinks it desirable that any summons, 
appeal or application owing to its importance or the length of the 
time likely to be occupied or for any other reason should be heard 
in Court may direct that the same be so heard or may adjourn the 
same to be so heard. Provided that any decision in Court on any 
such summons, appeal or application shall bo decmed to be a 
decision at Chambers. 


2992. Effect of adjournment into court—Ad- 
mission of Press.}—When a judge adjourns a 
chambers summons into court under R. S. C., Ord. 
LIV., r. 22, & does not direct that it is to be heard 
in court as chambers, the matter is in court for 
all purposes & is open to the Press.—HARDIE & 
LANE v. CHILTERN (1927), 96 L. J. K. B. 773; 48 
T. L. R. 477; on appeal, [1928] 1 K. B. 6638, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 10.—APPEAL FROM ORDER OR 
DECISION OF MASTER. 


a1. Order or Decision on Ex parte Application or 
Summons. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 21. Any person affected by any order or 
decision of a Master may, except in the cases provided for in 
rule 22a, appeal therefrom to a Judge at chambers. Such appeal 
shall be by notice in writing to attend before the Judge without a 
fresh summons, within five days after the decision complained of, 
or such further time as may be allowed by a Judge or Master, 
Unless otherwise ordered there shall be at least one clear day 
between service of the notice of appeal and the day of hearing. An 
uppeal from the decision of a Master shall be no stay of proceedings 
unless so ordered by the Judge or Master. 


Jurisdiction of single judge—Meaning of 
‘*chambers,’’ ‘‘court,’? ‘‘ judge,’’ etc.J|—~Sce 
Courts, Vol. XVI., pp. 177, Nos. 829 et seq. 

Summary decisions in interpleader proceedings. | 
—See INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXIX., pp. 493-494, 
Nos. 444-446. 

Taxation of sheriff’s fees.J—Sece ExEcuTION, 
Vol. XXI., p. 613, Nos. 2015, 2016. 

2993. Appeal from order as to costs.J—T'he 
enactment in Judicature Act, 1873, s. 49 [see, now, 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1925, 
s. 31 (1) (h)], that no order by the High Court 
or any judge thereof as to costs only which by law 
are left to the discretion of the court shall be subject 
to any appeal, does not apply to the order of a 
master or District Registrar, & therefore a judge of 
such court has power to vary as to costs an order 
of a District Registrar dismissing the action without 
eee v. EDWARDS (1879), 48 L. J. Q. B. 

67. 

See, also, Part LX XXVI., Sect. 28, sub-sect. 15, 
LL. (b), post. 

2994. Master acting as persona designata— 
Amount of security—-Leave to defend under 
R. S. C., Ord. XIV., r. 6.]—Where under Ord. 
XIV., r. 6, leave to defend an action is given to the 
deft., on giving security for the amount claimed 
to the satisfaction of a master, there is no appeal 
from the decision of the master with regard to the 
sufficiency of the security tendered. 

I... wish to add a word or two as to the 
argument which has been based upon Ord. LIV., 
r.21. It is said that in the present case there was 
a “ decision’ of a master, & therefore there must 
be a right of appeal. That argument really begs 








Part LXV.—APPLICATIONS AND PROCEEDINGS AT CHAMBERS. 


the question, for it assumes that, in deciding 
whether the security was sufficient, the master 
was acting in the exercise of his jurisdiction as 
master & not as persona designata (COZENS-HARDY, 
L.J.).—-HOARE & Co. v. MORSHEAD, [1903] 2 K. B. 
369; 72 L. J. K. B. 724; 891. T. 125; 52 W. R. 
87; 19 T. L. R. 6382; 47 Sol. Jo. 689, C. A. 

2995. Order by Registrar of Probate Division. ]—— 
The time for appealing from an order made by a 
registrar of the Probate Division is the same as 
that limited by Ord. LIV., r. 21, for appealing from 
an order of a master, although a registrar is not 
mentioned in that rule.—Jn the goods of Patrick 
(1889), 14 P. D. 42; 68 L. J. P. 36; 60 L. T. 
348; 37 W. R. 893; 5 T. L. R. 302, C. A. 

2996. Notice for attendance within prescribed 
period.]—In order that an appeal from a master 
to a judge at chambers may be in time, it is not 
sufficient that the appeal summons should be taken 
out within the prescribed period from the master’s 
decision, but it must be made returnable within 
that period.—BELL v. NortrH STAFFORDSHIRE 
Ry. Co. (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 205; 48 L. J. Q. B. 513 ; 
27 W. R. 263. 

2997. Extension of time for appealing. |—-By the 
combined operation of Ord. LVI., r. 4, and Ord. 
LVII., r. 6 [see, now, R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 21, 
p. 704, ante; Ord. LXIV., r. 7, Part LX XXV., 
Sect. 6, post], the court or a judge has power to 
enlarge the time limited by an order of a master for 
doing an act, even after the expiration of the time 
so limited & the lapse of the four days’ time for 
appealing, where the justice of the case requires 1t. 
On March 25 a master made an order dismissing 
an action for want of prosecution unless an affidavit 
in answer to interrogatories was filed on the 3Ist. 
The affidavit was not filed on that day ; but on the 
day following, @ summons was taken out “ for 
further time to answer the interrogatories ’’ :—Held : 
it was still competent to the court or a judge to 
enlarge the time for moving to set aside or vary 

.the order of March 26.— BuRKE v. ROONEY (14879), 
4C.P. D. 226; 48 L. J. Q. B. 601; 48 J. P. 750; 
27 W. R. O15. 

2998. -J—Within the prescribed period 
from the decision of a master at chambers, an 
appeal summons was taken out & made returnable 
at a date after the expiration of the four days, but on 
the first day when any judge would sit at chambers: 
—Held: under the circumstances, the time might 
be enlarged under Ord. LVIL., r. 6 [see, 200, R.S.C., 
Ord. LXIV., r. 7, Part LXXXV., Sect. 6, post], 
& that no summons for that purpose was necessary. 
—GIBBONS v. LONDON FINANCIAL ASSOCN. (1879), 
4C.P. D. 263; 48 L. J. Q. B. 514; 27 W. RB. 619. 

2999. —-—.|—A judge has jurisdiction under 
Ord. LVII., r. 6 [see, now, R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., 
r. 7, Pat LXXXV., Sect. 6, post], to enlarge the 
time for appealing against an order dismissing the 
action for want of prosecution, even after the order 
has taken effect & the action has therefore become 
dismissed ; & he has also jurisdiction when be has 
so enlarged the time for appealing to vary or amend 
the order dismissing the action, & in the exercise 
of such jurisdiction his discretion is not limited or 
jixed by any arbitrary rules.—CARTER v. STUBBS 
(1880), 6 Q. B. D. 116; 50 L. J. Q. B. 161; 43 
L. T. 746; 29 W. R. 182, C. A. 

3000. Costs of appeal—Not recoverable as costs 
in the cause.|—On an appeal to a judge from an 
order of a master, if the judge makes no order about 
the costs they will not be costs in the cause, &, 
therefore, the party finally successful in the cause 
will not be entitled to them.—MANN v. HARBORD 
(1869), L. R. 56 Exch. 17; 39 L. J. Ex. 27; 21 
L. T. 486, 641; 18 W. R. 146. 


P.P.—23 
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B. Order, eic., on Trial, Reference of Action, Assess- 
ment of Damages, Interpleader, or Garnishee 
Matter or Issue. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIV., vr. 224. (1) There shall be a right of appeal 
from any finding, decision, order or judgment arrived at, made, 
given, directed or entered by any Master of the King’s Bench 
Division on the hearing or determination by him of 


(a) Any trial or reference of any action, cause, issue or matter 
(inchiding triala directed under Order XIV., Rule 7), or 
any assessment of damages and whether by consent or 
otherwise, or 


(v) Any interpleader or garnishee matter or issue, whether by 
way of summary decision or adjournment of the inter- 
leader or garnishee summons or order nist or on an 
asue directed or otherwise, and whether by consent or 
otherwise. 


(2) Such appeal shall be to a Divisional Court by notice of 
motion. The notice shall be in writing, and shall state whether 
the whole or any, and if so what part only of the finding, decision, 
order or judgment is appealed from, and shall state concisely the 
grounds of the appeal. 


(3) The notice shall be a seven davs’ notice, and shall be served 
and the appeal entered in the Crown Office within 21 days after 
the finding, decision, order or judgment appealed from, unless 
such time shall be eatended by the Master or the Court or a Judge. 


(4) Such mee lr shall be no stay of proceedings unless the 
Master or the Court or a Judge shall otherwise order. 


(5) In this rulo Master shall include a District Registrar. 


8001. Right of appeal to Divisional Court— 
Nature of appeal. |—Ord. LIV., r. 224, gives a right 
of appeal to the Divisional Court from the decision 
of a master of the King’s Bench Division on the 
trial or reference to him of any action, cause, 
matter or issue. The appeal given by this rule is 
an appeal in the fullest sense of the term. It is 
not a limited appeal like an appeal from a county 
court, but it is an appeal in which the Divisional 
Court has power to review the facts as well as the 
law, subject to the principles laid down by the 
Court of Appeal in dealing with questions of 
fact.—ScotTT v. WALLEY (1922), 38 T. L. R. 525 ; 
66 Sol. Jo. 539. 

3002. Action referred under R. S. C., Ord. 
XIV., r. 7.J—Where an action is referred to a 
master under Ord. XIV., r. 7, an appeal does not 
lie from his decision direct to the Court of Appeal. 
Quere: whether in such a case on appeal will lic 
to the Divisional Court.—FRASER v. FRASER 
(No. 1), [1904] 1 K. B. 56; 73 1. J. K. B. 6B; 89 





lL. T. 491; 52 W. R. 147; 20 T. L. R. 545 48 
Sol. Jo. 67, CM. A. 
3003. -|—When under Ord. XIV., r. 7, 








an action is, with the consent of the parties, 
ordered to be referred to a master, an appeal lies 
from his decision tu a Divisional Court.—FRASER 
v. FRASER (No. 2), [1905] 1 K. B. 368; 74 L. J. K. 3B. 
183; 92 L. T. 341; 53 W. R. 310; 21 T. L. R. 
186; 49 Sol. Jo. 2038, C. A. 

See, now, R.S. C., Ord. LIV., vr. 224, supra. 

3004. Assessment of damages.|—In a case 
where there had been a reference of the amount of 
damages to a master under Ord. XXXVI., r. 57, 
& notice of appeal to the Court of Appeal against 
his assessment of the damages had been given, 
the Court of Appeal were of opinion that an appeal 
lay from his assessment of the damages to that 
court direct, &, therefore, gave leave to enter the 
appeal.— DUNLOP PNEUMATIC TYRE Co., LTD. v. 

EW GARAGE & Moror Co., Lrp., [1913] 2 kK. B. 
207; 82 L. J. K. B. 605; 108 L. T. 361; 29 
T. L. R. 344; 57 Sol. Jo. 357, C. A. 

See, now, R. 8S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 224, supra. 

Garnishee proceedings.|—See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 634, 641, Nos. 2156, 2212, & R.S.C., 
Ord. LIV., vr. 224, supra. 
Interpleader issue.|—-See INTERPLEADER, 
Vol. XXIX., p. 494, Nos. 447, 448. 
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Sect. 2.—Hing’s Bench and Probale, Divorce and 
Admirally Divisions : Sub-sect. 11.] 


SUB-sSECT. 11.—APPEALS FROM JUDGE AT 
YHAMBERS IN KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 23. In the King’s Bench Division, except 
fo matters of practice and procedure, the appeal from a decision 
of a Judge at Chambers shall be to a Divisional Court. 


Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolicaticn) Act, 1925, s. 31. 
(3) In matters of practice and procedure every appeal from a 
judge shall be to the Court of Appeal. 


$8. 62. Subject to the provisions of this Act with respect to 
appeals in matters of practice and procedure, cvery order made by 
a judge of the High Court in chambers, except orders as to costs 
only which by law are left to the discretion of the court, may 
be set aside or discharged upon notice by any divisional court, 
or by the judge sitting in court, according to the practice of the 
Division to which the cause or matter in which the ordcr was 
made is assigned. 

[New Procedure List, see K. S. C., Ord. XXXVIILIA., rr. 8 (5), 
13 (3), Part XCIV., post.] 


8005. “‘ Matters of practice & procedure ’’—Steps 
in the action—& matters in connection with the 
action.]—-YONGE v. TOYNBEE, No. 3012, post. 

3006. Decision by judge by whom case 
tried—-As to mode of carrying out judgment— 
Final Judgment.]—Defts. having been held by the 
House of Lords entitled to a lease, the judge who 
heard the case settled in chambers the persons 
to whom the Jeave should be granted :—Held: 
this was part of his final judgment & an appeal lay 
to the Court of Appeal.—JAMEsS v. PLUMMER, 
DAviss, ETC. (1893), 9 T. L. R. 306. 

3007. - — Order on summons to take out 
execution.]|—In Aug. 1893, Messrs. W. & IF. 
recovered judgment against P. for £243, part of 
which sum was paid, & F. purported to have settled 
the balance by accepting £32 in cash & a picture. 
This, it was alleged, he did collusively with the 
debtor, & W. considered that such satisfaction 
was not binding on him, & that he was still entitled 
to issue execution for the remainder. No entry 
of satisfaction had been made, but I’. had signed 
the certificate acknowledging satisfaction. In 
opposition to an appeal brought ayainst the 
decision of the Lord Chief Justice, sitting at 
chambers, who decided that execution could not 
issuc, the preliminary objection was taken that the 
appeal should have been made to the Court of 
Appeal, & not to the Divisional Court :—Held : 
the matter being one of “ practice & procedure ”’ 
the case should be argued before the Court of 
Appeal.—WILsoN v. PARKER (1894), 39 Sol. Jo. 
180. 

8008. —---- Matters in relation to solicitors— 
Taxation of bill of costs—Summons to review. ]— 
A summons to review the taxation of a solicitor’s 
bill of costs is a ‘‘ matter of practice & procedure ”’ 
within Judicature Act, 1894, & an appeal from the 
judge in chambers lies to the Court of Appeal & not 
to the Divisional Court.—Re Oppy, [1895] 1 Q. B. 
392; 641L. J. Q. B. 123; 71 L. T. 861; 43 W. R. 
363; 39 Sol. Jo. 1383; 14 KR. 387, C. A. 

3009. Appeal from order for 
taxation.]—Where a solicitor delivers to his client 
a bill of costs for work done in the conduct of an 
action, an order made by a judge at chambers for 
the taxation of the bill is a ‘‘ matter of practice 
& procedure,” & an appeal from such an order lies 
direct to the Court of Appeal. 

If an order is made in a matter of practice & 
procedure, the appeal from it lies to this court 
notwithstanding that the order is a final order 
(SCRUTTON, L.J.).—-Re WINGFIELDS, 
a 112; 92 lL. J. K. B. 781; 129 L. T. 522, 














[1923] 2. 


PRACTICE. 


8010. ——— ———- Order directing solicitor to pay 
money.]—<An appeal will not lie direct to the Court 
of Appeal against an order of a judge at chambers 
made upon an originating summon & directing 
deft., a solicitor, to pay to the p.tf. a sum of 
money specified in the summons, the matter not 
being one of parey & procedure within Judica- 
ture Act, 1894, s. 1 (4). 

Such an order is a final, & not an interlocutory, 
order.—Re MARCHANT, La p. FRARY (FRAREY), 
[1908] 1 K. B. 998; 77 L. J. K. B. 695; 98 L. T. 
$23; 24 T. L. R. 375; 52 Sol. Jo. 316, C. A. 

8011. Attachment on non-pay- 
ment.}—A writ was issued by a firm of solicitors, 
H. & C., purporting to act for the pltf. Pltf. got 
this writ set aside & the action stayed on the 
ground that he had not authorised the issue of the 
writ, & the solcitors, H. & C., were ordered to pay 
pitf.’s costs. An appeal against this order was 
dismissed with costs against H. & C. The costs 
not having been paid, pltf. applied for a writ of 
attachment against H., who alleged that he was not 
a partner with C. A judge at chambers made an 
order that pltf. should be at liberty to issue a writ 
of attachment against H. on the ground that he 
being a solicitor had not complied with the orders 
for the payment of the costs by the firm. Against 
this order H. appealed to the Divisional Court :— 
Held: (onthe authority of Re Marchant, No. 3010, 
ante) the appeal was not a matter of practice & 
procedure, & that it was rightly brought to the 
Divisional Court.—-HAxBYy v. WooD ADVERTISING 
AGENCY, Lrp. (1913), 109 L. T. 946. 

8012. -- —- ——— Master’s order refusing to order 
solicitor to pay costs—Appeal from order affirming 
master’s order. |—Soliciturs were instructed by a 
client to conduct his defence to an action which 
was then threatened & was afterwards commenced 
against him. Before the commencement of the 
action the client became, & was certilied as being, 
of unsound mind. In ignorance of his unsound- 
ness of mind, & of his having been so certified, 
the solicitors entered an appearance for him in 
the action, & delivered a defence, to which pltf. 
replied, & other interlocutory proceedings took 
place in the action. Subsequently, the action not 
having come to trial, pltf.’s solicitor was informed 
that deft. had been certified as being of unsound 
mind; & an application was made on behalf of 
pltf. at chambers for an order that the appearance 
& all subsequent proceedings in the action should 
be struck out, & that the solicitors who had assumed 
to act for deft. should be ordered personally to pay 
pltf.’s costs of the action up to date, on the ground 
that they had so acted without authority. The 
master made an order that the appearance & 
subsequent proceedings in the action should be 
struck out, but refused to make an order for pay- 
ment of pltf.’s costs by the solicitors personally, 
which refusal was on appeal affirmed by the judge 
at chambers. Pltf. having appealed to the 
Court of Appeal:—Held: the appeal was on a 
matter of practice & procedure within the meaning 
of the Judicature Act, 1894, s. 1 (4), &, therefore, 
the appeal lay direct to the Court of Appeal & 
not to the Divisional Court. 

The expression ‘‘ practice & procedure ”’ is not 
confined to steps in the action itself, but covers 
also matters in connection with the action 
(BUCKLEY, L.J.).—YONGE v. TOYNBEE, [1910] 1 
K. B. 215; 79 L. J. K. B. 208; 102 L. T. 57; 
26 T. L. R. 211, C. A. 

8013. ———- —-— Agreements as to solicitor’s 
remuneration & delivery of bill—Setting aside. ]— 
Where a summons is taken out at chambers, 











under sect. 8 of the Attorneys & Solicitors Act, 


Part LXV.—APPLICATIONS AND PROCEEDINGS AT CHAMBERS. 


1870, to set aside two agreements with regard to 
payment for a solicitor’s services, & for delivery 
of a bill of costs, the matter is not one of “ practice 
& procedure ’’ within the meaning of Judicature 
Act, 1894, s. 1 (4), & the appeal from the order 
of a judge at chambers lies to the Divisional Court, 
& not direct to the Court of Appeal.—Ie Jackson, 
[1915] 1 K. B. 371; 84 L. J. K. B. 548; 112 
L. T. 396; 31 T. L. R. 109; 59 Sol. Jo. 272, D. C. 

3014. ——— Service out of jurisdiction—Appeal 
from ex parte order granting leave.]—An applica- 
tion to set aside an ex parte order made by a 
judge at chambers granting leave under Ord. XI. 
to serve a writ of summons out of the jurisdiction, 
must be made to the judge ir chambers & not to 
the Divisional Court or to the Court of Appeal. 
Such an application is a matter of practice & 
procedure within the meaning of sect. 4 of the 
Judicature (Procedure) Act, 1894, & an appeal 
from the decision of the judge granting or refusing 
the application lies to the Court of Appeal with the 
leave of the judge or of the Court of Appeal.— 
Buack v. Dawson, [1895] 1 Q. B. 848; 64 
L. J. Q. B. 464; 72 L. T. 525; 48 W. RR. 435; 
11 T. L. R. 329; 389 Sol. Jo. 380; 14 R. 350, C. A. 

3015. ——— Application at chambers for interim 
inJunction—Appeal from refusal to grant.]—An 
appeal from the refusal of a judge in chambers 
to grant an interlocutory injunction is an appeal 
in a matter of “ practice & procedure ’”’ within 
Judicature Act, 1894, s. 1 (4), & should be to the 
Court of Appeal.—McLaru v. UNIVERSAL STOCK 
EXCHANGE, [1895] 2 Q. B. 81; 64 1. J. Q. B. 498 ; 
72 iL. T. 602; 43 W. R. 464; 11 T. 1. R. 409; 
39 Sol. Jo. 471; 15 KR. 459. 

3016. ——-- Master’s order making garnishee 
order absolute--Appeal from order affirming 
master’s decision.|—An appeal from an order of 
the judge at chambers affirming an order of the 
master making absolute a garnishee order is a 
matter of practice & procedure within Judicature 
Act, 1894, s. 1 (4), & the appeal therefore lies to 
the Court of Appeal, & not to the Divisional 
Court.—HOcKLEY v. ANSAH (1896), 44 W. BR. 666 ; 
12'T. L. R. 490; 40 Sol. Jo. 622, D.C. 

3017. --—— Leave to enter final judgment under 
R. S. C., Ord. XIV—Appeal against order granting 
leave.|—An appeal against an order of a judge at 
chambers giving leave to pltfs. to enter final 
judgment under Ord. AIV., rv. 1, is an appeal in 
a “matter of practice & procedure ’’ within the 
meaning of Judicature Act, 1804, s. 1 (4), which 
must be brought to the Court of Appeal.—CANNOoN 
BREWERY Co. v. GILBY (1896), 75 L. TY. 407. 

3018. - Arbitration—Proceedings to revoke 
submission. |—Proceedings to revoke a submission 
to arbitration commenced by originating summons 
are “matters of practice & procedure’ within 
Judicature Act, 1894, s. 1 (4), & any appeal from 
the judge in chambers must be to the Court of 
Appeal.—Re PORTLAND URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL 
& Tirtey & Co., [1896] 2 Q. B. 98; 65 L. J. Q. B. 
oe ; 741L. 'T. 703; 12 T. L. R. 427; 40 Sol. Jo. 

16. 

3019. — - —— -———.]—An appeal from a 
judge at chambers refusing leave to revoke a 
submission to arbitration is in a matter of practice 
é& procedure, & therefore lies to the Court of 
Appeal & not to a Divisional Court.—SIMBRo 
TRADING Co., Lrp. v. POSOGRAPH (PARENT) 
Corpn., Lrn., [1929] 2 K. B. 266; 98 L. J. K. B. 
631; 141 L. T. 395; 73 Sol. Jo. 384, C. A. 

8020. --—— - Order directing arbitrator to 
state case pending arbitration.|—An appeal will 
not lie direct to the Court of Appeal against an 
order of a judge at chambers directing an arbitrator 
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to state a case pending an arbitration, the matter 
not being one of practice & procedure within the 
meaning of Judicature Act, 1894, s. 1 (4).— 
Re FRERE & STAVELEY TAYLOR & Co. & NORTH 
SHORE MiLu Co., Lrp., [1905] 1 K. B. 366; 74 
L. J. K. B. 208; 92 L. T. 194; 53 W. R. 242; 
21'T. L. BR. 188; 49 Sol. Jo. 221, C. A. 

3021. -——- —-—— Order on application to enforce 
award.]—An appeal from an order of a judge at 
chambers upon an application to enforce an award 
on a submission to arbitration under the Arbitra- 
tion Act, 1889, is an appeal in a matter of “ practice 
& procedure ”’ within the meaning of Judicature 
Act, 1804, s. 1 (4).—te CoLMANn & Watson, [1908] 
1K. B.47; 771. J. K. B. 121; 97 L. T. 857; 24 
T. L. R. 39; 52 Sol. Jo. 28, C. A. 

3022. No cause or matter pending in 
High Court—Appointment of arbitrator.|—A con- 
tract for the sale of goods stated that in all disputes 
that might arise out of it all the parties expressly 
agreed to submit the same to arbitration. The 
contract was signed by the purchasers. The 
vendors purported to sell through the agency of 
brokers, & the contract was signed by the brokers 
‘“by the authority of our principals as agents.”’ 
A dispute arose out of the contract owing to non- 
delivery of the goods or some of them. The 
purchasers called upon the brokers to appoint 
an arbitrator. The brokers refused to do so on 
the ground that they as mere agents were not 
parties to the submission to arbitration. 

On the application of the purchasers an order 
was made by a district registrar for the appoint- 
ment of an arbitrator. On appeal to a judge at 
chambers that order was discharged. ‘The pur- 
chasers appealed to a Divisional Court :—Held : 
as there was no cause or matter pending in the 
High Court, the appeal was not in a matter of 
practice & procedure within the meaning of Ord. 
L1V., r. 23, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, & 
therefore the appeal lay to a Divisional Court 
& not to the Court of Appeal.—MILLER, GiBB & 
Co. v. Smirno & TyrRER, Lrp., [1916] 1 K. B. 
419; 8&5 lL. J. WwW. B. 627; 114 L. T. 562; 60 
Sol. Jo. 514. 

3023. .J--A contract for 
the sale of goods was entered into between B., 
the seller, & R. of London who, so far as appeared 
from the contract, were the buyers. The contract 
contained an arbitration clause. The goods 
delivered in pursuance of the contract were 
despatched to a foreign firm, who complained of 
their quality. Thereupon the foreign firm & R., 
who said they had merely acted as agents for that 
firm, claimed to have the dispute as to the quality 
of the goods submitted to arbitration. B., while 
willing to go to arbitration as between himself & 
R., refused to assent to an arbitration to which 
the forcign firm were parties, maintaining that 
he had sold to lt. as principals. Nt. & the foreign 
firm then took out a summons for the appoint- 
ment of an arbitrator pursuant to sect. 5 of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889. The judge in chambers 
having made an order for the appointment of an 
arbitrator, B. appealed to the Divisional Court :— 
Held: it being in dispute whether there was a 
submission between B. on the one hand & R. & the 
foreign firm on the other, there was no ‘‘ matter ”’ 
pending in the High Court as between those 
parties; that therefore the appeal was not in 
a matter of practice & procedure within Ord. LIV., 
r. 23, &, consequently, that it lay not to the Court 
of Appeal, but to the Divisional Court.—RICHARD- 
SONS & BRADLEY & Co. v. BERNHARD, [1925] 2 
K. B. 121; 94 L. J. K. B. 691; 133 L. T. 234, 
D.C. 
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Sect. 2.—King’s Bench and Probate, Divorce and 
Admiralty Divisions: Sub-sects. 11, 12 & 18. 
Part LXVI.] 


8024. —— Prohibition to restrain inferlor court 
from exceeding jurisdiction.}—An application to a 
judge at chambers for a prohibition to restrain 
an inferior court from exceeding its jurisdiction is 
not a matter of practice & procedure within the 
meaning of Judicature Act, 1894, s. 1 (4), & an 
appeal lies to the Divisional Court & not, in the 
first instance, to the Court of Appeal._-WATSON v. 
PETTs, [1899] 1 Q. B. 54; 67 L. J. Q. B. 970; 79 
L. T. 330; 47 W. R. 68; 15 T. L. R. 31; 438 Sol. 





Jo. 27, C. A.; subsequent proceedings, [1899] 
1 Q. B. 430. 
3025. ——.]}—A writ of prohibition to a 


county court, not being a matter of ‘‘ practice & 
procedure,”’ leave to appeal against a refusal of a 
judge at chambers to make such an order is no 
longer required.—MoORrTON v. EMANUEL (1898), 43 
Sol. Jo. 97, D. C. 

3026. Compensation under Lands Clauses 
Act—Application for trial in High Court.J—-An 
application to a judge in chambers, under Regula- 
tion of Railways Act, 1868, s. 41, for an order that 
the question arising on a case of compensation 
under Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 18465, 
should be tried in the High Court, is not a matter 
of practice & procedure within the meaning of 
Judicature Act, 1894, s. 1 (4), & an appeal from 
an order made on such an application lies to the 
Divisional Court.—LONG v. GREAT NORTHERN 
& Ciry Ry. Co., [1902] 1 K. B. 818; 71 L. J. 
K. B. 598; sub nom. Re GREAT NORTHERN & 
Ciry Ry. Co., 86 L. T. 440; 50 W. R. 402; 18 
T. L. R. 478, C. A. 








3027. ——— Final order.|—Re WINGFIELDS, No. 
3008, ane. 
3028. Judge should either make or refuse 





order—Leave to appeal.|—On the hearing of any 
summons at chambers, with regard to which the 
appeal under the Judicature Act, 1894, s. 1, lies 
direct from the judge tow the Court of Appeal, 
the proper practice is for the judge either to make 
an order on the summons or to refuse to make any 
order, giving leave tw appeal, if necessary, where he 
thinks fit to do so. He cannot refer the summons 
either to the Court of Appeal or to the Divisional 
Court.—HoopD-Barrs v. CATHCART (1895), 64 
L. J. Q. B. 352; 72 L. T. 184; 11 T. L. R. 248; 
39 Sol. Jo. 282; 14 R. 224, n., C. A. 

3029. Extension of time for appealing to Court 
of Appeal—Judge at chambers cannot make 
order.}—A judge at chambers cannot make an 
order extending the time for appealing to the Court 
of Appeal, & an order so made is of no effect.— 
SELLAR v. BriaguT (CHARLES) & Co., Lrw., [1904] 
2K. B. 446; 73 L. J. K. B. 6483; 91 L. T.9; 652 
W. R. 563; 20 T. L. R. 586; 48 Sol. Jo. 571, C. A. 


SUB-sECT. 12.—APPEALS FROM CHAMBERS TO BE 
BY MOTION WITHIN E1a@HT Days. 


_ RS. C., Ord. LIV.,r.24. In the King’s Bench Division, except 
In Matters of practice aud procedure, every appeal to the Court 
from any decision at chambers shall be by motion, and shall be 
made within eight days after the decision appealed against, or if 
no Court to which such eppeal can be made shall sit within such 
eight spe then on the first day on which any such Court may be 
sitting after the expiration of such cight days. 


8030. No court sitting within eight days—No 
court to which application for time can be made. ]— 
An order having been made in chambers on 


PRACTICE. 


June 20, deft., on the 24th, gave notice of appeal 
to a Divisional Court for Saturday, the 28th. The 
court sat on the 26th to hear motions, & was 
sitting on the 28th, but not for the purpose of 
hearing motions. Deft. brought forward his 
motion on the 30th, being the next day on which 
the court sat to hear motions :—Held: the appeal 
motion was out of time, since a court to which an 
application to enlarge the time could be made had 
been sitting within the eight days. 

The argument for appellant goes too far. The 
court actually was sitting for the purpose of hear- 
ing motions within the eight days. he addition 
to the rule was made, as I think, because it was 
possible that an order might be made by a judge 
at chambers, & no Divisional Court might be 
sitting within the eight days, so that the party 
might, under the original rule, lose his right of 
appeal, although he had no opportunity either of 
moving or of applying for an extension of time. 
1 think the addition to the rule was only intended 
to give relief where no court was sitting to which 
an application for time could be made (BRETT, 
L.J.).—STIRLING v. Du Barry (1879), 5 Q. B. D. 
65, 66; 28 W. R. 405, C. A. 

8081. ———- Order made in vacation—Enlarge- 
ment of time.]—By one of the general orders of 
the Judicature Act, 1875, eight days only were 
given for an appeal to the Divisional Court against 
an order made by a judge at chambers :—Jleld: 
that limitation of time did not affect the right 
to appeal against an order made in vacation at 
chambers, when no Divisional Court would be 
sitting within the eight days. The time for 
appealing against such an order ought, almost as 
a matter of course, to be enlarged. 

Where an order had been made at chambers 
& the eight days had, under such circumstances, 
expired without an appeal to the Divisional 
Court, the fact that an execution had in the mean- 
time issued, made no difference in the matter.— 
WALLINGFORD v. MUTUAL SocTtETy (1880), 5 
App. Cas. 685; 50 L. J. Q. B. 49; 43 L. T. 258 ; 
29 W. RK. 81, H. L. 

3032. Rule applicable in Long Vacation—-When 
no court sitting. |}—Notice of appeal from. chainbers 
to a Divisional Court must be given within the eight 
days mentioned in Ord. LIV., r. 24, for the hearing 
of the motion, even in the Long Vacation when no 
court is sitting.—HoBss v. Mmap (1888), 53 J. P. 
40 





3033. Notice of motion must be given within 
five days—Hearing within eight days of date of 
decision—Or on earliest day after eighth if no 
court sitting.J}—Notice of motion by way of 
appeal from a decision at chambers must be given 
not later than the fifth day from the decision 
appealed against. The motion will then come on 
for hearing on the eighth day after the decision, 
or, if there is no court sitting on that day, on the 
earliest day after the eighth day on which there 
is a court sitting.—-STEEDMAN v. Hakim (1888), 
22 Q. B.D. 16; 58L.J.Q. B. 57; 59 L. T. 607; 
37 W. RK. 208; 5 T. L. R. 24, C. A. 

30384. Where last day falls on Sunday—Service 
of notice on Monday out of time.]—In calculating 
the time within which to serve notice of motion 
by way of appeal from an order of a judge at 
chambers, Sunday cannot be excluded; so that 
when the last day on which notice of motion could 
be served was a Sunday & notice of motion was 
not given until the Monday, it was held that the 
notice was out of time.— ON v. HEIGHWEY 
(1890), 54 J. P. 520, D.C. 

3035. Notice for day not in sittings.}—A notice 
of appeal by motion from the order of a judge in 


Part LXVI.—ConstrRuctTION OF WRITTEN INSTRUMENTS. 


chambers to a Divisional Court is bad if the day 
for which it is given falls at a time when no court 
could by any possibility be sitting. —MAULLIN v. 
RoceErs (1886), 65 L. J. Q. B. 377; 55 L. T. 121; 
34 W. R. 592; 2T. L. R. 647. 

3036. -}—A notice of motion was given for 
a day not in the sittings of the court :—Held: 
the notice was good.—Re CouLTON, HAMIING v. 
ExvLiotr (1886), 34 Ch. D. 22; 56 L. J. Ch. 312; 
565 L. T. 464; 35 W. R. 49, C. A. 

30387. Amendment.}—A notice of motion 
having been given for a day not in the sittings, 
the court amended the notice in this respect.— 
WILLIAMS v. DE BOINVILLE (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 
180; 564 L. T. 732; 34 W. R. 702. 

3038. Party intending to appeal need not wait 
until order drawn up.|—In appealing from a judge 
at chambers, it is not necessary to wait until 
the order has been drawn up by the party succeed- 
ing before the judge. Should such order not be 
drawn up within the time prescribed by the rules 
for appealing, & should the party, desirous of 
appealing, wait until order is served upon him, 
& thereby be out of time for appealing, the court 
will refuse to extend the time for serving notice of 
appeal.—WATSON v. HOPE (1889), 53 J. P. 311. 
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SUB-sECT. 13.——-FoRM OF ORDER. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIV., vr. 29. An order shall be in the Form No. 2 
in Appendix K. with such variations as circumstances require. 
It shall be sealed, and shall be marked with the name of the Judge 
or Master by whom it is made. 

Appendix K., Form No. 2.}—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Consent orders.|—See Part XLV., ante. 

Receiving orders.}—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., 
PP: 160, 161, 166-168, Nos. 1500-1505, 1554— 
1571. 


Order for delivery of statement of claim. 
PLEADING, p. 131, ante. 

3039. Time at which order ‘‘ made ’’—Day on 
which pronounced.]|—The time at which an order 
is ‘‘ made ”’ is that of the order being pronounced 
& of its date, & not that of its being drawn up. 
An appeal therefore in a winding-up case was 
held to be too late when brought beyond three 
weeks from the former, though not from the 
latter period.—Re Risca CoAL & IRON Co., Ex p. 
Hookry (1862), 4 De G. F. & J. 456; 31 1. J. Ch. 
429; 61. T. 567; 8 Jur. N.S. 900; 10 W. R. 
701; 45 EB. R. 1261, La. C. 

Entry & date of judgment.]—See Part XLIITI., 
ante. 


Part LXV1I.—-Construction of Written Instruments. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIVA., r. 1. In any Division of the High Court. 
any, person claiming to be interested under a deed, will, or other 
written instrument, may apply by originating summons for the 
determination of any question of construction arising under the 
pees and for a declaration of the rights of the persons 
ntcrested. 





a r. 2, The Court or a Judge may direct such 
persons to be served with the summons as they or he may think fit. 


—_—_—__—______—— r. 8. The application shall be supported by 
such evidence as the Court or a Judge may require. 


——_—_______—— yr, 4, The Court or Judge shall not be bound 
to determine any such question of construction if in their or his 
opinion it ought not to be determined on originating summons, 


See, generally, DEEDS, Vol. XVII., pp. 242 et 
seq.; Stratures, Vol. XLII., pp. 609 et seq. ; 
WIL1s, Vol. XLIV., pp. 530 et seq. 

Declaratory judgments & orders.|—See R.S.C., 
Ord. XXV., r. 5, p. 478, ante. 

3040. Object of R. S. C., Ord. LIVa.}—Under 
Ord. LIVa., r. 1, a mortgagor may apply by 
originating summons for the determination of a 
question of construction arising under the mort- 
gage deed without offering to redeem. 

Where the mortgagor of a reversionary interest 
applied under Ord. LIV., r. 1, for the determina- 
tion of the question whether, according to the true 
construction of the mortgage deed, she was entitled 
to redeem during the period fixed by the deed for 
the continuance of the loan :—Held: the court 
was bound to decide the question, & ought not 
to put the mortgagor on the terms of offering to 
redeem. 

It is perfectly well settled, indeed engrained in 
the practice of the court, that no mortgagor can 
bring an action against the mortgagee in respect 
of the mortgage without offering to redeem. 
The rule is for the protection of the mortgagee 
in view of the doctrine of Courts of Equity which 
confers on the mortgagor a power to redeem. 
Ought I to apply that rule to proceedings under 
Ord. LIVa.? It seems to me that if I were to do 


so IT should be running counter to that which, as 
is notorious outside the rule & apparent from the 
rule itself, was the intention of the framers of it, 
namely, to facilitate the determination of short 
questions of construction which could be examined 
without affidavits upon the instrument itself, 
& to make the determination expeditious, easy, & 
inexpensive (KEKEWICH, J.).—Re Nosss, NOBBS v. 
LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST Society, (1896] 2 
Ch. 830, 833; 65 L. J. Ch. 906; 75 L. T. 309. 

8041. Jurisdiction not enlarged by order— 
Future rights.|—Notwithstanding Ord. XXV., 
r. 5, & Ord. LIVA. of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, 1883, the rule laid down by JESSEL, M.R., 
in Curtis v. Sheffield, JUDGMENTS, Vol. XX X., p. 142, 
No. 180, that it is the practice of the court not to 
decide as to future rights, but to wait until the 
event has happened, unless a present right depends 
on the decision, or there are other special circum- 
stances to satisfy the court that it is desirable at 
once to decide on the future rights, or all the 
parties who in any event will be entitled to the 
property are of age & are ready to argue the case— 
is generally applicable at the present time. 

By a will freehold property was devised to M. 
for life ‘‘ & after her death to her children & their 
issue, per stripes & not per capita, in equal shares 
as tenants in common.” There was a similar 
devise to T. for life & after his death to his children 
& their issue. M. had five children, all of whom 
had attained twenty-one. T. had sons (both over 
twenty-one), & the sons had between them three 
infant children. An originating summons by two 
of M.’s children & T.’s two sons against M., T., & 
the infant grandchildren, raising the questions 
whether under the devises in remainder the children 
of M. & T. respectively who were or might be 
entitled to share in the properties were entitled 
for estates in tail as tenants in common, &, if not, 
what class or classes of persons would, on the death 
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of M. & T. respectively, be entitled :—Held: the 
court ought not, in its discretion, to decide the 
uestions raised while the interests of the children 
issue were still in remainder, but the summons 
must stand over, with liberty to amend, as it was 
intimated that the children might desire an oppor- 
tunity of executing disentailing assurances & 
applying to obtain payment of the proceeds of 
sale of part of the property which had been sold. 

Ord. LI]Va. only deals with procedure, & does 
not enlarge the jurisdiction (SARGANT, J.).—e 
STAPLES, OWEN v. OWEN, [1916] 1 Ch. 322, 327; 
85 Ju. J. Ch. 495; 114 L. T. 682; 60 Sol. Jo. 321. 

8042. .}—Testator by his will ap- 
pointed his wife & B. executors & trustees thereof. 
The wife predeceased the testator. B. was 
desirous of renouncing probate, but upon being 
pressed by the beneficiaries he consented to prove 
the will upon their executing a deed of indemnity. 
Proceedings were subsequently taken by two of the 
beneficiaries to administer the estate. In these 
proceedings two orders were made against B., & 
he was ordered to pay the costs. In the letter 
enclosing a cheque for the costs under the first 
order he stated that he reserved his rights under 
the deed of indemnity. The beneficiaries then 
presented a petition in the Palatine Court under 
Ord. LIVa. of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
1883, which is adopted & acted upon as a rule of 
the Palatine Court, & Ord. XXIV., r. 5, of the 
Palatine Rules, which corresponds with Ord. 
XXV., vr. 5, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
for the construction of the deed of indemnity & 
for a declaration that B. was not entitled to repay- 
ment of the costs ordered to be paid by him. The 
Vice-Chancellor held that he had jurisdiction under 
the orders to decide the question, & made the 
declaratory order asked. On appeal :—Held: as 
B. had never made a claim that he was entitled to 
recover or be repaid either of the two sets of costs, 
but had merely stated that he reserved his rights 
under the deed, whatever they might be, the Vice- 
Chancellor had no jurisdiction to make the 
declaratory order against him, & the order must. 
therefore be discharged.-—Re CLAY, CLAY vw. 
Booty ; Re A DEED OF INDEMNITY, [1919] 1 Ch. 
oo 67; 8&8 L.J.Ch. 40; 119 L. T. 754; 63 Sol. Jo. 
23, C. A. 

3043. Rule not lHmited to cases where action 
might be brought—Discretion on question of con- 
struction.]}—A summons was taken out under 
Ord. LIVA. by the trustee of a bankrupt who 
claimed an interest under a contract of sale of 
certain real estate & option of repurchase conferred 
on the bankrupt, ashing certain questions which 
involved the construction of the written docu- 
ment :—Held: (1) the contract was an instru- 
ment within the meaning of the rule ; (2) pltf. was 
a person interested within the meaning of the 
rule; (8) the scope of the rule was not limited 
to cases where an action might be brought, but 
the limit was the discretion of the court on the 
question of construction provided by r. 4; 
(4) the execution of the conveyance which had 
taken place did not destroy the right of repurchase 
contained in the contract.—MAson v. SCHUPPISSER 
(1899), 81 I. T. 1473; 48 Sol. Jo. 718. 

3044. Questions of fact & construction.]—By an 
agreement for the distribution of an estate left 
to plitf., deft., & another, it was agreed that the 
: alinee a nou ae hehe known as Bedeburn, 
et to A. F.,”’ sho orthwith be conveye ; 
& that the ‘‘ freehold house & a Sea 








remises known as | 


Stanley Villa, let to J. .,” should forthwith be | 


conveyed to deft. These 
& the back of Bedeburn could only be approached 


were adjoining houses, | 
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by a private road at the side of & forming part of 
Stanley Villa, by which also the back of Stanley 
Villa was approached. This way had in fact been 
used by the tenants of both houses since the 
houses were built. On a summons under Ord. 
LIVA. to determine whether under the description 
of Bedeburn pltf. was entitled to a right of way over 
the private road :—Held: (1) under the agree- 
ment pltf. was entitled to a conveyance of Bede- 
burn together with the ways, rights, & appurten- 
ances to the premises belonging, & that therefore 
a roadway over a portion of Stanley Villa for the 
apparent use of Bedeburn would pass to pltf. ; 
(2) the court was not precluded from determining 
this question of fact by reason of the procedure 
being under Ord. LIVA. 

Undoubtedly this order [Ord. LTVA.] is in- 
tended to deal with questions of construction, but 
it would in my opinion be unduly hmiting the 
jurisdiction if I were to hold that it cannot be 
exercised if a question of fact is to be decided 
(STIRLING, J.).—-NICHOLLS v. NICHOLLS (1889), 
81 L. T. 811. 

3045. -/+—By a deed of 1897 an executor 
handed over securities to a legatee upon terms 
which included a guarantee by the executor that 
until Dec. 31, 1903, the securities should be of a 
certain value. The legatee mortgaged his interest 
in the estate by a deed which did not mention 
the guarantee. The mortgagees, by a deed which 
recited (inter alia) the guarantee, sold the mort- 
gaged property to L. He brought an action in the 
King’s Bench Jivision against the executor 
claiming the alleged difference between the 
guaranteed value of the securities & the amount 
realised. This action was by agreement dropped 
& another action brought in the Chancery Division. 
The mortgagees then executed a deed conveying 
by way of confirmation to L. all the premises 
comprised in the mortgage. J.. discontinued his 
action, & took out an originating summons asking 
for a declaration that according to the true 
construction of the deeds the benefit of the 
guarantee had been assigned to & vested in him, 
& for an account :—Held: inasmuch as questions 
both of fact & of construction were involved, 
& a decision of the questions of construction would 
not, in whichever way they were decided, neces- 
sarily put an end to the litigation, an originating 
summons under Ord. LIVA. was not the proper 
mode of procedure.—LEWIS v. GREEN, [1905] 
2 Ch. 340; 74 L. J. Ch. 682; 93 L. T. 303; 54 
W. RK. 93. 

8046. Litigation not necessarily ended by decision 
of questions of construction.]—L&eEwIs 7. GREEN, 
No. 3045, ante. 

8047. Decision not refused because of 
possibility of further litigation—Order construed 
liberally.|—Where under Ord. LIVA. the court 
is asked to construe any written instrument, it is 
intended that the answer of the court should settle 
the litigation between the parties. Nevertheless 
the order should be given a liberal construction, 
& when it appears to the court that its answer will 
satisfy the proceedings then at issue, it will not 
refuse a decision on the possibility of further 
litigation arising in connection with matters not 
directly before it.—HARROWBY (HARL)  v. 
LEICESTER CORPN. (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 150; 114 
L. T. 129; 14 LL. G. R. 42; 80 J. P. 92. 

3048. ‘* Written instrument ’’—Contract of sale 
of real estate—Option of re-purchase.|—-MASON v. 
SCHUPPISSER, No. 3043, ante. 

3049. Person interested—Trustee of bankrupt 
in whom benefit of contract vested.]|—Mason 1. 








| SCHUPPISSER, No. 3043, ante. 


Part LXVI.—Construction OF WritTEN INSTRUMENTS. 


3050. Declaration of rights of persons—Intended 
to follow on determination of question of construc- 
tion—Partial relief.}—-Where the trust declared 
by an instrument is void for illegality, the settlor 
claiming by way of resulting trust is not a “ cestui 
que trust under the trust of ’’ that instrument & 
cannot therefore enforce the resulting trust by an 
originating summons under Ord. LV., r. 3. 

Semble: if no question of construction arises 
under the instrument, the court, even if it has 
jurisdiction, will not give partial relief by making 
‘“a declaration of the rights of the persons 
interested ’? under the discretionary Ord. LIVA., 
rr. 1, 4, but will leave the whole matter to be 
lea with in an action to enforce the resulting 

rust. 

The declaration of the rights of the persons 
interested authorised by Ord. LIVa., r. 1, is 
intended to follow on the determination of the 
question of construction, & there is no such 
question here (QSWINFEN Eapy, J.).—Re AMALGA- 
MATED SOCIETY OF RAILWAY SERVANTS, ADDISON 
v. PrncuerR, [1910] 2 Ch. 547, 552; 80 L. J. Ch. 
re 103 L. T. 627; 27 T. In R. 12; 54 Sol. Jo. 

8051. Declaring land freed from charge—Possli- 
bility of other persons acquiring interest in charge 
in futuro.]—Ilor the purpose of declaring land 
freed from a charge under Conveyancing & Law 
of Property Act, 1881, s. 5, the court will determine 
a question of construction as to the amount of the 
charge, notwithstanding that there is a possibility 
of other persons acquiring an interest in the charge 
in futuro—Re FREMr’s Estate, Re FREMn’s 
CONTRACT, FREME v. HALL, {1895] 2 Ch. 778; 64 
L. J. Ch. 862; 73 1. T. 866; 44 W. RB. 164, C. A. 

3052. Mortgage deed—-Application by mortgagor 
for determination of question of construction --- 
No offer to redeem.}]—-Re Norss, NoBBS v. LAW 
REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, No. 3040, ante. 

Offer of redemption, generally, see MORTGAGE, 
Vol. XXXV., pp. 372-373, Nos. 1146-1159. 

3053. Agreement for distribution of estate— 
Whether private right of way included in descrip- 
tion.]—NICHOLLS v. NICHOLLS, No. 3044, ante. 

3054. Shareholders of company — Summons 
served on one on behalf of himself & others— 
Refusal by court to bind class before meeting called 
é& representative nominated.|—A company pro- 
posing to issuc new preference shares ranking 
part passu with its existing preference shares 
served on one of its preference shareholders (sued 
on behalf of himself & the other preference share- 
holders) an originating summons, under I. S. C., 
Ord. LIVA., r. 1, for the determination of certain 
questions, with reference to the proposed issue, 
arising on the construction of the articles of 
association. 

BUCKLEY, J., refused to appoint deft. to repre- 
sent the class, & said that he would not decide the 
questions so as to bind the class of preference 
shareholders unless a meeting of them was first 
called & nominated a person to represent them, 
in which case he would appoint him to represent 
the class. He, however, decided the question 
as between the company & deft.—MORGAN’S 
BREWERY Co. v. CROSSKILL, [1902] 1 Ch. 898; 71 
L. J. Ch. 585; 10 Mans. 235. 

8055. Annuity—Declaration as to evidence to 
be furnished to person liable—To show that annui- 
tant is alive.|—The court has no jurisdiction under 
Ord. LIVA. to make a declaration on an originating 
summons as to what evidence (if any) ought to be 
furnished to a person liable to pay an annuity to 
show that the annuitant is alive.—lI]UNT v. Hun? 
(1907), 97 L. T. 822, C. A. 
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3056. Trust instrument—Trust declared void for 
illegality—Settlor claiming by way of resulting 
trust.]——Re AMALGAMATED SoOcIETY OF RAILWAY 
SERVANTS, ADDISON v. PILCHER, No. 3050, ante. 

3057. Memorandum of association of club— 
Power to provide & pay annuity to secretary. }|— 
A club established to assist & protect cyclists was 
incorporated by licence of the Board of Trade 
under Companies Act, 1867, 8. 23, as a limited 
company not formed for profit; & its memo- 
randum of association, after setting out its objects, 
provided by clause 4 that its income & property 
should be applied solely towards the promotion 
of those objects, & that no portion thereof should 
be paid or transferred directly or indirectly by 
way of dividend, bonus, or otherwise howsoever 
by way of profit to the members of the club. 
Provided that nothing therein contained should 
prevent the payment in good faith of remuneration 
to any officers or servants of the club or other 
person in return for any services actually rendered 
to the club. 

Upon a summons, under Ord. LIVA., for the 
determination of the question whether upon the 
true construction of its memorandum of associa- 
tion, the club had power out of its income or the 
investments of its reserve funds to provide & pay 
an annuity or pension to a retired secretary :— 
Held: the club had such power as being incidental 
to the promotion of its objects, & for the benefit 
of the club. - Cyciists’ TouRIna CLUB +, TLOPKIN- 
Son, (1910] 1 Ch. 179; 79 f.. J. Ch. 825 101 1. T. 
848,849; 26 T. I. R. 1173 54 Sol. Jo. 1345 17 
Mans. 1}. 

3058. Agreement to arbitrate as to value. |---It 
was held on originating summons under Ord. 
1.1Va. that certain words in an agreement, that 
the value of certain shares was to be determined 
by two valuers appointed by the parties or an 
umpire appointed by the valuers in accordance 
with the Arbitration Act, 1889, constituted the 
agreement to arbitrate as to value, & not a mere 
agreement to have a valuation. TAYLOR Y. 
YIELDING (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 253. 

8059. Agreement to refer differences to Board 
of Referees—Summons issued after proceedings 
referred— Costs.]—In March, 1916, the Ministry 
of Munitions asked applicant company, which 
had become a controlled establishment as from 
July 26, 1915, to undertake the manufacture of 
scroll chucks, for which they had not the necessary 
plant, & asked the Ministry to provide it on a 
charge on applicants’ property to secure the pur- 
chase money for the plant, which applicants 
objected to give. By principal & subsidiary agree- 
ments contained in lettcrs between the Ministry 
& plitfs. in Aug. 1916 & 1917 respectively, agree- 
ments were come to, the principal agreement 
providing that any difference between the Ministry 
& applicants regarding the agreement or any part 
of it should be referred for settlement to the Board 
of Referees under Munitions of War Act, 1915, 
s. 5, asif it were a matter referred to it by the board 
under the said Act. In March, 1917, the plant 
of applicaats was inspected with a view to arriving 
at the depreciation allowance from its cost value 
to be made in respect of the plant belonging to 
them in order to arrive at the writing-off allowances 
with a view to arrive at their net profits. 

On March 12, 1918, notice of assessment was 
given. In July the Ministry offered an allowance 
on the assumption that all the plant belonged to 
applicants, whereas some belonged to the Ministry. 
Applicants accepted the Ministry’s offer. They 
later objected to assessments made for munitions 
exchequer payments on the ground that = effect 
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had not been given to the agreements as to allow- 
ances & adjustments as required by the Exchequer 
Payments Rules, 1917. On April 9, 1918, 
applicants appealed to the Minister of Munitions 
by notice lodged with the Surveyor of Taxes. On 
Feb. 26, 1919, there was an grr nak which 
applicants declined to attend, & the Minister, 
having given his decision, referred the matter to 
the Board of Referees. Applicants thereupon 
caused to be issued their originating summons 
asking (inter alia) declarations for the construction 
of the principal & subsidiary agreements of the 
relevant statutes & the settlements of the writing- 
off value :—Held: (1) these matters were not, in 
the circumstances, a fit subject for determination 
on an originating summons under Ord. LIVA., 
rr. 1, 4, & the construction of the agreements 
ought not to be withdrawn from the tribunal 


Part LXVII.—Proceedings 


SeEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


See, generally, TRUSTS & TRUSTEES, Vol. X LITT. 

Investment of trust funds.]—See Trusts, Vol. 
XLIII., pp. 926 et seg. ; Mortraaae, Vol. XXXV., 
pp. 285, Nos. 382 et seq. 

Unauthorised investments.]—See Trusts, Vol. 
XLITJ., pp. 944, Nos. 3823 et seg.; SETTLEMENTS, 
Vol. XL., p. 678, Nos. 2094-2097. 


Sect. 2.—ASSIGNMENT TO CHANCERY DIVISION. 


R. §. C., Ord. LIVB., r. 1. All proccedings in the High Court 
commenced under the Trustee Act, 1925 (in this Order called ‘‘ the 
Act ’’), shall be assigned to the Chancery Division of the Court 


Sect. 3.—-APPLICATION BY PETITION OR 
SUMMONS. 


R.S.C., Ord. LIVB., r.2. Anv application under the Act which 
ee made by summons under Order LV. may be made by 
pe 

Meaning of ‘‘ Act.’’]—See R. S. C., Ord. LIVB., 
r. 1, supra. 

Applications in Chancery Division under Trustee 
Act, 1925—May be made by summons.]—See 
R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 144, p. 735, post. 

Appointment of new trustees.|—See TRUusTs, 
Vol. XLIII., pp. 669, Nos. 1004 et seg.; LuNATIcs 
& PERSONS OF UNSOUND MIND, Vol. XXXIII., 
pp. 222, 226-227, Nos. 1322 et seg., 1360-1371. 

Appointment of Public Trustee as ordinary 
trustee.J|—-See Trusts, Vol. XLIII., pp. 1033, 
Nos. 4736 et seq. 

Vacation of office of trustee.]|—See Trusts, Vol. 
ALIII., pp. 753, Nos. 1933 et seg. 

Lodgment of trust fund in court & payment out.] 
—See R. 8S. C., Ord. LIVB., rr. 3, 4, infra, & 
p. 713, post; Trusts, Vol. XLIII., pp. 802, Nos. 
2407 et seq. 

Payment into court by personal representatives. | 
—-See ExEcuTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. X XIV., 
pp. 588, Nos. 6215 et seq. 

Vesting orders.]|—See Trusts, Vol. XLIII., 
pp. 739, Nos. 1732 et seg.; Lunatics & PERSONS 
OF UNSOUND MIND, Vol. XXXIII., pp. 222, 224— 
226, Nos. 1316-1321, 1346-1359; MorTaaar, 
Vol. XXXV., pp. 615-617, Nos. 3522-3539. 
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appointed for deciding such matters in revenue 
cases; (2) on the question of costs of the Crown, 
the case was covered by authority, applicants had 
themselves elected to take the proceedings which 
the court was not in a position to entertain, must 
pay respondents’ costs; both those of the Minister 
of Munitions & the Inland Revenue Commissioners, 
who were sued as a statutory body & not a repre- 
sentative of the Crown.—Pratr (F.) & Co., Lp. 
v. MINISTER OF MUNITIONS & INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., [1922] W. N. 261; 127, L. T. 814; 86 
J.P. Jo. 868. 

8060. Employment of leading counsel. ]}—Lead- 
ing counsel should be employed on the hearing of 
originating summonses raising questions of diffi- 
culty & involving considerable sums of money.— 
Re LIAWKINS, WHITE v. WHITR, [1916] 2 Ch. 570; 
86 1. J. Ch. 25; 115 1. T. 543; 61 Sol. Jo. 29. 


under Trustee Act, 1925. 


Sect. 4.—LODGMENT UPON AFFIDAVIT OR ON 
ee OF INLAND REVENUE CERTI- 


R.S. C., Ord. LIVB., r. 3. (1) Where a trustee or other person 
desires to make a lodgment in Court under the Act, he shall make 
and file an affidavit intituled in the matter of the trust (described 
80 as to be distinguishable), and of the Act, and setting forth :- - 

(a) A short description of the trust and of the instrument 
ercating it. 

(Lb) The names of the persons interested in and entitled to the 
money or securities, and their places of residence to the 
best of his knowledge and belief 

(r) His submission to answer all such inquiries relating to the 
We els of the money or securites paid into Court, as 
the Court or Judge may make or direct. 

(dq) The place where he is to be served with any petition, 
summons, or order or notice of any proceeding relating 
to the money or securitics 

Provided that if the fund consists of money or securites being, 

or being part of, or representing a legacy or residue to which an 

infant or person beyond seas is absolutely entitled, and on which the 

trustec has paid the legacy duty, or on which no duty 1s charge- 

able, the trustee mav make the lodgment (without an affidavit) on 

ether ie of the Inland Revenue certificate in manner prescribed 
y the Supreme Court Funds Rules for the time being in force. 


See Trusts, Vol. XLIII., pp. 802, Nos. 2407 et 
seq. ; EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. X XIV., 
pp. 588, Nos. 6215 et seq. 

Meaning of “ Act.’’?]—See R.S.C., Ord. LTVB., 
r. ], supra. 


SEcT. 5.—NOTICE OF LODGMENT UPON AFFIDAVIT 
—SERVICE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIVB., Tr. 8. 
made on affidavit— 

(a) the person who has made the lodgment shall forthwith 

pie notice thereof, by prepaid letter through the post, 

o the several persons whose names and places of residence 
are stated in his affidavit as interested in or entitled to the 
money or securities lodged in Court ; 

(6) no petition or summons relating to the money or securities 
shall be answered or {issued unless the petitioner or 
applicant has named therein a place where he may be 
served with any petition or summons, or notice of any 
proceeding or order relating to the money or securities 
or the dividends thereof ; 

(c) service of any application in respect of the money or securities 
tee pe made on such persons as the Court or Judge may 

rect, 


See Trusts, Vol. XLIII., pp. 804, 811, Nos. 
24383 et seqg., 2528 et seq. 


(2) Where the lodgment in Court fs 


Part LXVIII.—PayMent into Court By ASSURANCE COMPANIES. 


Sect. 6.—TITLE OF APPLICATION AND STATE- 
MENT OF SECTION OR SECTIONS OF ACT 

IN PETITION OR SUMMONS. 
R.8.C., Ord. LIVB.,r.4. AppUcations to deal with funds lodged 
in Court under the Act, shall be intituled {n the same manner 


as the affidavit or roquctt on which the funds were lodged. All 
other applications under the Act, not made in any pending cause 


713 


or matter, shall be intituled In the matter of the trust (described 
so as to be distinguishable) and of the Act. Every petition or 
summons for a vesting order, or the appointment of a person to 
convey, shall state the section or sections of the Act under which 
it is proposed that the order should be made.. 


Meaning of ‘‘ Act.’’]—See R. 8S. C., Ord. LIVs., 
r. 1, p. 712, ante. 


Part LXVII].—-Payment into Court by Assurance Companies. 


SEcT. 1.—AFFIDAVIT ON PAYMENT INTO COURT. 


R. S. 0., Ord. LIVo., r. 1. An assurance company desiring to 
make a payment into Court under the Life Assurance Companies 
(Payment into Court) Act, 1896 (in this Order called ‘‘ the Act’), 
shall cause an affidavit, by its perreayy or other authorised officer, 
to be filed, intituled “* In the matter of the Policy No. , effected 
with [here give the name of the company] and in the matter of the 
Act,’’ and setting forth :— 


(a) A short description of the policy and a statement of the 
persons entitled thereunder, according to the terms of 
the policy, with the names and addresses of such persons, 
so far as the same are known to the company. 


(6) A short statement of the notices received by the company 
claiming an intercst in or title to the money assured, the 
dates when such notices were received, the dates of with- 
drawal of such notices, if any, as have been withdrawn, 
and the names, and, except as to notices withdrawn, 
the addresses, so far as the same are known to the company, 
of the persons by whom such notices have been given. 


(c) A statement that, in the opinion of the board of directors 
of the company, no sufficient. discharge can be obtained 
otherwise than by payment Into Court under the Act. 


(d) The submission by the company to pay into Court such 
further sum, if any, whether for interest or otherwise, as 
the Court or a Judge may direct, and to pay any costs 
which the Court or a Judge may consider under the 
circumstances of the case ought to be paid by the company. 


(e) An undertaking by the company forthwith to transmit to 
the paymaster any notive of claim received by the com- 
pany after the making of the affidavit, withaletter referring 
to the title of the affidavit. 


(f) The place where the company may be served with any 
petition, summons, order, or notice of any proceeding 
relating to the money. 


Application for payment of dividends—On 
deposit paid into court—Whether by petition or 
summons.}—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 1072, 
Nos. 7494, 7495. 


Sect. 2.—NO DEDUCTION OF COSTS OR 
EXPENSES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIVo., r. 2. The company shall not deduct any 
costs or expenses of or incidental to the payment into Court. 


8061. Money paid in on receiving indemnity as 
to costs from mortgagee.J|—W. had a policy by 
which the R. Insurance Company assured pay- 
ment to him, if alive on Nov. 20, 1909, of £750 with 
certain additions. W. created several charges on 
the policy, & was alive on Nov. 20, 1909. The 
insurance company declined to pay the money 
into court under the Life Assurance Companies 
(Payment into Court) Act, 1896, unless they 
received an indemnity in respect of their costs. 
The first mortgagees accordingly gave them an 
indemnity, & the money was paid into court. The 
claimants now asked to have the money paid out 
to them. 

For the first mortgagees it was contended that, 
having given the indemnity, they should be allowed 
the costs of the R. Insurance Company out of the 
money in court as car a costs & expenses 
properly incurred :—Held: the first mortgagees 


could not be allowed these costs. The insurance 
company could not by this process get out of the 
funds the costs, which the rule said they were not 
to get. If any one chose to give an indemnity 
to an insurance company he must do it at his own 
risk, & not with the hope of getting the costs paid 
out of the funds in court.- —/te WENIGER’S POLIcy, 
[1910] W. N. 278; 130 L. T. Jo. 150. 


3.—PAYMENT IN WITH LEAVE WHERE 
ACTION PENDING. 


R.S.C., Ord. LIVo., r.3. No payment shall be made into Court 
under the Act where any action to which the company is a party 
is pending in relation to the policy or the moneys thereby assured 
except by leave of the Judge to be obtaincd by summons in the 
action. 


Lost policy—Action against life insurance com- 
pany -— No sufficient discharge possible.]—-See 
INSURANCE, Vol. XXIX., p. 389, No. 3103. 


SECT. 





Sect. 4.—NOTICES OF PAYMENT IN. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIVc., r. 4. The company shall forthwith give 
notice of such payment by prepaid letter through the post, to the 
several persons appearing by the affidavit to be entitled to or 
interested in the money assured and paid into Court, or to have 
given notice of claim to the company, except where the notice has 
been withdrawn, and except so far as the name or address of apy 
such person is unknown to the company. 


Srct. 5.—APPLICATION BY PETITION OR 
SUMMONS. 


R.S.C., Ord. LIVo.,r.5. Any person claiming to be entitled to 
or interested in the moncy paid into Court may apply iff the 
Chancery Division, by petition or, where the amount does not 
exceed 1,000/., by summons, in respect thereof. 


Sect. 6.—ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IN PETITION 
OR SUMMONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIVo., r. 6. No petition or summons relating to 
the money shall be answered or issued unless the applicant has 
named therein a place where he may be served with any petition 
or summons, or notice of any proceeding or order relat to tho 
money. 


Sect. 7.—SERVICE ON COMPANY. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIVo., r. 7. Unless the Court or a Judge shall 
otherwise direct, the applicant shall not, except when he asks for 
payment of a further sum of costs by the company, serve such 
petition or summons on the company, but shall servo the same on 
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Sect. 7.—sService on company. Parl LXIX. Sect. 
1: Sub-sects. 1,2, 3,4 &°5. Sect. 2: Sub-sects. 
1&2. Sects. 83,4 & 5. Part DXX. Sccts. 
1, 2,3. 4,5 & 6.] 

or give notice thereof to every person etreenne by the affidavit 

on which payment into Court was made to be entitled to, or 

interested in, or to have a claim upon the money, or who has given 


any further notice which has been transmitted to the paymaster 
as aforesaid, 


3062. Dispensing with service on parties named in 
affidavit.J—In 1872 one Loir, a French subject 
resident in Egypt, effected a policy on his life with 
the Eagle Insurance Company for £750, & 
bonuses, & in 1887 he effected another policy on 
his life with the company for £1,500 & bonuses. 
Subsequently he mortgaged both policies to the 
company to secure certain loans & interest. In 
Sept. 1912, Loir assigned both policies to Lydia 
(heab, a married woman domiciled & resident 
in Egypt, to secure £1,800 advanced to him by 
her out of her own moneys, & she gave notice of 
her assignment to the company. In Oct. 1912, 
Loir died, being at the date of his death a French 
subject domiciled in Egypt. In consequence of 
the conflicting claims tu the policy moneys received 
by the company they, after deducting the amount 
due to them on their mortgages, paid £1,757 
16s. 8d., the balance of the policy moneys, into 
court under Ord. L1Vc., & in the affidavit of their 
secretary set out the names & addresses of the 
claimants, all of whom were resident in Egypt. 





PRACTICE. 


The claimants included Lydia Cheab, the children 
of Loir, & certain of his creditors. 

In March, 1913, Lydia Cheab commenced pro- 
ceedings before the French Consular Court in 
Egypt to establish her title to the policy moneys, 
& the defts. thereto were the company, all the 
persons mentioned in the affidavit of the secretary, 
& the legal personal representative in Egypt of 
Loir. The company did not appear to these 
proceedings & took no part therein. On July 15, 
1913, the Consular Court by their final judgment 
decided that the pltf. was the only & lawful 
assignee of the policies. She now petitioned that 
the funds in court, which were insufficient to 
satisfy the amount due on her mortgage, might 
be paid out to her. The petition had not been 
served on anybody, but the company had notice 
of it. No representation to Loir had been taken 
out in England. 

Sounsel for petitioner asked that service of the 
petition on the persons mentioned in the affidavit 
of the secretary might be dispensed with, & sub- 
mitted that representation to Loir in Kngland was 
unnecessary & that nv estate or succession duty 
was payable. 

NEVILLE, J., dispensed with service of the 
petition on the parties named in the secretary’s 
affidavit & ordered payment out to the petitioner, 
being of opinion that representation in Iingland to 
Loir was unnecessary, & that no duty was payable. 
—Re LoiR’s Pouicies, [1916] W. N. 87, 88. 


Part LXIX.—Appeals and References under Law of Property 
Acts. 


SEcT. 1.—GENERALLY. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—-DETERMINATION OF APPEAL TO 
BE FINAL UNLESS LEAVE TO APPEAL GIVEN. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIVD., r. 8. The determination of every appeal 
under this Order shall be final unless leave to appeal is given by 
the Court determining the same or the Court of Appeal. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—CONTENTS OF NOTICE OF MOTION 
OR SUMMONS ORIGINATING APPEAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIVD., r.9. Every notice of motion or summons 
origiffating an appeal under this Order shall state the grounds of 
appeal. No grounds other than those so stated shall (except with 
the leave of the Court hearing the appeal and on such terms as 
buch Court may think just) be allowed to he taken by the appellant 
at the hearing of the uppeal. The date mentioned in the notice 
or summons for the hearing of the appeal shall be not less than 
14 days after the service of the notice or summons, 





SUB-sECT. 3.—TIME FOR APPEALING. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIVD., r.10. Every appeal under this Order shall 
be brought within 21 days of the order, decision or award appealed 
against or within such extended time as the Court hearing the 
appeal may think fit to allow. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—APPLICATION OF CHANCERY 
DIVISION PRACTICE AND RULES. 
C., Ord. LIVD., r.11. The ordinary practice and Rules in 


R. S. 
the Chancery Division shall in su far as the same are not inconsistent 
with this Order apply to proceedings under this Order. 


SUB-SECT. 5.— COSTS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIVD., r.12. The costs of every appeal under this 
Order and of the proceedings connected therewith and of anv 
proceedings giving rise to the appeal shall be in the discretion of the 
Court dctcrmining the appeal. 


SEcT. 2.—APPEALS, ETC., UNDER LAW OF 
PROPERTY ACT, 1922. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—FROM WHAT DECISIONS, 
ORDERS, OR AWARDS. 


R.S.C., Ord. LIVD.,r.1. There shall be a right of appeal. 


(a) from any decision or order of the Minister of Agriculture 
and Fisheries (in this Order called the Minister) made 
under Part VI of the Law of Property Act, 1922, in 
respect of any of the matters referred to in the following 
rules of the Manorial Incidents (Extinguishment) 
Rules, 1925, that is to say— 

Rule 3.—Mode of ascertainment of compensation. 

Rule 19.—Expenses of ascertained compcnsation. 

Rule 34.—-Boundaries. 

Rule 85.-—-Power for Minister to decide questions 
arising in compulsory extinguishment. 

Rule 88.—Power to transfer charges on manor to 
other land or stock, and 


(b) from any award of the Minister under paragraph 16 (dis- 
seat aA Ni submitted to the Minister) of Schedule 15 
3) ct. 


Save as aforesald or as In that Act otherwise provided there 
shall be no appeal from any decision or order of the Minister. 


Part LXX.—AppEALS UNDER CLERGY PENsIONS MEASURE, 1926. 


SUB-sECT. 2.—INSTITUTION, HEARING AND 
DETERMINATION OF APPEALS. 


R.S.C,, Ord. LIVp.,r.2. Every appeal from the Minister under 
that Act [Law of Property Act, 1922} shall be instituted in the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice by originating notice 
of motion and shall be heard and determined by a single Judge 
nominated from time to time cither generally or in any particular 
instance by the Lord Chancellor. 


SECT. 3.—APPEALS, ETC., UNDER LAW OF 
PROPERTY ACT, 1925. 


R.S8. C., Ord. LIVD., r.3. There shall be a right of appeal froin 
(a) any order under section 84 of the Law of Property Act, 1925, 
of the Authority therein referred to; and (b) any decision of the 
Minister under section 191 of that Act. 


: _ oar 4 Rule 2 of this Order shall apply 
mutatis mutandis to every appeal from an order or decision of the 
Authority or of the Minister under that Act. 

R. S. C., Ord. LIVD., r. 2.}—See Sect. 2, sub- 
sect. 2, ante. 


SrEcT. 4.—-APPEALS, ETC., UNDER SETTLED LAND 
ACT, 1925. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIVpD., r. 5. Kvery appeal to the High Court of 
Justice from an order of any County Court made under the Settled 
Land Act, 1925, shall be instituted in the Chancery Division of the 
High Court of Justice by originating notice of motion and shall be 
heard and determined by a Divisional Court. constituted by two 
Judges of that Division nominated from time to time either 
ecient orin any particular instance for that purpose by the Lord 

1ancellor. 
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Sect. 5.—-APPEALS, ETC., UNDER LAND 
REGISTRATION ACT, 1925. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIVp., r.6. Every reference by or appeal from the 
Registrar under the Land Hem stration Act, 1925, shall be instituted 
in the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice by originating 
summons, complying in form with the requirements of para- 
graph (8) of Rule 144 of Order LV, and shall be heard and deter- 
mined by a single Judge of that Division nominated from time to 
time either generally or in any particular instance for that purpose 
by the Lord Chancellor. 


——_——_—__—____—-_— r, 7. Every appeal to the High Court of 
Justice from an order of a County Court made under that Act 
shall be instituted in the Chancery Division by originating notico 
of motion, and shall be heard and determined by a Divisional 
Court constituted by two Judges of that Division nominated from 
time to time either generally or in any particular instance for that 
purpose by the Lord Chancellor. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 144 (3).J—See p. 735, 

ost. 
: 3068. Procedure where issues of fraud raised. |— 
When issues of fraud are raised upon an application 
under Land Registration Act, 1925, it must be a 
matter for consideration whether the summons 
should be adjourned for the purpose of raising 
such issues by writ in an action, or whether pro- 
ceedings, analogous to those adopted in the case 
of a misfeasance summons under Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, s. 215, should be taken 
to obtain directions as to delivery of points of 
claim & defence, the taking of evidence, & gencrally 
as to the procedure.—PRAcTICE Notre, [1927] 
W. N. 12; sub nom. Re REGISTERED TITLE 
No. 213,487, 63 L. Jo. 82; 163 L. T. Jo. 52. 


Part LXX.—Appeals under Clergy Pensions Measure, 1926. 


0 : G E | may think just) be taken by the appellant at the hearing of the 


MINATION OF APPEALS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIVE., r. 1. Every appeal under sub-section (7) 
of section 23 of the Clergy Pensions Measure, 1926, from a decision 
of the Church of England Pensious Board to the High Court shall 
be instituted in the Chancery Division, and shall be heard and 
ecvemm ned by a single Judge of that Division whose decision shall 

e final. 


SrEcT. 2.—APPEALS BEGUN BY ORIGINATING 
SUMMONS, TITLE OF SUMMONS, ETC. 


R.S.C., Ord. LIVE.,r.2. The appeal shall be begun by originat- 
ing summons intitwed in the Matter of the bishop priest or deacon 
to whom the appeal relates and in the matter of the above mentioned 
Measure and such bishup priest or deacon (if not appellant) and the 
Church of England Pensions Board shall be made respondents to 
the originating summons but no other person shall in the first 
instance be made a respondent without the direction of the Judge. 


SEcT. 3.—STATEMENT OF GROUNDS OF APPEAL 
IN ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


R.S. C.. Ord. LIVE., r. 3. The originating summons shall state 
the grounds of appeal and no ground other than those stated shall 


(except with the leave of the Judge and on such terms as the Judge 


appeal, 


SEcT. 4.—TIME FOR APPEALING. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIVE., r. 4. The appeal shall be brought within 
six weeks after the date of the decision appealed against or within 
such extended time as the Judge may allow. 


SEcT. 5.—-APPLICATION OF CHANCERY DIVISION 
PRACTICE AND RULES. 


R.S. C., Ord. LIVE., r.5. The ordinary practice and rules in the 
Chancery )ivision in so far as they aro not inconsistent with the 
above-mentioned Measure or this Order shall apply to proceedings 
under this Order. 


SEcT. 6.—COSTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIVE., r. 6. The costs of the appeal and of the 
apa connected therewith shal) be in the discretion of the 
udge. 
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PRACTICE. 


Part LXX!.—Chambers in Chancery Division. 


Src. 1—BUSINESS IN CHAMBERS. 


SUB-SECT, ].—COMBINATION WITH COURT 
BUSINESS. 
R.S. C., Ord. LV., r.1. The business in chambers of the Judges 


of the Chancery Division shall be carried on in conjunction with 
their Court business. 


See Chancery Division (Re-arrangement of Busi- 
ness) Order, 1927, Yearly Supreme Court Practice, 
Part II. 

3064. Linked judges—Notice of motion—By 
whom heard.]—In a motion for the appointment 
of a receiver & manager in a debenture-holder’s 
action assigned to YOUNGER, J., the notice of 
motion stated that the court would be moved 
before YOUNGER, J. Under the system of ‘‘ linked 
judges ’”’ in the Chancery Division, SARGANT, J., 
was sitting to hear motions in actions assigned to 
YOUNGER, J., as well as to himself. The deft. 
did not appear :—Held: (by SarGant, J.) the 
notice of motion was sufficient notwithstanding that 
deft. did not appear.—Re MADAME ROMNEY, LTD., 
STUART vt. MADAME RomNrEy, Lrp., [1915] W. N. 
389; 60 Sol. Jo. 141. 

3065. For judgment—Name of judge 
taking short causes to be given.}—TIn an action for 
specific performance assigned to RUSSELL, J., 
with whom SARGANT, J., was ‘‘ linked,’ the pltf. 
moved befure SARGANT, J., for judgment, & the 
notice of motion stated that the motion would be 
moved before RussuLt, J. Under_ the system 
of “linked judges”? in the Chancery Division. 
SARGANT, J., was hearing motions in actions 
assigned to RussELL, J., or to himself. The 
question was raised whether the notice of motion 
was sufficient :—Held: (by SARGANT, J.) a notice 
of motion for Judgment, as distinguished from an 
interlocutory order, must state the name of the 
judge who was actually sitting to hear motions on 
the day named in the notice, & the matter must, 
therefore, be mentioned to the vacation judge.— 
JACKSON v. WEBSTER, [1920] W. N. 295; 124 
L. T. 235; 55 L. Jo. 307; 64 Sol. Jo. 715. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—PARTY MAY APPEAR BY 
COUNSEL. 
R.S.C., Ord. LV.,r.1A. In any proceeding before the Judge in 
chambers any party may, if he so desire, be represented by counsel. 


3066. Applications for time —— Counsel not 
allowed.}—The Master of the Lolls said he wished 
it to be known that except in applications for 
time, in which counsel could not be allowed to 
appear, it was not necessary in his chambers for 
the attendance of counsel to be expressly allowed. 
——WEBB v. FITZGERALD, [1875] W. N. 244. 

3067. Costs of attendance.|—It is the duty of 
the chief clerk to certify for the cost of the attend- 
ance of counsel in chambers unless they are 
specially disallowed by the judge.—Re GREGORY, 
MILEs v. KNIGHT, BONSKELL v. KNIGHT, MILES 
v. BONSKELL, BONSKELL v. PALMER (1890), 7 
T. L. R. 68; 90 L. T. Jo. 66. 

3068. Managing clerks — Proceedings before 
examiner.}—The summons on which the judgment 
was delivered asked that an order for cross- 
examination before the examiner of the court 
obtained by the deft. should not be proceeded with, 


& that the taking of an account directed by a 
previous order should be proceeded with on the 
affidavits already filed. It appeared by the 
evidence & by the report of the examiner to the 
judge that the cross-examination had been partly 
proceeded with when the pltfs.’ counsel raised the 
objection that the gentleman who was conducting 
the cross-examination for the deft. was neither a 
barrister nor a solicitor. The examiner upheld 
the objection & adjourned the examination, where- 
upon the above-mentioned summons was taken 
out by the pltf. :—Held: the objection taken by 
counsel was not well founded. The judge in 
chambers habitually hears not only counsel & 
the solicitors of the parties, but also any responsible 
representative of the solicitors sent from their office. 
Business could not be conducted satisfactorily 
unless managing clerks were allowed to represent 
their ‘principals in chambers. The apices 
before an examiner should follow the analogy 
of proceedings before the judge in chambers.— 
ee aa Lrp. v. MEADOWCROFT (19U1), 46 Sol. 
O. Ge 


SUB-SECT. 3.—WHAT MATTERS MAY BE 
DISPOSED OF. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2. The business to be disposed of in 
chambers by Judges of the Chancery Division, shall consist of 
the following matters, in addition to tho matters which under 
any other Rule or by statute may be disposed of in chainbers ; 


(1) Applications for payment or transfer to any person of 
any cash or securities standing to the credit of any 
cause or matter where there has been a judgment or 
order declaring the rights or where the title depends 
only upon proof of the identity or the birth, marriago, 
or death of any person: 


(2) Applications for payment or transfer to any person of 
any cash or securities standing to the credit of any 
cause or matter where the cash does not exceed 
1,000/. or the securities do pot exceed 1,0002. nominal] 
value, or the applicant proves that the securities do 
not exceed 1,000/. actual value: 

(3) Applications for payment to any person of the dividend 
or interest on any securitics standing to the credit of 
any cause or matter, whether to a separate account or 
otherwise :; 

(4) and (5) [Annulled by R. S. C. (Trustee Act), 1893.] 


(6) Applications under 9 & 10 Vict. c. 20 (the Parliamentary 
Deposits Act) or any other Act relating to Parlia- 
mentary deposits for investment, payment of divi- 
dends, and payment out of Court: 


(7) Applications for interim and permanent investment and 
for payment of dividends under the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1845, and any other Act, whereby 
the purchase money of any property sold is directed to 
be paid into Court: 

(8) Applications under any Rules for the time being in force 
made by the Board of Trade in pursuance of the 
Assurance Companies Act, 1909, or under any rules for 
the time being in force made by the Industrial Assur- 
ance Commissioner in pursuance of that Act as 
amended by the Industrial Assurance Act, 1923, for 
the investment (either originally or by way of varia- 
tion) of moneys or funds lodged in Court as deposits 
under those Acts or either of them or for the payment 
of interest dividends or income on any such moneys 
or funds or on any investments for the time being 

. representing the same : 

(9) [Revoked by R. S. C. (No. 1), 19382, r. 5.) 

(10) Applications under 18 & 19 Vict. c. 43 for the settlement 
of any property of any infant on marriage : 


(11) Applications under the opined Acts respecting ane 
securities or money in Court. Notice of any such 
application is not to be given to the Minister of Agri- 
culture and Fisheries unless the Judge shal] so direct : 


(12) Applications as to the guardianship and maintenance or 
advancement of infants: 


(13) applications connected with the management of pro- 
perty : 


Part LXXJ.—CHAMBERS IN CHANCERY J)IVISION. 


(14) Applications for or relating to the sale by auction or 
private contract of property, and as to the manner in 
which the sale is to be conducted, and for payment 
into Court and investment of the purchase money : 


(15) All applications under 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73 (not ene applica- 
tions for orders of course) for the taxation and delivery 
of bills of costs and for the delivery by any solicitor 
of deeds, documents, and papers: 


(16) Applications for orders on the further consideration of 
debenture holders’ actions or of any cause or matter 
where the order to be made {Is for the distribution of 
an insolvent estate or for the distribution of the estate 
of an Intestate: 

(17) ap poco one for time to ised: for leave to amend plead- 
ngs for discovery and production of documents, and 
generally all applications relating to the conduct ot 
any cause or matter : 


(18) Such other matters as the Judge may think fit to dispose 
of at chambers. 


[New Procedure List, see R. 8. C., Ord. XXX., r. 24, p. 507, 
ante, & Part XCIV., post.] 


See Sects. 2-13, post; & also R. S. C., Ord. 
LIV., r. 4¥., p. 701, ante; Ord. LIVa.—Ord. LIVc., 
Ord. LIVE., pp. 709-715, ante; Ord. LVa., Part 
LXXII., post; Rules under Charitable Trusts (Re- 
covery) Act, 1891, s.2; Rules under Judicial Trus- 
tees Act, 1896, s. 2; Rules under Tramways Act, 
1870; Rules under Adoption of Children Act, 1926. 

Administration & trusts.]—See Sect. 14, post. 

Applications under Companies Act, 1929.]—See 
R.S. C., Ord. LITIs., rr. 6, 8, p. 694, ante. 


Sect. 2.—PAYMENT OUT OF FUNDS IN COURT. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—WHERE DECLARATORY ORDER MADE 
OR FUND STANDING TO SEPARATE ACCOUNT. 


A, Scope of Rule. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LYV., r. 2 (1), p. 716, ante. 

Payment into & out of court & tender, see 
R. 8. C., Ord. XXII., p. 478, ante. 

3069. Generality of rule.]—Freehold heredita- 
ments in the city of London, to a moiety of which 
A. B. was entitled after the death of a tenant for 
life, subject to four life annuities of £50 payable 
from the death of the tenant for life, were taken 
by the Metropolitan Board of Works, & the money 
paid into court under the Lands Clauses Act, 1845 
(c. 18). In 1866 an order was made on petition, 
whereby a sum of £7,000 was ordered to be 
invested to provide for the annuities when they 
should become payable, & the balance of a moiety 
of the fund, after providing for the tenant for 
life’s interest, was directed to be paid to A. B. 
In 1868 one of the expectant annuitants died ; in 
1869 the tenant for life died; & in 1870 another 
order was made on petition, whereby a sum of 
stock which would have been sufficient to pay an 
rented of £50, was ordered to be transferred to 


A. second annuitant having died in May, 1883, 
A. B. claimed a sum of £1,666 138. 4d., Consols, 
being so much of the residue of the investment 
of £7,000 as had sufficed to provide for the second 
annuity of £50 :—Held: the orders of the court 
in 1866 & 1870 amounted to ‘‘ an order declaring 
the rights of” A. B. within the meaning of sub- 
sect. (1) of r.2 of Ord. LV.; & the application ought 
to be by summons. 

The generality of sub-sect. (1) of r. 2 of Ord. LV. 
is not cut down or qualified by sub-sect. (7) or any 
of the sub-sections of r. 2 following sub-sect. (1).— 
Re BRANDRAM (1883), 25 Ch. D. 366; 53 L. J. Ch. 
831; 49 L. T. 558; 382 W. R. 180. 

3070. -}—The generality of sub-sect. (1) 
of Ord. LV., r. 2, is not qualified by sub-sect. (5); 
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therefore an application under the Trustee Relief 
Acts for payment out of a fund to an applicant 
whose title depends merely upon proof of his birth 
should be made by summons & not by petition, 
although the fund exceeds £1,000. 

The circumstances considered under which 
applications for payment out should be by petition 
& not by summons.—Re Broapwoop (1886), 55 
L. J. Ch. 646; 55 L. T. 312. 

3071. Question of construction involved. ]— 
Where the title of applicants to money in court 
depends not only upon proof of their identity or 
of the birth, marriage, or death of any person, 
but there is also a question of construction, the 
matter is not one which can be disposed of upon 
summons in chambers under Ord. LV., r. 2, but 
a petition is necessary. 

Ord. LV., r. 2 (18), appears to refer to classes 
of business other than those previously mentioned, 
& not to enable the judge to direct that any par- 
ticular matter shall be disposed of in chambers 
(KEKEWICcH, J.).—Re Hicks, Ex p. NORTH 
EASTERN Ry. Co. (1894), 63 L. J. Ch. 568, 569 ; 
70 L. T. 529; 8 R. 319. 





B. “ Order declaring the Rights.’’ 


See R. S. C., Ord. LY., r. 2 (1), p. 716, ante. 

3072. Orders of court amounting to ‘‘ order 
declaring the rights.’’|—-Re BRANDRAM, No. 3069, 
ante. 


C. Mode of Application—Service. 


By petition—Charities Procedure Act, 1812 
(c. 101).J—See Cuarities, Vol. VIII., p. 404, 
Nos. 2352-2353. 

Lands Clauses Acts.|—See COMPULSORY 
PURCHASE, Vol. XI., p. 251, Nos. 1542-1643. 

-——— Trust funds.|—See Trusts, Vol. XLIII., 
pp. 809-812, Nos. 2501-2540. 

By summons—tLands Clauses Acts.]—See Com- 
PULSORY PURCHASE, Vol. X1., pp. 251, Nos. 1537 
el seq. 





Trust funds.]|—See Trusts, Vol. XLIIT., 
p. 812, Nos. 2541-2545. 

30738. Instead of petition—Meritorious 
application—Costs.|—This was a petition for the 
division into thirds of a fund in court, exceeding 
£1,000 in amount, & the carrying over of those 
thirds to separate accounts. There had been no 
order declaring the rights of the parties. The 
application was in the first instance made by 
summons in chambers, but under the circum- 
stances there was no jurisdiction to make the 
order asked for on summons, & the chief clerk 
accordingly declined to make it. This petition 
was then presented :—Held: the costs of the 
summons would be allowed, because it had been 
issued in the reasonable expectation that the order 
could be made in chambers, & it was a meritorious 
application. The costs of a summons would not, 
however, be allowed as a matter of course in every 
case in which a summons had been issued, & it 
had afterwards appeared that the order asked for 
could not be obtained without a petition. If the 
court comes to the conclusion that the application 
by surnmons is not a meritorious one, it will leave 
the solicitor who has issued it to bear the extra 
costs of it. In the present case the extra costs 
of the summons would be allowed.—Re JELLARD’S 
Trusts, [1888] W. N. 42. 

8074. Service of notice—Numerous partners 
likely to know of application—Service dispensed 
with. ]}—Where a petitioner prays that the dividends 
of a fund in court may be paid to several tenants 
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for life, & that the various shares of the corpus may 
be carried over to the accounts of those entitled 
in remainder, such remaindermen, if numerous, 
need not be served or appear. 

Under the circumstances, as it must be supposed 
that the children would be informed of what was 
done, the order might be made (KINDERSLEY, 
V.-C.).—Re HopGes (1858), 6 W. R. 487. 

3075. —-—— On_ assignor — Application by 
assignee.|—Upon a petition by an assignee for the 
payment out of court of a fund standing to the 
credit of an assignor, the court requires the assignor 
to be served, unless there has been an absolute 
assignment of the precise fund, even where the 
total funds assigned excced the fund in court.— 
BRIANT tv. DENNETT (1859), 4 Drew. 550; 33 L. T. 
O.S. 130; 5 Jur. N.S. 663; 62 E.R. 211. 

3076. —— — —.+—-On the death of J. J. 
Catterson in Oct. 1903, the Law Life Assurance 
Society, as assignees of the interest of Mrs. Garnier 
under the will of J. R. Catterson, became entitled 
to a sum of £3,000 odd Consols in court represent- 
ing the residuary estate of the testator, subject to 
the question whether the gift to Mrs. Garnier was 
not void as transgressing the rule against per- 
petuities. 

The testator died in 1865, & an action was com- 
menced for the administration of his estate, to 
which Mrs. Garnier (then Miss Walton) was a deft., 
& this action was still pending. 

By an indenture of mortgage dated in Nov. 
1885, Mrs. Garnier’s reversionary interest in the 
sum in question was mortgaged by her & her hus- 
band to one Levy to secure £500, & the deed 
was separately acknowledged by the wife. In 
1888 Levy, in exercise of his power of sale under 
the mortgage deed, assigned Mrs. Garnier’s 
reversionary interest to the Law Life Assurance 
Society absolutely. 

This was a petition in the action by the society 
for payment out to them of the sum in court. 

Mrs. Garnier had not been heard of for many 
years, &, although inquiries had been made & 
advertisements issued in the newspapers, no 
information could be obtained as to her where- 
abouts :—Held: there being here a mortgage of 
the whole fund with a power of sale which had 
been properly exercised, & there being no question 
about the title of the mortgagee, it was not in 
accordance with the practice of modern times to 
insist upon bringing the mortgagor before the 
court.—CATTERSON v. CLARK, {1905] W. N. 173; 
affd. (1906), 95 L. T. 42, C. A. 

3077. —-—- Fund lodged to account of party 
‘with remainder over.’’}—Upon the hearing of a 
petition for payment out of a fund in court stand- 
ing to the credit of the cause ‘‘ account of A. B. 
with remainder over,” the judge said that although 
it was not necessary to serve the trustees in the 
case of payment out of money standing to the 
credit of the ‘“‘ account of A. B.” merely, yet where 
it was the ‘‘ account of A. B. with remainder over ”’ 
the trustees must be served, because, for instance, 
they might have received notice of assignments 
or dealings affecting the fund.—PracricE Nots, 
[1907] W, N. 44. 

8078. ---— On beneficiaries.}—The judges of the 
Chancery Division have had under their considera- 
tion the practice rule requiring notice to be given 
to beneficiaries of any application for payment of 
money out of court to a legal personal representa- 
tive, made twenty years or more after the death 
of the testator or intestate, & they have come to 
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the following resolution (which involves an 
rr aa modification of the former practice) : 
‘‘that as a general rule funds in court belonging to 
the estate of a deceased person should not after the 
expiration of ten years from his death, be paid to 
his legal personal representative without notice 
to beneficiaries.” —-PRACTICE Notes, [1904] W. N. 
135. 

3079. —— Except where trustees still have 
active duties. }—The Masters of the Chancery Division 
consider that the Practice Note [1904] W. N. 135, 
No. 3078, ante, lays down a general rule. but does 
not apply to a case where a trust exists & the 
trustees of the will of the deceased person still have 
active duties to perform.—Re Hout Ex p. LONDON 
County CounciL (1919), Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

3080. Fund passing under will of person entitled 
—-Payment to legatee—Absence of personal repre- 
sentative.]|—The purchase-money of land which 
stood limited to A. for life, remainder to B. in fee, 
was paid into court. <A. never applied for the 
dividends. <A.’s residuary legatee bequeathed 
the residue of her personal estate to B., who now 
presented a petition for payment out of court. 

In the absence of the legal personal representa- 
tive of the tenant for life, the court refused to 
order payment of the dividends accrued during 
his life to petitioner.—Re ACKER’S TrusTS, Re 
MACCLESFIELD CANAL ACT, MANCHESTER & 
SHEFFIELD RartwAy Co. AcT, MANCHESTER, 
SHEFFIELD & LINCOLNSHIRE RAILWAY Co. ACT 
(1862), 7L. T. 625; 11 W. R. 182; 9 Jur. N.S, 224. 

See, also, COMPULSORY PURCHASE, Vol. XI., 
p-. 251, Nos. 1550-1562; Trusts, Vol. XLITI., 
pp. 811, 812, Nos. 2528-2540. 





D. Evidence on Application. 


See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 24, 
p. 589, ante; Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1927 ; 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXI1I., pp. 322, 516 ct seq. 

3081. Birth certificate—Evidence of date of 
birth.]— The entry in a register of births under 
Births & Deaths Registration Act, 1836 (c. 86), is 
evidence of the birth having taken place before the 
date of registration, but not of the exact date of 
birth.—Re WINTLE (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 373; 21 
L. T. 781; 34 J. P. 372; 18 W. Rt. 394. 

8082. .J—A certified copy of an entry 
in a register of births made pursuant to the Births 
& Deaths Registration Act, 1836 (c. 86), is evidence, 
not merely of the fact of birth before the date of 
registration, but of the actual date of birth.~— 
In the Estate of GOODRICH, PAYNE v. BENNETT, 
[1904] P. 138; 90 L. T. 170; sub nom. PAYNE v. 
BENNETT, 73 L. J. P. 338; 20 T. L. RR. 2038. 

8083. -—--- Evidence of marriage. |—In an action 
brought by the pltfs., who claimed to be two of 
the next-of-kin of an intestate, for administration 
of her estate, the usual order for inquiries as to the 
next-of-kin & heir-at-law of the intestate was made. 
In taking those inquiries before the master it 
became necessary to prove the lawful marriage of 
the parents of the intestate before her birth &, 
as no record of the marriage could be found, a 
summons was taken out by the pltfs. for the 
determination of the question whether three 
certificates of birth of three of the children (includ- 
ing the intestate) of those ae & a certiticate 
of death of one of those children were primé facie 
or any evidence of the lawful marriage of the 
pen :—Held: the certificates were admissible, 

ut not alone sufficient, because taken by them- 
selves they did not identify the persons therein 
mentioned. It would be for the master at the 
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inquiry to determine whether the certificates, 
taken in conjunction with the other evidence 
adduced before him, were sufficient to establish the 
fact of marriage between the parents in question.— 
Re STOLLERY, WEIR v. ASURY SOLICITOR, 
[1926] Ch. 284; 95 LL. J. Ch. 259; 134 L. T. 4380; 
90 J. P. 90; 42 T. L. R. 253; 70 Sol. Jo. 385; 
24 L. G. R. 178, C. A. 

See, further, EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., pp. 322, 
Nos. 3157 et seq. 

8084. Baptismal certificate.|—This was a peti- 
tion for the payment of money out of court to per- 
sons who had become entitled thereto by reason of 
their having attained twenty-one. The certificate 
of the baptism of one of the parties was verified only 
by his own affidavit.—Re BULLEY’s SETTLEMENT, 
11886] W. N. 80. 

———.]—See, further, EvIpENcE, Vol. XXII., 
pp. 336, Nos. 3358 e¢ seq. 

3085. Statutory declaration in colony—Verified 
by solicitor in England.]—Upon the hearing of an 
originating summons, In re Susanna Hardwick, 
Boswell v. Hardwick, [1906] H. 2171, for the 
determination of the question whether a power 
of appointment given by the before-mentioned 
testatrix’s will over a trust fund of £3,000 had been 
exercised, or whether the trust fund went as in default 
of appointment, it was proposed to tender in 
evidence a statutory declaration made in Welling- 
ton, New Zealand, & verified by the affidavit of 
the pltf. trustee. The declaration dealt with the 
question whether the donee of the power was 
possessed of any other similar sum. It was 
intituled in the matter of the donee’s post-nuptial 
settlement by which the donee purported to deal 
with the fund, & was expressed to be made by 
virtue of the provisions of the Statutory Declara- 
tions Act, 1835 :—Held: although the court did 
not require the tendered evidence to enable it to 
come to a decision in this particular summons, 
nevertheless the question of the admissibility of 
such evidence was a very important one, & from 
inquiries that the court had made it appeared that 
the practice of the judges of the Chancery Division 
in respect of it was not by any means uniform.— 
PRACTICE NOTE, [1907] W. N. 180. 

3086. Affidavit of no incumbrances—By appli- 
cant.]—Applications, by persons claiming to be 
absolutely entitled, for payment out of money in 
court representing real estate, should be supported 
by an affidavit of no incumbrances, & primd facie 
the applicant is the proper person to make the 
affidavit.— WILLIAMS v. WARE (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 
497; 58 L, 'T. 8768. 

3087. —- — - Fund representing personal 
estate. |—This was a petition for the payment out 
of certain funds which had been paid into court 
in an administration action, & which represented 
a trust legacy & residuary estate. The respondents 
were reversioncrs entitled under the trusts of the 
will which were being administered. The question 
arose whether an affidavit of no incumbrances 
ought to be made by the reversioners in respect of 
the personal estate. 

His lordship desired that the matter should be 
mentioned again upon this point, so that the 
practice might be ascertained & settled once for 
all 











KEKEWICH, J., said that he had consulted two 
of his brother judges & some of the registrars with 
regard to the practice, & their view was that the 
rule requiring an affidavit of no incumbrances in 
the case of reality did not apply to personal estate. 
Although there might be cases where it would be 
necessary, his lordship held that in the present case 
be would not require an affidavit of no incum- 
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brances from any of the reversioners.— EDWARDS v. 
Grove, [1906] W. N. 191; 51 Sol. Jo. 27. 

8088. ——— Some incumbrances disclosed.]— 
Where on a petition for payment out of the pro- 
ceeds of sale of leaseholds certain incumbrances 
are disclosed without any statement that there are 
no others, there ought to be an affidavit of no 
incumbrances except those which have been dis- 
closed.—Re LADYMAN (1926), 70 Sol. Jo. 485. 

8089. Affidavit of no settlement—Necessity for 
certificate of counsel.}—At the hearing of a 
petition for payment out of court of certain funds, 
it appeared that on the marriage of one of the 
petitioners a settlement was executed by her & 
her intended husband. In order to prove that the 
settlement did not affect her share in the funds in 
court, an affidavit by her husband & herself & 
a solicitor had been filed, in which the husband & 
wife proved the marriage & the settlement, the 
solicitor deposed that according to the best of his 
judgment the wife’s share in the funds in court 
was not subject to or affected by the settlement, & 
the wife stated that she had not incumbered her 
share except by a specified charge. 

WARRINGTON, J., made an order according to the 
prayer of the petition, but said that the fact that 
the settlement did not affect the wife’s share of the 
funds in court must be proved by a certificate of 
counsel._—_Re SMITH, SMITH v. NEw, [1907] W. N. 
188; 57 Sol. Jo. 873. 

3090. Fund under £20.]—This was the 
further considcration of an administration action. 
The minutes provided for the distribution of a 
fund among the persons entitled thereto, several 
of whom were married women, to whom respectively 
sums under £20 would be payable. 

Counsel for the pltf. asked that in these cases 
the separate examination of the married woman, 
& also the production of an affidavit that no settle- 
ment was made on her marriage, might be dis- 
pensed with. 

PEARSON, J., acceded to the application, saying 
that the case could not well be made a precedent. 

The order provided for payment to each married 
woman on tle joint receipt of herself & her 
husband.- -GuEst v. NEAMES, [1884] W. N. 227. 

3091. —-—- Refusal by married woman assignor 
— Affidavit by person likely to be well informed. ]— 
Where a fund has been assigned by a wife & 
both husband & wife refuse to make an affidavit 
of no settlement, the fund may be ordered to be 
paid out on an affidavit of no settlement made 
by some person likely to be well informed.— 
TIMOTHY v. CROWN (1900), 82 L. T. 142. 

} 





iy.“ Payment or Transfer to any Person.” 


See R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (1), p. 716, ante. 

Payment into & out of court & tender, see 
R.S.C., Ord. XXII., p. 478, ante. 

3092. Application to carry over fund to credit of 
another cause.] - There is no distinction between 
applications for payment or transfer to a person & 
applications for transfer to the credit of a cause 
in regard to Ord. LV., r. 2 (1); & such applications 
should be made by summons in chambers & not 
by petition where there has been a judgment or 
order declaring the rights of the parties, though 
the sum exceeds £1,000. 

Where such an application was made by petition 
instead of by summons the court ordered the rail- 
way company, who were liable under the Lands 
Clauses Act to pay the costs of the application, 
to pay the costs of the petitioners & respondents 
according to the Act, such costs not to be greater 
than those properly incurred on a summons 
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adjourned to a judge in chambers & attended by 
counsel.—?e LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE Ry. Co., 
SLATER v. SLATER (1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 688; 72 
L. T. 627; 89 Sol. Jo. 485. 


F. When Payment Made. 


Payment into & out of court & tender, see 
R.S.C., Ord. XXII., Part XXVITI., ante. 

3093. Revivor of suit dispensed with.]—C., by 
his will, bequeathed one-third of his residuary 
estate upon trust for the benefit of his daughter, 
B., for life, & after her death for her children in 
equal shares to be vested in sons at twenty-one, & 
in daughters at that age or on marriage ; another 
third upon similar trusts for the benefit of his 
daughter E. & her children; & the remaining 
third upon similar trusts for the benefit of his 
daughter A.; & there were gifts over in the event 
of his daughters’ children not attaining vested 
interests in the shares. 

Shortly after the death of the testator two of 
the children of E. instituted a suit of Kdwards v. 
Wiainkworth for the administration of the estate, & 
a decree was made, under which the residuary 
estate was ascertained & brought into court, & 
in 1848 an order was made by which one-third of 
the income of the fund in court (which stood to 
the general credit of the cause) was ordered to be 
paid to each of the tenants for life. Since 1848 
no order had been made in the suit. KE. died in 
July, 1872, having had children who attained 
vested interests in the fund in court. Some of 
these children had died subsequently to 1848; 
others had married & assigned their shares. The 
executor of the testator & one of defts. to the 
original suit had since died. Under these circum- 
stances an application for the common order of 
revivor & supplement was refused by the Master of 
the Rolls, who was of opinion that a bill was neces- 
sary. A bill was accordingly filed by the surviving 
children of E. (including one of the original pltfs. 
who bad married & settled her share). The bill 
prayed (amongst other things) that the defts. on 
being served might be bound by the proceedings 
in the court. 

The Lord Chancellor said the only thing which 
remained to be done in the suit was to divide the 
fund ; that this might have been done on petition 
without the suit being revived, & he must therefore 
decline to assist the plitfs—ScHRAM v. BAKER, 
[1873] W. N. 78. 

3094. -}—This was a petition for payment 
out of court of a fund standing to the general 
credit of the cause. The suit was originally 
instituted to compel a trustee to make good a trust 
fund ; the trustee submitted to the claim, & paid 
the whole fund into court. No decree was ever 
nade, but successive orders were made for pay- 
ment of the dividends to successive tenants ‘for 
life. The suit had completely abated by the death 
of all the parties thereto. In order to establish 
the title of the petitioner to the corpus, it was 
necessary to prove the death of one R., alleged 
to have taken place at Macclesfield, on Feb. 1, 
1863. The evidence consisted of an extract from 
the register of deaths, & the usual affidavit of 
identity. 

By the last order directing payment to a tenant 
for hfe, general liberty to apply was reserved. 

Counsel for the petitioner submitted that the 
evidence of the death (which he stated was that 
usually required in the registrars’ office) was 
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eaeieat & also that it was unnecessary to revive 
e suit. 

The Lord Chancellor said that the old rule was 
that a certificate of burial should be produced ; 
& although the certificate of death was receivable 
as evidence under the Act of Parliament, & must 
therefore be received, still the court was not bound 
to act on that alone. The certificate of death 
ought in ordinary cases to be corroborated either 
by the affidavit of some one who could speak to 
the burial, or otherwise ; & in the present case his 
lordship would like to have the burial certificate. 
As to the abatement, for such a purpose as the 
present, revivor, generally speaking, was un- 
necessary, unless further consideration was 
reserved; & here was clearly unnecessary.— 
RISELEY v. SHEPPARD (SHEPHERD), [1878] W. N. 
150; 21 W. R. 783, C. A. 

3095. -}—A_ legatee’s suit commenced in 
1758, defts. being the executors of the testator. 

Defts. by their answer admitted that there were 
certain funds in their hands, & under an order 
made in May, 1760, paid into court. No decree 
was made, & no further proceedings ever taken. 

In April, 1894, a petition was presented by a 
paren claiming through a pltf. in this suit to be 

eneficially entitled to some portion of the fund 
in court (upwards of £1,000), representing the 
original sum of £146, for inquiries as to the persons 
legally & beneficially entitled thereto ; & an order 
in terms of the prayer was made, subject, however, 
to the suit being revived against the representa- 
tives of the original defts. Every endeavour was 
made to trace the defts., but without success, 
owing to the great lapse of time :—Held: every 
honest endeavour having been made to trace the 
representatives of the testator, though unsuccess- 
fully, & as the court had a discretion in the matter, 
notwithstanding no decree had been made in the 
suit, the inquiries might be prosecuted under the 
circumstances without the suit being revived.— 
BALLARD v. MILNER, [1895] W. N. 14; 39 Sol. Jo. 
217. 

3096. Sums not exceeding £10.|—This was the 
further consideration of an administration action. 
The minutes of the proposed order provided for 
payment of small sums under £10 to the solicitor 
of the pltfs. in the usual way. 

KEKEWICH, J., said that in consequence of a 
report of the Treasury & an intimation from the 
Lord Chancellor, & in view of the facilities which 
now existed for the transmission of money through 
the post-office & otherwise, the practice of the 
court had now been changed, & in future no 
exception from the general practice would be made 
in the case of small sums of money. The minutes 
must therefore be altered accordingly.—Ae BELL, 
BELL v. BELL, [1894] W. N. ¥. 

3097. Dormant fund.]—It is contrary to the 
practice to pay out a dormant fund to a party 
legally entitled in the absence of beneficiaries 
(NEVILLE, J.).—-GORDON v. SmITH, [1913] W. N. 
161; 108 L. T. 951; 57 Sol. Jo. 595. 

8098. On presumption of death — Whether 
security to refund ordered.]—Where an application 
is made for the payment out of court of funds by 
persons claiming as upon the presumption of 
death by reason of seven years’ absence of the 
person to whose credit the funds stand, & the 
court is satisfied with the evidence, it is not in 
accordance with modern practice for the court to 
require security to refund before making the order 
eee out.—He B.’s TRusts (1905), 68 W. R. 








3099. ——- Forms of master’s certificate pre- 
suming death.]—This was an administration action 
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in which an inquiry had been directed whether an 
annuitant under a will was living or dead. On 
the inquiry the only evidence adduced was 
evidence from which death might be presumed. 
The master, by his certificate, found that no evi- 
dence had been produced to show whether the 
annuitant was living or dead. 

SARGANT, J., on the evidence before the master, 
presumed the death of the annuitant on or before 
a certain day. As regards the form of the 
certificate, his lordship agreed that it was not for 
the master to presume the death of any particular 
person, but he thought that the language of the 
certificate was wrongly framed in finding that no 
evidence had been produced to show whether the 
annuitant was living or dead, & amended the 
certificate by finding that the only evidence on 
the point was the evidence mentioned in the 
certificate & submitting to the court the question 
whether the annuitant ought to be presumed to be 
living or dead, &, if dead, on what date he died.— 
Re Lone, Mepuicotr v. Lona, [1915] W. N. 350; 
60 Sol. Jo. 59. 

When death presumed.]—See EvIpENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 163, Nos. 1395 et seq. 

8100. Statute of Limitations.}—At her death in 
1798 a lunatic was entitled to funds in court 
representing the residuary estate of her father. 
In 1794 the master had reported in the course of 
administration proceedings relating to the father’s 
estate that the lunatic had no heir-at-law or next- 
of-kin, & the report was confirmed by the court. 
In 1801 the Crown made ex gratid grants of all 
except 10 per cent. of the funds “ subject... 
to any claim or right of the next-of-kin,” & took 
an indemnity from the recipients for securing 
repayment if any person should thereafter by due 
course of law prove himself to be the next-of-kin. 
In 1926 a petition of right was presented by persons 
claiming that the lunatic had left next-of-kin whom 
they represented & asking for payment to them of 
her personal estate. 

The matter came before the court for the 
determination of three questions, but on appeal the 
only question decided was whether the petition was 
barred by any Statute of [imitations :—Held : 
Intestates Hstates Act, 1884 (c. 71), s. 3, applied 
so as to entitle the Crown to rely by way of defence 
on any Statute of Limitations ; neither the form 
of the ex gratia grants nor the form of the indemnity 
operated to create a trust in favour of the next-of- 
kin; & therefore the petition was barred by the 
Limitation Act, 1623 (c. 16).—Re Mason, [1929] 
1 Ch. 1; 97 L. J. Ch. 821; 139 L. T. 477; 44 
T. L. R. 603; 72 Sol. Jo. 645, C. A. 

See, generally, LIMITATION OF AcTIONS, Vol. 
XXXII. 

Woman past age of child-bearing—-When pre- 
sumption arises.] —See EviDENCE, Vol. XXII, 
pp. 173-175, Nos. 1505~—1525. 


G. To Whom Payment Made. 


See Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1927, rr. 46-69, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Payment into & out of court & tender, see 
R. 8. C., Ord. X XII., Part XXVII., ante. 

Trust funds.}—See Trusts, Vol. XLIII., pp. 809, 
812-815, 846, Nos. 2497-2500, 2546-2576, 2934— 


29365. 
Lunatics.|—See CONFLICT OF Laws, Vol. 
xXI., p. 474, No. 1290; Lunatics, Vol. XXXIII,, 
pp. 199-200, 229, Nos. 1080-1034, 1403. 
Under Lands Clauses Acts.}—-See CoMPULSORY 
a Vol. XI., pp. 242-247, Nos. 1876- 
1468, 
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8101. To wrong person—Negligence of solicitor.] 
—Trustees paid into court, under the Trustee 
Relief Act, a legacy of £500 bequeathed to D., an 
infant. to the credit of an account in the matter 
of the trusts of the will of the testator. Two years 
afterwards they transferred into court to the same 
account a sum of Consols, representing a legacy of 
£7,000 bequeathed to M., & after her death to her 
children, & on both occasions the trustees in the 
petitions stated that the office of N., their solicitor, 
was to be the place for the service of any notice 
in reference to the funds. A year after the transfer 
of the Consols a petition was presented by M., 
by her next friend, a solicitor, & by the trustees, 
for the purpose of dealing with the Consols, & the 
solicitors on the record for the petitioners were the 
firm of whom N. was a member, & the office of N. 
was to be the place where any notice was to be 
served relating to the trust fund. The petition 
set forth what had been done in respect of the 
Consols & other matters. An order was made in 
reference to the Consols & dividends; but in 
drawing it up an error occurred by including in 
it the whole of the fund standing to the credit of 
the account, & the future dividends were, as 
ordered, paid to M. during her life. 

D. had suffered loss by payments wrongly 
made to M. (now deceased), & she, on attaining 
majority, presented a petition asking that the 
estate of M. might be made primarily liable for 
the loss which she had suffered, & that N. might 
be made liable for any deficiency :—Held: N., 
as officer of the court, had been guilty of negligence 
in not seeing that all the facts relating to the funds 
were brought before the court when the order was 
made, & that he must, after D. had exhausted the 
estate of M., make good any deficiency & pay the 
costs of the petition. 

As regards the Paymaster-General, the petition 
is unfounded. I cannot find that he or his officials 
have been guilty of any neglect whatever. It was 
the Accountant-General, in those years, as the 
order was made before the recent Act of Parlia- 
ment was passed, but, treating him as the Pay- 
master-General, he simply did what he was ordered 
to do: furnish a correct certificate upon the 
application made to him, & obey the order of the 
court which dealt with the whole of the fund. 
It does not seem to me that he can be held liable in 
any way (STIRLING, J.).—He DANGAR’s TRUSTS 
(1889), 41 Ch. TD. 178, 186; 58 L. J. Ch. 315; 
60 L. T. 491; 37 W. R. 651; 5 T. L. R. 266. 

3102. Fraud & forgery.|}—Without the 
knowledge or authority of X., solicitor, A. B., 
another solicitor, used X.’s name in proceedings, 
wherein by acts of fraud & forgery A. B. obtained 
an order for the payment out of a fund in court, 
& was thereby enabled to get the fund out by a 
cheque from the Paymaster-General, with which 
he opened a fictitious account at a bank. Two 
days later, & after the account had been partially 
drawn upon, X. was told by A. B. that his name 
had been made use of for a formal party. X. 
reprimanded A. B. for this, but, without inquiring 
into the nature of the business, accompanied A. B. 
to the Paymaster-General’s office, & received a 
cheque for £15 for costs; over £10 of this he paid 
to A. B. for out-of-pocket expenses, & the balance 
of £4 5s. 6d. he handed to his partner Y., who 
entered it to the credit of the firm in their books 
without knowing anything of the circumstances 
under which the money had been paid. 

A large portion of the fund formerly in court 
having been lost :—Held: (1) even if X. had 

reviously authorised the use of his name for a 
ormal party, he would not have been responsible 
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for the acts of fraud & forgery committed by his 
supposed agent for that agent’s own fraudulent 
purposes; (2) under the circumstances, X. had 
not condoned or ratified the use of his name by 
A. B., & was not liable for the whole of the loss 
sustained, but only for the amount of the £15 
cheque which he took; & (8) Y. was liable only 
for the £4 5s. 6d. received by him for the partner- 
ship.—MarsH v. JOSEPH, [1897] 1 Ch. 213; 66 
L. J. Ch. 128; 75 L. T. 558; 45 W. R. 209; 13 
T. L. R. 186; 41 Sol. Jo. 171, C. A. 

3103. ——— Costs.]|—In an administration 
action a fund belonging to the children of R. M. M. 
who should attain twenty-one or marry was 
carried over to ‘‘the account of the issue or 
children of R. M. M. deceased.’’ The fund in 
Jan. 1884, consisted of £4,387 10s. 3d. Consols 
& £195 19s. 4d. cash. B., managing clerk of the 
firm of solicitors conducting the action, knew that 
R. M. M. died leaving one daughter, who would 
attain twenty-one in Dec. 1886. He retained L. 
as solicitor on behalf of the daughter to get the 
fund out, saying he had authority. A summons 
was taken out in chambers, & B. having produced 
an affidavit that the daughter was of age, an 
order was made by the chief clerk on Jan. 28, 1884, 
for transfer & payment to the daughter. B. got 
the usual form of power of attorney from the 
Paymaster-General, & it was apparently executed 
by the daughter of R. M. M. in favour of L., but 
in reality it was forged. IL. obtained payment, & 
after deducting one-half of one-sixth of the fund 
& other expenses, pursuant to an agreement 
between him & B., paid the remainder to B. on 
an authority apparently signed by the daughter 
of R. M. M., but really forged. L. never saw the 
daughter of R. M. M. & had no communication 
with her. The daughter of R. M. M. never saw 

& never gave any authority to B. B 
absconded. 

In Dec. 1886, when the daughter of R. M. M. 
attained twenty-one, she presented a petition to 
the Lord Chancellor under sect. 5 of the Chancery 
(funds) Act, 1872, for a certificate under that 
section, in order that the fund might be replaced 
out of the Consolidated Fund. 

Upon the hearing of this petition on Dec. 14, 
1887, counsel for the Treasury contended that the 
application should not go until the petitioner 
had herself obtained a proper order from the court 
for payment out of the fund to her, & the Pay- 
ee enera had failed to comply with such 
order, 

This was a petition to discharge the order of 
Jan. 28, 1884, & for payment out of the sums above 
mentioned, & the interest & dividends. The 
petition was served on the Commissioners of Her 
Majesty’s Treasury & the Paymaster-General & 
upon L. :—Held: (1) the order of Jan. 28, 1884, 
must be discharged, & an order now be made that 
the sums of £4,387 108, 3d. Consols & £195 19s. 4d. 
cash, & such further sums as would have been 
standing to the credit of the account, if the order 
of Jan. 28, 1884, had not been made, should be 
respectively transferred & paid to the petitioner ; 
& L. should within two months from the date of 
the present order pay into court to the account of 
the Paymaster-General] the sum of £4,387 108. 3d. 
Consols & £195 198. 4d. cash, & such order sumis as 
should be payable to the petitioner under the 
present order; (2) such costs of the petitioner 
as would necessarily have been incurred if the 
petitioner had been applying for payment to her of 
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the funds which would have been standing to the 
credit of the account if the order of Jan. 28, 1884, 
had not been made, must come out of the fund, or 
be paid by the petitioner, & IL. would be ordered 
to pay all the other costs of the proceedings, 
including the costs of the requisite application to 
the Lord Chancellor under sect. 5 of the Court of 
Chancery (Funds) Act, 1872.—-SLATER v. SLATER 
(1888), 58 L. T. 149; [1897] 1 Ch. 222, n. 

8104. ——— Liability of Paymaster-General. |— 
Re DANGAR’S Trusts, No. 3101, ante. 

3105.' Payment to person apparently 
entitled.|}—-Where money is ordered to be paid 
out of court to a person apparently but not really 
entitled, & the Paymaster-General obeys the order, 
then, except possibly in cases where the order 
was obtained by fraud or forgery, the person 
really entitled, though not before the court when 
the order was made, has no claim upon the Con- 
solidated Fund.—Re WILLIAMS’ SETTLED ESTATES, 
[1910] 2 Ch. 481; 80 L. J. Ch. 8; 103 L. T. 390 ; 
26 T. L. R. 688; 54 Sol. Jo. 736. 

Omission to obtain stop order.]—See 
EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 658, Nos. 2373-2374. 

3106. Tenant in tail—Necessity for disentailing 
assurance—Small sum.]—A small sum in court 
representing land was paid out to a tenant in tail 
without a _ disentailing assurance.—STEAD  v. 
HARPER, [1896] W. N. 46. 


H. Payment of Duties. 


See Legacy Duty Act, 1796 (c. 52), ss. 24, 25; 
Succession Duty Act, 1853 (c. 51), s. 53; R.S.C., 
Ord. XXII., r. 12, p. 495, ante ; Supreme Court 
Funds Rules, 1927, rr. 20, 21, 30, 40, 41, 52, 66, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Provision by court.|—See HsTaATE & OTHER 
DEatTH Duties, Vol. XXI., pp. 43, 44, 74, 75, 
Nos. 280, 195-499. 














SUB-sEcT. 2.—PAYMENT OUT OR TRANSFER OF 
CASH OR SECURITIES Not EXCEEDING £1,000. 


See HK. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (2), p. 716, ante. 

3107. Scope of rule.|—The general expressions 
of sub-sect. (2) of Ord. LV., r. 2 (Rules of Court, 
1883), are not to be construed as in any way 
qualified or modified by the subsequent sub- 
sections. Therefore, an application by a land- 
owner & a railway company for payment out of 
a sum not exceeding £1,000 deposited in court 
under sect. 85 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845, should be made by summons in 
chambers & not by petition. 

Any such summons asking fur payment out to 
a person on behalf of the company, should be sealed 
with the company’s seal, by analogy to the 
practice on petition.—Er p. MAIDSTONE & ASH- 
FORD Ry. Co., Hz p. Baa & FESTINIOG Ry. Co. 
(1883), 25 Ch. D. 168; 53 L. J. Ch. 127; 49 L. T. 
777; 32 W. R. 181. 

8108. Application by summons.]—/z p. MAIb- 
STONE & ASHFORD Ry. Co., Ka p. BALA & 
FESsTINIoa Ry. Co., No. 3107, ante. 

8109. .j—An application for the payment 
or transfer out of court to a person absolutely 
entitled of a fund of less amount than £1,000 paid 
into court under the Lands Clauses Act is governed 
by sub-sect. (2) of r. 2 of Ord. LV., & ought now to 
be made by summons in chambers.— Re CALTON’S 
WILL (1883), 25 Ch. D. 240; 53 L. J. Ch. 329 ; 
49 L. T. 566; 32 W. R. 167. 

oree -}—-An application fur payment out 
of court to a person absolutely entitled of a sum 
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of cash not exceeding £1,000 paid in under the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 18465, is rightly 
made by summons, not by petition. 

His lordship directed the summons to be sealed 
by the company.— Re MADGwIckK (1883), 25 Ch. D. 
371, 872; 63 L. J. Ch. 333; 49 L. T. 560; 32 
W. R. 612. 

Transfer to separate account.|—An 
order in an administration action directing that a 
fund in court shal] be carried over to a separate 
account does not amount to a definite & conclusive 
ascertainment & declaration of right so as to 
operate as a res judicata & deprive the person 
really entitled of the fund in favour of the persons 
named or indicated in the title of the separate 
account. 

It is not within the jurisdiction of a master under 
Ord. LV., r. 2, to make an order on summons in 
chambers that a fund in court exceeding in value 
£1,000 shall be carried over to a separate account. 
~——THOMPSON v. THOMPSON, [1923] 2 Ch. 205; 
92 L. J. Ch. 5644; 129 L. T. 461; 67 Sol. Jo. 555. 

3112. Application by petition—More convenient 
or cheaper than by summons. |—-Pectition for the 
sale & payment out of court of the proceeds of 
a sum of £447 Bank of England stock, in which 
the purchase-money of settled land, taken by an 
urban sanitary authority under their statutory 
powers, had been invested under an order of the 
court. The petition asked that the urban 
authority might pay the costs. 

The urban authority objected that the nominal 
value of the stock being less than £1,000, the 
application ought, according to sub-sect. (2) of r. 2 
of Ord. LV., to have been made by summons in 
chambers, & that only the costs of such summons 
should be allowed. 

NortTu, J., thought that in the present case there 
would be no practical difference between the costs 
of the petition & the costs of a summons. The 
chief clerk would have required a written statement 
of the facts equivalent to a petition. He should, 
therefore, not give any special direction as to the 
costs. But he thought that in such cases a 
petition ought to be dispensed with whenever it 
was possible to do so, &, if in any case he should 
be of opinion that the costs had been increased by 
a petition, he should allow only the costs of a 
summons.—/te ARNOLD, [1887] W. N. 122; 31 
Sol. Jo. 560. 

3118. —-— —-.]—A railway company under 
their statutory powers took a piece of land & two 
cottages forming part of a settled estate, & paid 
the purchase-money, £362, into court. The tenant 
for life entered into a contract with a builder for 
the erection of two new cottages on the estate, 
in substitution for the two which had been taken 
by the company, at a cost of £375. This was a 
petition by the tenant for life, asking that the 
money in court might be paid to him, & that the 
company might pay the costs of the application. 

NortnH, J., said that he adhered to what he had 
said in Jn re Arnold, No. 3112, ante. But he did 
not see that in the present case the costs of a 
petition would be greater than those of a summons. 
The petition was not unreasonable. The company 
must pay the costs according to sect. 80 of the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act.—Re DE GREyY’s 
(EARL) ENTAILED EstaTE, [1887] W. N. 241. 

3114. Amount of fund—Whole of fund to be less 
than £1,000.}—In this case the judge mentioned 
that in another case, recently before him in 
chambers, he had held that, under sub-sect. (2) 
of r. 2 of Ord. LV., applications for payment or 
transfer out of court could be made in chambers 
only when the total fund in court did not exceed 
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£1,000; but that the application could not be 
made in chambers for payment out of a share, 
amounting to less than £1,000, of a fund in court 
which exceeded £1,000.—May v. DowsF, [1884] 
W.N. 122. 

8115. -———_ ——.}—Money had been paid into 
court by executors under the Trustees Relief Act 
to the credit of an account entitled ‘‘ In the matter 
of the trusts of the sale moneys of certain real 
estate formerly belonging to E., deceased, & subject 
to the trusts of a certain Royal Warrant dated 
Aug. 6, 1861.’’ The fund had originally been 
about £1,500. On an application by summons 
under Ord. LV., £600, part of the fund, was ordered 
to be paid out, but as to the remainder the summons 
stood over for further evidence as to the death of 
an annuitant. The further evidence having been 
obtained the application was renewed, the summons 
asking for payment out of the balance to the 
applicant :—Held: the case was not within Ord. 
LV. at all, & the application ought to be made by 
petition & not by summons.—Re Evans (1886), 
54 L. T. 527. 

3116. -.+-This was a petition for the 
transfer of funds in court (amounting to upwards 
of £80,000) into the names of the Official Trustees 
of Charitable Funds. The funds had been paid 
into court by various public bodies in respect of 
charity lands, situate in numerous parishes in the 
city of London, & which had been taken under 
compulsory powers. Under the powers of the 
City of London Parochial Charities Act, 1883, 
the Charity Commissioners had made a scheme for 
the administration of the funds, & such scheme 
was binding on the several corporations or public 
bodies, rectors, vicars, churchwardens, & others, 
in whose names respectively the funds were stand- 
ing. The petition had been served on these 
corporations or public bodies (thirty-two in 
number). Some of the sums in court amounted 
to less than £1,000 :—Held: as to the mode of 
the application, the Charity Commissioners had 
exerciscd a proper discretion, & that the costs 
ought not to be limited to those which would have 
been incurred on summonses.—-Re St. ALBAN’S, 





Woon STREET (RECTOR & CHURCHWARDENS) 
(1891), 66 T. T. 51. 
3117. Cash & securities to be added 





together. |—This was a petition for the transfer & 
payment out of court to the persons entitled of 
securities & cash which represented the purchase- 
money of land taken by a local board under the 
provisions of the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845. The question was whether, under 
Ord. LV., vr. 2 (2), the application ought not to 
have been made by summons in chambers. The 
cash in court was less than £1,000, & the securities 
were of less than £1,000 nominal value, but the 
cash & the nominal value of the securities together 
exceeded £1,000 :—/feld: under the circum- 
stances it was proper to present a petition.—Re 
HAWORTH, [1885] W. N. 48. 

3118. Addition of accrued interest, }]—- 
Petition for the payment out to the above trustees 
of a sum of cash, paid into court by the Metro- 
politan Board of Works as the purchase-money 
of leasehold property belonging to the trustees, 
which had been taken by the board under their 
statutory powers, with the interest accrued thereon 
since the payment in. The sum paid in was 
£1,000; the interest since accrued brought the 
amount in court above £1,000, though the Pay- 
master-General’s certificate only showed that 
£1,000 was standing to the credit of the account, 
the accrued interest not having been yet credited. 

The court thought that, whatever might be the 
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true construction of the rule, it was a fair case for 
presenting a petition, &, as the costs were in its 
discretion, it should allow the costs of the petition. 
—Ezxz p. Finspury & CTry OF LONDON SAVINGS 
Bank (TRUSTEES), [1886] W. N. 150. 

Evidence.}]—See Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, D., ante. 

Payment into & out of court & tender, see 
R. S. G., Ord. XXIL., Part XXVIT., ante. 


SuB-SsEcT. 3.—APPLICATION FOR PAYMENT OF 
DIVIDEND OR INTEREST. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (3), p. 716, ante ; 
Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1927, rr. 64., 19, 
48, 90, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Payment into & out of court & tender, see 
R.S. C., Ord. XXII., Part XXVII., ante. 

3119. Payment of income—To trustees.}—This 
was a petition in an administration action in which 
no decree had been made. 

The testator, C., died on Jan. 14, 1880, & under 
his will his daughter, Mrs. T., one of petitioners, 
was now entitled to one-fourth share of the income 
of his residuary personal estate. Upon her 
marriage in April, 1881, Mrs. T. had assigned her 
share under the will to the trustees of her marriage 
settlement upon the trusts thereby declared. All 
the income of the residuary personal estate, 
including Mrs. T.’s share, had (under an order of 
the court) been, & from time to time was to be, 
paid into court by a receiver appointed in the 
action. 

The petition asked (inter alia) that the daughter’s 
share of the income so paid in should from time 
to time be paid out to the two trustees of ber 
marriage settlement, ‘‘ or either of them,’’ upon 
the trusts thereof :—//eld: though in certain 
cases orders had been made in that form, it was not 
desirable to follow it generally. Order that the 
dividends should be paid out to the two trustees 
on their joint receipt in the usual form.—fe 
CARR, CARR v. CARR (1888). 36 W. R. 688. 

3120. To married women—Without power 
of anticipation—Form of order.|—The question 
is as to the form of order which should be used in 
directing payment of dividends to a marricd woman 
where the trust is for payment to her separate use 
without power of anticipation. It is quite plain 
that it should appear on the face of the order that 
she is restrained from anticipation, because such 
orders often come into the hands of third persons, 
& it might be that if the order did not disclose the 
restraint, such persons might treat the married 
woman as having full power of disposition. It is 
equally clear that in questions of this class, where 
there is no gift over, the married woman herself 
has no power whatever to anticipate her income 
& that any attempted anticipation is wholly 
without operation. It appears that the registrars’ 
practice is to draw the order in such a form as to 
show all this. It is also necessary to produce 
evidence to the Paymaster-General before he will 
make payment. Some of the registrars draw the 
order in such a form that this evidence may be 
given by persons other than the married woman 
herself. Here the lady is going to India, & it 
appears that it is not the practice for the Pay- 
master-General to draw cheques for India. The 
result therefore is, as she cannot receive the 
dividends herself, that if she is not able to give a 
power of attorney appointing some one to receive 
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the dividends for her, she will have from time to 
time to appoint some attorney after the dividends 
have fallen due, that is to say, when the restraint 
has ceased. If she has to do that on every occasion 
much expense & delay must necessarily arise. 
I may say here that in my opinion, since the passing 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 40, there is no 
reason why any married woman may not execute 
a power of attorney, although her separate property 
may be subject to a restraint on anticipation ; 
but of course she could not, by executing any such 
power, get rid of the restraint, for the present form 
in the payment schedule, or rather as an addition 
thereto, will be in such cases as the present (where 
there is a simple restraint on anticipation & no 
gift over) in the form as handed down. 

There must be an affidavit or statutory declara- 
tion, but it need not be made by the lady herself 
but by her attorney. Inasmuch as evidence must 
be always required on each occasion of payment, 
certifying to the fact that the lady is alive, little 
or no additional expense can be occasioned by 
requiring the additional evidence, which of course 
may be embodied in one & the same affidavit 
or declaration (CuITry, J.). 

The order as drawn up was as follows :-— 

Carry over Reduced Annuities (£818 9s. 3d.). 
Pay the dividends as they accrue during the life 
of Marian Stewart on annuities carried over until 
further orders. The said Marian Stewart being 
restrained from anticipating such dividends during 
her coverture, they are not to be paid to any 
attorney, except upon an affidavit or statutory 
declaration by such attorney that he receives them 
on behalf & for the use of the said Marian Stewart, 
& not of any other person to whom she has assigned 
or purported to assign them.—STEWART  v. 
FLETCHER (1888), 38 Ch. D. 627, 628 ; 57 L. J. Ch. 
765; 36 W. R. 713. 

3121. Effect of transfer to separate account. ]— 
The carrying over in an administration action of 
a fund to the separate account of the purchaser, 
subject to a life interest, is not equivalent to 
transfer or payment so as to give the purchaser 
a legal title. 

The separate account is merely the machinery 
by which the court has carried its declaration into 
effect, & so long as the fund remains in court, that 
machinery is under the control of the court.— 
CLOUTTE v. STOREY, [1911] 1 Ch. 18; 80 L. J. Ch. 
193; 103 L. T. 617, C. A. 

22. ——-.|}—THOMPSON v. THOMPSON, No. 3111, 
ante. 


Sect. 3.—APPLICATION UNDER PARLIAMENTARY 
DEPOSITS ACT, 1846. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (6), p. 716, ante. 

Form of summons—Where there are respon- 
dents.|—See Appendix K., Form 1B, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

Where no respondents. |—-See Appendix K.., 
Form 1H, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Deposit of money.|]—See PARLIAMENT, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 279-280, Nos. 271-280. 

Investment of deposit.|—See PARLIAMENT, Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 281, Nos. 281-288 ; Supreme Court 
Funds Rules, 1927, r. 74 (o). 

Repayment of deposit.|—-See PARLIAMENT, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 281-282, Nos. 289-303. 

—— To whom paid.]}—See PARLIAMENT, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 282-284, Nos. 304-321. 

Time for repayment.}—See PARLIAMENT, 
Vol. XXXVI., pp. 280-282, Nos. 280, 293-802. 
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On abandonment.|—See PARLIAMENT, Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 282, Nos. 300-302. 
Evidence in support.]—Sce PARLIAMENT, 
Vol. XXXVI., p. 282, Nos. 301-303. 

8123. ——— Costs of application for repayment— 
Payment out of general assets of company.]—A 
railway having been abandoned under the Railways 
Abandonment Acts, the costs of a petition by 
the depositor for the transfer out to hin of the 
bulk of the deposit-moneys were ordered to be 

aid out of the general assets of the company.—Re 

UGHARNE Ry. Co. (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 464; 
19 W. R. 1108. 

8124. —— Liquidator’s costs.|—When a 
tramway company, which has been authorised to 
construct tramways by a provisional order of the 
Board of Trade, made under the Tramways Act, 
1870 (c. 78), & afterwards confirmed by an Act 
of Parliament, has failed to construct the authorised 
tramways within the time limited for the purpose, 
& has been ordered to be wound up, the court has 
not, under r. 22 of the Board of Trade Rules, 1886 
(the terms of which are in substance the same as 
those of sect. 1 (2) of the Parliamentary Deposits 
& Bonds Act, 1892 (c. 27)), jurisdiction to order 
the liquidator’s general costs of the liquidation to 
be pes out of the deposit made, in pursuance of 
sect. 12 of the Tramways Act, 1870 (c. 78), prior 
to the issue of the provisional order. 

The liquidator cannot be allowed out of the 
deposit any costs beyond those of proceedings 
taken by him in reference to the application of the 
deposit.—Re COLCHESTER TRAMWAYS Co., [1893] 
1 Ch. 309; 62 L. J. Ch. 243; 67 L. T. 846; 41 
W. R. 169; 37 Sol. Jo. 80; 3 hi. 168. 

3125. ——-- -——- ----.|--The deft. company 
were a limited company formed to obtain a pro- 
visional order to enable them to construct & work 
a tramway. Their scheme proved abortive, & 
resolutions were duly passed to wind up the com- 
pany voluntarily, & appointing a liquidator. 
This was an application to determine how the 
parliamentary deposit should be applied. There 
were no landowncrs or local authority whose rights 
had been interfered with, or persons mentioned 
in sect. 1 (2) of the Parliamentary Deposits & 
Bonds Act, 1892 (c. 27), as entitled to compensa- 
tion :—Held: following the principle of Jn re 
Colchester Tramways Co., No. 3124, ante, the 
liquidator was entitled as against the depositors 
only to his costs in relation to the application of 
the deposit & not to his general costs of liquidation. 
ar v. SOMERTON TRAMWAY Co., {1900] 








Sect. 4.——APPLICATIONS UNDER LANDS CLAUSES 
ACTS FOR INVESTMENT AND PAYMENT OF 
DIVIDENDS. 


See RK. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (7), p. 716, ante ; 
&, generally, COMPULSORY PURCHASE, Vol. XI., 
pp. 93 e¢ seq. 

To what court.])—See CoMPULSORY PURCHASE, 
Vol. XI., p. 250, Nos. 1529-1532. 

Who may apply.}—See CoMPpULSORY PURCHASE, 
Vol. XI, p. 250, Nos. 15383~1536. 

Whether by summons or petition.]}—Sce Com- 
PULSORY PuRCHASE, Vol. X1., pp. 251, 269, Nos. 
1543-1548, 1917-1926. 

Form of petition.]}—See COMPULSORY PURCHASE, 
Vol, XI., p. 251, No. 1549. 

Service of petition.}—See CoMPULSORY PUR- 
CHASE, Vol. XI., pp. 221, 222, 251, 258, 268, 264, 
266, 267, Nos. 1061-1073, 1560-1662, 1675-1692, 
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1803-1818, 1866-1892; CHARITIES, Vol. VIII., 
p. 405, No. 2380. 

Proof of title of applicant.|—See CoMPULSORY 
PURCHASE, Vol. XI., pp. 251, 252, Nos. 1563-1581. 

Payment out of dividends & money deposited. }— 
See CHARITIES, Vol. VIII., pp. 359-360, Nos. 1558- 
1565 ; ComepuLsory PuRcHASE, Vol. XI., pp. 242- 
248, 251, 252, Nos. 1876-1503, 1563-1581. 

Interim investment.]—See CoMPULSORY PUR- 
CHASE, Vol. XI., pp. 236-237, Nos. 1268-1276. 

Permanent investment.|—See CHARITIES, Vol. 
VIII., pp. 359, 365, Nos. 1565, 1673-1684 ; Com- 
J a PURCHASE, Vol. XI., pp. 237, Nos. 1277 
et seq. 

Brokerage.) cee CoMPULSORY PURCHASE, Vol. 
XI., pp. 257, 258, 266, 271, Nos. 1669-1674, 1864, 
1865, 1968, 1969. 

Costs.|—See CoMPULSORY PURCHASE, Vol. XI., 

Part XITI., pp. 253 et seq. 
Petition. |—See Cuariries, Vol. XI., p. 405, 
No. 2380; ComMpuLsory PuRCHASE, Vol. XI., 
pp. 251, 265, 268, 269, Noy. 1544, 1830-1849, 1915— 
1941. 





Interim investment.|—See COMPULSORY 
PurcHasE, Vol. XI., pp. 257-259, Nos. 1644- 
1700. 

-—--—— Re-investment.|—Sce COMPULSORY PUR- 
CHASE, Vol. XI., pp. 259-264, Nos. 1701-1818. 
Payment out.}—Sce ComMPULSORY PUR- 
CHASE, Vol. XI., pp. 264-268, Nos. 1819-1897. 

— — Payment of dividends. |—See COMPULSORY 
PURCHASE, Vol. XI., p. 268, Nos. 1898-1914. 
Unnecessary proceedings.|—See Com- 
PULSORY PURCHASE, Vol. XIL., pp. 268, Nos. 1915 
elt seq. 

Abortive applications.|—See COMPULSORY 
PuRCHASE, Vol. X1., p. 260, Nos. 1740-1747. 








Szct. 5.—APPLICATIONS UNDER ASSURANCE 
COMPANIES ACT, 1909, AND INDUSTRIAL 
ASSURANCE ACT, 1923. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (8), p. 716, ante ; 
CoMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 1071, Nos. 7491 et seq. 


Suct. 6.—MATTERS RELATING TO INFANTS. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—LEASES, ADMINISTRATION OF ESTATE 
AND MAINTENANCE OF INFANT WARDS OF 
COURT. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (9), p. 716, ante. 

Leases by & to infants.]|—See INFANTS, Vol. 
XXVIII., pp. 196-202, Nos. 555-620. 

Administration of estate.J—See Inrants, Vol. 
XXVIII., pp. 181, Nos. 409 e7¢ seg. 

Infant wards of court.Jj—See InFants, Vol. 
XXVITI., pp. 335, Nos. 2017 et seq. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—SETTLEMENT OF PROPERTY ON 
MARRIAGE. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. LV., vr. 2 (10), p. 716, ante ; 
InFrants, Vol. XXVIII, pp. 205-214, Nos. 652- 
7131; see, also, Sect. 18, post. 

Under Infants Settlements Act, 1855 (c. 43).J]— 
bias moe Vol. XXVIII., pp. 214, 215, Nos. 
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Sect. 6.—Matters relating to infants: Sub-sect. 3. 
Sects. 7, 8,9,10 & 11: Sub-sects. 1 & 2. Sects. 
12,13 & 14: Sub-sect. 1. A.] 


SUB-SECT. 3.—-GUARDIANSHIP AND MAINTENANCE 
OF INFANTS. 


See RK. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (12), p. 716, ante ; 
sce, also, Sect. 18, post. 

Guardianship—Appointment of guardian.]—Sce 
Inrants, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 286-292, Nos. 1396—-— 


1479. 
— Application for appointment. ]—Sec 
INFANTS, Vol. X XVIII., p. 290, Nos. 1450-1455. 

—-—- Removal of guardian.}—See INFANTS, Vol. 
XXVIII., pp. 292-294, Nos. 1480-1503. 

—— Rights, powers & duties of guardian. |— 
Sec INFANTs, Vol. XXVIII., p. 292, Part XIII., 
Sect. 6. 

Religious education.]|— See INFANTS, Vol. 
AXVIII., pp. 274-280, 289, 293, Nos. 1254-1314, 
1482-1437, 1490-1492. 

Illegitimate children.|— Sec BAsTARDY, 
Vol. ILI., p. 383, Nos. 215-224. 

Custody of infant.]—See INFAN'TsS, Vol. 
AXVIII., pp. 256, Nos. 1118 et seg. 
Guardian ad ltem.}—See R. S. ©., Ord. 
AVI., rr. 18, 19, p. 433, ante. 

Accounts of guardians. ]|—-Sce Rh. S. C., Ord. 
L., r. 24, p. 666, ante. 

Maintenance & advancement.|—Sce INFANTS, 
Vol. XXVIILL., pp. 222, 249, 250-255, Nos. 812 
et seq., 1063 et seg.; EQuiry, Vol. XX., pp. 458, 
Nos. 1823 et seq. 

Application to court.]— See INFANTS, Vol. 
ANVIII., p. 255, Nos. 1111-1117. 























SECT. 7.—APPLICATIONS UNDER COPYHOLD ACTS. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (11), p. 716, ante ; 
See Vol. XITI., pp. 156, 157, Nos, 2019- 
2025. 


SECT. &—-MANAGEMENT OF PROPERTY. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (13), p. 716, ante. 

3126. Construction of sub-rule—Order sanction- 
ing expenditure out of capital --Ancillary juris- 
diction to give practical effect to order.]—When, 
in an administration action upon a summons con- 
nected with the management of the property, 
under Ord. LV., r. 2 (13), a judge of the Chance 
Division sitting in chambers makes an order 
sanctioning the expenditure of a certain sum out 
of capital for the purposes authorised, he has 
ancillary jurisdiction under that sub-rule, by the 
same order to give full practical effect thereto by 
further directing payment of the sum so authorised 
out of a fund of whatever amount standing in 
court to the general credit of the action. 

I now come to sub-r. (18): ‘‘ Applications con- 
nected with the management of property.’? In 
my view that rule must similarly be construed 
practically. If there were an application before 
the judge in chambers & he were satisfied that a 
sum ought properly to be expended out of capital 
in connection with the management of the pro- 
perty—& that, of course, is this case—can it be the 
true meaning of the sub-rule that all he can do is 
to say that the money shall be spent, & that he 
must then send the parties away to present a 
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petition to get the money out of court? I cannot 
conceive that that is the true meaning of the sub- 
rule. In my view, the sub-rule gives the judge 
in chambers, on an application connected with the 
management of property, full jurisdiction to do 
whatever is proper, within the bounds of the court’s 
powers, to carry out & effectuate the order which he 
proposes to make, & if he is satisfied that the fund 
in court is properly applicable for the purposes, in 
my view he has authority, under that sub-rule, 
to make in chambers an order that the money shall 
be so applied, which will, of course, involve an 
order that the money be paid out of court. This 
sub-rule is entirely separate from sub-r. (2), & the 
fact that sub-r. (2) relates, on the construction 
which I feel bound to put upon it in view of the 
decisions, to funds of a particular size, not exceed- 
ing a particular amount, does not seem to me to 
be material, in considering what the powers are 
which are given to the court under sub-r. (13) 
(CLAUSON, J.).—Re TERRY, TrRRY v. TERRY, 
[1929] 2 Ch. 412, 418; 98 L. J. Ch. 486; 141 
L. T. 586; 45 'T. L. R. 539. 





Sect. 9.—SALES BY THE COURT. 


Sec Rh. S. C., Ord. LV., vr. 2 (14), p. 717, ante ; 
hk. 8S. C., Ord. LI., Part LVII., ante. 


SEctT. 10.—TAXATION AND DELIVERY OF BILL OF 
COSTS, ETC. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (15), p. 717, ante. 

Application for order.]—See Souicirors, Vol. 
XLIL., pp. 174-176, 200, Nos. 1820-1842, 2209— 
2218. 
Service of summons out of jurisdiction. |— 
See R.S. C., Ord. XI., r. 8A, p. 374, ante. 
When order made.]—Sce SoLicirors, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 176, Nos. 1843 et seq. 
Costs.|—See Souicirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 
200-201, Nos. 2208-2220. 

Service of order.]—See Soxuicirokrs, Vol. XLIL., 
p. 201, Nos. 2221-2222. 














Variation of order.J—See SoLicrrors, Vol. 
XLII., p. 201, Nos. 2223-2229. 

Discharge of order.]—See Soxicirors, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 202-204, Nos. 2230-2273. 

Conduct of taxation.]}—See Souicirors, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 204-210, Nos. 2274-2345. 

Review of taxation.]—See Sonicirors, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 210-216, Nos. 2346-2431. 

Appeal. ]}— See Souicirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 216. 


217, Nos. 2432-2439. 


SEcT. 11.—ORDERS ON FURTHER CONSIDERATION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (16), p. 717, ante. 

Setting down for further consideration. | 
R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVI, r. 21, p. 549, ante. 

Adjournment for further consideration. ]—Sce 
R.S.C., Ord. LV., r. 72, Part LX XI., Sect. 26, post. 

Evidence by affidavit.J—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXITI., pp. 521, 522, Nos. 5563-5567. 

3127. Consideration in court where question of 
difficulty—Costs.}—Although applications for an 
order on further consideration are by Ord. LV., 


See 





Part LXXI.—CHAMBERS IN CHANCERY DIVISION. 


r. 2 (16), where the estate is insolvent, business to 
be disposed of in chambers, a pltf. will not be dis- 
allowed his costs of further consideration in court 
where the distribution of the insolvent estate 
ee rise to questions of difficulty.—Re BARBER, 

URGESS v. VINNICOME (1886), 31 Ch. D. 665; 55 
L. J. Ch. 8373; 641. T. 375; 34 W. R. 395. 

Distribution of insolvent estate.|—Sce R. S. C., 
Ord. LV., rr. 44-60, Part LXXI., Sect. 23, post ; 
Administration of Estates Act, 1925, s. 34. 

Distribution of fund amongst creditors. ]—See 
R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., rr. 51-57, Part LX X1., Sect. 23, 
sub-sect. 2, post. 


SUB-SECT. 2.— DEBENTURE-HOLDERS’ ACTIONS. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2( 16), p. 717, ante ; 
R.8.C., Ord. LIA., Part LVIL., ante; COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 806 et seg. 

Jurisdiction & form of proceedings. |—Sce Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., p. 806, Nos. 5111-5113. 

Parties. }— See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 806, 807, 
Nos. 5114-5128. 

Hearing.]|—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 807, 
808, Nos. 5131-5139. 

Notice of judgment—Service of.]|—WSce 
X1X., Sect. 19, sub-sect. 6, ante. 

-——-- Costs of notice.]—See CoMPANIrs, Vol. X., 
p. 810, Nos. 5171-5174. 

Declaration of charge—-Whether inserted. |-—Sce 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 808, Nos. 6140-5146. 

Form of judgment.]—See Comranixs, Vol. X.., 
pp. 808. 809, Nos. 5147-5160. 

Costs.|—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. S09, 810, 
Nos. 5164-5178. 

Debentures & debenture 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 743 et seq. 
Ptah me CoMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 798 
ct seq. 

Application for appointment.|—Sce Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 793, 807, Nos. 4984-4987, 
5129, 6130. 

When appointment made.]|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 703-794, Nos. 4988-5003. 
Who may be appointed.}—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 795, 796, Nos. 5004-5012. 

Of property abroad.j|—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 795-796, Nos. 5013~5017. 

Effect of appointment.|—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., p. 796, Nos. 5024-5026. 

Public undertakings.|/—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 1188 et seq. 

Registration of dealings with debentures. ] 
—See R.S. C., Ord. LIA., Part LVIII., Sect. 2, 
ante. 





Part 


stock.|—See Com- 

















en 





SECT. 12.— PLEADING, DISCOVERY, AND 
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS, ETC. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (17), p. 717, ante. 

Pleadings.]—-See PLEADING, pp. 1 et seq., ante. 

Discovery & production.}—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXXI., Part XXXII., ante ; DIscovERY, INSPEC- 
TION & INTERROGATORIES, Vol. X VIII. 


Srecr. 13.—*SUCH OTHER MATTERS.” 


See R. 8. C., Ord. LV., r. 2 (18), p. 717, ante. 

3128. Where matter properly before judge.| 
Where proceedings have been properly commenced 
by petition the court has jurisdiction to adjourn 
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the petition into chambers.—Re Moatr’s Trust 
(1883), 22 Ch. D. 6385; 31 W. KR. 497. 

3129. -}—A matter having been properly 
brought before the court on petition, the judge 
has power to dispose in chambers of such parts of 
the matters brought before him on the petition 
as he thinks could be more conveniently disposed 
of in chambers than in court.—Re TWEEDY 
(1885), 28 Ch. D. 529, 530; 54 L. J. Ch. 331; 
52 L. T. 65; 33 W. R. 318, C. A. 

3130. Effect of rule—No discretion given to 
judge.]|—Application was made by summons 
instead of petition, & it was argued that under 
sub-r. (18) the judge can dispose in chambers of 
such matters as he may think fit, so that as a 
saving of expense the application might be allowed 
to be made by summons. 

I cannot accede to the view of sub-r. (18) sub- 
mitted on behalf of the applicant. Upon that 
view the court would be justified in abrogating all 
the previous sub-rules of the order (Kay, J.).— 
Re Evans (1886), 54 L. 'T. 527. 

3131. —--J--Re Hicks, Ba p. NORTH 

VASTERN Hy. Co., No. 3071, ante. 











Suct. 14.-- ADMINISTRATION AND TRUSTS. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—ORIGINATING SUMMONS FOR 
PARTIAL ADMINISTRATION. 


A. Jurisdiction and Procedure. 


R.S.C., Ord. LV., r. 3. The executors or administrators of a 
deceased person or any of them, and the trustees under any deed 
or instrument or anv otf them, and any person claiming to be 
intcrested in the relief sought as creditor, devisee, legatee, next- 
of-kin, or heir-at-law or customary heir of a deceased person, or 
as cestul que trust under the trust of any decd or instrument, or 
as claiming by assignment or otherwise under any such creditor 
or other person as aforesaid, may take out, as, of course, an 
origmmiting summons returnable in the chambers of a Judge of 
the Chancery Division for such relief of the nature or kind 
following, as may by the summons be specified and as the 
circuinstances of the case may require, (that is to say), the 
determination, without an administration of the cstate or trust, 
of any of the tolowing questions or matters :— 

(a) Any question affecting the rights or interests of the person 
claiming to be creditor, devisee, legatee, next-ol-kin, or 
heir-at-law, or cestui que trust: 

(b) The ascertainment of uny class of creditors, legatces, 
devisees, next-of-kin, or others : 

(c) The turnishing of any particular accounts by the executors 
or administrators or trustees, and the vouching (when 
necessary) of such accounts : 

(d) The payment into Court of any money in the hands of 
the «xecutors or administrators or trustees: 

(e) Directing the executors or administrators or trustecs to do 
or abstain from doing any particular act in their 
character as such executors or administrators or 
trustces : 

(f) The approval of any sale, purchase, compromise or other 
transaction : 

(g) The determination of any question arising in the adminis- 
tration of the estate or trust. 


See, gencrally, EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 750 et seg. ; Trusts, Vol. XLIILI., 
pp. 830 et seq. 

3132. Originating summons distinguished from 
writ of summons.]}—The main difference between 
a writ of summons & an originating summons is, 
that in the one case the proceedings are in court, 
& there are or may be pleadings, whereas in the 
other case the proceedings are in chambers, & 
there are no pleadings (CHITTY, J.).—Re BUSFIELD, 
WHALEY v. BUSFIELD (1886), 32 Ch. D. 1238, 126 ; 
55 L. J. Ch. 467, 468; 54 L. T. 220, 221; 34 
W. R. 372, 373, C. A. 

3138. Jurisdiction —- Not enlarged by rule — 
Person with possible future claim—Whether proper 
party to litigation.}—The executors of a testator 
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Sect. 14.—Administration and trusts: Sub-sect. 1, 
A. & B.; sub-sects. 2,3 & 4.] 


whose estate comprised shares of £10 each in a 
limited company, of which only £4 had been called 
up, took out a summons for a declaration that they 
were entitled to distribute the estate among the 
residuary legatees notwithstanding the possible 
future liability on the shares. The beneficiaries 
& the company were made defts. :—Held: (1) that 
the company could not be brought before the court 
adversely on such a question, & the summons as 
against them must be dismissed with costs; 
(2) that it is not the practice of the court to retain 
funds in court for the protection of a contingent 
future creditor, & it is unnecessary to do so for 
the protection of the executors, for they are 
sufficiently protected by the order of the court in 
the administration of an estate. 

Semble: such an order would not protect the 
executor unless made in the administration of the 
estate. The summons was therefore ordered to 
stand over for an inquiry as vo debts & legacies. 
The cases as to retainer of assets & indemnity to 
executors examined. 

I think that this is a case of some little import- 
ance because it is one that may constantly recur. 
The question is this: A company the shares of 
which are not fully paid up, has upon its register 
a testatrix who has died leaving executors, & the 
prospective liability upon the shares being still 
unsatisfied, & the estate being in the course of 
administration, the executors apply on summons 
to the court seeking directions with regard to the 
distribution of the estate notwithstanding the 
existence of this possible future claim on the 
part of the company. That summons is served 
upon the company with a view of bringing them 
before the court in order that they may be present 
upon the directions given by the court with regard 
to the distribution by the executors. It is said 
that that course 1s a proper & effective course, 
upon the authority of the Rules of Court, Ord. LV., 
r. 3, which provides for an application by the 
executors or administrators of a deceased person, 
directing the executors or administrators or trustees 
to do or abstain from doing any particular act in 
their character as such executors or administrators 
or trustees (sub-s. (e)). This, I think, clearly is an 
a ee for a direction with regard to the doing 
of a particular act or abstaining from doing a 
particular act in the character of the applicants as 
executors. By r. 5 of the same order the persons 
to be served with the summons under the last two 
preceding rules in the first instance are to be the 
following: ‘‘in the case of sub-s. (e) of r. 3 the 
persons, or one of the persons, whose rights or 
interests are sought to be affected.”’ It is said 
that the rights & interests of the company are 
sought to be affected by the direction asked, & no 
doubt in a certain sense that may be the case. 
But... the jurisdiction of the court has not 
been enlarged by the making of the rules, under 
which a simpler form of procedure is now possible 
than was formerly in vogue, & no case can be shown 
deciding that a person with a possible future claim 


is @ proper party to litigation in respect of the — 


administration of a testator’s or an intestate’s 
estates. ...I think, therefore, that, inasmuch 
as they could not in my opinion be made defts. 
to an administration action before the rules, they 
cannot be served with an originating summons 
after the rules, & so be brought before the court. 
In my opinion they were improperly served, & 
they must be dismissed from the proceedings with 
costs (NEVILLE, J.).—Hte Kinu, MELLOK v. SouTH 
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AUSTRALIAN LAND MortTcaGeE & AGENCY Oo., 
(1907] 1 Ch. 72,74; 76 L. J.Ch. 44; 95 L. T. 724 ; 
51 Sol. Jo. 48. 

8134. To ascertain persons entitled under 
debenture trust deed.]—This was an ex parie 
summons taken out by the legal personal repre- 
sentatives of the surviving trustee of a debenture 
trust deed, relating to the Chillagoe Railway & 
Mines, Ltd., & executed in 1899, asking that 
an inquiry might be directed to ascertain who 
were the persons entitled to a sum of £4,565. 

The trustees might have paid the money into 
court, but they had taken the view that it was their 
duty to find the beneficiaries. They had, therefore, 
issued the originating summons ex parte. They 
knew no member of the class of persons interested 
in the money, & could not, therefore, take out a 
summons inter partes :—Held: the summons, 
which had come before the court as a procedure 
summons, should be amended so as to be inter 
partes. The applicants would be the pltfs., & 
the Attorney-General should be added as a deft.-— 
Re CHILLAGOE Ry. & Minzs, Lrp., Trust DEED 
(1930), 46 T. L. R. 242, 243. 

——.]~-See, also, Exgcurors & ADMINIs- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 755, 767, 768-770, 786, 
Nos. 7832, 7974-8000, 8175 ; Trusts & TRUSTEES, 
Vol. XLIII., p. 836, Nos. 2818-2822. 

Form of summons—How intituled.]—See ExEcu- 
TORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., p. 807, 
No. 8366. 

3135. ——— Questions of construction—Questions 
to be stated categorically.}—An originating 
summons to obtain the opinion of the court upon 
the construction of an instrument should state 
the questions categorically, & not in such general 
terms as ‘“‘ who are or is entitled to’’ the property 
in question.—Re HARMAN, LLOYD v. TAanpDy, [1894] 
3 Ch. 607, 608; 63 L. J. Ch. $22; 71 L. T. 401; 
8 ht. 549. 

Parties. |— See, generally, Part XIX., ante. 

——--- Creditor’s summons for administration. ]— 
See ExrEcuTors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 281, 755, 806, 
oe 809, 810, Nos. 3481, 7832, 8352-8361, 8391- 
8408. 

3136. ——— Form of judgment.]—On 
April 21, 1918, the Marchesa M., domiciled in 
England, married the deft., an Italian subject who 
was domiciled & resident in Italy. Just before 
this marriage M. executed an ante-nuptial contract, 
in Italian form, conveying all her property to the 
deft. On April 25, 1913, she made a in English 
form at Naples in favour of her husband. On 
Aug. 10, 1914, when living apart from her husband, 
she made a holograph will at Naples, revoking her 
former will in favour of her husband & leaving all 
she possessed to A. & P., who were also made 
defts. This will was valid according to Italian 
law, & revoked the English will. On Jan. 13, 1915, 
she died in London. The two beneficiaries under 
the holograph will refused to prove it. The pltf. 
in the action, who was a medical man & a creditor 
of M., applied to the Probate Division for letters 
of administration to her estate. On Aug. 12, 
1915, the order was made for letters of adminstra- 
tion ad colligenda of the personal estate of M., 
deceased, ‘‘ to be granted to the applicant, limited 
only for the purpose of getting in & receiving the 
personal estate of the deceased & for doing all such 
acts as may be necessary for the preservation of the 
same, & also for paying the debts of the deceased, 
& also with liberty to negotiate for the disposal of 
the cottage at Babbacombe rented by the deceased, 
but no further or otherwise until a properly con- 
stituted legal Hanser representative be ap- 
pointed ”’ :—Held: the court would make a 
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declaration that, for the purpose of getting in & 
receiving the personal estate of the deceased & 
doing all such acts as might be necessary for 
preserving the same, & paying the debts of the 
deceased, this estate ought to be administered for 
the purpose aforesaid. The accounts & inquiries 
asked for would be directed, including one as to the 
domicil of the deceased & what was due to creditors 
before & after her marriage to the deft., distin- 
gcuishing, in the case of ante-nuptial debts, when 
they were incurred.—Re MASTELLONI, BECKETT- 
OVERY v. MASTELLONI, [1917] W. N. 243, 254. 

Time for taking out summons—Not before grant 
of administration.|—See ExrecuTrors & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., p. 810, No. 8403. 

Issue, appearance, attendance, & amendment.] 
Ba R. 8. C., Ord. LIV., rr. 4B8-4D, p. 701, 
ante. 

Service out of jurisdiction.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XI., r. 8A, p. 374, ante. 

Evidence.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., 
rr. 20-24, p. 589, ante. 

Stay of actlon—Where order on summons suffl- 
cient relief.|—See ExEcutors & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIV., p. 776, No. 8059. 

Claims barred by statute.]|—See ExrEcuTors & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vols. XXTIT. & XXIV., pp. 356, 
358, 672, Nos. 4248, 4259, 6989. 

Application for possession by tenant for life.]— 
See SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XL., pp. 641, 644, Nos. 
1795, 1812. 

Appointment of receiver.]|—See RECKIVERS, Vol. 
XXXIX., p. 12, Nos. 83-85. 

Appointment of trustees.])—See Trusts & 
TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., p. 692, Nos. 1270-1271. 

Lunatic’s estate—Court not bound by order in 
lunacy.J—See Lunatics, Vol. XXXITI., p. 205, 
No. 1091. 

Appearance of counsel—Representing conflicting 
interests under trusts.]-— See TRUSTs, Vol. XLIII., 
p. 842, Nos. 2878-2881. 

3137. »~}+—Where counsel on an ad- 
journed summons appeared both for pltf., a neutral 
trustee, & for deft., who, being the other trustee, 
was tenant for life & whose interest was therefore 
opposed to that of the remaindermen separately 
represented by counsel, it was held that it is a 
neutral trustee’s duty to assist the court & he 
ought not to appear by the same counsel as a 
beneficiary interested in arguing a case.—ANON. 
(1901), 46 Sol. Jo. 2. 

Representing separate trustees.]—See 
Trusts, Vol. XLIII., p. 833, Nos. 2780, 2781. 














B. Coats. 


See, generally, R. S. C., Ord. LXV., Part 
LXXXVI., post. 

Discretion of the court.|—See ExrcuTors & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., p. 860, Nos. 8970— 
8975; Soxicrrors, Vol. XLII., p. 300, No. 3346; 
oy Vol. XLIII., p. 983, Nos. 4238, 4239, 

3138. ——— To allow more than ordinary maxi- 
mum fee.]—During the opening of an appeal 
from an order made upon an originating summons 
under Ord. LV., r. 3, which summons had involved 
the joinder of numerous parties & the framing of 
intricate questions for the determination of the 
court, SARGANT, L.J., remarked that in such cases 
the summons really took the place of a pleading, & 
indeed was often more difficult to draw, in view 
of its necessary conciseness, than a pleading to 
the same effect, & he called attention to the dis- 
cretion of the taxing master under Ord. LXV., 
r. 27 (29), to exceed, in the case of an originating 
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summons, the ordinary maximum fee of one 
guinea.—PRACTICE NoTE, [1927] W. N. 48, C. A. 
Conduct relating to accounts.|]—See EXECUTORS 
& ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., p. 826, No. 8590 ; 
Trusts, Vol. XLIII., pp. 861, 862, Nos. 3068, 
3082-3084. 
Breach of trust.]/—See Trusts & TRUSTHES, 
Vol. XLIITI., p. 982, Nos. 4224-4238. 
Construction of instrument.]—See Trusts & 
TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., p. 824, Nos. 2683~—2685. 
Costs of Attorney-General.|—See OHARITIES, 
Vol. VITT., p. 413, No. 2532. 


SuB-SECT. 2.—QUESTIONS AFFECTING PERSONS 
CLAIMING RIGHTS OR INTEREST IN ESTATE. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 3 (a), p. 727, ante; 
ExicuTors & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 768-770, Nos. 7986-8000. 

Transfer of creditors’ action to bankruptcy 
court.|—See BANKruUPTCY, Vol. 1V.. pp. 502, 503, 
Nos. 4515-4536. 

Persons to be served with summons.]—See 
R. 8. C., Ord. LV., vr. 5, p. 731, post. 


SuURB-SECT. 3.—ASCERTAINMENT OF CLASS OF 
CREDITORS, LEGATEES, DEVISEES, ETC. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 3 (b), p. 727, ante. 

3139. Form of inquiry.}—The following forms of 
inquiry for ascertaining persons interested under 
intestacies of real & personal estate were settled 
by the judges on or about May 22, 1916. Real 
Estate: ‘‘ Who, upon the death of A. B., became 
beneficially entitled to any real estate of his as to 
which he died intestate, &, if more than one, for 
what estates or interests, & whether any such persons 
are since dead, & if so, who, by devise, descent or 
otherwise, have become entitled to the real estate 
to which such persons so became entitled.” 
Personalty: ‘ o, upon the death of A. B., 
became beneficially entitled to any personal estate 
of his as to which he died intestate, &, if more than 
one, in what shares & proportions, & whether any 
such persons are since dead, & if so who are their 
legal personal representatives.’’—PRACTICE NOTE, 
[1917] W. N. 21. 

Persons to be served with summons.}—Sce 
R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 5, p. 731, post. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—FURNISHING OF ACCOUNTS. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 3 (c), p. 727, ante. 

Duty to account—Trustees.|}—See Trusts & 
TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., pp. 861-863, Nos. 3067- 
3096. 

Executors.|—See EXECUTORS & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 681, Nos. 7071 e¢ #6. 

Directing accounts.|—See R. S. C., Ord. XV., 
p. 396, ante; Ord. XXXIII., rr. 2-8, pp. 516- 
520, ante; Ord. LV., r. 10A, p. 733, post. 

Audit of trust accounts.]—See Trusts & Trus- 
TEES, Vol. XLIII., p. 1036, Nos. 4764—4768. 

Allowance of trustees’ expenses.}—See TRUSTS 
& TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., pp. 760, Nos. 2028 et 


seq. 

Order for account—Trustees.|—See Trusts & 
TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., p. 842, Nos. 2882-28865. 
Executors.|—See Exmoutrors & ADMINIS- 
ao Vol. XXIV., pp. 681-705, Nos. 7071- 
311. 
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Persons to be served with summons. ]|—See 
R.S. C., Ord. LY., r. 5, p., 731, post. 

3140. Vouching of accounts—Whether to be 
vouched in chambers.]—It is not the practice of 
the court, simply on the application of a cestui que 
trust, to direct accounts of an estate to be carried 
into chambers & there vouched. The present 
practice is to direct accounts to be furnished & 
vouched out of court, & only for the disputed items 
to be adjudicated on in chambers.—Re LocKwoop 
(1892), 92 L. T. Jo. 237. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—PAYMENT INTO COURT. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 3 (d), p. 727, ante ; 
EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 

p. 7138-715, Nos. 7397-7425 ; Trusts & TRUSTEES, 

ol. XLIII., pp. 842-847, Nos. 2886-2942. 

Persons to be served with summons.]—See 
R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 5, p. 731, post. 

Payment into & out of court & tender.]}— See 
Part NXVIT., ante. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—DIRECTIONS TO TRUSTEES. 


Sce R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 3 (e), p. 727, ante. 
3141. Scope of rule—Limited to provisions of 
trust.|— R. 3 (e) of Ord. LV. only relates to the 
doing or the abstaining from doing by trustees of 
some act within the scope of their trusts. & an 
originating summons ought not to be taken out 
under that rule for the purpose of obtaining a 
direction to trustees to do or to abstain from doing 
an act which is outside the scope of their trusts.— 
SUFFOLK v. LAWRENCE (1884), 32 W. R. 899. 
3142. ~ -—— Exception In case of emergency. ] 
—Where in the administration or management of 
a trust estate by the trustees, especially where the 
estate consists of a business or of shares in a 
mercantile company, there arises an emergency 
or a state of circumstances which it may reasonably 
be supposed was not foreseen or anticipated by the 
author of the trust & 1s unprovided for by the 
trust instrument, & which renders it desirable 
& perhaps even essential, in the interests of the 
beneficiaries, that certain acts should be done by 
the trustees which they themselves have no 
power to do, & to which the consent of all the 
beneticiaries cannot be obtained by reason of some 
not being sui juris or not yet in existence, the 
court will exercise its general administrative 
jurisdiction by sanctioning, on behalf of all parties 
interested, those acts being done by the trustees.— 
fie NEw, Re LEAVERS, Re Morey, [1901] 2 Ch. 
534; sub nom. Re NeEw’s SETTLEMENT, LANGHAM 
v. LANGHAM, Re LEAVERS, LEAVERS v. HALL, le 
MORLEY, FRASER v. LEAVERS, 70 L. J. Ch. 710; 
85 L. T. 174; 50 W. R. 17; 45 Sol. Jo. 706, C. A. 
3143, — — Continuance of particular 
authorised investment—Trustees objecting.]—On 
an originating summons taken out under Ord. LV., 
r. 3, by a beneficiary under a settlement, the court 
will in a proper case direct an inquiry whether it 
is for the benefit of the persons interested that a 
particular authorised investment should be con- 
tinued or called in, notwithstanding that the 
trustees claim to exercise their own discretion in 
the matter without the interference of the court. 
—Re D’RKPINorx’s SETTLEMENT, D’EPINoIx v. 
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Fetrses, [1914] 1 Ch. 890; 83 L. J. Ch. 656; 110 
L. T. 808 ; 58 Sol. Jo. 454. 

Persons to be served with summons. }|—See 
R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., r. 5, p. 731, post. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—APPROVAL OF SALES, PUR- 
CHASES OR OTHER TRANSACTIONS. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 3 (f ), p. 727, ante. 

3144. Scope of rule—Power to order a sale. ]— 
Under r. 3 (f) of Ord. LV. the court can only 
approve of a sale which the executors or trustees 
of the will or deed to which the originating summons 
relates could have made themselves. 

No new power to order a sale is conferred.—Re 
ROBINSON, PICKARD v. WHEATER (1885), 31 Ch. D. 
247; 565 L. J. Ch. 807; 53 L. T. 865. 

3145. Power to order a mortgage.]|—An 
originating summons under Ord. LV., r. 3, asking, 
inter alia, for the approval of the court to raise 
money by mortgage of estates for the purpose of 
paying the debts of the testator. There was no 
power in the will to do so :—Held: there was nv 
difficulty in cases of sale, but the court had under 
its statutory jurisdiction no power to order a 
mortgage of real estate in an administration action 
before decree. The difficulty could be got rid 
of by making the summons one under Ord. LV., 
r. 4, for administration of the real estate. The 
present summons was an originating one, & 
appearances had becn duly entered, but an 
amendment could be effected, & the order for 
administration made & a summons to stay pro- 
ceedings under the order might be afterwards 
taken out.—KRe WALLEY, WALLEY v. ROBINSON, 
[1884] W. N. 144. 

8146. ——— Advance by trustees to tenant for 
life—Evidence of advantage to remaindermen. |— 
The trustees of real & residuary personal estate 
devised & bequeathed in trust for A. for life, with 
remainder to his children, who were infants (there 
being no investment clause in the will), were 
authorised to advance to the tenant for life part of 
the residuary personal estate for the purpose of 
stocking & cultivating a farm forming part of 
the real estate, on evidence that the outlay would 
be to the advantage of the infant remaindermen.-—- 
Re HovusknoLp, LWOusEHOLD v. HOUSEHOLD 
(1884), 27 Ch. D. 553; 54 10, J. Ch.157; 51 L. T. 
319. 

Persons to be served with summons. |—See 
K.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 5, p. 731, post. 





SUB-SECT, 8.—DETERMINATION OF QUESTIONS 
ARISING IN ADMINISTRATION. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., r. 3 (g), p. 727, ante. 

3147. What questions included—Question raised 
by respondent but not by plaintiff.|—Semble: in 
an originating summons the court will not, at the 
instance of respondent, decide a point not raised 
by pltf. taking out the summons.—Re CARTER 
(1892), 41 W. R. 140. 

3148. ——— Trusts not contemplated by deed 
itself..—As Ord. LV., r. 3 (g), relates only to 
questions arising under the trusts of any deed or 
instrument, it cannot be extended so as to include 
questions arising out of trusts which are not 
contemplated by the deed or instrument itself.— 
a Bowes, CRaDockK v. WitTHAM (1893), 38 Sol. Jo. 
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3149. —-— Question formerly determined in 
administration action.}—Upon an_ originating 
summons under r. 3 of Ord. LV. of the R. S. C., 
1888, there is jurisdiction to determine such 
questions only as before the existence of that rule 
could have been determined under a judgment for 
the administration of an estate or execution of a 
trust. Consequently, there is no jurisdiction upon 
an originating summons to decide a question 
arising between legal beneficial devisees under a 
will. An objection to the jurisdiction upon an 
originating summons having been taken by the 
defts. for the first time after the hearing of the 
summons had been adjourned into court :—Held : 
the objection ought to have been taken in 
chambers, &, though the objection was good, & 
the summons must be dismissed with costs, the 
defts. could not be allowed the costs of the adjourn- 
ment into court.—Re DAviss, DAVIES v. DAVIES 
(1888), 38 Ch. D. 210; 571. J. Ch. 759; 58 1. T. 
312; 36 W. R. 587. 

3150. - ——.]- The court has jurisdiction 
to determine upon an originating summons under 
Ord. LV., r. 3, such questions only as the court 
could have determined in an administration action 
before the order came into existence.—Re CARLYON 
C'ARLYON v. CARLYON (1886), 56 L. J. Ch. 219; 56 
L. T. 151; 385 W. R. 155. 

8151. Administration of estates—Repayment of 
profit costs of solicitor trustee.]- Tnder an order 
made on further consideration of an adminstra- 
tion action, costs were paid to solicitors. The 
solicitors paid over half the profit costs to a deft., 
a trustee of the estate being administered :—-Held : 
there was no jurisdiction on summons in the action 
to order the deft. trustee to pay into court the 
amount sv paid to him.—Re THORPE, VIPONT 1. 
RADCLIFFE, [1891] 2 Ch. 360; 60 J.. J. Ch. 529; 
64 L. T. 554. 

38152. — — Assets already distributed—-Payment 
on account of debt by tenant for life.]— Payment on 
account of a simple contract debt of the testator 
by the devisee for life of a part of his real estate is 
sufficient to keep a right of action alive, not only 
as against the person making it, but as against all 
other persons intcrestced in the real estate, so as to 
entitled a simple contract creditor [on originating 
summons] to an order for administration of the 
whole of the testator’s real estate.—NHe CHANT, 
BIRD v. GODFREY, [1905] 2 Ch. 225; 74 L. J. Ch. 
542; 931. T. 265: 53 W. R. 526; 49 Sol. Jo. 537. 

-——-,}—See, also, EXECUTORS & ADMINIS- 
ar aaa Vol. XXIV., pp. 768-770, Nos. 7986- 

3153. Administration of trusts—Scope of rule.] 
—The procedure by originating summons is only 
intended for the decision of simple questions 
between the pltf. & deft. Therefore, where a 
mortgagee had taken out an originating summons 
for foreclosure or sale under Ord. LV., r. 5A, the 
court refused to decide the question of priority 
between two mortgagecs. 

I cannot find in Ord. LV., r. 3, anything justify- 
ing such a point as this being determined upon an 
originating summons. The appellants relied on 
clause (7), but that clause only relates to questions 
arising in the administration of an estate as between 
trustees & their cestuis que trust. It was intended, 
so far as we can judge, to enable simple matters 
to be settled by the court without the expense of 
bringing an action in the usual way, not to enable 
the court to determine matters which involve a 
serious question (COTTON, I..J.).—He GILES, REAL 
& PERSONAL ADVANCE Co. v. MICHELL (1890), 43 
Ch. D. 391, 398; 59 L. J. Ch. 226; 62 L. T. 375 ; 
38 W. R. 273, C. A. 
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8154. ——— Whether defendant co-trustee with 
plaintiff—Appointment of new trustee in defen- 
dant’s place.|—The pltf. claimed that it might be 
determined whether the deft. was co-trustee with 
him of a settlement under which both had been 
appointed trustees, & that a new trustee might 
be appointed in deft.’s place. The deft. denied 
that he had ever accepted the trusts or acted as 
trustee, & he had refused to concur in the appoint- 
ment of a trustee in his place :—Held: relief could 
not have been granted under an originating 
summons, & pltf. had rightly proceeded by action 
& was entitled to his costs. -ELWORTHY v. HARVEY 
(1888), 60 L. T. 30; 37 W. R. 164. 

8155. Priority between mortgagees in fore- 
closure action.]|—Re GILES, REeaAL & PERSONAT. 
ADVANCE Co. v. MICHELL, No. 3153, ante. 

3156. Additions to existing trust fund— 
Direction to apply income of whole fund under 
provisions of trust.]}—Where additions had been 
made to an existing trust fund & application was 
made on an originating summons asking that the 
trustees might be directed to apply the income of 
the whole fund in accordance with the trusts 
declared by the will, the court expressed a doubt 
whether such a question could properly be decided 
on an originating summons, but gave no judicial 
opinion on that point.—Re WALTERS’ TRUSTS, 
N&ISON v. WALTERS, [1890] W. N. 132, C. A. 

.}—-See, also, TRUSTS & TRUSTEES, Vol. 
XLIL., p. 836, Nos. 2818-2822. 

Persons to be served with summons.]—See 
R.S. C., Ord. LV., rv. 5, infra. 

Determination of liability of personal representa- 
tives & trustees.|—See ExrecuTors & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 614 et seq., Nos. 6445 
et seq. ; Trusts & TRUSTEKS, Vol. XLITT., pp. 962, 
Nos. 4015 et seq. 

What amounts to capitalisation.]—-See SETTLE- 
MENTS, Vol. XL., pp. 664-666, Nos. 2020-2042. 











9,—ORDER FOR GENERAL 
ADMINISTRATION. 


SuB-SECT 


A. In General. 

R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 4 Anv of the persons named in the 
last preceeding Rule may in like manner apply for and obtain 
an order for - 

(a) the administration of the personal estate of the deceased : 

(6) the administration of the real estate of the deceased : 

(c) the administration of the trust. 


~ r4A. Jf for the purposes of the Land 
Transter Act, 1897, It is desirable to ascertain the heir-at-law 
or any devisee or legatee of the person who has died, having 
real cstate vested in him within the meaning of that Act, the 
game may be ascertamed and all necessary directions with 
regard to carrying out the provisions of that Act may be given 
on any originating summons taken out under Rules 3 or 4 ot 
this Order. 


Discretion of court as to general administration. ] 
—See R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 10, p. 733, post. 

Persons to be served with summons. |— See 
R. 8. C., Ord. LV., r. 5, infra. 

Service out of jurisdiction.|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XI., r. 8A, p. 374, ante. 


B. Persons to be Served. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 5. The persons to be served with the 
summons under the last two preceding Rules in the first instance 
shall be the following ; (that is to say,)— 

A. Where the summons is taken out by an executor or 

administrator or trustee,— 

(a) for the determination of any question, under sub- 
sections (a), (e), (f ), or (g) of Rule 3; the persons, or 
one of the persons, whose rights or interests are 
sought to be affected 
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(b) for the determination of any question, under sub- 
section (b) of Rule 3; any member or alleged member 
of the class : 

(c) for the determination of any question, under sub-section 
(c) of Rule 8; any person interested in taking such 
accounts: 

(da) for the determination of any question, under sub- 
section (d) of Rule 3; any person interested in such 
money : 

(e) for relief under sub-section (a) of Rule 4; the residuary 
legatees, or next of kin, or some of them: 


(f) for relief under sub-section (0) of Rule 4; the residuary 
devisees, or heirs, or some of them: 

(g) for rellef under sub-section (¢) of Rule 4; the cestuis 
que trust, or some of them: 

(hk) if there are more than one executor or administrator or 
trustee, and they do not all concur in taking out the 
summons, those who do not concur : 


B Where the summons is taken out by any person other 
than the executors, administrators, or trustees, the said 
executors, administrators, or trustees. 


8157. Persons whose interest may be affected. }— 
On a summons under Ord. LV., the court is not 
bound to have before it all the persons whose 
interests may be affected by the order, as in an old 
suit in Chancery; that is one of the advantages 
of the order; & the decisions show plainly that 
where the court does not require other persons to 
be served with the summons under r. 6 of Ord. LV., 
there is no necessity for the court to express this 
on the face of the order. But Ord. LV. was sub- 
sequent in date to r. 46 of Ord. XVI., & it affords 
no ground for varying that rule. Under that rule 
I think the decision of the court to proceed must 
be shown on the face of the order. 

It has been the constant practice to draw up 
orders either dispensing with the representative 
or appointing some person to represent the estate. 
Although, therefore, I am deciding the point for 
the first time, my decision is not a new one, but 
is in accordance with the established practice 
(CHITTY, J.).— Re RICHERSON, SCALES v. HEYHOR 
(No. 2), [1893] 3 Ch. 146, 150; 62 L. J. Ch. 708; 
41 W. R. 583. 

3158. ——.}—Re Kine, MELLOR »v. SoutTu 
AUSTRALIAN LAND MoORTGAGR & AGENCY Co., 
No. 3133, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 10.—ORIGINATING SUMMONS FOR 
FORECLOSURE OR REDEMPTION. 


R.S. C., Ord. LV.,r.5a4. Any mortgagee or mortgagor, 
whether legal or equitable, or any person entitled to or having 
property subject to a legal or equitable charge, or any person 

aving the right to foreclose or redeem any mortgage, whether 
legal or equitable, may take out as of course an originating 
summons, returnable in the chambers of a Judge of the Chancery 
Division, for such relief of the nature or kind following as may 
by the summons be specified, and as the circumstances of the 
case may require; that is to say,— 

Sale, foreclosure, delivery of possession by the mortgagor, 
redemption, reconveyance, delivery of possession by the mort- 
gagee. 





Sead 





r. 58. The persons to be served with the 
summons under the last preceding Rule shall be such persons 
as under the existing practice of tho Chancery Division would 
be the proper defendants to an action for the like relief as that 
rpecified by the summons. 


See, generally, MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 239 


Sous 

3159. Receiver—Application by mortgagees for 
sanction of licence to work.}—Mortgagees of land, 
which was in the possession of a receiver appointed 
by the court in foreclosure proceedings, applied 
to the court before any foreclosure order had een 
made to sanction an exclusive licence for a term 
of years, & at a premium & royalties, to work 
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deposits of peat on the mortgaged land :—Held : 
the court had no power to sanction the licence. 

Queere: whether sect. 48 of the Chancery 
Amendment Act, 1852; sect. 25 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881; sect. 18 of the Law of Property 
Amendment Act, 1859; sect. 2 of the Confirmation 
of Sales Act, 1862; & sect. 44 of the Trustee Act, 
1893 (as amended by sect. 3 of the Trustee Act, 
1893, Amendment Act, 1894), raise the necessary 
implication that the sales of minerals apart from 
the land & other sales therein referred to could not, 
apart from those provisions, have been ordered 
by the court in proceedings for foreclosure or sale. 
—STAMFORD, SPALDING & BosTON BANKING Co. v. 
KEEBLE, [1913] 2 Ch. 96; 82 L. J. Ch. 888; 109 
L. T. 310. 

3160. Parties—-Co-mortgagors under a second 
mortgage.}—A co-mortgagor, liable as between 
himself & the other co-mortgagors to contribute 
a proportion only of the total debt & entitled to 
indemnity for any excess out of the shares of his 
co-mortgagors, is a necessary party to preeuee 
by a prior mortgagee to foreclosure the share of 
one of his co-mortgagors. 

On an event which happened in 1912 J., or the 
persons claiming under him, became entitled to 
£20,000, part of, & J., W., & M., or the persons 
claiming under them respectively, became entitled 
in equal third shares to the residue of a fund in 
court representing the residuary estate of a 
testator who died in 1860. 1n 1881 W. mortgaged 
his share to a first mortgagee. In 1882 J., W., & 
M. joined in a mortgage to the trustees of an insur- 
ance society whereby, in consideration of moneys 
advanced in part to J. & in part by J.’s direction 
to W. & M., J. covenanted within six months 
after the happening of the said event to pay to 
the society the sum of £17,876 with interest com- 
puted from the happening of the said event, & 
J. assigned his £20,000 & each of the three mort- 
gagors assigned his one-third share to the trustees 
of the society, subject as to W.’s share to the 
prior mortgage of 1881, & subject as to all the 
premises to redemption on payment by the three 
mortgagors, or any of them, within six months 
after the happening of the said event, of the said 
sum of £17,876 with interest; & it was thereby 
agreed that, as between the three mortgagors & 
the respective premises mortgaged by them 
respectively, J. & the premises mortgaged by him 
should be primarily liable for £13,407, W. & 
the premises mortgaged by him for £3,129, & 
M. & the premises mortgaged by him for £1,340, 
& that each of them would accordingly con- 
tribute in those proportions to the payment 
of the total sum of £17,876 & would indemnify 
the others against the payment of the propor- 
tion for which he was to be primarily liable, but 
this provision was not to affect the mortgagees 
or preclude them from enforcing their security in 
such order as they thought fit. In 1882 the first 
mortgagees brought a foreclosure action against 
W. & the trustees of the society & obtained a 
foreclosure order absolute. J. & M. were not 
parties to these proceedings :—Held: (1) J. & M. 
were necessary parties to the foreclosure pro- 
ceedings & were therefore unaffected by the fore- 
closure; & that as against J. & M., or persons 
claiming under them, W.’s share must be applied, 
first, in payment of the amount due under the 
first mortgage, & secondly in making good its due 
contribution to the mortgage to the trustees of the 
society ; (2) as against W., or persons claiming 
under him, the foreclosure remained absolute, 
& that the balance of his share after making the 
payments aforesaid belonged therefore to the first 


Part LXXI.—CuHAMBERS IN CHANCERY DIVISION. 


mortgagee or persons claiming under him.—GrxE 
v. LipDELL, [1913] 2 Ch. 62; 82 L. J. Ch. 370; 
108 L. T. 918. 

Guarantee—Rights of surety.]—See GUARANTEE, 
Vol. XXVI., pp. 117-119, Nos. 831-845. 


SUB-SECT. 11.—SERVICE ON OTHER PERSONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LV., r. 6. The Court or a Judge may direct such 
oe pons to be served with the summons as thcy or he may 
n : 


8161. Order need not show tbat court does not 
require other persons to be served. ]—J2e RICHERSON, 
ScaLes v. HEYHOE (No. 2), No. 315, ante. 


SUB-SEcT. 12.—EVIDENCE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LV., r. 7. The application shall be supported 
by such evidence as the Court or a Judge may require, and 
directions may be given as they or he may think just for the 
trial of any questions arisin g thereout. 


SUB-SECT. 13.—JUDGMENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 8. It shall be lawful for the Court or a 
Judge upon such summons to pronounce such judgment as the 
nature of the case may require. 


SUB-SECT. 14.—CARRIAGE OR EXECUTION OF 
JUDGMENT AND SERVICE ON OTHER PERSONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 9. The Court or a Judge may give anv 
special directions touching the carriage or execution of the 
Judgincnt, or the service thereof upon persons not parties, as 
they or he may think just. 


SuB-s“ecT. 15.—APPLICATION FOR SALE OF 
LAND BY JUDGMENT CREDITORS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 9B. An application by a judgment 
¢reditor for an order under 27 & 28 Vict. ec. 112, for the sale of 
his debtor’s interest in any land delivered in execution shall be 
mee by originating summons which shall be served upon the 

ebtor. 


See Judgments Act, 1864 (c. 112); Iand Charges 
Act, 1925 (c. 22); Exxcution, Vol. XXI., pp. 
578, 579, Nos. 1533-1555. 


SUB-SECT. 16.—APPORTIONMENT OF ESTATE 


R. 8. C., Ord. LV., r. 90. (1) An application under section 
14 (2) of the Finance Act, 1894, for the determination of a 
dispute as to the peaportion of estate duty to be borne by any 
property or person shall be made by originating summons in 
the Chancery Division. 

(2) Such summons shall be intituled in the matter of the 
estate of the person upon whose decease the estate duty has been 
paid or claimed, and in tho matter of the Finance Act, 1894, and 
shall in other respects be in the form prescribed by Order LIV., 
R. 4B, and by Appendix K., No. 14. 


See Finance Act, 1894 (c. 20), 8. 14; MsraTe & 
OTHER DeatsH Dutigs, Vol. XXI., pp. 88-42, 
Nos. 244-265. 
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Form.|—See Appendix K., No. 1A, Yearly 
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SUB-SECT. 17.—DISCRETION OF COURT AS TU 
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION, 

R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 10. It shall not be obligatory on the 
Court or a Judge to pronounce or make a judgment or order, 
whether on summons or otherwise, for the administration of 
any trust or of the estate of any deceased person, {f the questions 


between the parties can be properly determined without such 
judgment or order. 


Administration by the court.]—See, |. 
EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXI 
pp. 730, Nos. 7790 et seg.; Trusts & TRUSTEES, 

ol. XLITI., pp. 836, Nos. 2818 et seq. 

3162. Discretion of court—Order for common 
account refused.J|—In 1887 A. conveyed his 
business & property to B. upon trusts for the 
benetit of his creditors with an ultimate trust 
for himself. Under the powers in the deed, B. 
carried on the business by means of an overdraft 
arranged with a bank. In 1893 A. assigned his 
interest under the deed to his wife, the pltf., 
for her separate use. In 1896 B. reconveyed the 
trust estate to the pltf., the reconveyance contain- 
ing a recital that all A.’s debts had been paid. 
On this occasion some investigation of the trust 
account was made by the pltf., but a detailed 
account was not required. In July, 1898, B. 
destroyed all the books of account in the belief 
that they were no longer of use. In Oct. 1898, 
the pltf. brought an action against B. charging 
him with fraud & misconduct, & claiming an 
account of all his transactions under the trust deed 
from 1887 to 1896 on the footing of wilful default. 
B. denied the charges, but admitted (1) that he 
had improperly allowed the trust estate to be 
charged for a short period with interest at 5 per 
cent. on sums amounting to £10,000; (2) that he 
had received the usual commissions, amounting 
to £31 10s. 8d., on fire insurance of the trust 
estate; & (3) that he had retained £52 17s. 6d. 
for debts of A. due in 1887, but never claimed. <At 
the trial the charges of fraud & wilful default were 
not established, but the pltf. claimed an order for 
a common account from 1887 :—Held: although 
B. had been guilty of some misconduct, it was not 
a case in which the court, in the exercise of its 
discretion under Ord. LV., r. 10, would under the 
circumstances make an order for @ common 
account; but there would be judgment for the 
pltf. for the amounts admitted under the three 
items above mentioned.—CAMPBELL v. GILLESPLE, 
[1900] 1 Ch. 225; 69 L. J. Ch. 223; 81 L. T. 514; 
48 W. JR. 151; 44 Sol. Jo. 90. 


SuB-SECT. 18.—SvTAY OF ORDEK FOR ADMINISTRA- 
TION PENDING ACCOUNTS OR UNTIL LEAVE 
GIVEN. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 10a. Upon an application for adminis- 
tration or execution of trusts by a creditor or beneficiary under 
a will, intestacy, or deed of trust, where no accounts or insuffi- 
cient accounts have been rendered, the Court or a Judge may, 
in addition to the powers already existing,— 

(a) Order that the application shall stand over for a certain 
time, and that the executors, administrators, or trustees 
in the meantime shall render to the applicaut a ope 
statement of their accounts, with an intimation that if 
this is not done they may be made to pay the costs of 
the proceedings : 


(b) When necessary, to prevent proceedings by other creditors, 
or by persons beneficially interested; make the usual 
judgment or order for administration, with a proviso 
that no proceedings are to be taken under such judg- 
ment or order without leave of the Judge in person. 
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Sect, 14.—Adminisiration and trusts: Sub-secls. 18, 
19, 20, 21 & 22. Seet. 15: Sub-sect. 1.] 


Ordinary order for accounts.]—See R. S. C., 

Ords. XV., XXXIII., pp. 396, 516, ante. 
Administration action.}—See Sect. 14, 
sub-sect. 4, p. 729, ante. 

$163. Order for accounts prior to administration 
order—Effect of order—Liability to costs.]——What 
we propose to do is to treat the accounts which 
have now been brought to our notice as being 
a statement of account within that last rule which 
I read (Ord. LV., r. 104. (a)], & to give the 
parties at their own risk as to costs—& I beg 
strongly to emphasise it—the power, if they like 
to examine those accounts, to contest any items 
in them, including, of course, those pay sheets, or 
day sheets (whichever they are called), which show 
the charges made by G. (an executor) against the 
estate, & also, if they think fit, entirely at their 
risk us to costs, to surcharge any item which may 
be omitted in the accounts, & then if the contested 
items are not arranged with the trustees, or if 
the surcharges are not arranged, liberty to bring 
any contested items before the judge in chambers, 
who 1s to be at hberty to refer any disputed items 
in the bills of costs to the taxing master to be 
taxed (Kay, L.J.).—He Fisu, BENNETT v. 
BENNETT, [1893] 2 Ch. 418, 427; 62 L. J. Ch. 977; 
2 KR. 467; sub nom. Re Fisu, Fisu v. BENNETT, 
69 L. T. 233, C. A. 

3164. Order for administration to prevent pro- 
ceedings by other creditors—Necessity for ordinary 
administration order.]—Since the new rules have 
come into operation I have endeavoured as far 
as possible to avoid making general administration 
decrees, but I have found it impossible to do so 
in all cases. One ditficulty has been suggested 
by my chief clerk, viz. whether any decree short 
of a general administration decree would bind 








creditors (PEARSUN, J.).—Re Minis, MILLS v. 
MILs, [1884] W. N. 21. 
3165. ——— - -~.}—That rule [Ord. LYV., r. 104A 


(6)} recognises the fact that unless there is the 
usual order for administration there may be such 
difficulties as the present in the way of pltfs., & 
the other creditors will not be prevented from suing 
& executors will not be prevented from paying 
away assets (NORTH, J.).—He BARRETT, WHITAKER 
Uv. BARRETT (1889), 43 Ch. D. 70, 74; 69 L. J. Ch. 
218; 38 W. R. 59. 

3166. Order for administration of insolvent 
estate—Distraint for rent due from estate after 
order—Effect of Administration of Estates Act, 
1925 (c. 23), s. 84 (1). -The lessee of a farm, in 
respect of which the rent was payable quarterly, 
died intestate in 1928, & his administratrix 
entered into possession. Subsequently an order 
for administration was made in respect of the 
estate of the lessee, which was insulvent. At the 
date of the order one quarter’s rent was unpaid. 
A receiver was appointed, & ultimately the lessor, 
three quarters’ rent being by that time due to 
him, took out a summons, in the administration 
action, for the purpose of ascertaining whether, 
having regard to the provisions of the Administra- 
tion of Estates Act, 1925 (c. 23), s. 34 (1), which 
applied the law of bankruptcy to the administra- 
tion of insolvent estates, he was entitled to dis- 
train on the property :—Held: there was nothing 
in the Bankruptcy Act, 1914 (c. 59), which in- 
terfered with the landlord’s right to distrain, & 
that he was entitled to distrain for the three 
quarters’ rent.—Re WELLS, [1929] 2 Ch. 269; 98 
aa Ch. 407; 141 L. T. 323; [1029] B. & C. R. 
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SUB-skCT. 19.—ASSIGNMENT OF SUBSEQUENT 
SUMMONSES TO SAME JUDGE. 

R.S8. C., Ord. LV., r.11. When any summons under Rules 3 
or 4 of this Order has been taken out, every subsequent summons 
relating to the same estate or trust shall be marked with the 
naine of the Judge to whom, for the time being, the matter is 
assigned, and in case any such subsequent summons shall be 
marked with the name of another Judge it shall be the duty of 
the executors, administrators, or trustees, to apply for the 
transfer to such first-mentioned Judge of such subsequent 
summons, 


Transfer of subsequent summons to same judge. | 
—See R.S.C., Ord. XLIX., r. 6, p. 658, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 20.—SAVING OF GENERAL POWERS 
OF EXECUTORS, ETC. 

R.S.C., Ord. LV., r.12. The issue of a summons under Rule 3 
of this Order shall not interfere with or control any power or 
discretion vested in any executor, administrator, or trustee, 
except so far as such interference or control may necessarily be 
involved in the particular relicf sought. 


General powers—Executors.|—See EXECUTORS 
& ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 548, Nos. 
5971 et seq. 

Trustees. |—See Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. 
XLIII., pp. 870, Nos. 3142 et seg. 

3167. ——— —-— Delegation.}—An estate was 
purchased in 1925 by two partners & conveyed to 
them as joint tenants in fee simple. By virtue of 
the Law of Property Act, 1925, s, 36, they became 
on Jan. 1, 1926, statutory trustees for sale. In 
1926 they entered into a contract to sell a freehold 
reversion forming part of the estate, but the 
purchase was left uncompleted for two years. In 
1928 J. H. G., one of the joint owners, gave a 
general power of attorney to K., authorising him 
to sell & convey any property belonging to the 
donor whether solely or jointly with any other in 
the county of L., including the above estate. The 
vendors having tendered a conveyance of the 
reversion executed by one of them & by KR. as 
attorney for the other, the purchaser refused 
to accept it, & the vendors then sued for specilic 
performance. ‘The purchaser counterclaimed for 
a rescission of the contract :—Held: by Kivi, ds 
that the power of attorney given by J. ll. G. to 
lt. amounted to a complete delegation of the trust 
created by operation of law, & that, the vendors 
having contracted to sell as statutory trustees, 
the delegation was invalid. The vendors could 
not therefore compel the purchaser to accept the 
conveyance tendered & their action failed. The 
deft. was entitled to judgment for rescission of the 
contract with repayment of bis deposit :—Held: 
by the Court of Appeal (dismissing the appeal), 
that on the true construction of the power of 
attorney it conferred no power on the attorney 
in respect of land held by J. H. G. as trustee for 
sale.—GREEN v. WHITEHEAD, [1930] 1 Ch. 38; 99 
L. J. Ch. 153; 142L.T.1; 467. L. R.11,C. A. 





SUB-sECT. 21.—QUESTIONS UNDER CHARITABLE 
Trusts ACT, 1853, WHERE INCOME OF CHARITY 
EXCEEDS £30 PER ANNUM. 


R.8. C., Ord. LV., 7.13. Any application to a Judge in 
chambers under the Charitable Trusta Act, 1853, section 28, 
shall be made by summons. 


——~—-—— 14. No order made under the Act in 

Rule 18 mentioned by the Judge in chambers shall be subject 
to appeal where the gross annual income of the charity has not 
declared by the Charity Commissioners for England and 
3 to exceed 100/., unless the Judge by whom such order 
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may have been made shall certify that such appeal ought to be 
rmitted either absolutcly or on such terms as the Judge may 
hink fit to imposc. 


See, generally, Charitable Trusts Act, 1853 
(c. 137), 8. 28; CHARITIES, Vol. VIII., pp. 288, 406, 
Nous. 644 et seq., 2401-2414; Appendix K., 
Forms 1B & 1H, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

8168. Appropriate remedy --- Mandamus to 
Charity Commissioners refused.]——A scheme, made 
under the Endowed Schools Act, 1869 (c. 56), for 
the management of Christ’s Hospital School, 
provides that a certain number of the Council of 
Almoners shall be appointed by the governors 
of the school on the nomination of the London 
School Board; &, by clause 143, that ‘‘ any 
question affecting the regularity or the validity 
of any proceeding under this scheme shall be 
determined conclusively by the Charity Com- 
missioners.”’ Upon an application by the school 
board for a mandamus to compel the Charity 
Commissioners to decide a question which had 
arisen between the school board & the governors— 
namely, whether a lady could under the scheme be 
appointed an almoner :—WHeld: the mandamus 
ought not to issue on the ground that the applicants 
had alternative convenient & effectual remedies— 
namely, by proceedings to have the question 
decided under the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853 
(c. 137), 8. 28, or by action against the governors 
in the ordinary courts.—Rh. v. ENGLAND & WALES 
CHARITY Comns., [1897] 1 Q. B. 407; 66 L. J. 
Q. B. 321; 76 1. T. 198; 45 W. R. 336; 13 
T. 1. R.150; 41 Sol. Jo. 212, D.C, 


ed 


SUB-SECT. 22.—PROCEEDINGS UNDER LAW OF 
PROPERTY ACTS. 


R.S.C., Ord. LV., r. 14a. (1) Eacept as hereinafter in tlus 
Rule or by Statute otherwise expressed all applications in the 
Chancery Division under any of the Acts to which this Rule 
relates may be by summons. 

(2) This Rule relates to the Law of Property Act, 1922, the 
Law of Property Act, 1925, the Settled Land Act, 1925, the 
Trustee Act, 1925, the Administration ot states Act, 1925, 
the Land KHegistration Act, 1925, and the Land Charges Act, 
1925, and any Act for the time being in force amending, re- 
cnacting or re-placing any of such Acts. 

(3) Every such summons shall be intituled in the Matter of 
the Will, Settlement, trust or property, as the case may be, to 
which the summons relates, with the addition in the case of an 
application under the and Registration Act, 1925, of a reference 
to the number of the relevant registered title, and in the Matter 
ot the Act or Acts under which the application is made, and shall 
in the body thereof specify the particular section or sections of 
the Act or Acts under which relief is sought. 

(4) This rule shall not apply to— 


(a) an application relating to a fund in Court not coming 
within the provisions of Rule 2 of this Order ; 

(6) an application under the Law ot Property Act, 1922, by 
way of appeal from the Minister in the Act natned ; 


(c) an application under the Law of Property Act, 192), by 
way of appeal cither from the Authority or thie 
Minister in the Act respectively named ; 


(2d) un application under the Settled Land Act, 1925, by 
way of appeal from a County Court ; 

(e) an application under the Land Registration Act, 1925, 
by way of appeal from a County Court. 


— = meee ee - —— .14B. The procedure relating to vesting 
orders under the Trustee Act, 1925, shall, mutatis mutandis, 
apply to applications for vesting orders under or by virtue of 
the Lunacy Act, 1890, and the Lunacy Act, 1911. 


See, generally, Executors & ADMINISTRATORS, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 564, Nos. 6026 et seg.; Trusts 
TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., pp. 889, Nos. 3346 
et seq. 

Delegation of powers.]|—See Trusts & TRUSTEES, 
Vol. XLIII., pp. 882-891, Nos. 3251-3345. 

3169. Form of summons.}—By Ord. LV., r. 144 
(3) [see, now, Ord. LV., r. 144 (3), as amended, 


IN CHANCERY DIVISION. 735 


supra], it is provided: ‘‘ Every such summons 
shall be intituled in the matter of the Act or Acts 
under which the application is made & in the 
matter of the will, settlement, trust or property, 
as the case may be, to which the summons relates. 

Semble : itcould not have been intended to alter 
the invariable practice of setting out the title of 
the material statute or statutes beneath the state- 
ment of the subject-matter of the application.— 
Ite CARNARVON’s (HARL) CHESTERFIELD SETTLED 
Estates, Re CARNARVON’S (EARL) HWIGHCLERE 
SETTLED Estates, [1927] 1 Ch. 1388; 96 L. J. Ch. 
49; 1386 L. T. 241; 70 Sol. Jo. 977. 

See, now, R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 144 (3), as 
amended, supra. 

3170. Appointment of new trustees—In 
place of public trustee.|—-Upon an application for 
the appointment, under the Law of Property 
Act, 1925 (c. 20), Sched. f., Pt. IV., para. 1 (4) (iii), 
of new trustees in the place of the Public Trustee, 
it is not necessary for a detailed description of 
the land to be set out in the title. It is sufficient 
if such description is contained in a schedule to 
the summons. The Public Trustee should be 
made a respondent, but he need not be served 
where he has not been requested to act. The 
application should be entitled ‘‘In the Matter 
of the Statutory Trusts to which the hereditaments 
devised by the will dated the & proved 
the of were subjected by the Law 
of Property Act, 1925; & In the Matter of the 
Law of Property Act, 1925.’—PRAcCTICE NOTE, 
[1927] W. N. 60; 163 L. T. Jo. 182. 








Suct. 15.—APPLICATIONS TO MASTERS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—ADJOURNMENT TO JUDGE. 


R.S. C., Ord. LV., vr. 15. The Judges of the Chancery Division 
shall have powe1, subject to these Rules, to order what matters 
shall be heard and investigated by their Masters, either with or 
Without their direction, during their progress ; and what matters 
shall be heard ana investigated by themselves, and particularly 
if the Judge shall so direct, his Masters shall take such accounts 
and make such inquiries as have usually been taken and made 
by the chief clerks, and the Judge shall glve such aid and direc- 
tions in every such account or inquiry as he may think fit, but 
subject to the right hereinafter provided for the parties to bring 
any particular point before the Judge : Provided that summonses 
under Rule 3 ot this Order, the object of which is to obtain the 
opnnon of the Court or a Judge upon the construction of a 
document or any question of law, and any application for the 
appointment of a provisional liquidator, and applications for 
aubstituted service and tor service out of the jurisdiction shall 
be brought before the Judge in person. Provided that cvery 
order made in Chambers which shall not have been made by the 
Judge personally shall be marked in the margin thereof with 
the name of the Master responsible for such order. 


——-------- yp, 15a. No order appointing a new trustee, 
or for gencral administration, or for the execution of a trust, or 
for accounts or inquiries concerning the property of a deceased 
person or other property held upon any trust or concerning the 
partics entitled thereto, and no vesting order or order appointing 
a person to convey any land or release a contingent right to 
which any land is subject or to make or join in making any 
transter of stock or of a share in a up registered under the Acts 
Saat to merchant shipping, shall be made except by the 
Judge in person. 


[New Procedure List, see R. S. C., Ord. XXX., r. 2a, p. 507, 
ante; R.8.C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., Part XCIV,, post.] 





3171. Right to adjournment.]—LEEDs v. LEwIs, 
No. 3180, post. 

3172. -—- .J—Upon proceedings in chambers 
any party has a right at any time to have any 
question brought before the judge personally, 
there being no such thing as an appeal from the 
chief clerk’s decision.—Re Riaa, WADHAM v. RIGG 
(1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 78; 6 L. T. 180; 8 Jur. 
N.S. 206; 10 W. 0. 365; 62 E. R. 551. 
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& 2. 





3173. -—/ Another matter arises of great 
importance tv the profession. It was said that the 
chief clerk refused to adjourn the summons to the 
judge. It is the absolute unqualified right of the 
suitor to go to the judge himself at the risk of costs. 
If there is any abuse of the right the court is quite 
astute enough to find out means of remedyin 
that ; but, short of abuse, there is no question tha 
the suitor has the right to go to the judge, at the 
risk of paying costs. 

T know there has been considerable discussion 
as to when a party desirous of taking the judge’s 
opinion should express that desire. Some say 
at the time of the refusing of the summons; some 
say within a reasonable time afterwards; some 
say not till the order is drawn up. As the point 
has arisen I express my opinion that the party 
has a right to go to the judge, at the risk of costs, 
at any time before the chief clerk’s order becomes 
operative—that is, before the order is drawn up & 
passed, or until something has been done under it 
(K#KEWICH, J.).—Scotr v. Homer (1890), 60 
L. J. Ch. 238; 63 L. T. 618. 

3174. -}+-The right of every suitor in the 
Chancery Division to have any question deter- 
inined by the judge personally is beyond question, 
& an adjournment to the judge is not in the nature 
of an appeal (BYRNE, J.).—LLoypDs BANK, LTD. v. 
Princess Roya CorntieRy Co., Lrp. (No. 2), 
(1900), 82 L. T. 559 ; 48 W. R. 427; 44 Sol. Jo. 409. 

3175. -}~—Motions in the Chancery Division 
to vary or discharge an order made by a master 
sitting as deputy for a judge & without the matter 
having been mentioned to the judge in person are 
irregular. The master’s duty is to adjourn to the 
judge any matter which the suitor wishes, & no 
master should refuse to adjourn any question to 
the judge, though he might himself think the case 
to be perfectly clear.—HARRINGION v. RAMAGE, 
[1907] W. N. 137; 51 Sol. Jo. 514. 

3176. ——.]}—lt is the right of any party 
interested to adjourn a question from the judge’s 
deputy to the judge himself. It is undoubtedly 
the practice, as a general rule, that, if a party 
wishes to obtain the opinion of the judge in person, 
he must ask for an adjournment for that purpose 
at the time the master proposes to make the order, 
or, at al] events, ask for time to consider whether 
he will ask for an adjournment (WARRINGTON, J.). 
—Re THomas, BARTLEY v. THoMAs, [1911] 2 Ch. 
389, 396; 105 L. T. 659. 

3177. Object of adjournment.J]—The object of 
adjourning this summons into court was to obtain 
a decision on certain points known to arise on the 
accounts, so that such accounts might be taken, 
in the first instance, on the footing of the decision 
so obtained, & the inconvenience, expense, 
delay of raising these points by summons to vary 
the chief clerk’s certificate might be avoided 
(KekEWICH, J.).—KMyrRE v. WyYNN-MACKENZIE, 
{1894} 1 Ch. 218, 224; 63 L. J. Ch. 239; 69 L. T. 
823; 42 W. R. 220; subsequent proceedings, [1896] 
1 Ch. 135, C. A. 

3178. Necessity for adjournment—-Presumption 
of death—-Form of master’s certificate.}—On an 
Inquiry directed as to whether an annuitant under 
a will is alive or dead it is not for the master to 
presume death, where that is the only evidence 
adduced. The certificate of the master should not 
state that no evidence has been produced to show 
whether the annuitant is living or dead, but should 
find that the only evidence is evidence from 
which death can be produced & should submit to 
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the court the question whether the annuitant 
ought to be presumed to be living or dead &, if 
dead, on what date he died.— Re Lona, MEDLICOTT 
v. Lona, [1915] W. N. 350; 60 Sol. Jo. 59. 

38179. ——— Payment into court on sale of land 
to meet incumbrances—Law of Property Act, 
1925, s. 50.]—The vendors applied under sect. 5 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881 (c. 41) [see, now, 
Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 50), for, & 
obtained, an order for payment of a sum into 
court. The order, on the face of it, purports to 
have been made by a judge, but I am told that it 
was made merely by a master, & I must say that, 
baving regard to the amount in question & the 
rather difficult language of the section in question, 
it was, in my opinion, a matter in which an order 
ought not to have becn made by a master, but one 
which he ought to have referred to the judge 
(SARGANT, J.).—Re WILBERFORCE’S TRustTSs, WIL- 
BERFORCE v. WILBERFORCE, [1915] 1 Ch. 94, 100; 
84 L. J. Ch. 252; 111 L. T. 797; 58 Sol. Jo. 797. 

8180. Nature of adjournment.|—I wish to dis- 
abuse the mind of the profession upon this point, 
that the chief clerk makes any decision from 
which there is any appeal. If he expresses his 
opinion, & any of the parties are dissatisfied with 
it, they have always a right to have the hearing 
adjourned into court; but it is no appeal—it is 
merely a continuation of the hearing begun before 
the chief clerk (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—LEEDS v. 
Lewis (1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 1290. 


8181. ——..]—Re Riac, WaApDHAM v. Riaa, 
No. 3172, ante. 
3182. ~}—An adjournment from the chief 





clerk to the judge in person is not in the nature of 
an appeal.-- Re WaAtTTs, SMITH v. WATTS (1882), 
22 Ch. D.5; 52 1L. J. Ch. 209; 48 L. T. 167; 31 
W. R. 262, C. A. 

3183. .]—Luioyps Bank, Lrp. v. PRINCESS 
RoyYAL CoLLIERY Co., Lrp. (No. 2), No. 3174, ante. 

3184. Time to ask for adjournment.}|—Where 
accounts are being taken in chambers before the 
chief clerk, either party has a right to have an 
item which has been found against hin) adjourned 
before the Judge without taking out a summons for 
that purpose. & where a question of principle 
is involved in a particular item it may be necessary 
to do this. But the ordinary practice is to wait 
till the account is completed, & then take the 
adjournment once for all before the judge. 

If a solicitor were to insist upon his right to take 
particular items before the judge in an unreasonable 
manner, the court might make him pay the costs 
personally.—Urron v. BROWN (1882), 20 Ch. D. 
731; 47 L. T. 289; 30 W. R. 817, C. A. 

3185. J}—There being apparently some 
misapprehension as to the practice in chambers 
relating to the adjournment of summonses to be 
heard by the judge, Pearson, J., stated that the 
settled practice is this, that an adjournment to the 
judge will not be granted unless an application 
is made to the chief clerk, at the time when the 
summons is heard by him, either for an adjourn- 
ment or for time to consider whether an adjourn- 
ment shall be asked for. If no application is 
made to the chief clerk at the time, the order can 
only be altered by means of a motion in court tw 
discharge it. If an order is made against a party 
properly served in his absence, the result is the 
same as if, being present, he does not ask for an 
adjournment. Time to consider whether an 
adjournment shall be asked for will be granted, 
if an application for it is made at the hearing in a 
proper case—as if only a clerk who is not fully 
instructed is present, or in a country case when 
reference to the country solicitor is necessary 
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This practice is absolutely necessary in order that 
the business in chambers may be regularly con- 
ducted.— Practice Notes, [1884] W. N. 218; 19 
L. J. N. C. 147. 

$186. .}+—There was an affidavit in existence 
which was not drawn to my attention. Nothing 
is adjourned to me unless it is ready for decisiun, 
as I will not have adjournments from time to time 
for fresh evidence. ‘The affidavit was not tendered, 
& no leave has been given to alter the case made 
before my chief clerk, & read a new affidavit, &, 
indeed, it would require a very strong case to 
induce me to give such leave aftcr the matter has 
been gone into before me. Consequently that 
affidavit cannot now be used (CuHiITry, J.).— 
Re MARSDEN’s ESTATE, WITHINGTON v. NEUMANN 
(1889), 40 Ch. D. 475; 58 L. J. Ch. 260; sub nom. 
Rie MARSDEN’s ESTATE, WILLINGTON v. NEUMANN, 
60 L. T. 696. 








8187. ——.]}—Scorr vy. Homrr, No. 38173, 
ante. 

3188. -/—Re THOMAS, BARTLEY v. THOMAS, 
No. 3176, ante. 

3189. ~+—The decisions show that the 





practice differs in different chambers, but in my 
chambers a master’s order can always be adjourned 
to the judge on an application made at any 
time before it was passed & entered. Here the 
pltf., thinking he was too late to ask for an adjourn- 
ment, moved to discharge the order under the 
Judicature Act, 1873, s. 50, & Practice Note, No. 
3185, ante. That he was entitled to do according 
to that practice note, but if necessary he will have 
leave to treat the notice of motion as an applica- 
tion for adjourning the master’s order to the 
judge. The pltf., having bond fide attempted to 
act on the master’s allowance of time to March 4, 
ought not to be penalised. He must, however, 
pay for the court’s indulgence. In other words, 
he must pay the costs of & incidental to the motion. 
The order will be discharged (AsrBuRY, J.).— 
JAFFA v. WEINBAUM, [1925] W. N. 85, 86. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—APPEAL. 


3190. Right to appeal.|—-An order made by a 
judge of the Chancery Division personally in 
chambers may be appealed from equally with an 
order made by him in court. 

As a general rule, however, a certificate should 
be obtained from the judge that he does not desire 
to hear any further argument in court. But the 
object of such a certificate is only to satisfy the 
Court of Appeal that the judge has judicially 
determined the matter, &, if otherwise sutisfied 
of that fact, the Court of Appeal will hear the appeal 
without a certiticate if the judge declines to give 
one. Application should, in such a case, be made 
to the Court of Appeal for leave to set down the 
appeal without the judge’s certificate.—Re HLsom, 
THOMAS v. ELsom (1877), 6 Ch. D. 346; 25 W. Vt. 
871, C. A. 

8191. Motion to set aside or discharge order— 
Whether rehearing or appeal.|—Notwithstanding 
the regulations as to appeals in Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Procedure) Act, 18094 (c. 16), s. 1, 
an unsuccessful litigant in chambers in the 
Chancery Division still has three alternatives— 
either to move before the judge in court to dis- 
charge the order made in chambers, or to have 
the matter adjourned into court, or to obtain 
leave from the judge to go to the Court of Appeal 
direct upon his certificate that no further argu- 
ment is required. But, with a view to preventing 
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delay & expense, the court will, as far as possible, 
discourage motions to discharge orders made in 
chambers. 

A motion to discharge an order made in chambers 
is not an ‘ appeal,” but a rehearing.—BOAKE v. 
STEVENSON, [1895] 1 Ch. 358; 64 L. J. Ch. 261 ; 
71 L. T. 722; 43 W. R. 189; 13 KR. 171. 

3192. As condition precedent to appeal. |— 
A party desiring to appeal from an order made by 
the judge in chambers on a summons which has 
not been adjourned into court for argument or 
judgment, should move in court, on notice, to 
discharge the order, so as to afford the judge an 
opportunity of stating, for the information of the 
Court of Appeal, his reasons for his decision.-— 
IIOLLOWAY v. CHESTON (1881), 19 Ch. D. 516; S51 
L. J. Ch. 208; 30 W. R. 120. 

3193. .}+~—Where, on a summons heard 
in chambers, an order has been made by the judge 
& not adjourned into court, & there is a desire 
to appeal against it, the proper course is not to 
move in court, on notice, to discharge the order, 
or for a certificate that the judge does not desire 
it to be reheard, but to make an application in 
chambers.—Re BUTLER’S WHARF Co., ANDERSON 
v. BUTLER’S WHARF Co. (1882), 21 Ch. D. 131; 
51 L. J. Ch. 694; 30 W. R. 723. 

















3194. -~—-—,.|—_BOAKLE v. STEVENSON, No. 
3191, ante. 
3195. --  .|--The practice is now perfectly 





well settled that, unless the judge gives a certificate, 
the person who desires to appeal must first move 
in court to discharge the order made in chambers 
(LINDLEY, M.1.).—Re PEARCE, [1899] W. N. 114, 
C. A. 

3196. ——— ~|-—Laving heard the matter at 
length in chambers, I declined to give a certificate, 
that 1 did not require the case to be re-argued 
before me in court with a view to an appeal, because 
I think the Appeal Court has a right to know the 
judge’s reasons & grounds for making or refusing 
an application. Where either or both parties do 
not intend to accept the decision of the judge in 
chambers as final, the proper course to adopt is 
to ask at once to have the summons adjourned 
into court for argument, & thus save the time of 
the judge in chambers & avoid the necessity for 
an arguinent in chambers & a second argument 
in court to discharge the order so made.— 
FORRESTER v. JONES, [1599] W. N. 78. 

3197. -— Application to vary order. |—When an 
order has been made by a judge in chambers, the 
court has no power to alter that order unless upon 
motion, under sect. 50 of the Judicature Act, 
1873 (c. 66), to discharge the order. Where 
all partics concerned have been represented by 
counsel in chambers the practice is for the chief 
clerk to give a certificate, & upon that the parties 
may go direct to the Court of Appeal.—A.-G. v. 
LLEWELLYN (1888), 58 L. T. 367. 

3198. ——-- Time for motion.]—The time of one 
year, allowed by Ord. LVIII., r. 15, for appealing 
to the Court of Appeal from a final order made in 
court will not be extended, by analogy, to the 
case of a motion to discharge a final order made 
by the chief clerk in chambers. Mxcept by leave, 
no longer time will be allowed for moving to dis- 
charge an order made in chambers that is a final 
order than for moving to discharge an order so 
made that is not a final order. If a longer time is 
required for moving to discharge a final order made 
in chambers, application should be made to enlarge 
the time. 

An order made in chambers on ‘“‘ further con- 
sideration,’ in an administration action, leaving 
part of the fund to be dealt with thereafter & 
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reserving liberty to apply, is not a “ final order.’’—- 
Re JOHNSON, MANCHESTER & LIVERPOOL BANKING 
Co. v. BEALEsS, JOHNSON v. HOOLEY (1889), 42 
Ch. D. 505; 59 L. J. Ch. 99; 61 L. T. 160; 37 
W. R. 765. 

3199. ——- .J—A motion to discharge or 
vary a final order made in chambers must be 
brought within twenty-one days. 

Where a party moved to discharge a final order 
made in chambers after the expiration of twenty- 
one days, & the judge refused to hear it because 
it was too late, qu@re, whether the motion was 
made within the terms of sect. 50 of the Judica- 
ture Act, 1873 (c. 66), so as to give the party a 
right to appeal.—fHe GILES, REAL & PERSONAL 
ADVANCE Co. v. MICTHELL (1890), 43 Ch. D. 301; 
69 L. J. Ch. 226; 62 L. T. 375; 38 W. KR. 273, 
('. A. 

3200. - — Admission of further evidence. |—-On 
a motion to set aside or discharge an order made by 
a judge in chambers, there is no authority, rule 
or course of practice to warrant the admission of 
further evidence.—Rce MuNnNs & LONGDEN, [1884] 
W.N. 117; 650]. T. 356; 32 W. R. 675. 

3201. .-| ~—Where a summons has been 
heard by a judge personally in chambers, & he 
has given his decision upon it, further evidence, 
which was not before his lordship in chambers, 
will nut be received without leave upon a motion 
in court to discharge the order made in chambers. 
—He Rousk, Rouse v. TRIBLE (1889), 59 L. 'T. 
887. 

3202. ——— Right of appeal.]-—-Ke GILES, REAL & 
PERSONAL ADVANCE Co. v. MICHELL. No. 3199, ante. 

$208. Judge’s certificate as condition precedent. | 
—Re ELsom, THOMAS v. litsom, No. 3190, ante. 

3204, —-—.}—Re BuTLER’s WHARF Co., AN- 
DERSON v. BUTLER’S WHARF Co., No. 3193, ante. 

















3205. .] —A.-G. v. LLEWELLYN, No. 3197, 
ante. 
3206. ——-.]-—This is an appeal direct from 


chambers, the judge having certified that he 
required no further argument. That means no 
further arguinent upon points which have been 
seriously raised before him, & the court cannot 
entertain an appeal on other points (per Cur.).— 
THOMSON v. Huauzs, [1889] W. N. 212, C. A. 

3207. .}--A case having been fully argued 
in chambers an appeal from the order in chambers 
was heard, though the judge had not certified that 
he did not require further argument.—STRONG v. 
CARLYLE PrREss, [1893] 1 Ch. 268; 62 L. J. Ch. 
541; 68 L. T. 306; 41 W. RR. 404; 9 T. L. Rh. 
135; 37 Sol. Jo. 116; 2 Kt. 288, C. A. 








3208. -}—BOAKE v. STEVENSON, No. 3191, 
ante. 

3209. ——-.]—_I*ORRESTER v. JONEs, No. 3196, 
ante. 


Winding-up of companies.}|—See COMPANIEs, 
Vol. X., pp. 978, Nos. 6751 et seg. 

Application for discharge of order for 
public examination.]—See CoMPANIEs, Vol. X., 
p. 871, Nos. 5902-8905. 

3210. Transferred actions.;—Under the juris- 
diction in winding-up it has for some time been 
the practice, as a general rule, for the registrar 
in such cases to make such order as he thinks fit, 
leaving the dissatisfied party to move the judge 
in court to discharge it. Inthe Chancery Division, 
as we know, the master adjourns the application 
to the judge without actually making the order. 
1 have consulted Buckley, J., & we have come to 
the conclusion that, to avoid a diversity of practice 
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in the office, the practice in winding-up should be 
followed in the transferred actions (WARRINGTON, 
J.).——PRacriceE Nots, [1905] W. N. 128. 

Time for appeals.}—See, generally, R. S. C., 
Ord. LVIII., r. 15, Part LX XVII., Sect. 1, sub- 
sect. 2, U., post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—POWERS OF MASTERS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r.16. Hach Master shall, for the purpose 
of any proceedings directed to be taken before him, have full 
power to issue advertisements, to summon parties and witnesses, 
to administer oaths, to require the production of documents, to 
take affidavits and acknowledgments, other than acknowledg- 
ments by marrled women. and when so directed by the Judge 
to examine partics and witnesses either upon interrogatories or 
vivd voce, as the Judge shall direct. 


r.17. Parties and witnesses summoned to 
attend before a Master shall be bound to attend in pursuance of 
the summons, and shall be liable to process of contempt in like 
manner as parties or witnesses are liable thereto in case of 
disobedience to any order of the Court, or in case of default in 
attendance, in pursuance of any order of the Court or of any 
writ of subpena ad testificandum, and all persona swearing or 
affirming before any Master shall be liable to all such penalties, 
punishments and consequences for any wilful and corrupt false 
swearing or affirming contained therein, as if the matters sworn 
or affirmed had been sworn and affirmed before any other person 
by law authorised to administer oaths, to take affidavits, and 
to receive affirmations. 


~—— yr17a. Any Master shall have power 
without any transfer of the cause or matter to take any business 
ot any other Master unless one of the Judges to whose chambers 
any such Master may be for the time being attached shall 
otherwise direct. 


—-—~— »,18. The Court or Judge may direct any 
computation of interest, or the apportionment of any fund, to 
be certifled by the Master, and to be acted upon by the Pay- 
niaster-General or other petson without further order. 


[New Procedure List, sec 2. S. C., Ord. XXX., r. 2A, p. 007, 
ante; R.S. 0., Ord, XXXVIIIA., Part XCIV., post.J 


Issue of advertisements for creditors, etc.]—See 
Rh. S. C., Ord. LV., rr. 44, 45, 46, p. 742, post. 

Summoning of parties & witnesses—Form of 
summons.]—See WR. 8. C., Ord. LYV., r. 24, p. 739, 
post, & Appendix L., Forin No. 1, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

3211. Examination of witnesses—Before 
whom held.]-—Examinations of witnesses should 
be taken before the examiners of the court, but 
where the amount at stake is trifling they may be 
taken before the chief clerk.— LUXMURX v. GORDON 
(1890), 7 T. L. R. 150. 

$212. Failure of witness to attend—Attach- 
ment—Whether chief clerk’s summons is ‘‘ order 
of court,’’? etce.J}—An action was commenced 
(inter alia) to recover from the deft. certain books, 
papers, documents, & securities belonging to the 
pitf. which were retained in the pussession of the 
deft. The deft. did not enter an appearance, 
nor did le deliver any defence. A chief clerk’s 
summons was subsequently issued on the part 
of the pltf. for the attendance of the deft. at the 
chambers of the judge to be examined on the 
part of the pltf. for the purpose of the proceedings 
directed by the judge; & also to bring with him & 
produce all the documents in his possession relating 
to the matters in dispute in the action. The deft. 
having neglected to obey the summons, a motion 
was made for leave tu issue a writ of altachment 
against him for his contempt. In support of the 
motion it was contended that, the motion being 
made under rr. 16 & 17 of Ord. LV., the deft. was 
guilty of contempt in not attending within the 
meaning of those rules, disobedience to a summons 
being equivalent to disobedience to an order of the 
court, & that the deft. was being dealt with as a 
party :—Held: it was immaterial that the deft. 
was a party to the action, inasmuch as he was 
summoned to be examined as a witnoss, & must be 
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dealt with accordingly ; the disobedience was not 
disobedience to an order of the court; & the 
proper course was for an order to be made, under 
r. 13 of Ord. X X XVII., before the writ of attach- 
ment was issued. 

A chief clerk’s summons for a person to attend 
for examination does not come within the words 
‘‘any order of the court or writ of subpwna ad 
testificandum ”” in r. 17 of Ord. LV. (Kay, J.).— 
POWELL v. NEVITT (1886), 55 L. T. 728. 

3218. Vouching of accounts in chambers--~— 
Subposna.]|—Any party may without leave of the 
court issue a subpoena for the examination of a 
witness at any stage of an action; but the court 
will exercise a control over this privilege to prevent 
its being oppressively used. 

In an action for the redemption of a mortgage 
the usual judgment was obtained & the deft., 
the mortgagee, proceeded to vouch his accounts in 
chambers. The pltf. subpoenaed a solicitor who 
had acted for both parties in the mortgage trans- 
actions, in order to examine him with respect to 
the moneys received by him on account of both 
parties :—-Ileld: pltf. was entitled to issue the 
subpoena & to examine the witness.—RAYMOND v. 
TAPSON (1882), 22 Ch. D. 430; 48 L. T. 403; 31 
W. R. 394, C. A. 

As to witnesses, see, further, R. S. C., Ord. 
XXXVIT., p. 576, ante, & EvipENcg, Vol. X XII., 
pp. 388, Nos. 3974 ef seq. 

Certifying interest.|—Sce Supreme Court Funds 
Rules, 1927, rr. 13-17, Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

Interest on debts & legacies. |—See R. S. C., 
Ord. LV., rr. 62-64, p. 744, post. 

Apportionment of funds.]—Sce Supreme Court 
Funds Rules, 1927, r. 89, Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

Form of certificate.|—See Supreme Court 
Funds Rules, 1927, r. 11, & Appendix L., Form 20, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

















SecT. 16.—ASSISTANCE OF EXPERTS. 


R.8. C., Ord. LV., r. 19. The Judge in chambers may in such 
way as he thinks fit, obtain the assistance of accountants, 
merchants, engineers, actuaries, and other scientific persons the 
better to enable any matter at once to be determincd, und he 
may act upon the certificate of any such person. 


[New Procedure List, sce RK. 8. C., Ord. XXX., r. 24, p. 507, 
ante; R.S.C., Ord. XXXVITIA., r. 8 (2) (h), Part XCIV., post.] 


See, generally, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 508, 
Nos. 5397 e€ seq. 


Secr. 17.—SUMMONSES IN CHAMBERS. 


_ R.S.C., Ord. LV., r. 24. The summons by the Master requir- 
ing the attendance of parties, witnesses, or others, shall be in 
the Form No. 1 in Appendix L., with such variations as the 
circumstances of the case may require. 


Form of summons.]—See Appendix L., Form 1, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


SEecT. 18.—PROCEEDINGS RELATING TO INFANTS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LV., r. 25. Upon applications for the appoint- 
ment of guardians of infants and allowance for maintenance the 
evidence shall show— 

(a) The ages of the infants ; 

(6) The nature and amount of the infants’ fortunes and 

incomes ; 

(c) What relations the infants have. 
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R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 26. Upon applications to obtain the 
sanction of the Court to infants making settlements on marriage 
under 18 & 19 Vict. c. 43, evidence shall be produced to show— 


(a) The age of the infant ; 
(0) Whether the infant has any parents or guardians ; 


(c) With whom or under whose care the infant is living, and, 
if the infant has no parents or guardians, what near 
relations the infant has ; 


(d) The rank and position in life of the infant and parents ; 
(e) What the infant’s property and fortune consist of ; 


(f) The age rank, and position in life, of the person to whom 
the infant is about to be married ; 


(g) What property, fortune, and income, such person has ; 


(A) The fitness of the proposed trustees, and their consent to 
act ; 


The proposals for the settlement of the property of the Infant, 
and of the person to whom such infant is proposed to be married, 
shall be submitted to the Judge. 


—~—— py. 27. At any time during the proceedings 
at any Judge’s chambers under any judgment or order, the 
Judge may, if he shall think fit, require a guardian ad litem to 
be appointed for any infant or person of unsound mind not 80 
found by inquisition, who has been served with notice of such 
judgment or order. 


See, also, Sect. 6, p. 725, ante. 

Appointment of guardians.]—See INKANTs, Vol. 
XXVIIT., pp. 286, Nos. 1396 et seg., & R. S. C., 
Ord. LV., r. 2 (12), p. 716, ante. 

Infants’  settlements.]—See INFANTS, Vol. 
XXVIII., pp. 214, 215, Nos. 732-755, & R.S. C., 
Ord. LV., r. 2 (10), p. 716, ante. 

Appointment of guardian ad litem. ]—-See INFANTS, 
Vol. XXVIII., pp. 318, Nos. 1821 et seg... & R.S.C., 
Ord. XVI., rr. 18, 19, 40-44, pp. 433, 443-445, ante. 


Sect. 19.—DOCUMENTS TO BE LEFT AT 
CHAMB 


° 


R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 28. In all cases of proceedings in 
chambers under any judgment or order, the party prosecuting 
the same shall leave a copy of such judgment or order at the 
Judge’s chambers, and shall certifv the same to be a true copy 
ot the judgment or order as passed and entered, 


—~———— y, 29. Whenever any matter is adjourned 
from the Court to chambers, or any directions are given in 
Court to be acted upon at chambers, whether upon a mnatter 
adjourned into Court from chainbers, or upon any other occasion, 
without an order being drawn up, a note signed by the Registrar, 
stating for what purpose such matter is adjourned to chambers, 
or the directions given, shall be procured from the Registrar 
and left at chambers, 


——----~—— yr, 380. A note stating the names of the 
solicitors for all the parties, and showing for which of the parties 
such solicitors are concerned, shall be left at chambers with 
every judgment or order. 


--— p31. <A copy of every certificate of the 
central office of entry of a memorandum of service of notice of a 
judgment or order, and of every appearance entered by a person 
served with such notice to attend the proccedings, certified by 
the solieitor, shall be Iceft at chambers. 


Change of solicitor—Filing of notice.]—See 
R. S. C., Ord. VII., r. 2, p. 310, ante. 

Service of notice of judgment—Administration 
of estates or execution of trusts.J—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XVI., rr. 40-42, pp. 443-4456, ante. 





a iy 








SEcT. 20.—SUMMONSES TO PROCEED. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—ORDERS FOR ACCOUNTS OR 
INQUIRIES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 32. Every judgment or order directing 
accounts or inquiries to be taken or made shall be brought into 
the Judge’s chambers by the party entitled to prosecute the 
same within ten days after the same shall have been passed and 
entered, and in default thereof any other party to the cause or 
matter shall be at liberty to bring in the same, and such party 
shall have the prosecution of such judgment or order unless the 
Judge shall otherwise direct. 
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Sect. 20.—Summonses to proceed: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 
4,5&6. Sects. 21 & 22.) 


Accounts & inquiries.]—See R. 8. C., Ord. LV., 
r. 3, p. 727, ante, Ord. XV., p. 396, ante. & Ord. 
XXXITI., rr. 2-8, pp. 516-520, ante. 

Party entitled to prosecute accounts, etc. |}—See 
R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., r. 9, p. 733, ante, & Ord. XVI., 
r. 39, p. 442, ante. 

3214. Right to have accounts brought in—Fore- 
closure decree.}—Mortgagees for a term of a 
colliery brought an action for foreclosure, seeking 
declaration that the original mortgage deed was 
a good exercise of a power of leasing, & that the 
sums secured by a later deed were also charged 
on the term created by the {first deed. They 
obtained a decree giving them the declarations 
asked, & directing the usual accounts in the case 
of mortgagees in possession, with directions for 
foreclosure in default of payment. A summons 
was taken out by the defts. to procecd with the 
judgment, & the chief clerk directed the pltfs. 
to bring in their accounts by a certain day, but no 
order to that effect was drawn up. The pltfs. 
afterwards having refused to bring in their accounts 
on the ground that, as they alleged, the moneys 
remaining due to them were many times more than 
the value of the mortgaged property, & that taking 
the accounts would therefore be uscless, the 
defts. applied on sumrnons for an order that the 
pltfs. might bring them in in four days, not asking 
any alternative relief :—Held: as pltfs. had taken 
a foreclosure decree, the defts. were entitled to have 
the accounts brought in, but that the order should 
be prefaced with a statement that they required 
them to be brought in. 

Qucre: whether this statement would give the 
court jurisdiction as to the costs if it turned out 
that the accounts had been asked for vexatiously 
& unreasonably. Whether the court would not 
on a substantive application by the pltfs. stay the 
taking the accounts if it was satisfactorily shown 
that taking them would be useless.—TAYLOR v. 
MosTYN (1883), 25 Ch. D. 48; 53 L. J. Ch. 89; 
49 L. T. 483; 32 W. R. 256, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PROCEDURE UPON RETURN OF 
SUMMONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 33. Upon a copy of the judgiment or 
order being lett, a summons shall be issued to proceed with the 
accounts or inquiries directed, and upon the return of such 
summons the Judge, it satisfied by proper evidence that all 
necessary parties have been served with notice of the judgment 
or order, shall thereupon give directions as to the manner in 
which each of the accounts and inquiries is to be prosecuted, 
the evidence to be adduced in support thereof, the parties who 
are to attend on the several accounts and inquiries, and the 
time within which each proceeding is to be taken, and a day 
or duys may be appointed for the further attendance of the 
parties, and all such directions may afterwards be varied, by 
addition thereto or otherwise, as may be found necessary. 


Service of notice of judgment.}—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XVI., rr. 40-44, pp. 443-445, ante. 

3215. Stay of taking of accounts.J—TAYLOR v. 
Mostyn, No. 3214, ante. 

3216. - -]—Order made staying until further 
order, with liberty to apply, the prosecution of 
accounts & inquiries directed by a judgment in 
the nature of a foreclosure judgment (unless the 
defts. would give security for the costs of the 
procecdings); on the ground that it was shown to 

e highly probable that the amount due to the 
pltf{s. would greatly exceed the value of the 
property, & that the costs of further proceedings 
would be thrown away.—ExcHANGE Hop 
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WAREHOUSES, LTD. v. %ASSOCN. OF LAND 
FINANCIERS (1886), 84 Ch. D. 195; 561L. J. Ch. 4; 
35 W. R. 120. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—SETTLEMENT OF DEEDS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 834. Where by a judgment or order a 
deed is directed to be settled by the Judge in chambers in case 
the parties differ, a summons to proceed shall be issued, and 
upon the return of the summons the party entitled to prepare 
the draft. deed shall be directed to deliver a copy thereof, within 
such time as the Judge shall think fit, to the party entitled to 
object thereto, and the party so entitled to object shall be 
directed to deliver to the other party a statement in writing of 
his objections (if any) within eight days after the delivery of 
such copy, and the proceeding shall he adjourned until after 
the expiration of the said period of eight days. 


3217. ‘‘In case the parties differ ’’—Omission 
in certain cases—Where infant necessary party. |— 
Where the minutes of a decree directed a convey- 
ance to be settled by the master ‘if the parties 
differed ’’ & an infant heir was a necessary party 
to the conveyance, it was held the words ‘‘ if the 
parties differed ’? ought to be omitted.—CALVERT 
v. GODFREY (1840), 2 Beav. 267; 48 I. R. 1183. 

$218. Where infant interested but 
not necessary party.|—The master was ordered to 
settle a conveyance. An infant was interested 
in the property but was not a necessary party 
to the conveyance :—Held: the words ‘if the 
parties disagree ’’ might be inserted in the order. — 
RICHARDSON v. WARD (1848), 11 LBeav. 378; 50 
KK. R. 86. 

3219. -- - Motion for judgment in default 
of defence—-Purchaser’s action for specific per- 
formance. |——This was a motion for judgment in 
default of defence in a purchaser’s action for specific 
performance. ‘The minutes of the proposed judg 
ment comprised a direction that the deft. (the 
vendor) should execute a proper conveyance to be 
settled by the judge “ in case the parties differ ’’ :— 
Held: in such cases it is better that the words 
‘‘in case the parties differ’? should be omitted, 
because if the other party does not come in there 
never is a difference. The insertion of the words 
in the common form, where all the parties are 
present before the court, is quite right. The 
omission of the words would not necessitate the 
expense of a reference to the conveyancing counsel ; 
it is only necessary that a document should be 
initialed in chambers, & the statutory procedure 
to compel execution can then be resorted to, if 
requisite.—-BAXENDALE v. Lucas, [1895] W. N. 30. 

Settlement of draft deed by conveyancing counsel 
of court.J—See QR. S. C., Ord. Li., rr. 7-138, 
p. 670, ante; KR. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 22, Part 
LXXXVI., Sect. 28, sub-sect. 11, post. 

3220. Appeal.j—The order of a judge settling 
the form of a conveyance is subject to appeal.— 
POLLocK v. RABBITS (1882), 21 Ch. D. 466; 47 
L. T. 637; 31 W. R. 150, C. A. 

Enforcement of order directing execution of 
deed.]—See Supreme Court of Judicature (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 47. 








SUB-sECT. 4.—-DISPENSING WITH SERVICE OF 
NOTICE OF JUDGMENT. 


R. 5S. C., Ord. LV., r. 85. Where, upon the hearing of the 
summons to proceed, it appears to the Judge that by reason of 
absence, or for any other sufficient cause, the service of notice 
of the judgment or order upon any party cannot be made or 
ought to be dispensed with, the Judge may, if he shall think fit, 
wholly dispense with such service, or may at his discretion order 
any substituted service or notice by advertisement or otherwise 
in lieu of such service. 


Part LX XI.—CHAMBERS IN CHANCERY DIVISION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LV., r. 354. Where service of notice of a 
judgment or order for accounts and inquiries is dispensed with, 
the Judge in person may, if he thinks fit, order that the persons, 
as to whom service is dispensed with, shall be bound as if served, 
and they shall be bound accordingly, except where the judgment 
7 grast has been obtained by fraud or non-disclosure of material 

acts, 


Substituted service.}—See, generally, R. S. C., 
Ord. X., Ord. LV., r. 15, pp. 329, 735, ante, & 
Ord. LXVII., r. 6, Part LX X XVIII., Sect. 6, post. 

3221. Notice by advertisement—Distribution of 
funds of benefit society.}—On the winding-up by 
the court of the affairs of an unregistered friendly 
society, the matter was referred to chambers 
to have a scheme drawn up for the distribution 
of the fund. Service of notice of the judgment 
ordering the winding-up was dispensed with & an 
advertisement giving notice of the judgment & of 
the proposed scheme directed to be published in 
certain newspapers.—Re LEAD Co.’s WORKMEN’S 
FuND Society, Lowes v. SMELTING Down I.BAD 
WITH Pit & SEA COAL (GOVERNOR & Co.), [1904] 
2 Ch. 196; 73 L. J. Ch. 628; 91 L. T. 483; 52 
W. RR. 571; 20 T. L. R. 504. 

8222. Where service dispensed with—-What 
parties are bound.|—Persons interested in an 
estate the subject of an administration action to 
which they have not been made parties & whose 
rights or interests may be affected by an order 
directing accounts & inquirics are not bound by the 
proceedings under that order- at any rate where 
they ought to be served-— unless they are served 
with notice of the order or an order has been made 
appointing a member of their class to represent 
them in the action.—MAy v. NEwTon (1887), 34 
Ch. D. 347; 56 L. J. Ch. 318; 56 L. T. 140; 35 
W. KR. 363. 

See, now, R.S. C., Ord. LYV., r. 354A, supra. 

Service out of jurisdiction.|~ See RK. S. C., 
Ord. XI., r. 8A, p. 374, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—NECESSITY FOR SERVICE ON OR 
BINDING OF PROPER PARTIES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 36. If on the hearing of the summons 
to proceed it shall appear that all necessary parties are not 
parties to the action or have not been served with notice of the 
judgment or ordcr, directions may be given for advertisement 
tor creditors, and tor leaving the accounts in chambers, but the 
adjudication on creditors’ claims and the accounts are not to 
be proceeded with, and no other proceeding is to be taken, 
except tor the purpose of ascertaining the parties to be served, 
until all necessary parties shall have been served, and are bound, 
or service shall have been dispensed with, and until directions 
shall have been given as to the parties who are to attend on the 
proceedings 


eT — 


SUB-SECT. 6.—COURSE OF PROCEEDINGS IN 
CHAMBERS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LV., r.87. The course of proceeding in chambers 
shall ordinarily be the same as the course ot proceeding in Court 
upon motions, Copies, abstracts, or extracts of or from 
accounts, deeds, or other documents and pedigrees and concise 
statements shall, if directed, be supplied for the use of the Judge 
and his Masters, and where so directed, copies shall be handed 
over to the other parties, But no copies shall be made of deeds 
or documents where the originals can be brought in unless the 
Judge shall otherwise direct. 


Course of proceeding on motions.|—See R. 5S. C., 
Ord. LII., rr. 1-10, pp. 672—676, ante. 


Srct. 21.—SUMMONS BOOK AND DAILY LISTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 38. At the time any summons is 
obtained, an entry thereof shall be made in ‘the Summons 
Book,’’ stating the date on which the summons Is issued, the 
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name of the cause or matter, and by what party, and shortly 
for what purpose such summons is obtained, and at what time 
such summons is returnable. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LV., r. 39. Lists of matters sppolates for 
each day shall be made out and affixed outside the doors of the 
chambers of the respective Judges; and, subject to any special 
direction, such matters shall be heard in the order in which they 
appear in such lists. 





——-—- -- — yp, 890A. Matters coming before the 
Masters shall, unless the Judge otherwise directs, when ready 
for hearing be entcred in daily lists and taken in their order on 
such lists; and every matter commenced shall be continued 
until completion, subject to such adjournments as the Master 
shall for good cause, and upon such terms as to costs or otherwise 
as he shall think fit, consider necessary. 


Sect. 22.—CLASSIFICATION OF PARTIES. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., r.40. Whore, upon the hearing of the 
Aummons to proceed, or at any time during the prosecution of 
the judgment or order it appears to the Judge, with respect to 
the whole or any portion of the proceedings, that the interests of 
the parties can be classified, he may require the partics con- 
stituting each or any class to be Feneaaonited by the samo solicitor, 
and may direct what partics may attend all or anv part of the 
proceedings, and where the parties constituting any class cannot 
agree upon the solicitor to represent them, the Judge may 
nominate such solicitor for the purpose of the proceedings before 
him, and where any one of the parties constituting such class 
declines to authorise the solicitor so nominated to act for him, 
and insists upon being represented by a different solicitor, such 
party shall personally pay the cost of his own solicitor of and 
relating to the proceedings betore the Judge, with respect to 
which such nomination shall have been made, and all such further 
costs as shall be occasioned to any ot the parties by his being 
represented by 2 different solicitor from the solicitor so to be 
nominated, 

——— -—~— - —- m41. Whenever in any procecding before 
a Judge in chambers the same solicitor is employed for two or 
more parties, such Judge may at his discretion require that any 
of the sud partics shall be represented before him by a distinct 
soliitor, and adjourn such procecdings until such party is so 
represented, 


———_——-- -— yr, 42, Any of the parties other than those 
who shall have been directed to attend may attend at thelr own 
expense, and upon poyioe the costs, if any, occasioned by such 
attendance, or, if they think fit, they may apply by summons 
tor liberty to attend at the expense of the estate, or to have the 
conduct of the action either in addition to or in substitution for 
any of the parties who shall have been directed to attend. 





-—— y,43, An order is to be drawn up ona 
summons to be taken out by the plaintiff or the party having 
the conduct of the action, stating the partles who shall have 
been directed to attend and such of them (if any) as shall] have 
elected to attend at their own expense, and such order is to be 
recited In the Master’s certificate, 


3223. Appointment of one solicitor for each 
class—Failure of members to agree as to solicitor— 
Appointment of official solicitor by court. |—Where, 
in an administration action, the parties beneficially 
interested in the estate appeared by several 
solicitors but were unable to agree as to which 
solicitor should represent the whole class in the 
proceedings under the judgment, the court under 
Ord. LV., r. 40, appointed the official solicitor 
to the Suitors’ Fund to represent the class.— 
Re Docwra, Docwra v. FartruH, [1884] W. N. 
174. 

Parties in same interest——Costs of attendance. }— 
See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 843, 844, Nos. 8771-8783. 

Parties having liberty to attend—Costs of attend 
ance.|—See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol 
XXIV., p. 844, Nos. 8784, 8785. 

Who entitled to attend.|—See Exrcurors & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXI1V., p. 784, Nos. 8152- 


8154. 
claim. }—See 





—— Adjudication on creditors’ 
R. 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 47, p. 446, ante. 

Service of decree.|—See ExrecuTors & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIV., p. 783, Nos. 8144-8145. 
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Sect. 23.—ORDERS DIRECTING ACCOUNTS OF 
DEBTS, ETC. 


SUB-SECT. ].—-CLAIMS OF CREDITORS AND 
OTHER CLAIMANTS GENERALLY. 


A. In General. 


Claims against the estate.}—See ExkcuTors & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 790-798, Nos. 
8212-8280. 

Action by creditors.}—See Executors & AD- 
MINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 805-815, Nos. 


8338-8480. 
Administration of insolvent — estates.|—See 
EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 


pp. 815-823, Nos. 8481-8558. 

What creditors may prove.}—See EXECUTORS & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 812, 813, Nos. 
8438-8452. 

Priority of creditors.}—See ExrcuTtors & AD- 
MINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 348-356, Nos. 
4148-4240. 

Executor’s right to indemnity.]—See EXECUTORS 
& ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 605-610, 
Nos. 6359-6411. 

3224. Executor’s right of retainer.|—W. by his 
will appointed D. to be one of his executors & 
trustees & gave a legacy of £2,000 (which had not 
yet been paid) to D.’s wife. She died without 
having received the legacy, & having bequeathed 
the whole of her property to her husband, whom 
she appointed to be her executor. D. died insol- 
vent without having proved his wife’s will. By 
his own will be appointed executors to whom 
administration with the will annexed of his wife’s 
estate was granted. On his death it was discovered 
that he had misappropriated £1,600, part of W.’s 
estate :—Held: the surviving trustee & executor 
of W.’s will was entitled to retain the legacy as 
against D.’s liability to make good his default.— 
Re DACRE, WHITAKER v. DACRE, [1916] 1 Ch. 344 ; 
. a J. Ch. 274; 114 L. T. 387; 60 Sol. Jo. 306, 

——.]—See, also, JIEXECUTORS & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 485-441, Nos. 5056—- 
5109. 

Executor’s right to prefer.}—See ExXEcuToRS & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 366-368, Nos. 
4344-4374. 

Refunding of legacies.}—See ExrEctTors & 
ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 427-434, Nos. 
4982-5050. 

Legacies to debtors.]—See Executorns & AD- 
MINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 435-441, Nos. 
5056-5109. 

3225. Costs.J}—W., the owner & occupier of a 
public-house, gave to H. & Co., brewers, a mort- 
gage to secure £1,300, & also all sums which should 
at any time be owing to them from W. “ his exors., 
administrators, or assigns ’’ on any account what- 
soever. W. died giving, by will, all his property 
to his wife for life, without any directions as to 
carrying on his business. Letters of administra- 
tion, with the will annexed, were granted to the 
widow. The widow carried on the business, & 
was supplied with beer by H. & Co.,to whom she 
from time to time made payments which dis- 
charged the moneys due to them from W. at his 
decease other than the £1,300, but a balance of 
£138 was due from her to them at her decease for 
beer supplied. H. & Co. sold the property under 
a power of sale, & claimed to retain not only the 
£1,300 but the £138. The question was raised 
on summons in an action for the administration of 

8 estate. The chief clerk was prepared to 
make an order without costs against Tr. & Co. to 
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pay into court the balance of purchase-money in 
their hands without deducting the £138; but 
H. & Co. insisted on having the case heard by the 
judge. Kay, J., held that they must pay in the 
alance without deducting the £138, & ordered 
them to pay the costs of the adjournment to him 
as being In the nature of an unsuccessful appeal :— 
Held: the adjournment to the judge was not in the 
nature of an appeal, it being the right of H. & Co. 
to have the point heard by the judge personally, 
& even if they had been wrong on the merits they 
ought not to have been ordered to pay costs, for 
that a mortgagee cannot be deprived of costs merely 
because he claims boné fide something more than 
the court holds him entitled to.—Re Warts, 
SMITH v. WATTS (1882), 22 Ch. D. 6; 52 lL. J. Ch. 
209; 48 L. T. 167; 31 W. R. 262, C. A. 
.}—See, also, Exrcutorns & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. X XIV., pp. 828, Nos. 8559 ef seq. 





B. Advertisements. 


R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 44. Upon the hearing of a summons to 
proceed on a judgment or order directing an account of debts, 
claims or liabilities, or an enquiry for heirs, next of kin, or other 
unascertained persons, the Judge may direct an advertisement 
or advertisements for creditors or other claimants to be issued. 


—_—__—--—-—--— 7,45. Every advertisement for creditors 
shall be prepared by the party prosecuting the judgment or 
order and signed by his Solicitor, or if he has no Solicitor by the 
Master, and such signature shall be sufficient authority to the 
printer of the London Gazette to insert the same. Every adver- 
tisement for claimants other than creditors shall be prepared 
by the party prosecuting the Judgment or order and submitted 
to the Master tor approval, and when approved shall be signed 
by the Master, and such signature shall ie sufficient authority 
to the printer of the London Gazette to insert the same. 


—--~-—- yr. 46. Every advertisement (Forms 2 & 8, 
Appendix L, with such variations as mav be required) shall fix 
atime, within which each claimant is to send to such pean as 
the Judge shall direct, to be named and described in the adver- 
tisement, the name and address of such claimant, and the full 
particulars of his claim. Notice of the time appointed for 
adjudicating on the claims shall be inserted in the advertisement, 
aud at such appointment and at any adjournment. thercof 
(subject in the case of creditors to the provisions of Rule 54) 
every claimant shall attend personally or by his Solicitor to 
support his claim. The advertisement shall contain a direction 
that a claimant not residing in England or Wales must send 
with particulars of his claim the name and address of a person 
in Kingland or Wales to whom notices to the claimant required 
by these Rules or directed by the Judge can be sent. Any such 
claimant not complying with this direction shall not be entitled 
to receive any further notice and in the case of any claimant 
complying therewith a notice to the name and address mentioned 
te oa shall be equivalent to a notice sent to the claimant 
iimself, 


See EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. X XIII., 
pp. 330-332, Nos. 3963-39738. 


C. Time for Claims. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 47. Claimants who do not send full 
particulars of their claims to the person named and within the 
time fixed by the advertisement shall be excluded from the 
benefit of the judgment or order unless the Court or Judge upon 
application made by summons shall otherwise order. Any such 
order may be made upon such terms and conditions as to costs 
and otherwise as the Court or Judge shall think fit. 


Debts not recoverable at law.]—-See EXECUTORS 
& ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 356-366, 
Nos. 4245-4343. 


D. Service of Notice of Claims. 


R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 48. Every notice by this order required 
cr by the 5 uuge directed to be given to or served upon clalmants 
shall, unless the Judge shall otherwise direct, be deemed suffi- 
ciently given and served if transmitted prepald through the post 
addressed to the claimant at the address given in the claim sent 
in by him pursuant to the advertisement, or in case such claimant 
is represented by a Solicitor, to such Bolicitor ot the address 
given by him. 


Part LXXI.—CnAMBERS IN CHANCERY DIVISION. 


EF. Production of Documents. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 49. Every claimant shall, {f required 
by notice {n writing (Form No. 4 in Appendix I), given by such 
party as the Judge shall direct, produce all deeds and documents 
necessary to substantiate his claim before the Master at such 
time as shall be specificd in such noticc. 


Appendix L, Form No. 4.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


F. Claimants’ Affidavits. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 50. Claimants required to file affidavits 
under the subsequent rules of this Oruer shall not be bound to 
take office copies, but shall forthwith give notice of filing to the 
person to whom particulars of claims are to be sent, and euch 
pon shall take office copies and produce the same at the 

earing, unless the Judge shall otherwise direct. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—CLAIMS OF CREDITORS. 


A, Examination and Verification of Claims. . 


R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 51. Such party as the Judge shall direct 
shall examine the claims of persons claiming to be creditors 
sent in pursuant to the advertisement, and shall ascertain, so 
far as he is able, to which of such claims the estate of the deceased 
is justly liable, and he shall at least seven clear days before the 
time Le ae for adjudication or within such other time 
as the Judge shall direct, file an affidavit (Form No. 5 in 
Appendix L) made by the executors or administrators of the 
deceased and by the person to whom claims are required by the 
advertisement to be sent (or by such person or persons as the 
Judge shall direct) verliying lists (Forms Nos. 6, 6A and 6B in 
Appendix L)— 


(1) of claims which have been sent in pursuant to the 
advertisement ; 

(2) of claims which have been received by the executors or 
administrators or any of them, other than claims sent 
in pursuant to the advertisement ; 


(3) of sums of money which were or may have been due and 
owing by the deceased at the time of his death and are 
or may be still duc and owing and which have come to 
the knowledge of the executors or administrators or 
any of them but in respect of which no claim has been 
received or sent in as aforesaid. 


Such affidavit shall state to which of such claims or sums of 

money or parts thereof respectively the estate of the deceased is 

in the opinion of the deponents justly liable and their bellef that 

such claims or sums of moncy or parts thercof respectively are 

tele due and proper to be allowed and the reasens for such 
elief, 


B. Adjudication on Claims. 


R.S. C., Ord. LV., r.52. When adjudicating upon the claims 
of persons claiming to be creditors the Judge in lus discretion 
TRY allow any or such claims, or any part thereof respectively, 
without proof by the claimants, and may direct all or any of the 
claims not so allowed to be investigated in such manner as he 
may think fit, and may require any further particulars, informa- 
tion, or evidence, relating to such claims, and may require any 
claimant to attend and prove his claim, or any part thereof, and 
A 79 the adjudication upon such claims as are not then 
allowed, 


Appendix L, Forms Nos. 5, 6, 6a, 6B.]—See 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


C. Adjournment. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 58. Where on the day appointed for 
adjudicating upon the claims of persons claiming to be creditors 
any of such claims are adjourned or remain wundisposed of, 
another day for adjudicating upon such claims shall be fixed, 
and where further evidence is to be adduced, the times for filling 
evidence in rl § ge of and in opposition to the claims may be 
fixed, and in that case the proceedings shall be adjourned until 
the evidence Is completed. 


D. Notice of Claims Allowed or Disallowed. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 54. Notice of allowance (Form No. 7 in 
Appendix L) shall be given by such party, as the Judge shall 
direct, to every creditor whose claim or any part thereof has 
been allowed. Notice (Form No. 8 in Appendix L) shall be 
given by such party as aforesaid to every pee claiming to be 
a creditor whose claim or any part thereof shall not have been 
allowed to prove his claim or such part thereof as is not allowed, 
by a time to be named in such notice, not being less than seven 
days after such noticc, and to attend at a time to be therein 
mentioned being the time appointed for adjudicating on the 
claim; and in case the claimant shall not comply with such 
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notice, his claim, or such part thereof as aforesaid, may be 
disallowed. No person claiming to be a creditor need make any 
affidavit nor attend in support of his clatm (except to produce 
his security) unless he ia served with a notice requiring him to 
do so as provided by this Rule. Every person claiming to be a 
creditor shall produce the security (if any) held by him before 
the Master at such time as shall be specified in the advertisement 
for adjudicating on the claims, 


Appendix L, Forms Nos. 7, 8.] 
Supreme Court Practice. 


See Yearly 





EY. Costs. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LV., r. 55. A creditor who hag established his 
debt in the Judge’s chambers under any judgment or order 
shall be entitled to the costs of so establishing his debt, unless 
the Judge shall otherwise direct, and the sum to be allowed for 
such costs shall be fixed by the Judge, unless he shall think fit 
to direct the taxation thereof, and the amount of such costs, 
or the sum allowed in respect thereof, shall be added to the debt 
so established. ‘The Judge may disallow any costs of a claimant 
unnecessarily or improperly incurred and may order a claimant 
to pay the coats of any party or parties incurred in opposing 
any claim or any part of a claim which the claimant has failed 
to establish. 


See Sub-sect. 1, A., p. 742, ante. 


F. List of Allowed Claims. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 56. <A list of creditors’ claims allowed 
shall be made out and Ieft in the Judge’s chambers by such 
party as the Judge shall direct. 


G. Payment of Creditors. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 57. Where any judgment or order is 
made for payment by the Paymaster-General to creditors, the 
party prosecuting such judgment or order shall send to each 
such creditor or to his solicitor (it any) a notice in the form 
prescribed by or under the Supreme Court Funds Rules that the 
cheques may be received from the Paymaster-Ceneral, and such 
party shall, when required, produce any documents necessary to 
enable such creditors to receive their cheques, 


bo ee 





\LAIMS OF PERSONS OTHER THAN 
SREDITORS. 


A. Affidavit Verifying Claims. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 58. In the case of claimants other than 
creditors such party as the Judge shall direct, shall, at least 
seven clear days before the time ep poled for adjudication or 
within such time as the Judge shall direct, file an affidavit 
(Form No. 8A in Appendix L) to be made by the executors or 
administrators of the deceased or by the trustees and in each 
case by the person to whom claims are required by the advortise- 
ment to be sent (or by such persons as the Judge shall direct) 
verifying lists of the claims (Forms Nos. 8B and 9 in Appendix L) 
the particulars of which have come to the knowledge of the 
executors, administrators or trustees or any of them or which 
have been sent in pursuant to the advertisement, 


SUB-SECT. 3. 


Appendix L, Forms Nos. 83, 9.]—-See Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 


B. Adjudication on Claims. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 59. At the time appointed for adjudi- 
cating upon the claims of claimants other than creditors the times 
for fiting evidence in support of and in opposition to the claims 
may be fixed, and in that case the proceedings shull be adjourned 
until the evidence {s completed, 


C. Service of Notice of Judgment. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 60. Where a claimant other than a 
creditor has cstablished his claim he shall, if not already a party 
and unleas the Court or a Judge shall otherwise direct, be served 
with notice of the judgment or order pursuant to Order 16, 
Rule 40, and when he has been so served and has entered an 
appearance he shall unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise 
direct, be entitled as part of his costs of action (if allowed) to 
costs properly incurred in proving his claim previously to his 
having entered an appearance. 


For R. 8. C., Ord. XVI., r. 40, see p. 443, ante. 
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Sect. 24.—INTEREST. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 62. Where a judgment or order is made 
directing an account of the debts of a deceased person, unless 
otherwise ordered, interest shall be computed on such debts as 
to such of them as carry interest after the rate they respectively 
carry, and as to all others after the rete of four per cent. per 
annum from the date of the judgment or order. 


——---~-~-— yy. 63. A creditor whose debt does not 
carry interest, who comes in and establishes the same before the 
Judge in chambers under a judgment or order of the Court or 
of the Judge in chambers, shall be entitled to interest upon his 
debt at the rate of four per cent. per annum from the date of the 
judgment or order out of any assets which may remain after 
satisfving the costs of the cause or matter, the debts established, 
and the interest of such debts as by law carry interest. 





~~ --— yp, 64. Where a judgment or order is made 
directing an account of legacies, interest shall be computed on 
euch legacies after the rate of four per cent. per annum from the 
end of one year after the testator’s death, unless otherwise 
ordered, or unless any other time of payment or rate of interest 
is directed by the will, and in that case according to the will. 


See, generally, JUDGMENTS & ORpDERS, Vol. 
XXX., pp. 172-180, Nos. 402-488. 

Payment—Bankruptcy—Application of security 
by secured creditor.]—See Bankriurtcy, Vol. IV., 
pp. 378-381, Nos. 3488-3506. 
Moneylending transactions.]— See MonEy 
& MONEYLENDING, Vol. XXXV., pp. 177-201, 
Nos. 64-281. 

- -—  Mortgages.]—-See Mortcaars, Vol. 
NAAXAYV., pp. 656-668, Nos. 3900-4040. 

-- -—--- Covenant for payment of interest.] 
See MORTGAGES, Vol. XXXV., pp. 298-299, Nos. 
493 499, 


a 











Rentcharges & annuities—Interest on 
arrears. |—See RENTCHARGES & ANNUITIES, Vol. 
NXAXIX., pp. 183-187, Nos. 718-770. 

--—— Trusts—Pending conversion. ]-—See Equity, 
Vol. XX., pp. 368-870, Nos. 1062-1073 ; SETrTLE- 
MENTS, Vol. XL., pp. 674-677, Nos. 2101-2131; 
Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., pp. 615-620, 
Nos. 569-598. 

Wills — Hotchpot clause—Interest on 
advances.|—See WILLS, Vol. XLIV., pp. 1245- 
1217, Nos. 10,750—-10,760. 

Legacies.]|—See ExrcurorsS & ApD- 
MINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIIT., pp. 405-415, Nos. 
4754-1873. 

Recovery of interest—-Judgment debts. ]— See 
R.S. C.. Ord. XLIT., r. 16, p. 631, ante. 

--- Limitation of actions.]—See LIMITATION or 
A Vol. XXXIT., pp. 417-425, Nos. 945- 

Vy Bee 

~ - Proof in bankruptcy.]—See Bankruptcy, 
Vol. 1V., pp. 805-307, Nos. 2852-2875. 

Income tax on interest.|—-See INCOME Tax, Vol. 
NXVIIL., pp. 69-73, Nos. 368 -391. 








Sect. 25.—CERTIFICATES OF THE MASTER. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—DIRECTIONS TO MASTER. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 65. The directions to be given for or 
touching any procecdings before the Master shall require no 
particular form, but the result of such proceedings shall be 
stated in the shape of a concise certificate to the Judge. It 
shall not be necessary for the Judge to sign such certificate, and 
unless an order to discharge or vary the same is made 
ie ce neate shall be deemed to be approved and adopted by 

udge. 


3226. Reservation of questions—Power to gO 
into evidence.|—-Appcals from orders made on 
claims must be prosecuted by petition of appeal, & 
not by motion. 


PRACTICE. 


Where the chief clerk by his certificate has 
reserved for the consideration of the court the 
construction to be placed on certain facts proved 
before him, & found by his certificate, the court 
will look at the evidence adduced before the chief 
clerk.—Stotr v. MEANOCK (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 
746; 6L. T. 692; 10 W. R. 605, L. JJ. 

3227. Waiver of questions—Indorsement of 
certificate ‘‘ without prejudice.’’]—Where the chief 
clerk in distributing a fund, by consent of all the 
claimants, waives a question of title as to some of 
the claimants, the certificate should be made 
‘* without prejudice.’’—-WATERTON v. Burt (1870), 
39 L. J. Ch. 4265. 

$228. Introduction of new questions—Certificate 
limited by directions in judgment.]—The solicitor 
to the pltf. in a creditor’s action bought up debts ; 
the estate was insolvent :—Held: the question 
whether the solicitor was trustee for the creditors 
of any profit on the purchase could not be raised 
by the certificate of the chief clerk, in the absence 
of any direction on the subject in the order under 
which the certificate was made.—Re TILLETT, 
Fir tp v. LYDALL (1886), 32 Ch. D. 639 ; 55 1. J. Ch. 
841; 54 1L. T. 604; 35 W. R. 6. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—-CONTENTS OF CERTIFICATE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 66. The certificate of the Master shall 
not, unless the circumstances of the case render it necessary, 
set out the judgment or order or any documents or evidence or 
reasons, but shall refer to the judgment, or ordcr, documents, 
and evidence or particular paragraphs thereof, so that it may 
appear upon what the result stated in the certificate is rounded. 


3229. Reference of questions to accountant— 
Adoption of accountant’s report.]—A reference was 
made by the chief clerk in chambers to an 
accountant, who having made his report, the same 
was appended to & declared to form part of the 
certificate of the chief clerk :-—Jleld: such 
practice was irregular.—HILL v. KING (1863), 
3 De G. J. & Sm. 418; 1 New Rep. 341; 33 L. J. 
Ch. 1386; 8 LL. T. 220; 9 Jur. N.S. 527; 46K. RR. 
697, I. ©. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—SETTLEMENT OF CERTIFICATE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 66a. The certificate shall, when the 
Judge shall so direct, be prepared by the solicitor of one of the 
parties, who shall obtain an appointment to settle the certificate 
and shall give notice of such appointment to the other parties. 
Ne ee to settle the certificate of the Master shall hereafter 
be issued, 


SuB-sEcT. 4.—FORM OF CERTIFICATE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 67. The certificate of the Master shall 
be in the Form No. 10, in Appendix L., with such variations as 
the circumstances may require, and when prepared and settled 
shall be transcribed jn such form, and within such time as the 
Master shall require, and shall be signed by the Master either 
then or (if necessary) at an adjournment to be made for the 
purpose. 


Appendix L., Form 10.]—See Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Computation of interest or apportionment of 
fund.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 18, p. 738, 
ante. 

Certificate of result of sale.]—Sce R. S. C., Ord. 
LI., rr. 6, 6A, p. 670, ante. 

8230. Signature of certificate—-Attendance of 
parties.]—No attendance is necessary by any of 
the parties on an appointment before a chief clerk 


Part LXXI.—CHAMBERS IN CHANCERY DIVISION. 


to sign the certificate, as such attendance for 
signature is a purely formal matter.— Re INGHAM, 
LAWE’S CHEMICAL MANURE Co., LTD. v. INGHAM 
(1896), 74 L. T. 21. 


SuB-sEcT. 5.—CERTIFICATION OF ACCOUNTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV., r. 68. Where an account is directed, the 
certificate shall state the result of such account, and not set the 
Kame out by way of schedule, but shall refer to the account 
verified by the affidavit filed, and shall specify by the numbers 
attached to the items in the account which, if any, of such 
items have been disallowed or varied, and shall state what 
additions, if any, have been made by way of surcharge or other- 
wise, and where the account verified by the affidavit has been 
so altered that it is necessary to have a fair transcript of the 
account as altered, such transcript may be required to be made 
by the party prosecuting the judgment or order, and shall then 
be referred to by the certificate. The accounts and the trans- 
scripts (if any) referred to by certificates shall be filed therewith, 
or retained in chambcrs and subsequently filed, as the Judge in 
chambers may direct. No copv of any such account shall be 
required to be taken by any party. 


3231. Administration of partner’s estate—Sur- 
viving partner not interested in estate—Service of 
notice of judgment.]—-In a legatee’s action for 
administration where the testator had been 
engaged in a partnership business, application was 
made on behalf of the plitf. that distribution of the 
assets in payment of partnership debts should be 
postponed & that leave should be given to pltf. 
to serve the surviving partner with notice of the 
order under Ord. XVI., r. 40, in order that he 
might be bound by the proceedings & have an 
opportunity of contesting the findings. The 
court, however, refused at this stage of the pro- 
ceedings to postpone the distribution of the assets 
among joint creditors after satisfying the separate 
creditors, holding that Ord. XVI., r. 40, did not 
apply, the surviving partner not being a person 
interested in the estate.—Re FRANCE, FRANCE v. 
CLERKE, [1886] W. N. 167. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—TAKING OPINION OF JUDGE. 


R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 69. Any party may, before the proceed- 
ings before the Master are concluded, tuke the opinion of the 
~  s upon any matter arising in the course of the proceedings 
without any fresh summons for the purpose. 


8232. General rule.]—Where accounts are being 
taken in chambers before the chief clerk, either 
party has a right to have an item which has been 
found against him adjourned before the judge 
without taking out a summons for that purpose. 
Where a question of principle is involved in 
a particular item it may be necessary to do this. 
But the ordinary practice is to wait till the account 
is te eee & then take the adjournment once 
for all before the judge. 

If a solicitor were to insist upon his right to take 
particular items before the judge in an unreason- 
able manner, the court might make him pay the 
costs personally.—Upron v. Brown (1882), 20 
Ch. D. 731; 47 L. T. 289; 30 W. R. 817, C. A. 

3283. Unreasonable insistence on right—Solicitor 
insisting Hable to costs.)—-UPTON v. Brown, No. 
3232, ante. 

3284. Effect of judge’s direction—Whether order 
ought to be drawn up.]—On appeal from an order 
made on an application to the judge under Ord. 
LV., r. 69, no order was made, but this was to be 
without prejudice to the right of the Re to 
raise, upon summons to vary the chief clerk’s 
certificate, after it had been made, the question 
on which the judge had given his opinion. The 
court expressed in strong terms its opinion that 
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on an application of this kind under r. 69 an order 
ought not to be drawn up, for this highly incon- 
venient result would follow, that the order might 
be appealed from & an appeal carried even to the 
House of Lords, & then after the certificate had 
been made the whole matter might be re-opened 
upon a summons to vary the chief clerk’s finding 
& there might be a second appeal to the House of 
Lords. On such applications the opinion of the 
judge is given for the guidance of the chief clerk 
& no formal order ought to be drawn up.— PRACTICE 
Note (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 374. 

3235. Appeals—Orders made on claims. ]—StTorTr 
v. MEANOCK, No. 3226, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 7.-- VARIATION OF CERTLFICATE. 


R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 70. Every certificate, with the accounts 
(if any) to be filed therewith, shall be transmitted by the Master 
to the central office to be there filed, and shall thenteforth be 
binding on all the parties to the proceedings unless discharged 
or varied upon application by summons to be made before the 
expiration of cight clear days after the filing of the certificate ; 
provided that the time for applying to discharge or vary certifi- 
cates, to be acted upon by the Paymaster-General without 
further order, or certificates on passing receivers’ accounts, shall 
be two clear days after the filing thereof. 


-———— pr, 71. The Judge may, if the special 
circumstances of the case require it, upon an application by 
motion or summons for the purpose, direct a certificate to be 
discharged or varied at any time after the same has becomo 
binding on the parties. 


32386. Whether original certificate varied.] 
Quere: whether, when certificate is varied, the 
original certificate filed at the central office is not 
amended.—Fox v. BEARBLOCK (No. 2), [1882] 
W.N.9; 46L. T. 145; 380 W. R. 342, C. A. 

8237. Before certificate binding—Motion to en- 
force payment of sums found due by certificate. |— 
Motion to pay money into court on a certificate 
of the chief clerk, signed & approved by the judge 
but made before the expiration of the cight days, 
refused.— DOUTHWAITE v. SPENSLEY (1853), 18 
Beav. 74; 52 KE. RR. 29. 

3238. —-—.]—The chief clerk, by his 
certificate, found that a certain sum was due from 
the defts. as occupation rent. Before the certi- 
ficate had become binding on the defts. the pltfs. 
moved for leave for the receiver in the action to 
distrain for the rent, or that the defts. should give 
some security :—Held: the motion must stand 
over until the certificate had become binding.— 
CRAVEN v. INGHAM (1888), 58 L. T. 486. 

3239. Power of judge to reconsider a 
previous decision in chambers.]—U pon a summons 
to vary the certificate of a master in respect of 
an item which the judge in chambers has 
adjudicated upon, it is open to the judge before 
whom the summons comes, in open court, to 
reconsider & reverse the previous decision in 
chambers.—HEWLINGS v. GRAHAM (1901), 70 
L. J. Ch. 568; 84 L. T. 497. 

8240. After certificate binding—Summons to 
extend time for varying. |—On an application upon 
the further consideration of an action for an 
extension of the time, under r. 71 of Ord. LV., 
for applying to vary a finding in a chief clerk’s 
certificate :—Held: applicant should take out 
a@ summons for the purpose.—Re Dover, BOUSFIELD 
v. Dove (1884), 27 Ch. D. 687; 53 L. J. Ch. 
1099; 33 W. R. 197. 

3241. ——— Lapse of several years——Inherent 
jurisdiction of court.}--Where the mistake in a 
certificate was not an error of the chief clerk & the 
certificate itself provided references by means of 
which any ambiguity could be explained, the court, 
acting on the inherent jurisdiction of the court 
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without reference to any extended jurisdiction 
under the RK. S. C., decided in favour of the right 
of the petitioners to have the error rectified, even 
after a lapse of eight or more years.— Re FISHER, 
FISHER v. ROBINSON (1892), 9 T. L. R. 135. 

$242. Admission of fresh evidence. ]|—The 
court cannot, upon a summons to vary the chief 
clerk’s certificate, take into consideration evi- 
dence adduced at the hearing of the action, to 
which no reference was made when the matter 
was before the chief clerk. 

When, after a summons to vary the certificate 
has been taken out, fresh evidence has been 
adduced on both sides, & the court has before it 
complete materials for the decision of the case, 
the matter need not be sent back to chambers for 
reconsideration, but the court can, no objection 
to such a course being raised, enter into the fresh 
evidence, & exercise its judgment upon the case.— 
Re MILLER, CHAPMAN v. MILLER (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 
728; 60 L. T. 634. 

3243. - —- -}--On a summons to vary the 
registrar’s certificate the only evidence admissible 
is that used before the registrar, & though the court 
has power under exceptional circumstances to 
allow further evidence to be used, that power lies 
with the court alone & not with the registrar.— 
Re Woup GREEN & HoRNSEY STEAM LAUNDRY, 
TRENCHARD v. WOOD GREEN & HORNSEY STEAM 
LAUNDRY, [1918] 1 Ch. 423; 87 L. J. Ch. 171; 
118 L. T. 501; 62 Sol. Jo. 349. 

3244. Reference to affidavits referred to in 
certificate—Cross-examination on affidavits after 
certificate signed & approved by judge.}—After the 
certificate of the chief clerk has been signed & 
approved by the judge, no cross-examination upon 
an affidavit produced before the chief clerk during 
the proceedings in chambers will be allowed.— 
ser ian v. MORTON (1862),6 L. T, 214; 10 W. R. 

3245. ---- -—--—— Where no summons to vary. |— 
Is it a matter of course that the affidavits referred 
to in the certificate can be read when there is no 
bummons to vary it? To lay down such a rule 
would immensely increase the expense of further 
consideration, for it would make it necessary to 
deliver briefs of the affidavits (Fry, L.J.).—Re 
ae wae BRIER v. Ev1son (1884), 26 Ch. D. 238, 242, 

3246. ** Special circumstances.’’]—-In sup- 
port of the summons, & in order to show the 
‘“ special circumstances ’’ required by this order, 
an affidavit by the clerk of the deft.’s solicitor was 
read whereby it appeared (a) that he had attended 
before the chief clerk on March 8, 1884, when the 
certificate was settled subject to the respective 
solicitors agreeing to the statements of capital 
& income; (6) that he had previously informed 
the pltf.’s solicitors of the deft.’s intention to apply 
{o vary the certificate when filed, & had arranged 
with their clerk that they should meet to agree to 
the figures, & in case they did not agree that an 
appointment should be obtained before the junior 
clerk ; (c) that on March 24, not havi heard 
from the pltf.’s solicitors, he called on them, & 
then learnt for the first time that the pltf.’s clerk 
had himself completed the draft certificate by 
filling up the blanks, & without further com- 
munication with him had filed the certificate on 
March 11; (d) that on the same day the deponent 
had taken out a summons to vary, which was, 
however, out of time :—Held: the special cir- 














PRACTICE. 


cumstances were sufficiently shown & the summons 
should be allowed to be heard on the merits.—Re 
MARTIN, DIER v. MARTIN, [1884] W. N. 112. 

3247, —— .}—A company being indebted, 
in respect of an overdraft, to its bankers, L., one 
of its directors, gave the bankers security on his 
own property for the overdraft (£3,000), & the 
company in July, 1914, gave L. an agreement 
that in the event of (a) the bankers pressing the 
company for the overdraft or (6) the bankers 
calling on L. to redeem the property charged by 
him, the company would give L. a debenture 
containing a floating charge on its assets to secure 
£3,000 & interest, & this agreement was registered 
under sect. 93 of the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908. One of the events having happened 
within three months of the commencement of the 
winding-up of the company, the company on 
Feb. 1, 1915, gave L. a debenture for £3,000 & 
interest, stating that it was given under the 
agreement & containing the floating charge therein 
referred to. This was also registered under 
sect. 93. On Feb. 23, 1915, the company passed 
an extraordinary resolution for voluntary winding- 
up. L. having died, his executors on Feb. 12, 
1915, commenced an action against the company 
for realisation of the assets comprised in two 
debentures for £3,000 & £1,000 (both cash) given 
to L. in 1912 & 1913 (the validity of which was not 
disputed) & the debenture of Feb. 1, 1915, & on 
Feb. 19 a motion for a receiver was by consent of 
the pltfs. & the company treated as the trial, & 
judgment was given omitting any dcclaration of 
charge, but directing accounts & inquiries, in 
answer to which the master found that there was 
owing to the pltfs. on the three debentures the 
sum of £7,000 & interest. After the master’s 
certificate had become binding the liquidator in 
the winding-up took out a summons asking that 
the certificate might be varied by disallowing the 
£3,000 & interest under the debenture of 
Feb. 1, 1915 :—Held: there were special circum- 
stances within Ord. LV., r. 71, entitling the 
liquidator to have his summons heard.—Re LOVE 
(GREGORY) & Co., FRANCIS v. LOVE (GREGORY) & 
Co., [1916] 1 Ch. 203, 204; 85 L. J. Ch. 281; 
114 L. T. 395; [1916] H. B. R. 42; sub nom. 
Re Love (GREGORY) & Co., Lrp., LOVE v. LOVE 
(GREGORY) & Co., Lrp., 32 T. L. R. 210; 60 
Sol. Jo. 221. 

38248. ——- -—— Secured creditor allowed to 
come in after withdrawing.]|—E. McMurdo died in 
1889 insolvent, & an order was made for the 
administration of his estate. A creditor for 
£47,000 held as security (inter alia) shares & 
debentures of the Delagoa Bay Railway. The 
railway was seized by the Portuguese Government, 
& an arbitration tribunal was appointed in 1891. 
The creditor declined to prove for his debt, & 
stated that he preferred to rely on his securities. 
In 1893 the chief clerk filed his certificates, in 
which the creditor’s claim was entered as dis- 
allowed. In 1900 the award was made, & resulted 
in the creditor only receiving £1,448 in respect of 
his shares & debentures. In Jan. 1902, he took 
out a summons to vary the certificate by allowing 
his claim, & for liberty to prove for his debt :— 
Held: inasmuch as the creditor’s debt had not 
been adjudicated upon, the disallowance of it in 
the certificate was not a fatal objection; if it was 
necessary to show special circumstances he had 
done so; the certificate need not be varied; & 
the creditor must be allowed upon terms to come 
in & prove.—Re McoMurpo, PENFIELD  v. 
McMurpo, [1902] 2 Oh. 684; 71 L. J. Ch. 691; 
86 L. T. 814; 50 W. R. 644, C, A. 














Part LXXII.—GuARDIANSHIP OF [NFANTS ACTS. 


Filing certificate.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LXI., 
r. 31, Part LXXXI., Sect. 23, post. 

Correction of clerical errors, etc.—Slip rule. ]— 
See Part XXIV., Sect. 2, ante. 


SxcT. 26.—FURTHER CONSIDERATION IN 
CHAMBERS. 


R. §. C., Ord. LV., r. 72. Where any matter originating in 
chambers shall, at the original or any subsequent hearing, have 
been adjourned for further consideration in chambers, such 
matter may, after the expiration of eight days and within 
fourteen days from the filing of the Master’s certificate, be 
brought on for further consideration by a summons, to be taken 
out by the party having the conduct of the matter, and after 
the expiration of such fourteen days by a summons, to be taken 
a at any other party. Such summons shall be in the form 
ollowing : 

‘That this matter, the further consideration whereof was 
adjourned by the order of the ay oO 

18 , may be further considered,’’ and shall be served six clear 
days before the return. Provided that this Rule shall not 
apply to any matter, the further consideration whereof shall, 
ab pone ee or any subscquent hearing, have been adjourned 
D ourt. 


Debenture-holders’ actions.]— See Sect. 11, sub- 
sect. 2, p. 727, ante. 


SEcT. 27.—DRAWING UP AND ENTERING OF 
ORDERS. 


R. 5S. C., Ord. LV., r. 78. Notes shall be kept of all proceed- 
ings in the Judges’ chambers with proper dates, so that all such 
proceedings in each cause or matter may appear consecutively, 
and in chronological order, with a short statement of the 
questions or points decided or ruled at every hearing. 


————________—_—— r. 74, Orders made in chambers to be 
acted on by the Paymaster-General shall, unless the Judge 
otherwise directs, be drawn up by the Registrar; but every 
other order made in chambers shall, unless the Judge otherwise 
directs be drawn up by the Master to whom according to the 
distribution of business the cause or matter in which such order 
is made belongs; and all orders drawn up by the Registrars 
elie entered in the same manner as orders made in open 
ourt. 


———— r.74a. In the case of orders to be drawn 
up by the Masters as in the last preceding Kule mentioned, an 
order signed by a Master, or a note or memorandum indorsed 
on the summons upon which any such order is made and signed 
or initialled by a Master, shall be sufficient evidence of the order 
having been made. 


——_—_—___—_—_——- 75. The Forms Nos. 11 to 24 in 
Appendix L. shall be used for the respective purposes therein 
mentioned, with such variations as circumstances may require. 
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See, also, R. S. C., Ord. LII., rr. 18, 14, pp. 676, 
678, ante, & R. S. C., Ord. LXIT., r. 2, Part 
LXXXITI., Sect. 3, post. 

Drawing up of orders—Orders to add or strike out 
parties. |—See R. S.C., Ord. XVI., r. 12, p. 431, anie. 
Rehearing before order drawn up.|]—See 
Part LX XVII., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, post. 

3249. Entry of orders—Effect of entry.]/—An 
order made by a master in chambers is not com- 
plete & binding on the parties until it is passed 
é& entered. Although the settled practice in 
chambers is that an adjournment of a summons to 
be heard by the judge will not be granted unless 
an application is made to the master, at the time 
when the summons is heard by him, either for an 
adjournment or for time to consider whether an 
adjournment shall be asked for, yet the master 
or the judge has jurisdiction at any time before 
the master’s order becomes finally binding on the 
parties by being passed & entered to adjourn the 
summons to be heard by the judge. 

In a creditors’ action to administer an intestate’s 
estate the usual judgment had been pronounced 
directing, amongst other things, a sale of the real 
estate in case the personal estate should be 
insufficient for the payment of the debts. A 
conditional contract had been entered into for 
the sale of the real estate, which on a summons 
taken out by the pltf. had been confirmed by the 
master in chambers, but the order had not been 
passed & entered. On applications by creditors 
for liberty to attend the proceedings under the 
administration judgment on the ground that the 
sale was at an undervalue, & by the purchaser that 
the order confirming the sale might be forthwith 
passed & entered & the sale carried into effect :— 
Held: that, the master’s order not having been 
passed & entered the matter was still open, & 
the proper course was to treat the summons to 
confirm the sale as adjourned to the judge.—Re 
THOMAS, BARTLEY v. THomaAs, [1911] 2 Ch. 389; 
105 L. T. 59. 

3250. Enforcement before entry.]—An 
order made by the chief clerk in chambers cannot 
be enforced by writ of attachment until after 
entry.—BALLARD v. TOMLINSON (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 
656; 48 L. T. 515; 31 W. R. 563. 

Forms. |—See Appendix L., Forms 11-24, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

Applications to masters. ]—See Sect. 15, ante. 








Part LXXI|.—Guardianship of Infants Acts. 


Spot. 1.—IN GENERAL—INTERPRETATION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVa., r. 1. In this Order “the Act of 1886 ”’ 
means the Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886, and ‘‘ tho Act of 
1925 ’’ means the Guardianship of Infants Act, 1925. 


PU generally, INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 282 
et seq. 


Sect. 2.—SUMMONS. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—-DISPOSAL OF APPLICATION BY. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVa., r. 2. Any application under either the 
Act of 1886 or the Act of 19265 may be disposed of in Chambers 
Py a Judge of the Chancery Division and may be made as 
Ollows :— 

(a) where there is pending any action or other proceeding by 

reason whereof the infant is a ward of Court, then by a 


summons in such action or proceeding, and in the 
matter of the infant ; 

(b) where there is not pending any such action or other 
proceeding as aforesaid, then by an originating 
summons in the matter of the infant. 


SUB-sEcT. 2.—WHO MAY TAKE OUT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVaA., r. 3. A summons under Rule 2 of this 
Order may be taken out by the infant (by a next friend) or by 
any other person interested in the relief sought and shall be 
served on the infant (if not the applicant) and on any other 
person appearing to be interested in or affected by the relief 
sought provided that the Judge may dispense with service on 
any person (including the infant) or may direct that service 
shall be effected on any person not originally served. 


Legal proceedings on behalf of & against infants. ] 
—See INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 295 et seg. ; 
R.S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 16, p. 433, ante. 
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Sect. 2.—Summons: Sub-sect.2. Sect.3: Sub-sects. 
1,2,3&4. Part LXXIII. Sect. 1: Sub-secte. 
1, 2,3, 4, 5, 6, 7,8,9, 10 & 11. Sect.2: Sub- 
sects. 1, 2, 3. 4, 5, 6, 7 & 8.] 


Care & custody.]}—See INFANTs, Vol. XXVIII., 
pp. 256, Nos. 1118 et seg. 
IWWegitimate children.] 
Vol. 1II., pp. 381, Nos. 198 et seq. 


See BASTARDY, 





SEcT. 3.—REMOVAL AND APPEALS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVA., r. 4. <All matters relating to removals or 
appeals from county courts or courts of summary jurisdiction 
in respect of which jurisdiction is given to the High Court by 
either the Act of 1886 or the Act of 1925 shall be transacted and 
disposed of in Court or in Chambers by or under the direction 
of any Judge of the Chancery Division (in this Order called the 
Judge) named for that purpose by the Lord Chancellor. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—REMOVAL FROM COUNTY COURT. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVa., r.5. Upon any application under section 
ten of the Act of 1886 for an order of removal from a county 
court to the High Court it shall not (unless otherwise ordered) 
be necessary to serve the originating summons upon any person. 
When the Judge upon hearing the summons shall (on such 
terms as to costs as he may think proper) have ordered the 
application to be removed to the High Court, the application 
shall be proceeded with before such Judge; and the applicant 


Part LXXIIl—Appeals and Proceedings 


PRACTICE. 


shall serve a copy of the order upon the registrar of the County 
Court, who shall forthwith transmit all documents (if any) in 
the matter filed or lodged in the county court to such officer as 
the Judge may direct. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—RULES AS TO APPEALS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVa., r. 6. (1) Subject to the Rules of this 
Order, Rules 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 16, and 17 of Order LIX. shall 
apply to appeals to the Chancery Division of the High Court 
from county courts and courts of summary jurisdiction under 
either the Act of 1886 or the Act of 1925, the worda ‘‘ the 
Chancery Registrars’ Office’’ being deomed to be substituted 
for the words ‘‘ Crown Office Department of the Central Office ”’ 
in Rule 11. 

(2) The appeal shall not operate as a stay of proceedings 
under the decision appealed from unless the county court or the 
court of summary jurisdiction shall so order. 


R.S. C., Ord. LYX.]—See Part LX XVIII., post. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—CUSTODY OF INFANT PENDING 
APPEAL. 
R.S. C., Ord. LVA., r. 7. The Judge may after an aD peds has 
been entered make such orders, either ex parte or otherwise, 


with regard to the custody or maintenance of the infant pending 
the appeal and otherwise as he may think proper. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LV., rr. 2 (12), 25-27, Part 
LXXI., ante; INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 216, 
256, Nos. 756 et seqg., 1118 ef seq. 


under Particular 


Acts. 


SEcT. 1.—NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE 
ACT, 1924. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—APPEAL FROM MINISTER. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 1. An appeal under section 89 of the 
National Health Insurance Act, 1924, from a decision of the 
Minister of Health shall be instituted in the King’s Bench 
pees of the High Court of Justice by originating notice of 
motion. 


Employed contributors.]—See WoRK & LABOUR, 
Vol. XLIV., pp. 1308, Nos. 140 et seg. 





SUB-SECT. 2. 





NOTICE TO MINISTER REQUIRING 
STATEMENT OF CASE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 2. Any person who is aggrieved by, 
and is desirous of appealing against, a decision of the Minister 
of Health may, within 21 days from the date of the decision, or 
within such further time as the Minister may allow, by notice 
in writing addressed to the Minister, stating the grounds of his 
appeal, require the Minister to state a case setting forth the 
facts on which his decision was based, and his decision thereon, 
and the Minister shall, as soon a8 may be, state the case and 
send it by registered post to the person aggrieved. A case 
Btuted by the Minister shall be signed by him or by such person 
as he may authorise in that behalf. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—NorTICE OF MOTION, FILING, 
SERVICE, ETC. 
R.S. C., Ord. LVB.,r.3. An originating notice of moti h 
be filed in the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of J aEtee wien 


21 days of the despatch of the case, or within such further time 
as the Cuurt may allow, and the notice of motion shall at least 


a 


twenty-one days before the time fixed by the notice for making 
the motion be served upon the Minister and, together with a 
copy of the case, upon evcry party to, or person served with 
notice of the proceedings before the Minister. The notice of 
motion shall be in the form No. 18B set out in Part II. of 
Appendix B., and shall state the grounds of the appeal. The 
case shall be entered in a list to be kept at the Crown Office for 
that purpose. 


Appendix B., Form No. 
Supreme Court Practice. 


188.|—See Yearly 


SUB-SECT. 4.—REFERENCE BY MINISTER TO 
HiGH COURT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LV.B, r. 4. Proceedings on a reference of a 
hale under proviso (ili) to section 89 (1) of the National 

ealth Insurance Act, 1924, by the Minister of Health to the 
High Court for decision shall be instituted in the King’s Bench 
Division by originating notice of motion in the form No. 18¢ 
set out in Part II. of Appendix B. The notice of motion shall 
be filed in the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of Justice and 
shall be entered in the list referred to in the last paragraph. 


Appendix B., Form No. 18c.}—See Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—STATEMENT OF QUESTION 
REFERRED BY MINISTER TO COURT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r.5. The Minister shall state the question 
referred by him to the Court, together with the facts relating 
Peay in a case stated and signed in the same manner as on an 
a e 


Part LXXITII.—Apprats anD PROCEEDINGS UNDER PARTICULAR ACTS. 


SUB-sECT. 6.—-SERVICE OF NOTICE oF MoTion, 
ETC., BY MINISTER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVs., r.6. The Minister shall serve the notice 
of motion, together with a copy of the case, upon the person or 
one of the persons as between whom and the Minister the 
question has arisen, at least 21 days before the time fixed by the 
notice for making the motion. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—POWER OF CoURT TO AMEND 
CASE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 7. Upon the hearing of an appeal or 
reference the Court shall have power if it thinks fit to amend 
the case or to order the case to be sent back to the Minister for 
amendment or to receive further evidence. 


Amendment, generally, see PLEADING, p. 92, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—POWER OF CouURT TO DRAW 
INFERENCES OF FACT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r.8. The Court in all cases of appeals or 
references shall have power to draw inferences of fact trom the 
facts set forth in the case, and shall determine all questions 
arising thereon, and In all cases of appeals shall have power to 
reserve, affirm, or amend the decision appeuled against or to 
meee eu other order ag it may think fit, including any order 
as to costs. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—-CERTIFICATE OF COURT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 9. The decision of the Court on an 
appeal or a reference shall be embodied in a certificate to be 
signed by the Judge at the hearing and the original thereof shall 
be filed in the Crown Otfice and a copy thereof sent by the 
Crown Office to the Minister of Health and to the parties 
appearing at the hearing of the appeal or reference respectively. 


SUB-SECT. 10.—APPLICATION OF ORDINARY PRAC- 
TICH AND RULES OF KINQ’sS BENCH DIVISION. 
R.S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 10. The ordinary practice and rules of 

the King’s Bench Division shall in so far as the same are applic- 


able and are not inconsistent with this Part of this Order apply 
to proceedings under this Part of this Order. 


SUB-sSECT. 11.—RIGHTS VESTED IN CROWN BY 
VIRTUE OF ROYAL PREROGATIVE. 
R.S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 11. Nothing in this Part of this Order 


shall be construed to affect any right vested in the Crown by 
virtue of the Royal Prerogative. 


As to the Royal Prerogative, generally, see 
CONSTITUTIONAL LAw, Vol. XI., pp. 502 et seq. 


SrctT. 2.—UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT, 1920. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—INTERPRETATION. 
R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 388. In this Part of this Order “‘ the 


B. 
Act’? means ‘‘ The Unemployment Insurance Act, 1920,’’ and 
the ‘“‘ Minister ’’ means the ‘‘ Minister of Labour.’’ 


SuB-spcT. 2.—APPEAL FROM MINISTER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 12. Every appeal under proviso (1) of 
sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act from a decision of the 
Minister shall be by way of notice of motion to a single Judge 
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of the King’s Bench Division of the High Court nominated by 
the Lord Chancellor (hereinafter referred to as ‘“‘ the Judge ’’), 
and may be brought on questions of law, or of fact, or of mixed 
law and fact. 


To what employments insurance applicable. |]— 
See Work & LaBouR, Vol. XLIV., pp. 1304, Nos. 
79 et seq. 


SUB-SEcT. 3.—NOTICE OF MOTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 13. The notice of motion shall be in 
the form No, 18D set out in Part IT. of Appendix B., and shall 
state the grounds of appeal, and the day named in the notice 
for the hearing of the motion shall not be Jess than 21 days 
after the service of the notice. 


Appendix B., Form No. 18p.]—See Yearly 


Supreme Court Practice. 


nr ee ee 


SuUB-sECT. 4.—TIME FOR BRINGING APPEAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVB., r.14. Any appeal from a decision of the 
Minister shall be brought within 21 days of the date on which 
notice of the decision is given by the Minister to the party 
desirous of appealing. 


SuB-SEcT. 5.—SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVB., r.15. The notice of motion shall be served 
upon all parties to the decision and upon the Minister, and 
within four days after the service thereof a copy of the notice 
shall be filed in the Crown Office. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—INTERVENTION OF PARTY NOT 
SERVED. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVB., r.16. Where an appeal has been brought 
against a decision of the Minister any person (other than a person 
served with the notice of appe) who claims to be affected by 
the decision may apply to the Judge for leave to intervene in 
the appeal and upon such application the Judge may make 
such order as he thinks fit. If leave is given to any person to 
intervene that person shall from the time at which such leave is 
given be deemed to be a party to the appeal, but shall not be 
entitled to require or receive any notice or other document 
served or required by this Part of this Order to be served before 
he became a party unless the Judge otherwise directs. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—AMENDMENT BY JUDGE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 17. In any proceedings undcr this 
Part of this Order, the Judge may make any amendment 
necessary to enable him to decide the substantial and real 
question sought to be raised by the appeal. 


Amendment, generally, see PLEADING, pp. 92 
et seq., ante. 


SuUB-SECT. 8.—EVIDENCE ON APPEAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 18. The evidence on the appeal may be 
given either by affidavit or vivd voce or partly by one way and 
partly by the other. Provided that if any party intends to 
rely on any evidence by affidavit they or he shall ten days at 
least before the hearing deliver or send by post to the other 
party a copy of any affidavit intended to be used or in default 
rtiae ae be allowed to use the same except by special leave of 

e Judge, 
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Sect. 2.—Unemployment Insurance Act, 1920: Sub- 
sects. 9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 14, 15,16 & 17, A., B., 
C., D., £., F., G. & H.3; sub-sects. 18 & 19. 
Sect.3: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7.] 


SUB-SECT. 9.—CROSS-EXAMINATION OF 
DEPONENT. 


R. §. C., Ord. LVB., r. 19. Any party may within four days 
after receipt of a copy of any affidavit intended to be used as 
in Rule 18 mentioned give to the other party a notice requiring 
the deponent to be produced at the hearing for cross-examination 
and, unless the deponent is so produced, his affidavit shall not 
be used unless by special leave of the Judge. 


Cross-examination, generally, see EVIDENCE, 


Vol. XXII., pp. 459 et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 10.—NoTICE TO PRODUCE 
DOCUMENTS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 20. Any party may give notice to any 
other to produce any document or documents at the hearing of 
the appeal. Any party may give to any other notice to admit 
facts or documents. 


See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., rr. 15, 16, 
p. 513, ante; Discovery, Vol. XVIII., p. 117, Nos. 
676-678. 


SUB-SECT. 11.—CERTIFICATE OF JUDGE. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 21. The decision of the Judge shall be 
embodied in a certificate to be signed by the Judge at or after 
the hearing of the appeal and the original thereof shall be filed 
in the Crown Office and a copy thereof sent by the Crown Office 
to the Minister and to the parties respectively. 


SUB-SECT. 12.—CosTs OF PROCEEDINGS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 22. No costs of any preceen es shall 
be allowed to either party unless the Judge shall in any case by 
special order allow such costs. 


Costs, generally, see Part LX XXVI., post. 


SvuB-SECT. 13.—ExXTENSION OF TIMR. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 23. Any of the times limited by this 
Part of this Order may be extended or reduced by the Judge. 


Time, generally, see TimB, Vol. XLII., pp. 928 
et seq.; R.S.C., Ord. LXIV., Part LXXXV., post. 


SUB-SECT. 14.—APPLICATION OF ORDINARY PRAC- 
TICE AND RULES OF KING’s BENCH DIVISION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 24. The ordinary practice and rules of 
the ay a Bench Division (except the practice as to interro- 
eee ut including the practice as to amendments, discovery, 
napection of documents or property, examination of witnesses 
in and out of Court, compelling attendance of witnesses, evidence, 
postponing the hearing and service of proceedings) shall in so 
far as the same are not inconsistent with this Part of this Order 
apply to proceedings under this Part of this Order. 


SUB-sEcT. 15.—SERVICE OF DOCUMENTS. 


R. 58. C., Ord. LVB., r. 25. All documents which b this Part 
of this Order are required to b ‘ 
also be served upon the Minister. a al 


PRACTICE. 


R.8.C., Ord. LVB., r. 835. Service of any document required 
by this Part of this Order to be served on the Minister shall be 
effected by oe the document in question upon the Solicitor 
one Ministry of Labour at 8, Richmond Terrace, Whitehall, 

ndon. 


Service of writ of summons, see Part XI., ante. 


SuB-sSEcT. 16.—INTERLOCUTORY APPLICATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 26. Any interlocutory applications 
authorised by this Part of this Order or which may be necessary 
in the course of the proceedings may be made by summons 
intituled in the same manner as the notice of motion in the 
form No. 18D in Part II, of Appendix B. to a Master of the 
King’s Bench Division whose decision shall be subject to an 
appeal to the Judge. 


Appendix B., Form No. 
Supreme Court Practice. 


18p.]—See Yearly 


SUB-SECT. 17.—REFERENCE TO COURT BY 
MINISTER. 


A. Reference by Way of Issue—Parties to the Issue. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 27. Any question referred by the 
Minister under proviso (if) of sub-section (1) of section 10 of the 
Act shall be so referred by way of an issue in the form No, 154 
set out in Part I1. of Appendix B., and upon any such reference 
the persons in respect of whom the question for the decision of 
ne inister has arisen shnll be deemed to be the parties to 
the issue, 


Appendix B., Form No. 
Supreme Court Practice. 


15a.]—See Yearly 


B. Intervention of Party Interested. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 28. Upon any reference under the last, 
preceding Rule a person (not originally a party to the issue) 
claiming to be interested in or affected by the question referred 
by the Minister may apply for leave to intervene in the 
reference in the same manner as a person may apply to intervene 
in an appeal. 


C. Application of Provisions as to Appeals. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 29. All the provisions of this Part of 
this Order with reference to appeals shall apply, in so far as they 
are not inconsistent, to references in the same manner as they 
apply to appeals. 


D. Preparation of Issue by Minister. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 30. The issue shall be prepared by the 
Minister and a draft of the same shall be delivered or sent b 
post to the parties, who shall return the same approved or wit 
any suggested alterations within fourteen days after the samc 
shall have been delivered to him or sought in the ordinary 
course of post to have been received by him. If the draft issue 
is not returned by any party within such fourteen days the same 
shall at the expiration of that time be deemed to have been 
approved by that party. If the party suggests any alteration 
in the form of the issue to which the Minister does not agree 
the form shall be settled by one of the Masters of the King’s 
Bench Division on an application for that purpose. 


E. Delivery of Particulars to Parties by Minister. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 831. Within fourteen days after the 
issue is approved or settled the Minister shall deliver or send 
by post to the parties particulars in writing in a concise form of 
a ah and grounds on which he intends to rely at the hearing 
of the issue. 


Particulars, generally, see PLEADING, pp. 184 
et seq., ante. 


F. Delivery of Particulars by Parties to Minister. 


R. 8. ©., Ord. LVB., r. 32. Within fourteen days after the 
receipt of the particulars referred to in Rule 31 every party 
shall deliver or send by post to the Minister particulars in 


Part LXXITI.—ApPEALS AND PROCEEDINGS UNDER PARTICULAR ACTS. 


writing in a concise form of the facts and grounds on which 
that party Intends to rely at the hearing of the issue. In default 
thereof the party shall be deemed to admit the facts and grounds 
alleged in the Minister’s particulars. 


Particulars, generally, see PLEADING, pp. 184 
et 8eq., ante. 


G. Setting Down Issue for Hearing. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB8., r. 83. Within 21 days after the delivery 
or posting of the particulars referred to in Rule 31 the Minister 
shall set: down the issue for hearing in the Crown Office at the 
Hoye Courts of Justice in a list to be kept for that purpose and 

hall forthwith deliver or send by post to the parties notice that 
he has go entered the same. 


H. Power of Judge to Draw Inferences from 
Facts. 
R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 34. Upon the hearing of a reference 
the Judge shall have power to draw inferences from the facts 


set forth in the Issue and {fn the particulars and shall determine 
all questions arising thereon, 


SUB-SECT, 18,—APPLICATION TO JUDGE oR 
MASTER BY SUMMONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 86. Any application to the Judge ora 
Master under this Part of this Order shall be by summons 


SUB-SECT. 19.—R1IGHTs VESTED IN CROWN BY 
VIRTUE OF ROYAL PREROGATIVE. 
R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 37. Nothing in this Part of this Order 


shall be construed to affect any right vested in the Crown by 
Virtue of the Royal Prerogative, 


As to the Royal Prerogative generally, see 
CONSTITUTIONAT, LAW, Vol. XJ., pp. 502 ef seq. 


SEcT. 3.—INDEMNITY ACT, 1920. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—INTERPRETATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 48. In this Part of this Order the 
expression ‘‘the Tribunal’’ means the Tribunal referred to 
rr (4) and (5) of section 2 of the Indemnity Act, 


SUB-SECT. 2.—APPEAL FROM TRIBUNAL BY 
WAY OF NOTICE OF MOTION. 
R.S.C., Ord. LVB.,r.89. Every appeal to the Court of Appeal 
from any direction or determination of the Tribunal under 


proves (1) of section 2 (1) of the Indemnity Act, 1920, shall be 
rought by way of notice of motion. 


See CONSTITUTIONAL Law, Vol. XI., pp. 550, 
551, Nos. 526, 531; Carriers, Vol. VIIIL., p. 45, 
No. 269; Prize Law, Vol. XXXVII., p. 679, 
No. 1014; Surppina, Vol. XLI., pp. 988, 989, 
Nos. 8740-8745 ; Supp. 

Appeals to Court of Appeal, see Part LXXVII., 
post. 

8251. Costs—Stay of proceedings.]—On July 27, 
1920, the pltfs. commenced an action to restrain 
the defts. from committing a nuisance & obstruc- 
tion to a public highway by reason of the erection 
of a jetty for use in the river Swale. The defts. 
had erected the work complained of under the 
authority of the Admiralty & in good faith & for 
the defence of the realm, & had obtained a certi- 
cate from two Commissioners of the Admiralty 
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which was sufficient evidence, under the Indemnity 
Act, 1920, s. 1 (3), of the authority for executing 
the work. The action came within sect. 1 (1) of 
the Act, which was passed on Aug. 16, 1920, & 
enacted that any such proceeding should be dis- 
charged & made void. Upon a summons by the 
defts. to stay the proceedings & for their costs of 
action against the pltfs.:—Held;: sect. 1 (1) of 
the Act contemplated that some order discharging 
& making void the proceedings would be necessary, 
& the court had jurisdiction to make an order 
awarding the defts. their costs of action down 
to & including the order.—A.-G. v. COTTON 
POWDER Co., Lrv., [1921] 2 Ch. 305; 90. J. Ch. 
463; 125 L. T. 759; 65 Sol. Jo. 714. 

.|—See, generally, R. S. C., Ord. UXYV., 
Part LXXXVI., post. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—FORM AND CONTENTS OF 
NoTIcE oF MOTION. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 40. The notice of motion shall be in the 
form No, 188 set out in Part IT. of Appendix B , and shall state 
the pomt or points of law by the direction or determination on 
which the appellant feels aggrieved and the day named in the 
notice for the hearing ot the motion shall be not less than 21 days 
after the service of the notice. 


Appendix B., Form No. 1828.]—See Yearly 


Supreme Court Practice. 


SuB-sroT. 4.—TIIME FOR BRINGING APPEALS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 41. Anv appeal from a direction or 
determination of the Tribunal shall be brought within 21 days 
of is date on which the direction or determination is given or 
made. 


Appeals to Court of Appeal, see Part LXXVIL., 
post. 


SuUB-SECT. 5.—SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 42. The notice of motion shall be 
served upon all parties to the direction or determination, 


Service of writ of stummons, see Part XI., ante. 


Sus-sEctT, 6.—AMENDMENT BY COURT OF 
APPEAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 43. In any proceediugs under this 
Part of this Order, the Court of Appeal may make any amend- 
ment necessary to enable it to decide the substantial and real 
question sought to be raised by the appeal. 


A.nendment, generally, see PLEADING, pp. 92 
et seq., ante, 


SuB-SEcT. 7.—FILING OF COPY OF NOTICE 
AND ENTRY OF APPEAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 44. The party appealing shall within 
four days after the service of the same leave with the proper 
officer of the Court of Appeal a copy of the notice of appeal to 
be filed, and such officer shall thereupon set down the appeal 
by entering the same in a special list of appeals, and it shall 
come on to be heard according to its order in such list, unless 
the Court of Appeal or a judge thercof shall otherwise direct, 
but so as not to come into the paper for hearing before the day 
named in the notice of appeal. 
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Sect. 3.—Indemnity Act, 1920: Sub-sects. 
Sect. 4: Stub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 
Sect. 5: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 6,7, 8, 


8,9 & 10. 
,9 &: 10. 
9 & 10. 





SuB-SECT. 8.—NOTICE TO PRODUCE 
DOCUMENTS. 
R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 45. Any party may give notice to any 
other party to produce any document or documents at the hear- 


ing of the appeal. Any party may give to any other party 
notice to admit facts or documents. 


See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XXXI., rr. 15, 16, p. 
513, ante; Discovery, Vol. XVIII., p. 117, 
Nos. 676-678. 


SuB-SEcCT. 9.—DECISION OF COURT OF APPEAL 
EMBODIED IN ORDER, FILING OF ORIGINAL, 
ETC. 

R.S.C., Ord. LVB., r.46. The decision of the Court of Appeal 
shall be embodied in an Order and the original thereof shall be 


filed in the Crown Office and a copy thereof sent by the Crown 
Ofhce to the Tribunal and to the parties respectively. 





SuB-SECT. 10.—APPLICATION OF RULES AS TO 
APPEALS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 47. Subject to the foregoing provisions 
of this Part of this Order, the Rules of Order LVIIT. of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court and any other Rules for the time 
being in force with respect to appeals from the High Court to 
the Court of Appeal shall so far as practicable apply to and 
govern all appeals under proviso (1) of section 2 (1) otf the 
Indemnity Act, 1920, 


R.S.C., Ord. LVIII.|—See Part LAXVII., post. 


Srcr. 4.—INDUSTRIAL ASSURANCE ACT, 1923. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—INTERPRETATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 58. In this Part of this Order ‘“ the 
Act’? means “ The Industrial Assurance Act, 1923’°'; ‘the 
Commissioner’’ means ‘‘the Industrial Assurance Commis- 
sioner ’’ constituted by section 2 of the Act, and ‘‘ the Court ”’ 
means the Divisional Court constituted as prescribed by Rule 49 
of this Order. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—INSTITUTION OF APPEAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 49. Every appeal to the High Court 
under sections 7 (2), 17 (3), 18 (1) (f), 30 (1) and 45 (2) of the 
Act trom a refusal, direction, decision or award of the Com- 
missioner shall be instituted in the Chancery Division of the 
High Court of Justice by originating notice of motion and shall 
be heard and determined by a Divisional Court constituted by 
two Judges of that Division nominated from time to time either 
generally or in any particular instance for that purpose by the 
lord Chancellor. The determination of such appeal by the 
Divisional Court shall be final unless leave to appeal is given by 
that Court or by the Court of Appeal. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—FORM AND CONTENTS OF 
NOTICE OF MOTION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 50. The notice of motion shall be in 
the Form No. 18F set out in Part Il. of Appendix B. and shall 
state the grounds of appeal No grounds other than those go 
stated shall (except with the leave of the Court and on such 
terms as the Court may think just) be allowed to be taken by 
the appellant at the hearing of the appeal. The date mentioned 
in the notice for the hearing of the appeal shall be not less than 
14 days after the service of the motion, 


Appendix B., Form No. 


18F.J]— See Yearl 
Supreme Court Practice. Caniy. 


PRACTICE. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—TIME FOR BRINGING APPEAL. 


R. 8S, C., Ord. LVB., r. 51. Every appeal shall be brought 
within 21 days of the refusal, direction, decision or award of 
the Commissioner or within such extended time as the Com- 
missioner or the Court may think fit to allow. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 52. The notice of motion shall be 
served on the Commissioner but the Court may at any stage of 
the proceedings direct the notice of motion to be served on any 
other person or persons and may if it shall appear expedient 
so to do cause notice to be given by advertisement or otherwise 
of the nature of the appeal and of the time when it will be or is 
likely to be heard and disposed of or otherwise make provision 
for enabling any person interested in the collecting society or 
industrial assurance company concerned or in the subject matter 
of the appeal to appear and be heard on the appeal. 


Service of writ of summons, see Part XI., ante. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—APPLICATION OF ORDINARY RULES 
AND PRACTICE IN CHANCERY DIVISION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 538. The ordinary practice and rules 
in the Chancery Division shall in so far as the same are not 
inconsistent with this Part of this Order apply to proceedings 
under this Part of this Order. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—INTERLOCUTORY ORDERS OR 
DIRECTIONS, 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 54. Any interlocutory orders or direc- 
tions (not involving the decision of the appeal) which may be 
authorised by this Part ot this Order or which may be necessary 
or desirable in the course of the proceedings may be made or 
given by cither of the Judges constituting the Divisional Court 
and shall be applied for by summons (intituled in the same 
manner as the notice of motion) returnable at the Chambers of 
the Judge to whom the application is made whose decision shall 
be subject to an appeal to the Court. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—POWERS OF COURT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 55. On every appest the Court shall 
have all the powers vested by the Act in the Commissioner and 
may make any order which ought or might have been made by 
the Commissioner. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO 
APPEAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVB., r.56. On every appeal under section 7 (2) 
or section 17 (3) of the Act the appellant shall forthwith after 
the filing of the copy of the notice of motion at the Central Office 
and before the service thereof apply ex parte to the Court for 
leave to appeal. Such application shall be supported by an 
affidavit setting out the material facta, the effect of tho refusal 
or direction of the Commissioner and the grounds upon which 
the application is made and stating that the deponent is advised 
and believes that the appellant has good grounds for appealing. 
No order eine leave to appeal shall be drawn up but the 
Registrar shall endorse upon the face of the notice of motion 
and sign a note stating that such leave has been granted by the 
Court, and the date when such leave was granted, and a copy 
of such note shall appear upon every copy of the notice of motion 
to be served upon any respondent to the motion. 


SuB-SEcT. 10.—Costs. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 57. The cost of every appeal and of 
any proceedings connected therewith and of any proceedings 
before the Commissioner shall be in the discretion of the Court. 


Costs, generally, see Part LX XXVI., post. 


Part LXXIII.—Apprrats AND PROCEEDINGS UNDER PARTICULAR ACTS. 


Scot, 6.—AUDIT (LOCAL AUTHORITIES) ACT, 1927. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—INTERPRETATION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 70. In this Part of this Order “ the 
Act’? means the Audit (Local Authorities) Act, 1927. 


SuUB-SECT. 2.—INSTITUTION OF APPEATI.. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVs., r.59. An appeal to the High Court under 
subsection (1) of section 2 of the Act and an application to the 
High Court under subsection (2) of that section shall be made 
to a Divisional Court of the King’s Bench Division by an 
originating notice of motion. 


Application under Audit (Local Authorities) Act, 
1927, s. 2 (2).}—See Sub-sect. 7, post. 

3252. Costs.}—The Divisional Court having 
allowed an appeal on a case stated by the Minister 
of Health under the Audit (Local Authorities) 
Act, 1927, raising the question whether or not the 
respondent, a district auditor, had rightly dis- 
allowed certain sums paid by the appellants, a 
local education authority, for paving the play- 
grounds of two non-provided schools :—Held: on 
the construction of the provisions of sect. 2 of the 
Act, that the questions of the appellants’ costs of 
the appeal, & of the respondent’s right to be paid 
his costs of the appeal out of the funds of the 
appellants, were in the discretion of the Minister 
of Health; further, on the construction of these 
provisions, that the court had power to grant 
respondent leave to appeal from its decision to the 
Court of Appeal.— LANCASTER (COUNTY PALATINE) 
CouNcIL v. CROWE (No. 2), [1929] 1 K. B. 604; 
98 I. J. K. B. 358; 140 L. T. 560; 93 J. P. 40; 
45'T. L. R. 1733; 27 L. G. R. 102, D.C. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—EVIDENCE UPON HEARING OF 
APPEAL OR APPLICATION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 60. The evidence upon the hearing of 
the appeal or application shall be by affidavit except in so far 
as the Court at the hearing may direct oral evidence to be given. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—SERVICE OF NOTICE OF MOTION. 


R.S.C., Ord. LVB.,r.61. The notice of motion shall be served, 
before the expiration of six weeks after the date of the decision 
to which it relates, upon the district auditor for the time being 
in charge of the audit district in which the matter has arisen, 
and also on the local authority in relation to whose accounts or 
to the accounts of whose officer the decision was given, if that 
authority is not the appellant. 


Service of writ of summons, see Part XI., ante. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—CONTENTS OF NOTICE OF MOTION, 


R.S.C., Ord. LVB., r.62. The notice of motion shall state the 
grounds of appeal or the grounds for the application, as the case 
may be, and the date mentioned in tho notice for the hearin 
of the appeal or application shall be not Jess than twenty-eigh 
days after the service of the notice. 


SuB-ssectT. 6.—SETTING DOWN MOTION FOR 
HEARING. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 68. (1) The appellant or applicant, as 
the case may be, shall within seven days after service upon the 
district auditor of the notice of motion file at the Crown Office 
a copy of the notice and an affidavit or affidavits setting out the 
rearons stated by the auditor for his decision and the facts upon 
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which the appellant or applicant intends to rely at the hearing 
and thereupon the motion shalj be set down for hearing in the 
Crown paper. 

(2) If the notice of motion is not set down in accordance with 
this Rule, either the local authority or the district auditor may 
apply to the Court, upon notice to the appellant or applicant, as 
the case may be, for an order discharging the notice of motion 
and for the costs of the application. 


SuB-SEcT. 7.—APPLICATION UNDER AUDIT 
(LocAL AUTHORITIES) ACT, 1927, 8s. 2 (2). 


R.S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 64. In the case of an application under 

subsection (2) of section 2 of the Act— 

(a) The applicant shall cause notice of his intended applica- 
tion to be published once at least in each of two 
successive weeks in some newspaper circulating in the 
area of the authority to whose accounts or to the 
accounts of whose officer the surcharge relates, and one 
at least of such publications shall be made before the 
date on which a copy of the notice of motion {s filed 
at the Crown Office ; 

(Lb) The notice shall set out the nature of the intended applica- 
tion and shall state that any ratepayer or owner of 
property in the area may, upon payment of the usual 
rate, obtain at an address to be specified in the notice 
copies of the notice of motion and of any affidavit 
intended to be used in support thereof, and may appear 
at the hearing ot the application and may, whether 
he so appears or not, file an affidavit in opposition to 
the application ; 

(ec) Upon the hearing of any application any ratepayer or 
owner of property in the arca may appear and be heard 
in opposition thereto ; 

(d) Any such ratepayer or owner, in licu of appearing in 
opposition to the application, may, not less than four 
days before the hearing, transmit by post to the Crown 
Office, together with a fee of 58., an unstamped affidavit 
setting forth the grounds of his opposition and any 
facts which he may consider to have a material bearing 
upon the application, and the Court shall take into 
consideration the contents of such affidavit ; 

(e) No order shall be made for the payment of costs by or to a 
ratepayer or owner of property who files an affidavit, or 
appears in opposition to the application ; 

(f) An affidavit proving a ae he with paragraphs (a) and 
(b) of this Rule shall be filed at the hearing of the 
application. 


Application to Divisional Court of King’s Bench 
Division by originating notice of motion.]—See 
Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2, supra. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—DELIVERY OF COPY OF AFFIDAVIT 
FILED IN SUPPORT OF MOTION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 65. The appellant or applicant, as the 
case may be, shall deliver forthwith to the authority and to the 
district auditor a copy of any affidavit filed under Rule 63 in 
support of the motion, and any person (including a ratepayer or 
owner of property) intending to oppose the motion shall, four 
days at least before the hearing, deliver to the appellant or 
applicant, as the case may be, a copy of any affidavit intended 
to be filed by him in opposition to the motion. Except by 
leave of the Court an affidavit shall not be used at the hearing 
unless a copy or copies thereof have been delivered in accordance 
with this Rule. 


SuB-SEcT. 9.—COMBINED NoTick oF APPEAL 
AGAINST AND APPLICATION IN RESPECT OF 
SAME SURCHARGE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 66. Notice of appeal against a sur- 
charge and notice of an application in respect of the same 
surcharge may be combined in one notice of motion, and facts 
relevant either to the appeal or to the application may be set 
out In one affidavit. 


SuB-sEcT. 10.—EFFECT OF SERVICE OF MOTION 
ON AUDITOR OTHER THAN DECIDING AUDITOR. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVB., r. 67. Where under Rule 61 a notice of 
motion is served upon a district auditor other than the auditor 
who gave the decision, that auditor may appear in opposition 
thereto in all respects as if he were the auditor by whom the 
decision was given, and these Rules and any statutory pro- 
visions as to costs or otherwise shall apply accordingly. 
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Sect. 5.— Audit (Local Authorities) Act, 1927: Sub- 
secta. 11,12 &13. Part LXXIV. Sects. 1, 2, 
3,4,5,0,7& 8. Part LXAXV. Sects. 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6, 7, 8,9 & 10.] 


SUB-SECT. 11.—APPLICATION FOR ORDER DIRECT- 
ING MINISTER TO STATE SPECIAL CASE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 68. (1) An application for an Order 
directing the Minister of Health to state a special case undcr 
subsection (1) of section 2 of the Act shall be made to a Divisional 
Court of the King’s Bench Division by way of an ez parte motion 
for a rule nist supported by affidavit. 


(2) No such motion shall be entertained by the Court unless - 


(7) application was made to the Minister to state a special 
case before his decision upon the appeal was com- 
municated to the Rppellant : and 

(4) the motion is made on one of the first three days on 
which the Court sits for hearing ex parte motions 
next after the date on which the Minister’s refusal to 
state a special case is communicated to the appellant. 


PRACTICE. 


SuB-sEct. 12.—SIGNING OF SPECIAL CASH BY 
MINISTER. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 69. (1) A special case stated by the 
Minister of Health under subsection (1) of section 2 shall be 
genes by him or by such person as he may authorise in that 

e@ 


SUB-SECT. 13.—DELIVERY AND FILING CoPIEs 
OF SPECIAL CASE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVB., r. 69. (2) The Minister shall deliver 
copies of the special case to cach party to the appeal and shall 
file it at the Crown Office and it shall thereupon be set down for 
argument in the Crown paper as if it were a case stated by 
justices. 


Part LXXIV.—Reference under Cinematograph Films Act, 
1927. 


SEcT. 1.—ASSIGNMENT TO CHANCERY DIVISION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVp., r.41. Every reference to the High Court 
under section 9 (1) of the above-mentioned Act (in this Order 
called the Act) shall he assigned to the Chancery Division. 


SEcT. 2.—NOTICE IN WRITING REQUIRING 
REFERENCE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVp., r. 2. Any person aggrieved by any such 
refusal or decision of the Board of Trade as is mentioned in 
section 9 (1) of the Act may within twenty-one days of the 
refusal or decision or within such further time as the Court may 
allow give to the Board of Trade notice in writing requiring the 
matter to be referred to the Court, and the Board of Trade 
shall within seven days of the receipt of the notice refer the 
matter fo the Court by lodging the notice duly endorsed as 
“referred ’’ with the Chief Master of the Chancery Division, 
and shall give notice in writing to the person aggrieved that the 
lodgment has been made. 


SEcT. 3.—ISSUE OF ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVp., r. 8. Within fourteen days of the receipt 
by the person aggrieved of the notice of lodgment or such 
further t me as the Court may allow, the person aggrieved may 
issue an originating summons (a8 near as may be in the 
Form 1B in Appendix K) asking to have the referred matter 
determined by the Court. 


Form.}—See Appendix K., No. 


1B 
Supreme Court Practice. 


Yearly 


SEcT. 4.—INTITULING OF ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVp., r. 4. The originating summons shall be 
intituled in the matter of the name of the person aggrieved and 
in the matter of the Act. 


SrcT. 5.—RESPONDENTS TO ORIGINATING 


R.S. C., Ord. LVp., r.5. The Board of Trade and such other 
person or persons it any as the Court may direct shall be respon- 
dents to the originating summons. 


Sect. 6.—APPLICATION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVp., r. 6. Any application for the extension 
of time for the doing of any act under this Order may he made 
by the party seeking the extension ez parte to any Judge of the 
Chancery Division, 


SEcT. 7.—SERVICE OF DOCUMENTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVp., r. 7. Service of any document required 
to be served on the Board of Trade shall be effected by serving 
the document upon the Solicitor to the Board of Trade, Great 
George Street, 5.W.1!. 


Sect. 8.—COSTS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVp., r. 8. The costs of all proceedings under 
this Order shall be in the diseretion of the Court, 


Part LXXV.—References in Admiralty Actions. 


SECT. 1.—APPLICATION OF ORDER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVI., r.1. This Order shall a ly to referencer 
by the Court or a I udge or by agreement ot: velerence to the 
pian Ant et Ped agers ene eee be to the Registrar 

é strar assis 
Che cassesenee g e y one or more merchants or 


SrcT. 2.—-TIME FOR FILING CLAIM AND 
AFFIDAVITS. 


day when the order for the reference is made, or an eement 
for a reference is filed, the claimant shall file the claim and 
vouchers, and affidavits, if any, and, except in a limitation 


Part LXXV.—REFERENCES IN ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


action, serve copies thereof on the opposite party ; failing which 
ue eed may, on the application of any other party, dismiss 
e claim. 


Entry of documents in ‘‘ minute book.’’}—See 
ds S. : Ord. LXVI., r. 8, Part LX XXVII., Sect. 
» post. 
Fons. ¢=Sée Supreme Court Fees Order, 1930, 
Sect. 4, item 86, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 
Enlargement of time by consent.}—See R. S. C., 
Ord. LXIV., r. 8, Part LXXXV., Sect. 6, post. 


Sect. 3.—NOTICE TO HAVE REFERENCE HEARD. 


R. 5. C., Ord. LVI, r. 3. The claimant shall, except in a limita- 
tion action, after the filing of the claim and vouchers, obtain a 
day for the reference either by summons or by agreement, and 
when such day has been obtained he shall lodge in the registry 
a notice praying to have the reference placed in the list for hearing 
with the stamps for the reference affixed thereto. 


Sct. 4.—APPOINTMENT OF DAY FOR REFERENCE 
IN LIMITATION ACTION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVI., r. 4. In a limitation action the day for 
the reference will, atter the expiration of the time limited by 
the Court for the filing of claims, be appointed by the Registrar ; 
and upon receiving notice thereof, the plaintiff shall place the 
Higbee in the Hst for hearing by lodging a notice as mentioned 

n Rule 3. 


Sect. 5.—ADJOURNMENT OF REFERENCE. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVL, r. 5. At the time appointed for the refer- 
ence if the counsel or solicitor for any party be present, the 
reference may be proceeded with, but the Registrar may adjourn 
the reference from time to time, as he may deem proper. 


8258. Costs of adjournment.]—The proctor for 
the Mellona, in declining to appear before the 
registrar & merchants upon the assumption that 
the value was conclusively fixed by the amount of 
bail, did not pursue that course which, in ny 
opinion, he ought to have adopted. 1t was com- 
petent for him to have alleged before the registrar 
& merchants that the value of the ship did not 
exceed the amount of the bail, & he ought to have 
done so. Instead of that, he refused to go before 
the registrar & merchants, & now objects to the 
reference. I do not mean to attach the slightest 
degree of blame to the proctor for the Mellona. 
I have no doubt but he acted with the very best 
intentions for the interest of his clients; at the 
same time I cannot but think that, as regards 
the costs of the reference itself, his declining to 
appear does not entitle his parties to be absolved 
from the payment of those costs (DR. LUSHING- 
TON).—THrE MELLONA (1847),3 Wm. Rob. 7, 24, 25; 
166 E. R. 869. 

3254. -}—The rule which applies to refer- 
ences in causes of collision does not apply to causes 
of bottomry. In a cause of bottomry, where the 
bond is admitted to be valid, & referred to the 
registrar & merchants to report the amount due, 
pitf. is usually entitled to the general costs of the 
reference, but will be condemned in costs clearly 
occasioned by improperly persisting in claims which 
cannot be sustained. Where the reference was 
adjourned to produce further evidence in relation 
to certain items on each of which the bondholders 
subsequently failed :—Held: the bondholder must 
pay costs occasioned by the adjournment.—THE 

EPLER (1861), Lusb. 201. 
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Sect. 6.—MODE OF TAKING EVIDENCE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVL, r. 6. Evidence may be given vivd voce or 
by affidavit, or in such other manner as may be agreed upon, 
and the evidence may, on the application of either party, but 
at the expense in the first instance of the party on whose behalf 
the application is made, be taken down by a shorthand writer 
appointed by the Court, and in such case a transcript of the 
shorthand writer’s notes, certified by him to be correct, shall be 
admitted to prove the oral evidence of the witnesses on an 
objection to the Registrar’s report. 


Evidence given by affidavit.j—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XX XVII., r. 2, p. 577, ante. 

Cross-examination.]|— See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
p. 216, No. 1402. 


Srect. 7.—ATTENDANCE OF COUNSEL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVI., r. 7. Counsel may attend the hearing of 
a reference, but the expenses pheenid ing the employment of 
counsel shall not be allowed on taxation, unless the taxing 
officer shall be of opinion that the attendance of counsel was 
necessary. 


Sect. 8.—COSTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVL, r. 8. The Registrar shall in his report 
make sitch order as he shall think fit, as to the costs of the 
reference, 


Registrar’s report.]—-See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
p. 216, Nos. 1404-1406. 

Costs of reference.|—Sce ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 219, Nos. 1440 et seq. 

3255. Interest allowed in transferred action. ]}— 
In an action in the Admiralty Division, which 
could not, prior to the Judicature Acts, have been 
tried in the Admiralty Court, the deft. made no 
objection to the jurisdiction, & interest was, 
according t» the practice in the Admiralty registry, 
allowed on the assessed damages from the time 
when the pltfs.’ claim arose. 

In another action transferred hy consent, after 
verdict for the pltf., to the Admiralty Division for 
the assessment of the damages by the registrar & 
merchants, the same practice was followed in 
regard to the interest.—THE GERTRUDE, THE 
BARON ABERDARE (1888), 18 P. D. 105; 59 L. T. 
251; 36 W. R. 616; 4 T. L. R. 431; 6 Asp. 
M. Iu. C. 315, C. A. 


SEcT. 9.—FILING REPORT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVI, r. 9. The claimant, or in a limitation 
action the plaintiff, who has received notice from the registry 
that the report is ready, shall, within six days froin the time 
when he has received such notice, file the report and serve a 
notice of such filing on the opposite party, or in a lHmitation 
action on the claimants. 


Fees payable on filing.]|—See Supreme Court 
Fees Order, 1930, Sect. IV., items 86, 87, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 


Sect. 10.—CLAIMANT FAILING TO FILE REPORT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVL, r.10. If the claimant shall not take the 
steps prescribed in Rule 9, the opposite party may take up and 
file the report, and apply for its confirmation, or may apply to 
the Court to have the claim dismissed with costs. In a limita- 
tion action, if the plaintiff shall not take the steps prescribed 
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Sect. 10.—Claimant failing to file report. Sects. 11, 
12,13 @14. Part LXXVI. Sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5, 6, 7, 8, 9 & 10.) 


in Rule 9, a claimant may take up and file the report and apply 
for its confirmation. 


No objection filed—Confirmation by agreement. ] 
—See R.S. C., Ord. LIT., r. 23, p. 680, ante. 

No rights given to third parties. |—See ADMIRALTY, 
Vol. I., p. 222, No. 1478. 


SEcT. 11.—NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO REPORT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVI., r. 11. <A party who intends to object to 
the Registrar's report shall, within fourteen days from the 
notice of the filing of the report, file In the registry a notice 
that he objects to the report, and a copy thereof shall be served 
on the opposite party. 


Time for objection.|——See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 216, Nos. 1408 et seq. 

3256. Objection by third party.|—-This is an 
application by the master of the James VW. Klwell, 
an American ship, for confirmation of the district 
registrar’s report & for payment to the applicant 
of the amount found due on the report & costs 
out of the fund in court realised by the marshal 
on the sale of the ship. The district registrar found 
the sum of £1,080 19s. to be due to the pltf. as 
master, & reports also that the pltf. is entitled 
to the costs of the reference. The pltf. had already 
obtained, in default, judgment of this court that 
he was entitled to wages, the amount to be ascer- 
tained by the registrar, all questions of priorities 
being reserved. 

It is now contended by some execution creditors 
that they are at this stage entitled to object to the 
report on the suggestion that the pltf. had not 
been properly appointed master, or was not master 
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for the whole period covered by the report. In 
my opinion that point is not open to them. They 
never intervened in the action & they cannot now 
be heard in objection to the report (H1ILL, J.).— 
THe JAMES W. ELWELL, [1921] P. 351, 353. 


SEcT. 12.—OBJECTION TO REPORT BY MOTION 
ON PETITION AND ANSWER. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVI., r. 12. An objection to a report shall be 
brought before the Court either by motion, or on petition in 
objection to the report, and an answer thereto. A notice of 
motion in objection to a report shall be filed within ten days 
from the filing of the notice of objection, and a petition shall be 
filed within the same time, and served on the opposite party, 
and the answer thereto shall be filed within ten days from the 
service of the petition, and a copy served on the opposite party. 


Mode of objection.] —See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
p. 217, No. 1410. 

Additional evidence. |—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
p. 218, No. 1429. 

Costs.|—See R. S. (., Ord. LXV., r. 1, Part 
LXNXXVI., Sect. 6, post. 


Sect. 13.—APPLICATION OF RULES AS TO 
PLEADINGS, PROOFS, AND PRINTING. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVI., r. 18. All the Rules respecting the plead- 
ings and proofs in an action, and the printing thereof, shall, so 
far as they are applicable, apply to the pleadings, proofs, and 
printing in an objection to a report of the Registrar. 


SECT. 14.—REFERENCE IN DISTRICT REGISTRIES. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVI., r. 14. This Order shall apply to references 
in district Registries, as well as to references in the principal 
Registry, 


Part LXXV1.—Interpleader. 


Sect. 1.—IN WHAT CASES RELIEF GRANTED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIL, r. 1. 

be granted, - 

(a) Where the person seeking relief (in this Order called the 
applicant) is under hability for any debt, money, 
goods, or chattels, for or in respect ot which he is, or 
expects to be, sued by two or more parties (in this 
Order calied the claimants) making adverse claims 
thereto ; 

(Lv) Where the applicant is a sheriff or other officer charged 
with the execution of process ae or under the authority 
of the High Court and claim is made to any money, 
goods, or chattels taken or intended to be taken in 
execution under any process, or to the proceeds or 
value of any such goods or chattels by any person 
einer than the person against whom the process 
ssued, 


The references which appear below are, unless 
otherwise indicated, to INTERPLEADER, Vol. X XIX. 
Interpleader in the High Court—Jurisdiction. ] 
See Vol. XXI1X., pp. 451, Nos. 10 et seq. 
Persons to whom relief granted. ]—See 
Vol. XXIX., pp. 452, Nos. 17 et seq. 
When relief granted.]—See Vol. XXIX., 


pp. 453, Nos. 24 et seq. 
See Vol. XXIX., 


Conditions of relief.) 
pp. 470, Nos. 187 et seq. 

The claim.}—See Vol. XXIX., pp. 473, 
Nos. 216 et seq. 


Relief by way of interpleader may 

















- The application. |—See Vol. X XIX., pp. 476, 


Nos. 257 et seq. 

The order.}—See Vol. XXIX., pp. 478, 
Nos. 284 et seq. 

The issue.|—See Vol. XXIX., pp. 486, 
Nos. 368 et seq. 


Appeal.|—See Vol. XXIX., pp. 493, 
Nos. 444 et seq. 
Costs & charges.|—See Vol. XXIX., 


pp. 497, Nos. 478 ef seq. 
Interpleader in the county court.|—See 
Vol. XXIX., pp. 505, Nos. 570 et seq. 

Interpleader in Liverpool Court of Passage. |— 
See Vol. XXIX., pp. 512, Nos. 630, 631. 





Sect. 2.—COURT TO BE SATISFIED ON CERTAIN 
POINTS. 


R. §. C., Ord. LVII., r. 2. The applicant must satisfy the 
Court or a Judge by affidavit or otherwise— 
(a) That the applicant claims no interest in the subject-matter 
in dispute, other than for charges or costs; an 
(b) That the applicant does not collude with any of the 
claimants ; and 
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(c) That the applicant, except where he is a sheriff or other 
officer charged with the execution of process by or 
under the authority of the High Court, who has seized 
goods and who has withdrawn from possession in 
consequence of the execution creditor admitting the 
claim of the claimant under Rule 16 of this Order, is 
willing to pay or transfer the subject-matter into 
read or to dispose of it as the Court or a Judge may 

rect 

Necessity for affidavit—Application by sheriff. }-— 
See INTERPLEADER, Vol. X XIX., p. 477, Nos 269— 
273. 

—---- Application by stakeholder.|—See INTER- 
PLEADER, Vol. X XIX., pp. 476, 478, Nos. 248-252, 
274-2838. 

No_ interest 
PLEADER, Vol. 
205, 498. 

No collusion. ]—See INTERPLEADER, Vol. X XIX., 
p. 472, Nos. 205-210. 

Willingness to dispose of subject-matter as court 
directs. |—See INTERPLEADER, Vol. X XIX., p. 472, 
Nos. 211-215. 





in subject-matter.|—See INTEK- 
XXI1IX., pp. 470, 498, Nos. 187— 





SrctT. 3.—CLAIMS NOT HAVING COMMON ORIGIN. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIL, r. 3.) The applicant shall not be dis- 
entitled to relief by reason only that the titles of the claimants 
have not a common origin but are adverse to and independent 
of one another. 


No bar to relief.] —See JINTERPLEADER, Vol. 
XXIX., p. 455, Nos. 35, 36, 40. 


Srecr. 4._-TIME FOR APPLICATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIL, r. 4. Where the applicant is a defendant 
application for relief may be made at any time after service of 
the writ of summons. 


Application by defendant. é INTERPLEADER, 
Vol. XXIX., p. 476, Nos. 259-265. 





SECT. 5.—INTERPLEADER SUMMONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIL, r. 5. The applicant mav take out a 
summons calling on the claimants to appear and state the 
nature and particulars of their claims, and eithcr to maintain 
or relinquish them. 


How application made.|]—See INTERPLEADKR, 
Vol. XXTX., p. 476, Nos. 257, 258. 

Service of originating summons out of juris- 
ae hk. 8S. C., Ord. XI., vr. 8A (c), p. 374, 
ante. 

Nature & particulars of claim.]-—See INTER- 
PLEADER, Vol. XXIX., p. 476, Nos. 248-256. 

-_—~ Claim to goods seized in execution. ]—Scc 
Sect. 15, post. 


SECT. ae OF PROCEEDINGS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIL, If the application is made by a 
defendant in an action ‘the Onin or a Judge may stay al) further 
proceedings in the action. 


Where defendant applies.])—See INTERPLEADER, 
Vol. XXIX., p. 486, No. 363. 


Sect. 7.—ORDER ON INTERPLEADER SUMMONS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVIL, r. 7. If the claimants appcar in pur- 
suance of ‘the summons, the Court or a Judge may order either 
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that any claimant be made a defendant in any action already 
commenced in respect of the subject-matter in crag ar in lieu 
of or in addition to the applicant, or that an issue between the 
claimants be stated and tricd, and in the latter case may direct 
which of the claimants is to be plaintiff, and which defendant. 


Substitution of claimant for defendant.]—See 
INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXIX., p. 480, Nos. 298—- 
300. 

Statement of issue.]—Sce INTERPLEADER, Vol. 
XXTX., p. 486, Nos. 368-436. 

Payment into court pending issue.]——-See INTER- 
PLEADER, Vol. X XIX., pp. 480, 485, Nos. 301-303, 
350. 





SEcT. 8.--SUMMARY DECISION. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVIL,r.8. The Court or a Judge may. with 
the consent of both claimants or on the request of any claimant, 
it, having regard to the value of the subject-matter in dispute, 
it seems desirable so to do, dispose of the merits of their claims, 
and decide the same in a summary manner and on such terms as 
may be just, 


——— - r.9. Where the question is a question 
of law, and the facts are not in dispute, the Court or a Judge 
may either decide the question without directing the trial of an 
issue, or order that a special case be stated for the opinion of 
the Court. If a special case is stated, Order XXXIV. shall, as 
far as applicable, apply thereto 


See INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXIX., p. 482, Nos. 
321-331. 
ce Part XX XV., ante. 








*3 


9.—NON-APPEARANCE OF PARTIES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVII., r. 10. Ifa claimant, having been duly 
served with a gummons calling on him to shat! and maintain, 
or Telinquish, his claim, does not appear in pursuance of Sh 
bummMons, or, having appeared, neglects or refuses to com 
with any order made after his appearance, the Court or a Ju 
may make an order declaring him, and all persons animing 
under him, for ever barred against the applicant, and persons 
Claiming under him, but the order shall not affect the rights of 
the claimants as between themsclves. 


See INTERPLEADER, Vol. X XIX., pp. 478, 498, 
Nos. 286-297, 498; SHERIFFS & BAILIFFS, Vol. 
XULI., p. 115, No. 736. 


SECT. 


Srecr. 10.—APPEALS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVIL, r.14. (1) The decision of the Court or a 
Judge in a summary way under Rule 8 of this Order and the 
decision of the Court or Judge on a question of law under Rule 9 
thereof shall be final and conclusive against the claimants and 
all persons claiming under them unless leave to appeal is given 
by the Court or Judge or by the Court of Appeal. 

(2) Where an inte: pleader issue is tried by a Judge alone, au 
appeal shall Iie from any decision arrived at or any judgment 
dirccted by the Judge. 

(3) Where an interpleader issue is tried by a Judge with a 
jury, an application for a new trial or to set aside the verdict 
finding or Judgment may be made. 

(4) Where the Court or a Judge tries an interpleader issue and 
finally disposes of the whole matter under Rule 13 of this Order, 
an appeal shall lie from the decision or judgment. 


A 


(6) This Rule does not apply to appeals from a Master or 
District Registrar. 


Note.—The cases in INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXIX., 
pp. 493, 510, 513, Nos. 446-476, 608-619, 631, 
must be read subject to the above rule. 

Part LXXVITI., 





post. 
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Szor. 11.—ORDER FOR SALE OF GOODS OR 
CHATTELS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVII., r. 12. When goods or chattels have been 
seized in execution by a sheriff or other officer charged with the 
execution of process of the cue Court, and any claimant alleges 
that he is entitled, under a bill of sale or otherwise, to the goods 
or chattels by way of security for debt, the Court or a Judge 
may order the sale of the whole or a part thereof, and direct the 
application of the proceeds of the sale in such manner and upon 
such terms as may be just. 


See INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXIX., pp. 483, 508, 
Nos. 334-350, 592-594. 


SEcT. 12.—DISCOVERY AND TRIAL. 


R.S. C,, Ord. LVII., r. 13. Orders XXXI. and XXXVI. shall, 
with the necessary modifications, apply to an interpleader issue ; 
and the Court or Judge who tries the issue may eget dispose 
of the whole matter of the interpleader proceedings, including 
all costs not otherwise provided for. 


R. S. C., Ords. XXXI. & XXXVI.}—See Parts 
XXXIT., XXXVII., ante. 


SECT. 13.—-ONE ORDER IN SEVERAL CAUSES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 14. Whero in any interpleader pro- 
ceeding it is necessary or expedient to make one order in several 
causes OF matters pending in several divisions, or beture different 
Judges of the same division, such order may be made by the 
Court or Judge before whom the interpleader proceeding may 
be taken, and shall be entitled in all such causes or matters ; 
and any such order (subject to the right of appeal) shall be 
binding on the parties in all such causes or matters. 


Sect. 14.—COSTS AND CHARGES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIL., r. 15. The Court or a Judge may, in or 
for the purposes of any interpleader proceedings, make all such 
orders ra to costs and all other matters as may be just and 
reasonable. 


See INTERPLEADER, Vol. X XIX., pp. 479, 480, 
488, 496, 497, 511, Nos. 290, 304-320, 385, 471, 
472, 478-569, 620-628. 

Costs, generally, see R. S. C., Ord. LXV., Part 
LXXXVI., post. 

3257. Interpleader motions — When __ costs 
allowed.|—-No costs in matters arising out of 
interpleader motions are allowed until the termina- 
tion of the proceedings.—Hoop v. BRADBURY 
(1884), 6 Man. & G. 981; 7 Scott, N. R. 892; 134 
EK. R. 1189; sub nom. Horp v. BRADBURY, 2 
L. T. O. S. 328. 

8258. Set-off—Costs of interpleader proceedings 
—Against costs in different proceedings. ]|—Under 
Ord. VI.,r. 19, of the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(Costs) [see, now, R. S. C., 1883, Ord. LXV., 
r. 27 (21)], by which, whenever, in cases specified, 
a party entitled to receive costs is liable to pay 
costs to the other party, the taxing officer may 
adjust the costs by way of deduction or set-off, 
such set-off or deduction is limited to-costs due to 
either party in respect of the same action, & can- 
not be enforced in respect of the costs of any 
separate proceeding between the same parties. 

Pltfs. having recovered judgment against two 
defts. the judgment was set aside as against one 
deft., with costs. The same deft. having claimed 
goods taken in execution by the pltfs. under the 
Same judgment, the sheriff interpleaded, & an 
order was made barring the claim with costs to 
be paid to the pltfs. :—-Held : the master in taxing 
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the costs of such deft. could not order the costs 
poveole by him under the interpleader proceedings 

be set off against the costs due to him in the 
original action from the pltfs.—BARKER & Co. v. 
HEMMING (1880), 5 Q. B. D. 609; 43 L. T. 678, 


e e 


SEct. 15.—CLAIM TO GOODS SEIZED IN 
EXECUTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVII., r. 16. (1) Where a claim is made to or 
in respect of any goods or chattels taken in execution under the 
process of the Court, it shall be in writing with the address of 

he claimant thereon and such address shall be the address for 
service of the claimant. 

(2) Upon the receipt of the claim the sheriff or his officer 
shall forthwith give notice thereof to the execution creditor 
according to Form 28 in Appendix B., or to the like effect, and 
the execution creditor shall, within four days after receiving the 
notice, give notice to the sheriff or his officer whether he admits 
or disputes the claim, according to Form 29 in Appendix B., or 
to the like effect. If the execution creditor admits the title of 
the claimant, and gives notice as directed by this Rule, he shall 
only be liable to such sheriff or officer for any fees and expenses 
incurred prior to the receipt of the notice admitting the claim. 


8259. Object of rules.]|—Ord. LVII., which now 
regulates all interpleader proceedings, has not 
altered the rights which the sheriffs formerly 
enjoyed under those Acts [Interpleader Act, 1831 
(c. 58), & Common Jaw Procedure Act, 1860 
(c. 126)]. Rules 16 & 17 of that order were never 
intended in any way either to enlarge or diminish 
this right of the sheriff to protection, but were 
passed solely to enable the question of costs to be 
dealt with more easily (PoLLOocK, B.).—-MOORE uv. 
HAWKINS (1894), 43 W. R. 235; 39 Sol. Jo. 181 ; 
15 R. 166, D. C. 

Failure of sheriff to withdraw—After execution 
creditor’s notice.]-- See INTERPLEADER, Vol. 
XXIX., p. 467, No. 155. 

Notice of claim—Condition precedent to sheriff’s 

~~ ee INTERPLEADER, Vol. ~~ 


SecT. 16.—WHERE EXECUTION CREDITOR 
ADMITS CLAIM. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVII., r. 16a. When the execution creditor has 
given notice to the sheriff or his officer that he admits the claim 
of the claimant, the sheriff may thereupon withdraw from 
possession of the goods claimed, and may apply for an order 
protecting him from any action in respect of the said seizure 
and possession of the said goods, and the Judge or Master may 
make any such order as may be just and reasonable in respect 
of the same: Provided always, that the claimant shall receive 
notice of such intended application, and if he desires it, may 
attend the hearing of the same, and {f he attend, the J udge or 
Master may, in and for the purposes of such application, make 
all such orders as to costs as may be just and reasonable. 


SecT. 17.—SHERIFF’S SUMMONS IN 
INTERPLEADER AND COSTS. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LVII., r. 17. (1) Where the execution creditor 
does not in due time, as directed by the last peeeeae. Rule, 
admit or dispute the title of the claimant to the goods or chattels, 
and the claimant does not withdraw his claim thereto by notice 
in writing to the sheriff or his officer, the sheriff may apply for 
an interpleader summons to be issued, and service of the 
summons on the claimant may be effected at the address for 
service either by personal service upon the claimant or by 
registered post. 

(2) Should the claimant withdraw his claim by notice in 
writing to the sheriff or his officer, or the execution creditor in 
like manner serve an admission of the title of the claimant 
prior to the return day of such summons, and at the same time 
give notice of such admission to the claimant, the Judge or 
Master may, in and for the purposes of the interpleader pro- 
ceedings, make all such orders as to costs, fees, charges, and 
expenses, as may be just and reasonable. 


Part LXXVII.--AppEaLs to Court or APPEAL, REHEARING, ETC. 
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Part LXXVII.—Appeals to Court of Appeal, Rehearing, etc. 


SEcT. 1.—APPEALS TO COURT OF APPEAL. 
SuB-srect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Constitution, jurisdiction & sittings of Court of 
Appeal. }]—Scee Supreme Court of Judicature (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), ss. 1, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 
26, 27, 31, 68. 

Meaning of ‘‘appeal’’—Income Tax Acts— 
Application for adjustment of Hability.]—See 
INCOME Tax, Vol. XXVIII., p. 101, No. 617. 
Application for amendment of assess- 
ment.}—See INCOME Tax, Vol. X XVIII., p. 101, 
No. 618. 

Right of appeal—Creation of statute.]—Sce 
Courts, Vol. XVI., p. 108, Nos. 69-75. 

No apt procedure of appeal provided 
by statute.|—See INCoME Tax, Vol. XXVIIL., 
p. 101, No. 604. 

3260. From reference to established court. ] 
——When a question is stated to be referred tu an 
established court without morc, it, in my opinion, 
imports that the ordinary incidents of the pro- 
cedure of that court are to attach, & also that any 
general right of appeal from its decisions likewise 
attaches (VISCOUNT IIALDANE, L.C.).—-NATIONAL 
TELEPHONE Co., Lrp. v. PosTMAsSTER-GENERAL, 
[1913] A. C. 546; 821.3. K. B. 1197; 109 L. T. 
562, H. L. 

Application for new trial.|—See Part XLI., 
Sect. 1, ante. 

Original jurisdiction of Court of Appeal.]—WSee 
Courts, Vol. XVI., pp. 183-185, Nos. 891-911. 

3261. To order enrolment of decree to be 
vacated. }— Where a decree of the Court of Chancery 
has been enrolled, the Court of Appeal has no 
jurisdiction to order the enrolment to be vacated. 
Such an order can now be made by the Lord 
Chancellor.— ALLAN v. UNITED KINGDOM ELECTRIC 
TELEGRAPH Co. (1876), 24 W. BR. 808, C. A. 

















SUB-SECT. 2.—APPEALS BY WAY OF 
REHEARING. 


A. When Appeal Lies. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVI, r.1. All appeals to the Court of Appcal 
shall be by way of rehearing, and shall be brought by notice of 
motion in a summary way, and no petition, case, or other 
formal proceeding other than such notice of motion shall be 
necessary. The appellant may by the notice of motion appeal 
from the whole or any part of any judgment or order, and the 
notice of motion shall state whether the whole or part only of 
such judgment or order is complained of, and in the latter case 
shall specify such part. 


Admiralty.|—-See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 234, 
238, Nos. 1608-1627, 1689-1681. 

Effect of decision of Privy Council—Before 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1878 (c. 66).]— 
See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 102, No. 32. 

Agreement not to appeal.j—<Sce Sect. 1, sub- 
sect. 2, E., post. 

Agricultural Holdings Act, 1923 (c. 9).]}—See 
Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, CC., post. 

Alien enemy.}—See ALIENS, Vol. II., p. 157, 
Nos. 279, 280. 

$262. -}+—At the outbreak of the war with 
oa eel , the ex-Tsar Ferdinand had securities in 
England worth about £400,000, some being in his 
own name & others in the names of bankers or 
other persons as trustees for him. By an inquisi- 





tion, it was found that these securities were for- 
feited to the Crown by the outbreak of war with 
Bulgaria. On a petition by the Attorney-General 
which was not served on the ex-Tsar, the court 
held that the ex-Tsar became a trustee of certain 
of the securities for the King, & a similar decision 
was given as to certain others of the securities. 

The Court of Appeal granted the ex-Tsar leave 
to appeal against both orders.—Re FERDINAND 
(Ex-TSAR OF BULGARIA), [1921] 1 Ch. 107; 90 
L. J. Ch. 1, C. A. 

Arbitration. |—WSee, 
Vol. ITI. 

- Appeal from decision of judge in chambers. ] 

—See Part LXV., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 11, ante. 

Attachment.|]—See Part X LIX., ante. 


generally, ARBITRATION, 


Bankruptcy.] — Sce, generally, BANKRUPTCY, 
Vols. IV. & V. 
3263. ——— Appeal from County Court to 


Divisional Court—Further appeal to Court of 
Appeal by special leave.]—In a bankruptcy appeal 
to the Divisional Court the apeee was dismissed 
& the appellant applied to the Divisional Court 
for leave to appeal to the Court of Appeal. 

1 think, as 1 have always said, that the appeal 
to this court in bankruptcy is a Court of Appeal 
from county courts exercising a High Court Juris- 
diction, & the statute [Bankruptcy Act, 1914 
(c. 59), 5. 108] has said the decision given by this 
court or the Court of Appeal gives leave to appeal. 
Therefore I do not think it is right to have the 
estate wasted by further appeal in a matter where 
we both have no doubt & where we are affirming the 
judge in the court below. I say that expressly, 
because I think if you ask the Court of ota 
for leave, you should tell them the reasons of this 
court for refusing it (HORRIDGE, J.). 

Subsequently the appellant applied to the Court 
of appeal for leave to appeal. The court refused 
leave to appeal, stating that what Horripar, J., 
had said in refusing leave to appeal was quite 
right.—Re Hory, Hx p. Hory (1918), 88 L. J. 
K. B. 273; [1918-19] B. & C. R. 49, D. C. 

3264. Re-argument before full 
Court of Appeal. ]— Ly a bill of sale given as a security 
for moncy advanced the grantor assigned the goods 
therein mentioned ‘‘ as beneficial owner.’’ The 
grantor having been adjudicated a bankrupt, the 
trustee in bankruptcy applied to have the bill of sale 
declared void as against him. The Divisional Court 
(affirming the decision of the county court judge) 
held that the bill of sale was valid. The trustee 
appealed to the Court of Appeal, leave having 
been obtained for that purpose. On the appeal 
a new point was raised, namely, that the intro- 
duction of the words ‘‘ as beneficial owner ”’ was 
such a departure from the form in the schedule to 
Bills of Sale Act, 1882, as to invalidate the bill of 
sale under sect. 9 of that Act. The Court of Appeal 
gave judgment in favour of that contention; but 
upon its appearing that there was no appeal from 
that judgment to the House of Lords (see 4 & 5 
Geo. 5, c. 59, s. 108 (2)) ordered that the point 
should be re-argued before the full Court of 
Appeal.—Re BARBER, Ha p. STANFORD (1886), 
17Q. B.D. 259; 551. J.Q. B. 341; 54 L. T. 894; 
34 W. R. 507; 2 T. L. R. 557, ©. A. 

3265. — -~.}—Appeal by the 
official receiver as trustee of the property of X., 
a bankrupt, from a judgment of the Divisional 
Court, reversing an order of the county court 
judge, by which a bill of sale executed by the 
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bankrupt was declared void. The official receiver 
applied tothe Divisional Court for leave to appeal, 
which was granted. Their lordships after the 
conclusion of the argument took time to consider 
their judgment, but the case was afterwards directed 
to be re-argued before the full Court of Appeal. 
The case was re-argued accordingly.—Re MORRITT, 
Ez p. OFFICIAL RECEIVER (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 222 ; 
56 L. J. Q. B. 189; 56 L. T. 42; 35 W. R. 277; 
3 T. L. R. 266, C. A. 

3266. Case remitted by House of Lords to court 
of first instance-——-Appeal direct to House of Lords. ] 
—QOn an appeal to the House of Lords on a pre- 
liminary question of law, it was held that the facts 
ought to be found first. The case was accord- 
ingly sent back to be heard by the court of first 
instance, & after the judge had given his decision 
both on the facts & on the law, the case, if an appeal 
was thought necessary, was to go to the House 
of Lords direct without going in the first instance 
to the Court of Appeal.—VIRGINIA CAROLINA 
CHEMICAL Co. v. NORFOLK & NorTH AMERICAN 
SHIPPING Co. (1912), 28 T. L. R. 513. 

Case stated — Appeal from application in 
chambers. |—See Part XX XV., Sect. 3, ante. 

3267. Appeal from opinion of court on 
case—Opinion adopted by arbitrator—Mistake of 
law on face of award.}—Although the opinion of 
the High Court upon a special case stated by an 
arbitrator under the Arbitration Act, 1889 (c. 49), 
with regard to a question of law arising in the 
course of the reference, cannot be the subject of 
appeal, yet if that opinion is erroneous, an award 
expressed to be founded on that opinion can be 
set aside as containing an error of law apparent on 
the face of the award.—BRITISH WESTINGHOUSE 
ELEcTRIic & MANUFACTURING Co., LTD. v. UNDER- 
GROUND ELEcTRIC RKys. Co. oF LONDON, LTD., 
[1912] A. C. 673; 81 L. J. K. B. 1182; 107 L. T. 
325, H. L. 

3268. —-—— -—— ——.}-—-This case came 
before the Divisional Court, composed of the 
Lord Chief Justice, Ridley, J., & Lord Coleridge, J. 
The court was divided in opinion, but the two 
first-named judges were of opinion that there was 
no such covenant by the lessor; & all were of 
opinion that evidence of the custom was excluded 
by the terms of the lease. This judgment being 
consultative was not directly appealable, & the 
umpire then made his award in accordance with 
it, annexing it to his award. Under the recent 
decision of the House of Lords in the British 
Westinghouse Case, No. 3267, ante, it is possible 
to question such an unappealable decision, if 
embodied in an award, by alleging that error in 
law appears on the face of the award. This was 
accordingly done; the Divisional Court felt them- 
selves bound by their previous decision, & refused 
the motion. An anne is now made to this court 
from that refusal, but in effect questioning 
the previous decision of the Divisional Court 
(SCRUTTON, L.J.)—WESTACOTT v. HAHN, [1918] 
1 K. B. 495, 511; 87 L. J. K. B. 555; 118 L. T. 
G15; 34 T. L. R. 257, C. A. 

3269. Opinion made final by special 
Act.]—Sect. 6 (2) of the Acquisition of Land (Assess- 
ment of coon) Act, 1919, provides that 
the decision of the High Court upon a special case 
stated by an arbitrator for the opinion of the court 
on any queen of law arising in the arbitration 
shall be final & conclusive & not subject to appeal 
to any other court. 

An official arbitrator stated a case under the 
Act & the Divisional Court decided adversely to 
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the contention of the claimants for compensation. 
The arbitrator then made his award, embodying 
therein the decision of the Divisional Court. The 
claimants applied to another Divisional Court 
to set the award aside on the ground that the award 
was on the face of it erroneous in law, but the court 
dismissed the application. The claimants then 
appealed from this decision:—Held: that no 
appeal could be entertained.—NORTHWOOD wv. 
LONDON CouNnTY Counciz (No. 2) (1927), 96 
L. J. K. B. 520; 137 L. T. 49; 91 J. P. 93; 43 
T.L. R. 347; 25 L. G. BR. 254, C. A. 

Certiorari—Appeal from decision of High Court. ] 
— See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 81 (1) (a); CRiImINAL Law, 
Vol. XIV., pp. 552, 553, Nos. 6283-6286, & 
relia PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., p. 476, Nos. 3573- 

1. 

Commercial List—-Order transferring case to. |-~ 
See Courts, Vol. XVI., p. 185, No. 912. 

Companies.|—See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1) (4). 

Consent orders.]—-See Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 3] (1) (A). 

County courts.|—See Part LX XVIII., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 4, post. 

Costs.]—See Part LX XXVI., Sect. 24, post. 

8270. Courts (Emergency Powers) Acts—Leave 
to appeal to Court of Appeal—Discretion of court.] 
—Where judgment had been given for the defts. 
on their counterclaim with leave to proceed to 
execution notwithstanding the Courts (Emergency 
Powers) Act, 1914 (c. 78), & the pltf.’s application 
for leave to appeal against the latter part of the 
order had been refused, & pltf. moved ex parte 
for leave to appeal, the Court of Appeal refused the 
application, being of opinion that inasmuch as 
sub-sect (2) of sect. 1 of the Courts (Emergency 
Powers) Act, 1914, left it to the ‘ absolute dis- 
cretion ’’ of the original judge whether to grant 
an application under that section or not, & the 
learned judge having exercised that discretion 
after due consideration, it was not a case in which 
any appeal lay to the Court of Appeal under the 
Act.—DE BINGHAM v. LONDON LiFEe ASSOUN., 
Lrp., [1915] W. N. 165, C. A. 

‘* Criminal cause or matter.’’|—See Supreme 
Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 
(c. 49), ss. 29, 31 (1) (a), 48, CRIMINAL Law, Vol. 
IV., pp. 40, 551, Nos. 14, 16, 6271-6298 ; Crown 
PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., p. 270, Nos. 792-797 ; 
ECCLESIASTICAL LAW, Vol. XIX., p. 355, No. 1721. 

Custody of Infants Act, 1873 (c. 12).]—See 
Vol. XXVITI., p. 278, No. 1253. 

Debtors Act, 1869 (c. 62), s. 
bankruptcy judge.|—See BANKRUPTCY, 
p. 1042, No. 8510. 

Default Judgment.|—See PLEADING, p. 160, ante. 

8271. Discretion of judge—-Whether appeal 
from.}—The Court of Appeal in Chancery has 
laid down over & over again that, on a question 
which depends on the discretion of the judge, the 
Court of Appeal does not in general interfere with 
that discretion. Not that the Court of Appeal 
has not complete jurisdiction over such cases, or 
that the decision of the court below would not be 
overruled where serious injustice would result 
from that decision ; but as a general rule, the Court 
of Appeal declines to interfere (JAmxEs, L.J.).— 
GOLDING v. WHARTON SALTWORKS Co. (1876), 1 
a D. 374; 34 L. T. 474; 24 W. RR. 423, 

8272. —— -+—Sect. 19 of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Act, 1873 (see, now, Judicature 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 27 (1)), does not give the Court 
of Appeal jurisdiction to entertain an appeal from 


5—Appeal from 
Vol. V., 
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a judge of the High Court with reference to a 
matter which before the passing of the Judicature 
Acts was in the absolute discretion of the judge. 

Leave to extend the time for appealing from 
a county court in the exercise of its Admiralty 
jurisdiction, is by sect. 27 of the County Courts 
Act, 1868, a matter within the absolute discretion 
of the judge of the Admiralty Division, & from his 
decision no appeal lies to the Court of Appeal.— 
Tim AMSTEL, (1878), 2 P. D. 186; 47L. J. P.11: 
pe T. 1388; 26 W. R. 69; 8 Asp. M. L. C. 

32738. —- - -/+—In a case stated by justices 
for the opinion of the court as to whether they 
were bound to enforce an affiliation order on 
application, or whether they had any discretion 
in the matter, the two judges were divided, one 
holding that justices have a discretion, & the other 
judge that. they are bound on application to 
enforce affiliation orders. On application for 
leave to appeal:—Held: they had no power to 
grant an appeal, this being a criminal case.— 
DAVIES v. IiVANS (1882), 9 Q. B. 1D. 238; 51 
1. J. M. C. 132, D. C. 

3274. -~—~—-.}—Where a judge has refused 
to commit for contempt, an appeal lies from such 
refusal, although where that refusal has been 
simply an exercise of judicial discretion, the Court 
of Appeal, while entertaining an appeal, will be 
slow to alter the decision of the court below.— 
JARMAIN v. CHATTERTON (1882), 20 Ch. 1D. 498; 
511. 9. Ch. 4713 30 W. R. 461, C. A, 

3275. ——- ——-.}- Whatever the law may have 
been before the Supreme Court of Judicature Acts, 
1878, 1875, the exercise of discretion is now the 
subject of appeal. It has been truly said that 
a very strong case must be made out before the 
exercise of discretion can be overruled ; the Court 
of Appeal must be satisfied that it) has been 
wrongly exercised (JESSEL, M.R.).—R.v. MAIDEN- 
HEAD CORPN. (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 494; 511. J. 
Q. B. 444; 47 L. 1. 529; 463. P. 724, C. A. 

3276. ——- — — ~--—Ord. XXXVI., r. 3. gives 
the court discretion to decide wpon the mode of 
trial in a class of cases of which this is one. That 
discretion, like other judicial discretions, must be 
exercised according to common sense & according 
to justice, & if there is a miscarriage in the exercise 
of it it will be reviewed ; but still it is a discretion, 
& for my own part I think that when a tribunal 
1s invested by Act of Parliament or by Rules with 
a discretion, & without any indication in the Act 
or Rules of the grounds upon which the discretion 
is to be exercised, it is a mistake to lay down any 
rules with a view of indicating the particular 
grooves in which the discretion should run, for if 
the Act or the Rules did not fetter the discretion of 
the judge, why should the court do so? (BOWEN, 
1...J.).—-GARDNER v. JAY (1885), 29 Ch. D. 50; 54 
L. J. Ch. 762; 62 L. T. 395, C. A. 

3277. -+-An attachment against a 
solicitor for non-compliance with an order of the 
court is a punitive & disciplinary, & not a mere 
civil, process, & consequently the existence of a 
receiving order made against the solicitor would 
not oust the jurisdiction of the court to order the 
attachment. But where the judge below, while 
maintaining the jurisdiction, declines, in the 
exercise of his discretion, to order an attachment, 
on the ground that looking at all the circumstances 
of the case no benefit will be likely to arise by order- 
ing the attachment, the Court of Appeal will not, 
at least in the absence of gross disobedience, or 
contempt, interfere with this discretion. 

I do not say that in no case would the court 
interfere, but it must be a case of gross mis- 
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carriage (CoTToN, L.J.).—Re WRay (1887), 36 
Ch. D. 1388; 56 L. J. Ch. 1106; 57 L. T. 605; 36 
W. R. 67; 38 T. L. R. 708, C. A. 
3278. ——.J—An action was brought in 
the Chancery Division, the pltf. claiming an 
injunction to restrain the continuance of an 
alleged nuisance arising from noise produced by 
the working of electric machinery. He also claimed 
damages. The pltf. applied for & obtained an 
interlocutory injunction to a limited extent ; but 
a second application by him for an injunction was 
refused. The pltf. afterwards applied by summons 
in chambers for an order that the action should 
be transferred to the Queen’s Bench Division, & 
be tried by a judge with a jury. On this summons 
the judge made an order for transfer, & his lordship 
refused a subsequent motion by the defts. to rescind 
the order. The Court of Appeal was asked to set 
aside the order, on the ground that the learned 
judge, in exercising his discretion, had attached 
undue weight to the difficulty of assessing the 
damages :—Held : it was obvious from his judg- 
ment that the judge had not acted upon general 
rule, but had fully considered the particular 
circumstances of the case, & this court ought not 
to differ from him, unless it thought that his 
order would amount to a miscarriage of justice.— 








MANGAN v. METROPOLITAN ELECTRIC SUPPLY 
Co., [1891] 2 Ch. 551; 65 LL. T. 202; 77. L. RR. 
558, C. A. 

3279. — -- -]—When a pltf. moves for 


judgment in default of a defence, under Ord. 
XXVII., r. 11, the judge, in deciding the issues 
between the parties, must look to the statement of 
claim, & nothing else; but he has the same dis- 
cretion as to costs, under Ord. LXV., r. 1, in cases 
under Ord. XXVII., r. 11, as in all other cases ; 
& the Court of Appeal will not review his discretion, 
even though there has been leave to appeal, unless 
there has been a disregard of principle or mis- 
apprehension of facts.—YouNG v. THOMAS, [1892] 
2 Ch. 134; 61 L. J. Ch. 496; 66 1. T. 575; 40 
W. R. 468; 36 Sol. Jo. 412, C. A. 

3280. -|/~—Where costs are in the 
discretion of the judge, the Court of Appeal will 
assume that he has exercised his discretion as 
to them & will not entertain an appeal, unless it is 
satisfied that he has not exercised his discretion, 
but has applied some rule which he considered 
as excluding it.-- Buew ». Brew, |1899] 2 Ch. 467 ; 
68 L. J. Ch. 657; 81 L. T. 284; 48 W. R. 124, 
C. A. 

3281. —— -+—In an action judgment had 
been given for the defts. on their counterclaim 
with leave to proceed to execution notwithstanding 
the Courts (Emergency Powers) Act, 1914 (c. 78), 
& application of pltf. for leave to appeal against 
the latter part of the order had been refused. 

On motion ex parte by pltf. for leave to appeal, 
the Court of Appeal refused the application, being 
of opinion that, inasmuch as sub-sect. (2) of sect. I 
of the Courts (Emergency Powers) Act, 1914, left 
it to the “ absolute discretion’ of the original 
judge whether to grant an application under that 
section or not, & the judge having exercised that 
discretion after due consideration, it was not a case 
in which any appeal lay to the Court of Appeal 
under the Act.—DE BINGHAM v. LONDON LIFE 
Assocn., Lrp., [1915] W. N. 165, C. A. 

38282. Appeal from county court.}— 
Ord. XII., r. 16, of the County Court Rules pro- 
vides that *“‘. . . the court may, in its discretion 
-. + make an order postponing or adjourning 
for good cause the trial of any action or matter 
upon such terms, as to costs or otherwise, as may 
be just’? :—Held: that the pendency in the 
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High Court of an action involving practically 
the same issue as that raised in the county court 
action may be “ good cause ”’ within the above rule 
entitling the county court judge, in the exercise 
of his discretion, to postpone the trial of the action 
sera court till after the hearing of the High Court 
action. 

It is always difficult to distinguish between what 
is **‘ good cause”? & what is a matter for the dis- 
cretion of the judge, but I think the pendency of 
an action, which may be between other parties, in 
which the same question will probably be tried, is 
a matter entitling the judge, in the exercise of his 
discretion, to make an order for the postpone- 
ment of the trial. The discretion must no doubt 
be a judicial discretion, but in this case I cannot 
say that the judge did not consider the point, & 
whether the order he made was right or wrong, 
I cannot say that he did not exercise his judicial 
discretion. It seems to me, therefore, that the 
appeal fails (BRAY, J.).—HAMMOND BroinErs & 
CHAMPNESS, LTD. 7. JACKSON, [1914] 1 kK. B. 241, 
243; 83 L. J. K. B. 380; 110 L. T. 110, D.C. 

3283. —— Judge acting under belief he 
has no discretion.}—The High Court has juris- 
diction under sect. 133 (1) of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908 (see, now, Companies 
Act, 1929 (c. 28), s. 165 (1)), to transfer to the 
court exercising the Stannaries jurisdiction a 
petition to wind up a company, formed to work 
mines within the Stannaries. 

ertainly there is a discretionary jurisdiction 
to transfer the petition, & the only question was 
whether the order to that effect which was made by 
Astbury, J., was wrong. ... The learned judge’s 
order was right & ought not to be disturbed, 
whether or not he was right in thinking that he 
had no discretion in the matter (CozENS-HARDY, 
M.R.).—Re Rapium ORE Minus, Lrp. (1913), 
110 L. T. 67; 30 T. L. R. 66, C. A. 

Dissolution of marriage.}]—See “ Divorce.”’ infra. 

Divisional Courts.}—See Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), 
ss. 27, 31 (1) (a), (5), (2), (F)s (A), (F)s (Kk), 62 5 
RK. 8S. C., Ord. LIV., vr. 23, p. 706, ante; Ord. 
LIX., Part LXXVIII., post; ARBITRATION, Vol. 
IJ., pp. 632, 633, Nos. 2593, 2601-2604; BanxK- 
RUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 526, No. 4808; County 
Courts. Vol. XTIIJ., pp. 534, 554, Nos. 852-858, 
1120; Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 186, Nos. 918-922 ; 
CROWN Practice, Vol. XVI., pp. 270, 346, 347, 
395, 396, 476, 477, Nos. 792-797, 1730-1740, 
2397-2402, 3573-3581; Tuecrions, Vol. XX., 
pp. 157, 186, Nos. 1294, 1614, 1617-1620; 
‘* Attachment,’’ ‘‘ Case  stated,’? ‘‘ Certiorari,”’ 
“Criminal Cause or Matter,” supra; ‘‘ Habeas 
Corpus,” ‘‘ Mandamus,”’ ‘‘ Prohibition,’”’ infra. 

Divorce.}—See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), ss. 27, 31 (1) (e) 
& (i); Huspanpn & Wirn, Vol. XXVII., p. 487, 
Nos. 5195-5199. 

New trial.J—-See Huspanp & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVIT., pp. 491-494, Nos. 5234-5267. 

: Rehearing.|—Sce HusBanp & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., p. 490, Nos. 5220-5233. 

Appeal as to costs.]—See Part LXXXVI., 
Sect. 24, post. 

Durham Palatine Court.|—See Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 28. 

Election.}|——See Courts, Vol. XVI., p. 185, 
No. 918, 

Elections.]—See k. S. C., Ord. LVIII., rv. 21, 
posi; Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1926 (c. 49), s. 31 (7); Representation 
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of the People Act, 1918 (c. 64), 8. 14; ELmcTIONs, 
MeN XX., pp. 157, 186, Nos. 1204, 1614, 1617— 
1620. 

8284. Error-—Error in law apparent on face of 
order—Jurisdiction of High Court to review. ]}— 
Since the passing of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
the High Court has no jurisdiction to review its 
own order, in an action brought to review the order 
on the ground of error in law apparent on the face 
of it, the remedy of the party complaining being 
by appeal to the Court of Appeal.—BRIGHT & 
Co., Lap. v. SELLaAR, [1904] 1 K. B. 6; 72 L. J. 
K. B. 921; 89 L. T. 481; 52 W. R. 148; 20 
T. LR. 12; 48 Sol. Jo. 13, C. A. 

As to ‘slip rule,” see R. S. C., Ord. XXVIITI., 
r. 11, p. 472, ante. 

Ex parte application.]—See RK. S. C., Ord. 
LVIII., rr. 2, 10, pp. 772, 798, post. 

Habeas corpus. |— See Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1) (a) ; 
CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 270, 271, Nos. 
792-804, 809. 

Infants, custody.]—Sce Custody of Infants Act, 
1873 (c. 12); ‘‘ Habeas corpus,’’ supra. 

Inferior courts.|—<Sec ‘‘ Divisional Courts,” 
supra; ‘* Mayor’s Court,” ‘‘ Liverpool Court of 
Passage,” infra; R.S. C., Ord. LIX., rr. 10-17, 
Part LX XVIII., Sect. 7, post. 

Informations by Attorney-General for penalties. ] 
—See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 27; Courts, Vol. XVI., 
p. 185, No. 914. 

Injunctions. }—See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1); IN- 
JUNCTION, Vol. X XVIII., pp. 516, 517, Nos. 1217- 
1220. 

3285. Inquiry —Assessment of damages in inquiry 
before under-sheriff.|—Where there has been a 
trial before the under-sheriff & a jury for the 
assessment of damages in an action in the High 
Court, an application for a new trial must be made, 
under Judicature Act, 1890 (c. 44), s. 1 (see, now, 
Judicature Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 30 (1)), to the 
Court of Appeal, & not to a Divisional Court.— 
RADAM’s (WILLIAM) MICROBE KILLER Co. v. 
LEATHER, [1892] 1 Q. B. 85; 61 1. J. Q. B. 38; 
65 L. T. 604; 40 W. R. 883; 8 T. L. R. 683; 36 
Sol. Jo. 59, C. A. 

Interlocutory Judgments & orders. |—See Supreme 
Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 
(c. 49), 8. 31 (1) (#7); R.S.C., Ord. LVITL, r. 15, 
Part LXXVII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, U., post; 
ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 459, 462, 522, Nos. 
1054-1059, 1082, 1083, 1599, 1600; CoNTEMPT 
oF CouRT, Vol. X., p. 80, Nos. 988, 989; JUDQ- 
MENTS, Vol. X XX., pp. 128-139, Nos. 61—165. 

Interpleader.]—See R. 8S. C., Ord. LVII., r. 11, 
p. 757, ante. 

3286. Judge—Appeal from order of judges of 
Court of Appeal—Sitting as Divisional Court. ]}— 
Lorp EsHEn & Lorps JUSTICES LINDLEY & LOPES 
sitting as a Divisional Court allowed (by a majority) 
an appeal by the pltf. from the judgment in favour 
of the deft. given by the judge of the City of 
London Court. The pltf. appealed. 

The Court of Appeal held that as this was an 
appeal from the decision given by the other judges 
of appeal, though sitting as a Divisional Court, 
it did not appear seemly that they should interfere 
with the order made. That order would, therefore, 
be affirmed without the case being gone into.— 
YARMOUTH v. FRANCE, Lrp. (1888), 4 T. L. R. 
561, C. A. 

3287. Sitting in Lunacy.]—An appeal 
lies, without leave, to the Court of Appeal from a 
decision of the Lords Justices sitting in Lunacy, 
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directing that the costs of an inquiry into the 
mental condition of an alleged lunatic should be 
paid out of the alleged lunatic’s estate.—ZI?e 
CATHCART, [1893] 1 Ch. 466. C. A. 

——— Judge in King’s Bench Division Chambers. ] 

—See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), 8. 62; R.S. C., Ord. LIV., 
rr. 23, 24, pp. 706, 708, ante. 
Appeal on matters of practice & procedure. | 
—-See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1925 (c. 49), 8. 31 (8); R.S. C., Ord. 
LIV., r. 28, p. 706, ante. 

Judge in chambers.|}—Sce Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), 
ss. 3] (3), 62. 

Lancaster Palatine Court.]—See Supreme Court 
of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), 
aa Courts, Vol. XVJ., p. 196, Nos. 1015, 
] : 





Service on parties out of jurisdiction— 
Order of Court of Appeal.]—Sce Courts, Vol. XVI., 
p. 195, Nos. 1000-1004. 
Transfer to High Court.|—See Courts, 
Vol. XVI., p. 195, Nos. 1006, 1007. 

Leave to appeal—Refusal of.]—WSee ‘ Divisional 
Courts,” supra. 

Leave to defend—Refusal of.]—-Sce Supreme 
Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 
(c. 49), s. 31 (2); R.S. C., Ord. LIV., rr. 3, 6, 
pp. 701, 702, ante. 

Liverpool Court of Passage.|—-See Courts, Vol. 
XVI., p. 200, Nos. 1059, 1060 ; Liverpool Corpora- 
tion Act, 1921 (11 & 12 Geo. 5, c. lxxiv). 

Lunacy.}|—See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 26. 

3288. Appeal from judge in lunacy.}— 
Re CATHCART, No. 3287, ante. 

3289. .-}—An inquiry was pending as 
to the alleged lunacy of C. The official solicitor 
had in the meantime been appointed receiver of 
her estate, & in that capacity he had in his pos- 
session a large sum of documents belonging to her. 
Upon an application made on her behalf to the 
Judge sitting in lunacy for liberty to inspect & 
take copies of such of the documents as C. might 
require for her defence on the inquiry, his lordship 
made an order directing that the official solicitor 
should furnish within seven days copies of such 
documents only as he intended to use against her. 
C. appealed :—Held: the appellant had a right to 
appeal.—Re CATHCART, [1902] W. N. 80, C. A. 

andamus.}—See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1) (a); 
R.S.C., Ord. LITTI., p. 681, ante ; CROWN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 346, 347, Nos. 1730-1740 ; ‘‘ Crim- 
inal Cause or Matter,”’ swpra. 

Master.|—See R. S. C., Ord. LIV., rr. 21, 22a, 
pp. 704, 705, ante. 

Mayor’s Court.]—See Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), ss. 24, 26; 
MAvyor’s Court, Vol. XX XIV., p. 535, Nos. 91-94. 

ieee Act.]—See Midwives Act, 1902 (c. 17), 


s. 4, 

8290. Minutes of Judgment—Motion to vary. ]— 
The minutes of an order made in the trial of an 
action as settled by the registrar did not mention 
certain documents which the pltf. contended were 
admitted during the trial. The judge refused 
to alter the minutes, & the plitf. appealed :—Held : 
the Court of Appeal would not entertain an appeal 
from the decision of a judge with reference to the 
minutes of his order.—JAMES v. JONES (1892), 67 
LL. T. 584, C. A. 

New trial.]—See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), 5.30 (1); R.S.C., 
Ord. XX XIX., p. 590, ante. 
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3291. ——— Sheriff’s inquisition——Application to 
set aside verdict & return—Application of Supreme 
Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 
(c. 49), s. 30 (1).}—In an appeal from the verdict 
& return made on an inquisition before the Sheriff 
of London the court directed a new trial. 

It appeared that the old method of procedure 
in such appeals was by rule directed to the court 
in Banc, which under the Judicature Acts was 
replaced by the Divisional Court. By the Judica- 
ture Act, 1890, s. 1, now replaced by sect. 30 (1) 
of the Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1925, the jurisdiction was transferred 
to the Court of Appeal.—Smitu v. TSAKYRIS, 
[1920] W. N. 389; 167 L. T. Jo. 92, C. A. 

Official referee.J— See BR. S. U., Ord. LIXA., 
Part LX XIX.., post. 

Order.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 23, p. 706, 

ante; ‘ Judge,” supra. 
‘Until further order ’’—Motion to 
vary to judge of first instance.]|--When an order 
is made under sect. ] of the Infants Custody Act, 
1873, on the petition of a mother, giving the 
custody of an infant child to her ‘“ until further 
order,”’ an application to vary the order by reason 
of something subsequent to its date should be 
made, not by way of appeal, but by motion before 
the judge of first instanee.—Re Horr (1880), 16 
Ch. D. 115; 29 W. R. 341, C. A. 

3298. Of single judge of Court of Appeal— 
Motion to vary or discharge.] —A motion to dis- 
charge or vary an order ot a single judge of the 
Court of Appeal, under sect. 52 of the Judicature 
Act, 1878 (see, v10w, Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), 5. 69 (1)), 18 not 
an appeal within the meaning oft sect. 1 of the 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Proccdure) Act, 
1894 (see, now, Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation Act, 1925 (c. 49), 8s. 31). & may be 
made without leave of the judge or of the Court 
of Appeal.—Boyp v. BiscHoFFsHEIM, [1895] 
1Ch.1; 64L.J.Ch. 148; 71 1.1. 58313; 48 W.R. 
363 7 KR. 6293; 39 Sol. Jo. 8. C. A. 

Patents Acts. |—See Patents & Designs Acts, 1907 
& 1919; R.S.C., Ord. LITA., Part LDXAI., ante. 

3294. Certificate of objection—Not subject to 
appeal.]—By sect. 31 of the Patents, Designs & 
Trade Marks Act, 18838, in an action for infringe- 
ment of a patent, the court or a judge may certify 
that the validity of the patent came in question :— 
Held: such a certificate is not a judgment or order 
against which an appeal lies to the Court of Appeal 
under sect. 19 of the Judicature Act, 1873 (see, 
now, Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), 8. 27 (1)).—HTAstam Founpry & 
ENGINEERING Co., Imp. v. HALL (1888), 20 
Q. B. D. 491; 571. J. Q. B. 352; 59 L. T. 102 ; 
36 W. R. 407; 4 T. L. R. 350; 5 R. PL. C. 144, 
C. A. 

3295. ——— Summons for prolongation—Order 
of special judge directing summons to stand over 
with liberty to apply—-Whether subject to appeal. | 
—J)., who claimed to have suffered loss or damage 
by reason of hostilities, applied by originating 
summons under sect. 18 of the Patenta & Designs 
Act, 1907, as amended by sect. 7 of the Patents & 
Designs Act, 1919, for the extension of the terms 
of eight several patents granted in the years 1911 
& 1915 inclusive. The G. L. B. Syndicate, Ltd., 
made a similar application in respect of three 
patents granted in the years 1912, 1915 & 1916 
respectively. The judge held that in neither of 
the cases was there any special circumstance to 
justify a departure from the general rule, & that 
the summonses must therefore stand over generally 
with liberty to restore at a later date. D., with 
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leave of the judge, appealed. On a preliminary 
objection taken by the Comptroller-General of 
Patents that no appeal lay from the order of the 
judge :—Held: the order was a ‘decision ”’ 
within the meaning of sect. 92 (2) of the Act 
of 1907 as amended by sect. 20 of the Act of 1919 
& the schedule thereto, & an appeal did not lie 
from that decision.—Re DAVIDSON’S PATENTs, fe 
(iASKIN’S PATENTS, [1921] 1 Ch. 69, 70; 90 L. J. 
Ch. 214; 124 L. T. 300; 87 T. L. RR. 57; 65 
Sol. Jo. 743 37 BR. P. C. 252, C. A. 

8296. Pleadings—Appeal on ground of irregu- 
larity in.+—-When a trial is over & the facts have 
been gone into, an appeal cannot be brought on 
the ground of irregularity in the pleadings.— 
DUNCOMBE v. DAVEY (1887), 3 T. L. RR. 859, C. A. 

Practice & procedure — Matters of.}—See 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 
1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (3); R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 23, 
p. 706, ante. 

3297. Appeal to House of Lords.]— 
Appeals to the House of Lords upon matters of 
procedure ought not to be regarded with favour. 
Although such an appeal was competent & might 
be entertained in an exceptional case, it was 
undesirable, unless some important question of 
principle was in issue, that there should be any 
appeal on a mere question of procedure beyond 
the Court of Appeal (per Cur.).—BLAIR v. HAY- 
cock, CADLE Co., [1917] W. N. 319; 34 T. L. R. 
39; 62 Sol. Jo. 68, H. L. 

Prize Court.}—See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 27 (1); Prize 
Law, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 578, 656, 671, 672, 688, 
Nos. 94, 1182, 1362-1369, 1560. 

Probate.|—See Supreme Court of Judicature 

(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49),s.27 ; EXECUTORS 
& ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 282, 283, 
Nos. 3491~3497. 
Appeals from county courts—On points of 
law.}— See Supreme Court of Judicature (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1) (k); 
** Divisional Court,” supra. 

Prohibition. |— See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1) (a); 
CRIMINAL LAw, Vol. XIV., p. 552, Nos. 6283, 
6284 ; CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 395, 496, 
Nos. 2397-2402. 

Public Health Acts.]—See Public Health Act, 
1875 (c. 55), s. 268; COMPULSORY PURCHASE, 
Vol. XI., p. 293, No. 2225; HiagHways, Vol. 
AXVI., p. 588, Nos. 2369-2375. 

Quarter Sessions.}—See Crown Cases Act, 1848 
(c. 78); Quarter Sessions Act, 1849 (c. 45); 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 
1925 (c. 49), s. 25; INTOXICATING LIQUORS, Vol. 
XXX., p. 70, Nos. 551-555 ; MAGISTRATES, Vol. 
XXXIII., pp. 448-456, 458, 459, Nos. 1584-1685, 
1707-1715 ; Pottck, Vol. XXXVIL., p. 194, 
Nos. 135, 136. 

Quo Warranto.}—See Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 48; 
Ne et Ord. LXII., r. 2, Part LXXXI1X., Sect. 

» post. 

Railway Rates Tribunal—Railway Commis- 
Sioners.}— See It. 8S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 194, sub- 
sect. 2, AA., BB., post. 

Receiver.|—See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1926 (c. 49), 8. 31 (1) (i). 

Reference.] — See ‘‘ Arbitration,” ‘‘ Master,”’ 
supra. 

Registrar.}—See R. S. C., Ord. KX XV., p. 524, 
ante ; COMPANTES, Vol. X., p. 978, Nos. 675), 6752. 
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Registration. ]|—See Representation of the People 
Act, 1918 (c. 64), 8s. 14; R. 8S. C., Ord. LVIIT., 
r. 21, sub-sect. 2, EE., post. 

Revenue cases.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LXVIII., 
r. 2, Part LX XXIX., Sect. 2, poat. 

3298. ——— Appeal on question of law—What are 
questions of law & questions of fact.}—The com- 
missioners for the special purposes of the Income 
Tax Act have in this case adopted a mode of 
framing the case they have stated which is, I 
think, both objectionable & embarrassing. Their 
determination of questions of pure fact are not 
to be disturbed any more than are the finding of a 
jury, unless it should appear that there was no 
evidence before them upon which they, as reason- 
able men, could come to the conclusion to which 
they have come; & this, even though the Court of 
Review would on the evidence have come to a 
conclusion entirely different from theirs. With 
their rulings upon questions of law it is entirely 
different. The Court of Review is quite entitled, 
indeed I think bound, to overrule their decisions 
if they think them erroneous. What I have many 
times in this House protested against is the attempt 
to secure for a finding on a mixed question of law 
& fact the unassailability which belongs only to 
a finding on questions of pure fact. This is sought 
to be effected by styling the finding on a mixed 
question of law & fact a finding of fact. What is 
the proper construction of a statute, or of any other 
printed or written document, is a question of law. 
In this case the applicants contend for one con- 
struction of r. 3 of Sched. EK of the Income Tax 
Act of 1842, if not as well of the fifth & sixth 
sections of the Income fax Act of 1860. The 
respondents contend for another & different con- 
struction of each of these enactments, certainly 
of the first. Their respective contentions are set 
forth in paras. 4 & 5 of the case stated. The 
conclusion at which the commissioners arrive is 
thus stated: ‘‘ We the commissioners who have 
heard the appeal were of opinion that the con- 
tention put forward by the Crown should succeed, 
& therefore we confirmed the assessment.” But 
that must mean that they have decided (1) that 
the construction of the above-mentioned statutes 
contended for by the Crown was their true con- 
struction, & (2) that the facts which they held 
were proved were enough to bring this case of 
Hall’s within this r. 3, Sched. EK, so construed. If 
they had stated clearly what was their conclusion 
upon the first matter, your lordships could over- 
rule this if you considered them in error. While, 
however much you might disagree with their 
conclusion on the second matter, you could not 
disturb it if you found that there was sufficient 
evidence before them to sustain this conclusion. 
It is essential, therefore, that the commissioners 
should when stating a case clearly set forth the 
conclusions of law at which they have arrived, & 
separate & distinct from these the conclusions of 
fact at which they arrived. That is the proper 
& convenient course to follow. Any other only 
leads to embarrassment. I cannot agree that 
the question in dispute between the parties in this 
case is, as is apparently held by the Court of Appeal, 
merely a question of fact (LORD ATKINSON).— 
GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. v. BaTErR, [1922] 2 
A. C. 1,12,18; 91 L. J. K. B. 472; 127 L. T. 
170; 38 T. L. R. 448; 66 Sol. Jo. 365; 8 Tax 
Cas. 231, H. L. 

3299. .}—The applicant was born 
in England of Irish parents. Up to 1919 he was 
resident in England, where he lived with his family, 
& was the managing director of an English com- 
pany. In 1919 he partially retired from the 
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business & went to live permanently with his 
family in the Irish Free State. THe continued, 
however, to retain the post of advisory director of 
the company. After 1919 he had no definite place 
of abode in England, but he came to England for 
a meeting of the directors every month, & remained 
in England for about a week for consultations with 
the other directors in connection with the com- 
pany’s business. When in England he usually 
stayed at an hotel. His visits to ngland were 
solely for business purposes, & his wife never 
accompanied him. He had no business interests 
in Ireland except the management of his estate. 
His banking account was kept in Ireland, but he 
had a small account in London. During the past 
five years he had made three lengthy trips to 
Australia & South America on behalf of the com- 
pany. The applicant claimed exemption from 
income tax on British Government securities 
under sect. 46 of the Income Tax Act, 1918, & 
repayment of income tax on Foreign & Dominion 
Government securities under r. 2 (d) of the General 
Rules applicable tou Sched. C of the same Act 
in respect of the two fiscal years ending April 5, 
1923, & April 5, 1924, respectively. The special 
commissioners ‘‘ held ”’ that the applicant was both 
‘ordinarily resident’? & ‘‘resident’’ in the 
United Kingdom for each of the two years in 
question, & their decision was affirmed by Row- 
LATT, J. On appeal:—/Jleld: the question of 
residence was one of law, & that the commissioners 
having found the facts & having then proceeded 
to decide on those facts that the applicant was 
‘‘resident ”’ & “ordinarily resident ’’ in the 
United Kingdom during the years in question, 
their decision was a conclusion of law & therefore 
subject to review by the court within the principles 
laid down in Great Western Ry. Co. v. Bater, 
No. 3298, ante. 

On appeal to the House of Lords :—Weld: the 
question of residence was one of degree & there 
was no technical or special meaning attached to 
either expression for the purposes of the Income 
Tax Acts, & accordingly a decision of the com- 
missioners on the question was a finding of fact, 
& as there was evidence upon which their decision 
could be founded & there was no error in law their 
finding could not be reviewed.— INLAND REVENUE 


Comrs. v. LYSAGHT, [1928] A. C. 234; 97 L. J. 
K. B. 385; 1389 L. T. 6; 44 T. L. R. 379; 72 
Sol. Jo. 270; sub nom. LysaGuT v. INLAND 


REVENUE ComRrs., 13 'Tax Cas. 511, H. L. 

Solicitor—Misconduct of.]—Sce Solicitors Act, 
1919 (c. 56), 5. 8; SoLicirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 406, 
408, Nos. 4631, 4659, 4661-4665. 

Special case.}|—-See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1) (i); 
Arbitration Act, 1889 (c. 49),.ss. 7, 19, & ‘' Case 
stated,’ supra. 

Stamp—Sufficiency of.]|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXXIX., r. 8, p. 598, ante. 

Trial at bar in King’s Bench Division.]—See 
Courts, Vol. XVI., p. 185, No. 914. 

New trial.|—See Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1025 (c. 49), s. 30 (1); Part 
XLI., ante, & R. 8S. C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 5, p. 792, 

ost. 

Undertaking not to appeal.]—See BARRISTERs, 
Vol. III., p. 344, No. 339; Courts, Vol. XVI1., 
p. 187, Nos. 927-930. 

8300. Vacation judge—Order made ex parte by— 
Application to discharge—Made to Judge to whom 
action assigned.]—Ord. LXIII., r. 12, which pro- 
vides that no order made by a vacation judges be 
reversed or varied except by a Divisional Court or 
the Court of Appeal or the judge who made the 
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order, does not apply to an ex parte order, & after 
the close of the vacation an application to discharge 
it must be made to the judge to whose court the 
cause is attached, & not to the Court of Appeal in 
the first instance.—-BoYLE v. SACKER (1888), 39 
th. D. 249; 58 L. J. Ch. 141, C. A. 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906.|—See 
R.S.C., Ord. LVIII., r. 20, sub-sect. 2, DD., post. 


B. Who may Appeal. 
(a) In General. 


3301. Without leave—Parties to action. |—Now, 
what was the practice of the Court of Chancery 
before 1862, & what has it been since ? I under- 
stand the practice to be perfectly well settled that 
& person who is & party can appeal (of course within 
the proper time) without any leave, & that a 
person who without being a party is either bound 
by the order or is aggrieved by it or is prejudicially 
affected by it, cannot appeal without leave. It 
does not require much to obtain leave. If a 
person alleging himself tu be aggrieved by an order 
can make out even a primd facie case why he should 
have leave he will get it; but without leave he is 
not entitled to appeal (LINDLEY, L.J.).—Re 
SECURITIES INSURANCE Co., [1894] 2 Ch. 410; 63 
L. J. Ch. 777; 70 L. T. 609; 42 W. R. 465; 38 
Sol. Jo. 437; 1 Mans. 289; 7 R. 217, C. A. 

3302. With leave — Person alleging himself 
aggrieved.|—te SECURITIES INSURANCE Co., No. 
3301, ante. 

3303. Person interested in action.| —leave 
to a person interested in, but not a party to an 
action, to appeal from an order, may be obtained 
by ex parte application tv the Court of Appeal.— 
Re MARKHAM, MARKHAM v. MARKHAM (1880), 16 
Ch. D. 1; 29 W. RR. 225, C. A. 

3304. —-— ~J—A bolder of debentures of a 
company commenced an action on behalf of him- 
self & the other debenture holders tou enforce their 
securities, & after this an order to wind up the 
company was made. The Secretary of State for 
India then agreed tu take over the undertaking 
on certain terms, & an order was made in the 
winding-up by which the arrangement was 
sanctioned, & it was declared that none of the 
money so payable by the Secretary of State was to 
be treated as assets of the company. An un- 
secured creditor who did not know of this order 
when it was made applied for leave to appeal. 
This application was made more than twenty-one 
days after he received a copy of the order, but 
within the time for appealing from a final order 
in an action :—Held: as the applicant could not 
have been a party to the action, as regarded him, 
the order must be treated as made in the winding- 
up only; that Ord. LVIII., r. 9, applied, & that 
he was out of time. 

The applicant does not come here in the position 
of a person who might have been a party to the 
action but) was not, & who asks for leave to appeal 
because his special interests are interfered with by 
the order (JESSEL, M.R.).—RHe MADRAS IRRIGATION 
& CANAL Co., Woop v. MAapRAS IRRIGATION & 
CANAL Co. (1883), 23 Ch. D. 248; 49 L. T. 228, 
Cc. A 


3305. —— -}—After the appeal had been 
set down for hearing, an order was made that 
xX. being a person interested, but not a party in 
the cause, should be at liberty to appeal against 
the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division.— 
A.-G. v. AILESBURY (MARQUIS) (1885), as reported 
in 16 Q. B. D. 408, C. A.; on appeal (1887), 12 
App. Cas. 672, H. L. 
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3306. —-— Test for granting leave, ]— 
Leave will not be given to a person to appeal from 
an order made in an action to which he is not 
a@ party, unless his interest is such that he might 
have been made a party by service. 

The test is, could or could not the applicant by 
. possibility be made a party to the action by ser- 
vice 2? (JESSEL, M.R.).—CRAWCcCOUR vv. SALTER 
(1882), 30 W. R. 3829, C. A. 

3307. -|—D., the residuary 
legatee of Mrs. Y., brought her action for adminis- 
tration of Mrs. Y.’s estate against H., the surviving 
executor. Mrs. Y. had been the surviving 
executrix of her husband. V., one of the residuary 
legatees of the husband, shortly afterwards brought 
her action against R., as sole deft., for administra- 
tion of the husband’s estate, alleging breaches of 
trust by Mrs. Y., & asking administration of her 
estate if R., as her representative, did not admit 
assets to pay what shuuld be found due from her 
estate to the husband’s estate. On Feb. 28, 1885, 
V. moved for judgment. There was no evidence 
before the court that Mrs. Y. was indebted to her 
busband’s estate, or that she had been guilty of 
wilful neglect & default. R., by his counsel, 
admitted that she was so indebted, & he submitted 
to a judgment directing an account of personal 
estate of the husband which she had reccived, or 
but for her wilful neglect or default might have 
received, with an inquiry as to balances in her 
hands, & directing administration of her estate. 
it appeared that, frora information R. had received, 
he felt sure that Mrs. Y. would be found a debtor 
to her husband's estate, & that wilful default 
would be established against her, & that it was not 
advisable to incur the expense of contesting these 
points at the hearing. D., on June 26, 1885, 
moved before PEARSON, J., under Ord. XVI., 
r. 40, to discharge or vary the Judgment of Feb. 
1885. This motion was refused on the ground 
that D. had not been served with the judgment. 
D. appealed from this refusal & also applied for 
leave to appeal from the judgment :—Held: 
leave cannot be given to a residuary legatee to 
appeal from a decree made against the executor 
at the suit of a creditor, as the executor com- 
pletely represents the estate for the purposes of 
such a suit, & the residuary legatee could not be 
made a party to the suit, & the case is quite 
different from one where leave to appeal is applied 
for by a person who, though not according to the 
present practice a necessary party to the suit, 
would have been a proper party to 1t. 

There is no power to give to a person who could 
not be made a party tothe action leave to appeal 
against the judgment (CoTron, L.J.).—Ae YOUNGS, 
DoGcGrerr v. REVETT, Re YOUNGS, VOLLUM v. 
REveETr (1885), 30 Ch. D. 421; 653 L. T. 682; 
30 W. R. 880, C. A. 

3308. —~ ——-—.]--Cargo owners instructed 
barge-owners to lighter their goods, &, as time 
pressed, to employ a tug. The tug was so negli- 
gently navigated by the servants of the tug-owners 
that the barge containing the goods was brought 
Into collision with another barge, & the goods 
thereby damaged. In an action by the cargo 
owners, as pitfs., = ro the barge-owners & the 
tug-owners as co-defts., the barge-owners were 
dismissed from the suit with costs to be paid by 
the cargo owners, but the tug-owners were held 
liable with costs for the damage sustained by the 
vargo owners, together with the costa to be paid 
by the cargo owners to the barge-owners. The 
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tug-owners by a third-party notice, served on the 
barge-owners, set up a contract of indemnity 
under which their customers agreed that the 
tug-owners should ‘‘ not be answerable for any 
joss or damage which might happen to, or be 
occasioned by, any barge, or its cargo, while in 
tow, however such loss or damage might arise,’’ 
& undertook to hold them harmless & indemnify 
them ‘from any such loss or damage, & against 
the faults or defaults of their servants or any 
claim therefor by whomsoever made.’’ 

Under the issue raised between the co-delfts. 
by the third-party notice, the barge-owners were 
adjudged responsible for the amount of the damage 
for which the tug-owners had been held liable 
together with the two sets of costs. Both defts. 
served notices of appeal; but the appeal of the 
tug-owners was subsequently withdrawn :—Held : 
the barge-owners could not appeal in respect of 
the decision in favour of the pltfs. against the 
tug-owners, for they were not parties to that judg- 
ment, & not having paid the amount adjudged 
to be due by the tug-owners to the pltfs., they were 
not subrogated to their rights, &, if subrogated, 
they could not avail themselves of an appeal which 
the tug-owners had abandoned, nor could they 
rely on the third-party prucedure under the 
Judicature Act, as no order had been inade within 
the meaning of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
Ord. XVI., r. 53, giving direction as tu the mode 
in, or the extent to, which they were to be bound, 
or made liable, by the judgment against the tug- 
owners. 

It seems to me that the limits to which the right 
of appeal extends in the exceptional cases dealt 
with m Ord. XVI. are shown in the judgment of 
Cotton, L.J., in Jn re Youngs, No. 3307, ante, 
where he says that ‘‘ there is no power to give to 
a person who could not be made a party to the 
action leave to appeal against the judgment.”’ 
If the owners of the Millwall had obtained an 
order allowing them to defend the action against 
the tug-owners, then they might possibly have 
appealed against the judgment. That they can- 
not now do (CozENS-HARDY, L.J.).—THE MILL- 
WALL, [1905] P. 155; 53 W. R. 471; 21 7. L. Rh. 
346, C. A. 

3309. —-—.}-—An infant was entitled 
under the legal limitations of a will (without the 
intervention of trustees) to real estates for an estate 
tail in remainder after a life estate. Orders were 
made by the court that sums for the maintenance 
of the infant should be raised by a charge upon 
the interest of the infant in the settled estates, & 
such a deed was exccuted. <A further order dated 
July 26, 1897, was made declaring the infant a 
trustee of his interest, & appvuinting persons to 
disentail & mortgage it for the above purpuse. The 
persons entitled to estates in remainder, after 
the estate of the infant, were not parties to any of 
the actions or proceedings in which the orders 
were made. One of the remaindermen brought 
an action for a declaration that none of certain 
orders were bindi on him. Counsel for pltf. 
contended that the court had no jurisdiction to 
make the order of July 26, 1897. Counsel for 
infant deft. contended that the order was binding 
on pitf. Although not a party to it he might have 
appealed from it. The only difference as regards 
appeals between the case of a person who is a 
party to an order & that of a person who is not, is 
that in the latter leave to appeal is necessary, & 
he cited the dictum of JESSEL, M.R., in Crawcour 
v. Salier, No. 3306, ante: ‘‘ The test in such 
applications as there is, could or could not the 
applicant by possibility be made a party to the 
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action by service?’’ In the present case the 
pltf. could have obtained leave as a matter of 
course. The action was in the nature of a bill 
of review, but there was nothing to justify it. 
There was no fraud ; there was nothing wrong on 
the face of the order; the order was not by 
consent & there were no subsequently discovered 
facts. Under those circumstances the court 
ought not to sit in review on an order from which 
the oe pltf., as being a person affected by it, 
might have appealed. 

Strictly speaking, I am not asked in this action 
to set aside the order. All 1 am asked to do is 
to say that notwithstanding the mortgage the land 
remains limited to the same uses as it was before 
the execution of the mortgage. I agree I cannot 
set aside the order (WARRINGTON, J.).—Re Ham- 
BROUGH’S ESTATE, HAMBROUGH v. HAMBROUGH, 
[1909] 2 Ch. 620, 625. 


(6) Particulur Instances. 


3310. Bankruptcy of appellant—Where question 
of status involved.|—Where an appeal involves a 
question of appellant’s stutus, the House will 
allow it to be proceeded with notwithstanding the 
bankruptcy of the appellant.—G. v. M. (1885), 
10 App. Cas. 171, Hi. I. 

Appeal against injunction— Depriving appel- 
lant of means of livelihood.|— Sec BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. V., p. 1004, Nos. 8191, 8192. 

aati of appellant.|—See Part XXI., Sect. 2, 
ante. 

3811. Non-appearance of party.|—As the deft. 
did not appear in the Queen’s Bench Division 
pursuant to the notice of motion, the appeal to this 
court cannot be heard: the deft. must apply to 
the Queen’s Bench Division, which possibly, in 
the exercise of its discretion, may allow the appeal 
from chambers to be argued. This court can 
give the deft. no relief under the circumstances 
stated (per CuR.).—WALKER v. BUDDEN (1879), 
5 Q. B. D. 267; 49 L. J. Q. B. 159; 28 W. R. 
665, C. A. 

3312. -]--The Court of Appeal has juris- 
diction to entertain an appeal from a judgment 
given on default; but the proper course to be 
taken by the party against whom such judgment 
has been given is for him to apply in the first 
instance to the judge who gave the judgment to 
restore the action.—-V1InT v, LlupsPITH (1885), 54 
L. J. Ch. 844 ; 38 W. R. 738, C. A. 

3318. -J—Where a Divisional Court has 
heard an appeal from a county court in the absence 
of the respondent & has given judgment for the 
appellant the court has no jurisdiction, after the 
judgment has been drawn up & perfected, to 
reinstate & rehear the appeal.—HESSION v. JONES, 
[1914] 2 K. B. 421; 88 L. J. K. B. 810; 110 L. T. 
773; 30 T. L. R. 320, D.C. 

3314. Respondent.]—-Where on an appeal 
from chambers the respondent docs not appear in 
the Divisional Court, & judgment is pronounced 
against him, he can afterwards appeal to the Court 
of Appeal.— He GROVE (1888), 4 T. L. R. 272, C. A. 

3315. Special case.]—Quere: whether a 
party to a special casc who does not appear at 

he hearing before the Divisional Court can appeal 
from the judgment.—ALLUM v. DICKINSON (1882), 
9Q. B. D. 682; 47 L. T. 493; 47 J. P. 102; 30 
W. It. 930, C. A. 

Poor persons.|—Scee RK. 8S. C., Ord. XVL., rr. 22- 
31, p. 485, ante. 

3316. Representative action—Member of class 
represented by plaintiff.|—-In an action commenced 
by a bondholder on behalf of himself & all other 
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bondholders, the pltf. obtained an order for a 
receiver. One of the bondholders represented by 
the pltf., being dissatisfied with the order, applied 
for leave to appeal :—Held: the order having 
been made in favour of the class to which the 
applicant belonged, & having been obtained by the 
pitf., who represented him in the action, he could 
not appeal against it. 

Semble: the proper course for the disscntient 
sharcholder to pursue was to apply to the court 
below to be made a deft. to the action.— WATSON 
v. Cave (No. 1) (1881), 17 Ch. D. 19; 44 L. T. 40; 
29 W. RR. 433. 

3317. Test action—Neglect of defendant to 
appeal—-Substitution of other defendant. |—-Wherec 
by an order of the court all the defts. in several 
actions are bound by the result of a selected 
action, & the deft. in the selected action refuses 
to appeal against the judgments, the court has 
power to substitute another of the defts. for the 
yurpose of prosecuting an appeal. —BRITON 
MrEpicaAL & GENERAL Lire ASSURANCE, LTD. v. 
JONES (1889), 60 L. T. 637. 

3318. Residuary legatee.]}|—Re Younasx, Doa- 
GETT v. REVETT, Re YOUNGS, VOLLUM & REVETT, 
No. 3507, ante. 

3319. Several plaintiffs or defendants—Appeal 
by one of two plaintiffs.|—Any one of two or more 
pitfs. may appeal from the judgment dismissing 
the action, although his co-pltfs. refuse to join 
in the appeal. 

In a case where the defts. may be prejudiced 
as to costs if an appeal is brought by one of several 
pltfs., the difficulty must be met by an application 
for security for costs (BAaGa@aLLay, L.J.).— 
Becketr v. AtTTwoon (1881), 18 Ch. D. 54; 50 
L. J. Ch. 687; 44 L. T. 660; 20 W. BR. 706, C. A. 

3320. Security for costs. ]—DBKECKEYrr 
v. ATTWOOD, No. 3319, ante. 








CU. Leave lo Appeal by Non-party. 


3321. By ex parte motion.J—Re MARKHAM, 
MARKHAM v. MARKIIAM, No. 3303, ante. 

3322. Extension of time.]—By the rules of a 
mutual marine insurance association, which was 
not registered undcr the Companies Act, it was 
provided that all persons who effected an insur- 
ance with the assuciation should be members. 
No ship was to be insured for more than three- 
fourths of its valuc, the person insuring paid a 
deposit of 25s. per cent. on the amount of the 
insurance, & in case of the total loss of a vessel, 
the members were to pay the loser the amount 
for which he had insured it rateably, according 
to the amounts assured to them respectively. 
The association consisted of more than twenty 
members. A vessel insured by R. was lost, & 
the amount of the loss was referred to arbitration. 
R. assigned his claim to his bankers, who obtained 
judgment in R.’s name on the award, &, not obtain- 
ing payment, presented a petition to wind up the 
association, the petition stating that the associa- 
tion consisted of more than seven members, but 
not stating that it consisted of more than twenty. 
The petition was served at the abandoned office 
of the association which had ceased to carry on 
business, & the proper advertisements were issued. 
On May 28, 1880, a winding-up order was made, 
no one appearing to oppose. In Nov. 1381, 
another member of the association heard, for the 
first time, of the winding-up order, & within a week 
applied for leave to appeal against it :—Held: 
as the applicant was not a party to the order, & 
applied for leave to appeal as soon as he knew of 
it, he ought to have leave to appeal notwith- 
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standing the lapse of time.—Re Papstow TOTAL 
Toss & COLLISION ASSURANCE ASSOCN. (1882), 
20 Ch. D. 187; 45 L. T. 774; 30 W. R. 326; 
sub nom. Re Papstow ToTAL Loss & COLLISION 
ASSURANCE Assocn., Ea yp. BRYANT, 51 L. J. 
Ch. 344, C. A. 


D. Abandonment of Appeal. 


3328. Costs.J—On Dec. 20, 1880, C. gave notice 
of appeal, but did not set it down. On Jan. 11 
he sent a letter withdrawing his notice of appeal. 
On the next day the solicitor for the respondents 
wrote to C. saying that he had delivered briefs, 
& that unless C. would undertake to pay the 
respondents’ costs of the appeal the usual pro- 
ceedings would be taken to enforce payment of 
them. C. did not answer this letter. The 
respondents then moved that the appeal might be 
dismissed, & that C. might be ordered to pay 
the costs of the appeal & of this application, & 
an order was made accordingly.—CHARLTON vw. 
CHARLTON (1881), 16 Ch. D. 273; 29 W. R. 406, 
C. A, 

3324. —-— Necessity of notice of motion.}—An 
appellant’s solicitor wrote to the solicitors of the 
respondent withdrawing their notice of appeal as 
irregular. ‘The respondent, who had delivered 
briefs to oppose the appeal, applied ex parte to 
discharge the notice of appeal with costs :—Held : 
notice of motion must be given.—Re OAKWELL 
ay Wena (1878), 7 Ch. D. 706; 26 W. R. 577, 
C. A. 

3325. -J—The Court, of Appeal will 
not make an order dismissing an appeal with costs 
op the ex parte application of the appellant. 

You had better give him (the deft.) notice of 
motion in the ordinary way. You may at the 
same time give him notice that unless he objects 
he need not attend. If he attends & objects 
unnecessarily we have jurisdiction to make an 
order as to the costs of the motion (CoTron, L.J.). 
‘A Wma v. BLEASDALE (1886), 54 L. T. 343, 
C. A. 

3326. Necessity of previous demand. |— 
The costs of an application for the costs of an 
abandoned notice of appeal will not be allowed 
unless a previous demand for payment of them has 
been made & not complied with.—-GRIFFIN v. 
ALLEN (1879), 11 Ch. D. 913; 28 W. R. 10, C. A. 

3327. Settlement of action—-Non-appearance of 
parties—-Duty to inform court.}—A case had stood 
ovcr for settlement, & when it caine on for hearing 
no one appeared on cithcr side. 

I wish it to be clearly understood that when a 
case 1s settled it is the duty of the solicitors to 
inform the court forthwith (LoRD CozENs-HARDY, 
M.R.).—WHEATLEY v. LUMLEY Brick Co., LYp., 
[1914] W. N. 346. 

3328. Non-appearance of appellant—Dismissal 
of appeal.}—Pitfs. ya erat from the decision of 
the Divisional Court, but upon the day set down 
for the appeal neither pltf. appeared to support 
his appeal when it was called on. Counsel for 
deft. in each action moved to dismiss the appeals : 
—Held: the appeals must be dismissed.— 
SPANIER v. MARCHANT, [1878] W. N. 214, C. A. 

3329. ———- Proof of service of notice of 
motion unnecessary.}—When a bankruptcy appeal 
has been set down in the ordinary course & is in 
the day’s paper for hearing, if the appellant does 
not ee the respondent is entitled to have the 
upp dismissed with costs without giving any 
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proof that he has been served with a notice of 
appeal—Re Lows, Ex p. Lows (1877), 7 Ch. D. 
160; 47 L. J. Bey. 24; 37 L. T. 583; 26 W. R. 
229, C. A. 

Cf. R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., rr. 31, 32, p. 552, 


ante. 

3830. Notice of discontinuance — Cesser of 
appeal.|—A pltf. gave notice of appeal from the 
refusal of an injunction. Shortly afterwards the 
pltf.’s solicitors wrote to the defts.’ solicitors to 
withdraw the notice of appeal. Two days after 
this the pltf.’s solicitors gave the defts.’ solicitors 
notice of discontinuance of the action. The defts.’ 
solicitors declined to consent to the withdrawal of 
the appeal except on terms to which the pltf.’s 
solicitors did not agree, & the appeal came on in 
its turn:—Held: the discontinuance of the 
action put an end to the appeal, & no order could 
be made except to strike it out of the paper.— 
CONYBEARE v. LEWIS (1880), 138 Ch. D. 469; 28 
W. R. 330, C. A. 


E. Agreement not to Appeal. 


‘‘Undertaking not to appeal.’’|—Scee LaAk- 
RISTERS, Vol. IIL., p. 344, No. 339; Courts, Vol. 
XVI., p. 187, Nos. 927-930. 


F. Notice of Preliminary Objection to Appcul. 


3331. Duty to give notice.]|—Where the respon- 
dent to an appeal intends to take a preliminary 
objection he should give notice to the appellant 
of his intention so to do. If no such notice is 
given, & the objection prevails, the appeal will 
be dismissed without costs.—Re SPEIGHT, Hx p. 
Brooks (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 42. 

3332, ——-.J—A respondent to an appeal who 
intends to rely on a preliminary objection ought to 
give notice to the appellant of his intention so to 
do. If he does not, & the objection is successful, 
the appeal will be dismissed without costs.—/te 
BLINKHORN, Lx p. BLEASE (1884), 14 Q. LB. D. 
125; 33 W. R. 482; sub nom. Re BLYNKHORN, 
iz p. BLEASE & BLEASE, 1 Morr. 280, D. C. 

3333. -}—The solicitor of a respondent, if 
he is aware of a preliminary objection to an appeal, 
ought, as a matter of courtesy, to inforin his 
opponent of it without delay, but the omission to 
do so is not, if the appeal is dismissed on the 
preliminary objection, a _ sufficient reason for 
depriving the respondent of the costs of the appeal. 
—Re Munpy, Ha p. SHEAD (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 
338; 53 L. T. 655; 2 Morr. 227, C. A. 

3334. Costs on failure to give notice. ]—He 
SPEIGHT, Ez p. Brooks, No. 3331, ante. 

3335. J—Re BLINKHORN, 
BLEASE, No. 3332, ante. 

3336. J—Re Munvoy, Ea p. SHEAD, 
No. 33338, ante. 











He p. 














G. Hearing in Camera. 


3337. When necessary.|—The court, even with- 
out the consent of one of the parties, has jurisdiction 
to hear a case in private when a public hearing 
would defeat the whole object of the action.— 
MELLOR v. THOMPSON (1885), 31 Ch. D. 55; 55 
L. J. Ch. 942; 54 L. T. 219, C. A. 


H. Counsel. 


33838. Only two counsel heard.}—In ordinary 
cases of appeal only two counsel will be heard on 
the same side.—HOARE v. BREMRIDGE (1872), 42 
L. J. Ch.1; 27 L. T. 5093; 21 W. R. 43, 0. A. 
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3339. --+—On the argument of a case in 
the Court of Appeal two counsel will be heard on 
either side. _-SNEESBY v. LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE 
Ry. Co. (1875), 1 Q. B. D. 42; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 
424, C. A. 

See, also, Part XX XVII., Sect. 8, sub-sect. 6, 
ante. 





I. Leave to Appeal. 


See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31. 

By non-party.|}—Sce Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, C., 
ante. 

When necessary.]—Sce Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, B. 


(a), ante. 

From Divisional Court.}—Sec Part LX XVIII., 
post. 

3340. County court cases.|—In an applica- 





tion for leave to appeal from the judgment of the 
Divisional Court on appeal from a county court, 
it is desirable to have before the court the grounds 
of the decision of the Divisional Court. ... It 
was not sufficient for giving leave to appeal that 
this court might have come to a different con- 
clusion. In my opinion, unless we can see that 
there is a clear case of something having gone 
wrong, we ought not to give leave to appeal 
(VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—ANON. (1907), 123 
L. T. Jo. 202. 

3341. .]—In a county court case pltf. 
appealed unsuccessfully to the Divisional Court. 
He applied for leave to appeal to the Court of 
Appeal, but was refused. Hie afterwards obtained 
leave from the Court of Appeal on condition of 
paying the costs incurred by both sides on the 
appeal to the Court of Appeal & on any further 
appeal to the House of Lords. 

We gave leave to appeal in this case, not because 
we thought there was any real doubt about the 
law, but because the question was one of general 
importance & one upon which further argument 
& a decision of this court would be to the public 
advantage (BANKES, L.J.).—-BUCKLE v. ITOLMEs, 
[1926] 2 K. B. 125; 95L. J. WK. B. 517; 184 1. 8. 
743; 90J.P.109; 42 T. L. R. 369, ( A. 

33842. Leave to appeal on one point— Appeal 
limited to such point.}—In an appcal from a 
county court to a Divisional Court, leave to appcal 
on one point having been given by the Divisional 
Court, the Court of Appeal confined the argument 
to the point as to which leave to appeal had been 
given, & refused to allow the appellant to go into 
another point which had been raised in the county 
court & in the Divisional Court.—JONES v. BIERN- 
STEIN, [1900] 1 Q. B. 100; 81 L. T. 5535; 48 
W. R. 232; 16 T. L. 1. 30, C. A. 

3343. -]—I1 do not think it is open to 
the appellant on this appeal to go into the question 
whether the deft. Hope should have been paid 
his costs, for the following reasons. No doubt 
at the trial the plitf. did not question Hope’s right 
to costs. But the question as to costs was 
adjourned. At the adjournment Hope was not 
Pipcareme but the appellant company were present. 
f the company had taken the point that Hope 
ought not to have had his costs, Hope could have 
been brought before the court again & the matter 
fully argued & decided. But the company did 
not raise the point, & I think they & the pltf. 
must be taken to have agreed that there was no 
“‘ good cause ’’ shown for depriving Hope of costs 
under Ord, LXV.,r.1. The only pom argued by 
the company was that the court had no jurisdiction 
to add Hope’s costs to the pltf.’s, & in that way 
to order the company to pay them; & I think it 
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is too late now for the company to argue that the 
deft. Hope never ought to have had his costs pro- 
vided for as they have been. I think, moreover, 
that the leave to appeal was given on the question 
of jurisdiction only, & this view is borne out by 
the notice of appeal, & by the fact that the deft. 
Hope is not before this court (ROMER, L.J.).— 
SANDERSON v. BLYTH THEATRE Co., [1903] 2 K. B. 
533, 689; 72 L. J. K. B. 761; 89 L. T. 159; 52 
W. RR. 33; 19 T. L. R. 660, C. A. 

8844. Costs—Condition as to.}-—In this case the 
Divisional Court granted leave to appeal upon 
condition that the appellants paid all costs on both 
sides in any event, both in the Court of Appeal 
& in the House of Lords. 

The case proceeded to the House of Lords. 

My lords, in my opinion the appellants succeed, 
but in the Divisional Court it was properly made 
a condition of giving liberty to appeal that in any 
event the appellants should pay the costs of both 
parties (LORD PARMOOR).—GREAT WESTERN Ry. 
Co. v. WILLS, [1917] A. C. 148, 169; 86 L. J. K. B. 
641; 116 L. T. 615, H. L. 

3345. —--—.|—In this case the court gave 
leave to appeal on the terms that if the appellant 
were not successful in the Court of Appeal he should 
pay the costs as between solicitor & client.— 
REVILL v. BETHELL (1918), as reported in 34 
T. L. R. 323. 

3346. -J—In this case the court 
granted leave to appeal on condition that if an 
appeal was filed & the defts. succeeded they would 
not ask for costs against the pltf.—JENKYNS v. 
SOUTHAMPTON, ISLE oF WIGHT & SouTH OF 
ENGLAND ROYAL MAIL STEAM PACKET Co., LID. 
(1919), as reported in 35 T. L. R. 264, D. C. 

3347. ~+—BUCKLE v. LIOLMES, No. 
3041, ante. 

—- — Leave to appeal as to costs only.J—Sce Part 
LAXAXXAVI., Sect. 24, post. 

















J. Principles on which Court of Appeal acts on 
Appeals. 


3348. Trial without jury—Finding of fact — 
Weight to be given to decision.]—The pltfs. put up 
an hotel for sale on Aug. 4, 1882, stating in the 
particulars that it was let to “ I. (a most desirable 
tenant) at a rental of £400 for an unexpired term 
of 274 years.”’ The L. Co. sent M., their secretary, 
to imspect the property. M. reported that F., 
from the business he was doing, could hardly pay 
the rent, & that the town in which it was situate 
seemed to be in the last stage of decay. The 
directors on receiving this report directed M. to 
bid up to £5,000. M. went & bought for £4,700. 
before completion, F. went into liquidation, & 
the I. Co. refused to complete. The pltfs. sued 
for specific performance. It was proved that on 
May 1, 1882, the Lady Day quarter’s rent was 
wholly unpaid ; that a distress was then threatened, 
& that I’. paid £30 on May 6, £40 on June 13, & 
the remaining £30 shortly before the auction, 
& that no part of the quarter’s rent due at Mid- 
summer had been paid. The chairman of the 
company was orally examined, & deposed most 
positively that the company would not have 
bought but for the representation in the par- 
ticulars that F. was a most desirable tenant. 
Mr. Justice DENMAN held that there was a 
material misrepresentation, & that the contract 
had been entered into in reliance upon it. His 
lordship accordingly dismissed the action, & on 
a counterclaim by the defts. rescinded the con- 
tract :—Held: the description of F. as a most 
desirable tenant was not a mere expression of 
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opinion, but contained an implied assertion that 
the vendors hnew of no facts leading to the con- 
clusion that he was not ; the circumstances relating 
to the Lady Day rent showed that he was not a 
desirable tenant ; & there was a misrepresentation : 
—Held, also, as the pusitive testimony of the 
chairman, that but for this representation the 
company would not have bought, was not shaken 
on cross-examination, & was bclieved by the 
judge who saw & heard the witness, the Court of 
Appeal would not disturb the finding that the 
representation had induced the company to enter 
into the contract, & that the appeal must be 
dismissed. 

Was there then a misrepresentation of a specific 
fact? This partly depends on the question 
whether on the construction of the particulars, 
what they say as to I’. is a representation of a 
specific fact, a question which the Court of Appeal 
has the same means of deciding as the judge in 
the court below. Whether the purchasers relied 
upon it is a question of fact which the judge of the 
court below had better means of deciding that we 
as for he saw & heard the witnesses (BOWEN, 

ee 

The second question is whether the purchasers 
purchased in the faith of that representation. 
The learned judge has found that they did. On 
that question I feel the same difficulty as Lord 
Justice Bowen, & on the evidence as read before 
us I should have felt inclined to come to the con- 
clusion that the contract was not induced by that 
representation ; but as Mr. Justice Denman, who 
saw & heard Alderman Knight, was satisfied with 
his evidence, I cannot give my voice for reversing 
his decision (Fry, L.J.).—SM1TH v. LAND & HOUSE 
PROPERTY CORPORATION (1884), 28 Ch. D. 7; 51 
L. T. 718; 49 J. P. 182, €. A. 

3349. ——.]—Where a case tried by 
a judge without a jury comes to the Court of 
Appeal, the presumption is that the decision of 
the court below on the facts was right, & that 
presumption must be displaced by the appellant. 
If he satisfactorily makes out that the judge 
below was wrong, then, inasmuch as the appeal 
is in the nature of a rehearing, the decision should 
be reversed ;if the case is left in doubt, it is clearly 
the duty of the Court of Appeal not to disturb the 
decision of the court below (LoOPEs, L.J.).— 
SAVAGE v. ASAM, [1895] W. N. 109. 

8350. -+—Where a case tried by 
a judge without a jury comes before the Court of 
Appeal, that court will presume that the decision 
of the judge on the facts was right, & will not 
disturb it unless the appcllant satisfactorily makes 
out that it was wrong.—COLONIAL SECURITIES 
Trust, LTp. v. Massry, [1896] 1 Q. B. 38; 65 
L. J. Q. B. 100; 73 L. T. 497; 44 W. R. 212; 
12 T. L. R. 57; 40 Sol. Jo. 83, C. A. 





























3351. ——— -/+—MONTGOMERIE & Co. 
v. WALLACE-J AMES, No. 3354, post. 
3352. —— -}~—Where upon an issue 


depending upon oral evidence there is plainly 
perjury on the one side or the other, a Court of 
Appeal ought to be greatly influenced by the 
opinion of the trial judge, who has seen & examined 
the witnesses, except where he has failed to observe 
inconsistencies or to take account of material 
circumstances or probabilities. 

The trial judge found that the respondent’s 
mother was the adopted & not the natural daughter 
of the testator in the cause. The Court of Appeal 
rejected the whole of the appellants’ evidence in 
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support of the adoption as having been adduced 
on behalf of suitors who had acted dishonestly. 

Their lordships restored the finding of the trial 
judge. He had fully considered the appellants’ 
conduct, but nevertheless believed the independent 
witnesses called by them in preference to those 
called by the respondent, & his finding was con- 
sistent with the probabilities of the case.—KHOv 
Sit Hou v. Lim THEAN Tona, [1912] A. C. 328 ; 
81L. J.P. 0.176; 106 L. T. 470, P. C. 

3353. —— -j}—What then is the real 
effect on the hearing in a Court of Appeal of the 
fact that the trial judge saw & heard the witnesses ? 
I think it has been somewhat lost sight of. Of 
course, there is jurisdiction to retry the case on the 
shorthand note, including in such retrial the 
appreciation of the relative values of the witnesses, 
for the appeal is made a rehearing by rules which 
have the force of statute: Ord. LXVIII., r, 1. 
It is not, however, a mere mnatter of discretion to 
remember & take account of this fact; it is a 
matter of justice & of judicial obligation. None 
the less, not to have seen the witnesses puts 
appellate judges in a permanent position of dis- 
advantage as against the trial judge, &, unless it 
can be shown that he has failed to use or has 
palpably misused his advantage, the higher court 
ought not to take the responsibility of reversing 
conclusions so arrived at, merely on the result 
of their own comparisons & criticisms of the 
witnesses & of their own view of the probabilities 
of the case. The course of the trial & the whole 
substance of the judgment must be looked at, & 
the matter does not depend on the question whether 
a witness has been cross-examined to credit or has 
been pronounced by the judge in terms to be 
unworthy of it. If his estimate of the man forms 
any substantial part of his reasons for his judgment 
the trial judge’s conclusions of fact should, as I 
understand the decisions, be let alone (Lonb 
SUMNER).—-S.S. LIoNTESTROOM v. S.S. SAGAPO- 
RACK, S.S. HONTESTROOM v. S.S. DURHAM CASTLE, 
[1927] A. C. 37, 47; 95 L. J. P. 153; 136 L. T. 
33; 17 Asp. M. L. C. 123, H. L. 

3354. Question as to inferences 
drawn.}—Where a question of fact has been 
decided by a tribunal which has seen & heard the 
witnesses, the greatest weight ought to be attached 
to the finding of such a tribunal. It has had the 
opportunity of observing the demeanour of the 
witnesses & judging of their veracity & accuracy in 
a way that no appellate tribunal can have. But 
where no qucstion arises as to truthfulness, & 
where the questionis as to the proper inferences to 
be drawn from truthful evidence, then the original 
tribunal is in no better position to decide than the 
judges of an appellate ct. (LoRD LLALSBURY, C.).— 
MONTGOMERIE & Co. v. WALLACE-JAMES, [1904] 
A.C. 73; 73 L. J. P.C. 25; 90 L. T. 1, H. L. 

3355. ——— ———.]—In considering the 
weight to be attached by an appellate court to 
a finding of fact, a distinction should be drawn 
between cases in which the issue depends upon 
the veracity of the witnesses, & those in which 
it depends upon the proper inferences to be 
drawn from truthful evidence. In the latter 
class of cases the original tribunal is in no better 

osition than the judges of the appellate court.— 

OMINION TRUST Co. v. NEW YORK Lire INSUR- 
ANCE Co., [1919] A. C. 254; 88 L. J. P. C. 303 119 
L. T. 748, P. C. 

8356. —— ——- ——- ———.}_ Then when we 
come to the question of fact, it has been settled 
again & again that judges of appeal are entitled to 
draw their own inferences where there is no question 
as to the facts themselves. The case which was 
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cited of Dominion Trust Co. v. New York Life 
Insurance Co., No. 3355, ante, was an illustration 
of that. The point there was whether a man’s 
death was self-inflicted or by accident, but the 
Court of Appeal & the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council held otherwise. Upon the question 
what inference ought to be drawn I confess I 
have the same certainty, so far as my own opinion 
igs concerned, as was expressed by my noble & 
learned friend the Lord Chancellor, & I shall add 
nothing to what he said (LoRD DUNEDIN).— 
COOPER v. GENERAL ACCIDENT, Fire & LiFe 
ASSURANCE CORPN., LTD. (1922), 92 L. J. P. C. 
168; 128 1. T. 481; 39 'T. L. R. 113, HU. L. 

3357. -|—The duty of a 
court hearing an appeal from the decision of a 
judge without a jury was clearly defined by Sir 
Nathaniel Lindley, M.R., in Coghlan v. Cumber- 
land, No. 3360, post, & by Lord Halsbury in 
Montgomerie & Co. v. Wallace-James, No. 3354, 
ante, & is no longer in doubt. The procedure on 
an appeal from a judge sitting without a jury is 
not governed by the rules applicable to a motion 
for a new trial after a verdict of a jury. In such 
a case it is the duty of the Court of Appeal to make 
up its own mind, not disregarding the judgment 
appealed from & giving special weight to that 
judgment in cases where the credibility of witnesses 
comes into question, but with full liberty to draw 
its own inference froin the facts proved or admitted 
& to decide accordingly (Lorp Cavy, C.).— 
MrersEyY Docks & HARBOUR BOARD v. PROCTER, 
[1923] A. C. 2538; 92 L. J. K. B. 479; 129 L. T. 
34; 39 T. L. R. 275; 16 Asp. M. L. C. 1238, HW. L. 

3858. —- ——— Right of Court of Appeal to 
draw own inferences. ]|—Great weight is due to the 
decision of a judge of first instance whenever, in 
a conflict of testimony, the demeanour & manner 
of the witnesses who have been seen & heard 
by him are, as they were in the cases referred to, 
material elements in the consideration of the 
truthfulness of their statements. But the parties 
to the cause are nevertheless entitled, as well on 
questions of fact as on questions of law, to demand 
the decision of the Court of Appeal, & that court 
cannot excuse itself from the task of weighing 
conflicting evidence & drawing its own inferences 
& conclusions, though it should always bear in 
mind that it has neither seen nor heard the witnesses, 
& should make due allowance in this respect 
(BAGGALLAY, J.A.).—THE GLANNIBANTA (1876), 1 
P. D. 283, 287; 24 W. R. 10338; sub nom. THE 
TRANSIT, 34 L. T. 984; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 233; 2 
Char. Pr. Cas. 18, C. A. 

3359. .]J—Although the Court of 
Appeal, when called on to review the conclusion 
of a judge of first instance after hearing witnesses 
viva voce, will give great weight to the consideration 
that the demeanour & manner of the witnesses 
are material elements in judging of the credibility 
of the witnesses, yet it will in a proper case act 
upon its own view of conflicting evidence. 

With respect to the great weight that is due to 
the decision of a judge of first instance, whenever, 
in a conflict of testimony, the demeanour & manner 
of the witnesses who have been seen & heard by 
him are material elements in the consideration of 
the truthfulness of their statements, I repeat, & 
adhere to, what we said in the case of The Glanni- 
banta, No. 3358, ante (James, L.J.).—BIGSBY v. 
DICKINSON (1876), 4 Ch. D. 24; 46 L. J. Ch. 280; 
35 L. T. 679; 25 W. R. 89, C. A. 

8360. ——.J—The rehearing on 
appeal of a case tried by a judge without a jury 
is not governed by the rules applicable where there 
has been a trial & verdict by ajury. The Court of 
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Appeal must act on its own considered conclusion 
on questions of fact as well as law. 

Even where the appeal turns on a question of 
fact, the Court of Appeal has to bear in mind that 
its duty is to rehear the case, & the court must 
reconsider the materials before the judge with such 
other materials as it may have decided to admit. 
The court must then make up its own mind, not 
disregarding the judgment appealed from, but 
carefully weighing & considering it; & not 
shrinking from overruling it if on full consideration 
the court comes to the conclusion that the judg- 
ment is wrong (LINDLEY, M.R.).—COGHLAN Vv. 
CUMBERLAND, [1898] 1 Ch. 704; 67 L. J. Ch. 402 ; 
78 L. T. 540, C. A. 

3361. - — ~ —,J—TI will only say this— 
that the duty of the Court of Appeal in a case of 
this kind, as 1 conceive it, is to approach the 
evidence which was before the learned judge in 
the court below with care & with due regard to 
the fact that the Court of Appeal cannot enjoy the 
same advantage which the court below did. ‘The 
court below has had the inestimable advantage 
of judging from the demeanour of the witnesses 
whether they are or are not speaking the truth ; 
& I think, further, that the Court of Appeal 
ought not in a case of this kind to depart from or 
vary the findings of fact of the learned judge in 
the court below, unless the Court of Appeal is 
clearly satisfied that there has been something 
important overlooked or, in short, that the learned 
judge has made such a mistake as would almost 
have justified another division of the court in 
directing a new trial on the ground that the verdict 
was against the weight of evidence (COZENS- 
IlArDY, M.R.).—Re WAGSTAFF, WAGSTAFF v. 
JALLAND (1907), 98 L. T. 149; 24 T. L. R. 136, 
C.A. 

Salvage appeals.]—Sce AbpMiIRALTY, Vol. L., 
pp. 240, 241, Nos. 1660-1681. 

Whether previous decisions of Court of Appeal 
binding on Court of Appeal.]—-Sce JUDGMENTS & 
ORDERS, Vol. XX X., pp. 194, 195, Nos. 621-628. 
Decisions of Court of Appeal in Chancery. } 
—See JUDGMENTS & ORDERS, Vol. XXX., pp. 193, 
194, Nos. 615-618. 

Decisions of Lord Chancellor sitting alone. | 
—See JUDGMENTS & ORDERS, Vol. XXX., pp. 195, 
196, Nos. 632-640. 

Appeal from exercise of discretion—By judge of 
first instance. |—See Nos. 3271-3283, ante. 

38362. Appeal from case stated under Agri- 
cultural Holdings Act—Power of Court of Appeal 
to draw inferences of fact.|—Quare: whether the 
Court of Appeal has power to draw inferences of 
fact in an appeal from the decision of a county 
court judge upon a case stated by an arbitrator 
under Agricultural Holdings Act. 19038.—WRe 
BoNNETT & FOWLER, [1913] 2 K. B. 5873; 82 
L. J. K. B. 713; 108 L. T. 497; 77 J. P. 281, 
Ces 











K. Notice of Appeal. 
(a) In General. 


Sufficiency of notice.|—-See COMPANIES, Vol. X., 
pp. 981, 982, Nos. 6777-0779. 

8363. Communication of intention to 
appeal.|—The mere communication by an un- 
successful party to his opponent of his intention 
to appeal is not sufficient notice of appeal; nor, 
in the absence of other special circumstances, is 
it ground for an extension of time for appealing.— 
Re Biyto & Youna (1880), 138 Ch. D. 416; 41 
L. T. 746; 28 W. R. 266, C, A. 
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3364. ——— Change of country solicitors after 
judgment—Notice by new solicitors—Same London 
agents.}—A notice of appeal was signed by A. & Co. 
as the London agents of B. & Co., the appellant’s 
solicitors. At this time, C. & Co., who had been 
the appellant’s solicitors down to the judgment 
appealed against, & who had throughout also 
acted by A. & Co., were still his solicitors on the 
record, although B. & Co. were now really his 
solicitors. On the error being discovered, the 
appellant obtained the usual order to change 
solicitors. The respondent’s solicitors having 
intimated that they should, on the hearing of the 
appeal, rely on the mistake as a fatal irregularity 
in the notice of appeal :—Held: on motion by 
the appellant that his time for appealing might 
under the circumstances be extended, that, the 
notice of appeal being in other respects regular, 
the inaccuracy in the description of his solicitors 
did not invalidate it-—KETTLEWELL v. WATSON 
(1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 818; 48 L. T. 840; 31 W. R. 
709, C. A. 

3365. Contents of notice.}—On a notice of 
appeal against the whole of an order, or for 
variation of it, an unspecified particular in the 
order may be varied. 

The appellant gave his notice of appeal in due 
course against the whole order, & was not bound 
to give specific notice that he desired the order 
to be set right in such a particular as this 
(JAMES, L.J.).—Re DucHrss oF WESTMINSTER 
SILVER LEAD ORE Co. (1878), 10 Ch. D. 307; 40 
L. T. 300; 27 W. R. 539, C. A. 

———.]—See, now, R. S. C., Ord. LVIIT., vr. 1, 
p. 759, ante. 

3366. Date in notice—Notice for a day not in the 
sittings.}~—On Dec. 20, 1875, the pltfs. served on 
the defts. a notice that the court would be moved 
on the 22nd, or as soon as counsel could be heard, 
to reinstate for argument a demurrer in which 
judgment had been given for the defts. in the 
absence of the pltfs. On Jan. 11 and 12, 1876, 
the defts. appeared in court by their counsel to 
oppose the motion, but no one appeared for the 
pitis. :—Held: the notice was bad because, under 
the Judicature Act, 1875, Sched., Ord. LXI, 
r. 1, the Michaelmas sittings terminate on Dec. 2] ; 
the defts. therefore were not bound to appear, & 
were not entitled to their costs of doing so.— 
DAUBNEY v. SHUTTLEWORTH (1876), 1 Ex. D. 53; 
45 L. J. Q.B.177; 34 L. T. 357; 24 W. R. 321 ; 
3 Char. Pr. Cas. 404. 

3367. — .}~A notice of motion by way 
of appeal is not bad because the day for which 
notice is given falls at a time when the court is 
not sitting. 

Daubney v. Shuttleworth, No. 3366, ante, over- 
ruled on this point.—Re CouLron, HAMLING v. 
ELLIoTr (1886), 84 Ch. D. 22; 56 L. J. Ch. 312 ‘ 
oo L. T. 464; 35 W. R. 49, C. A. 

3368. -+—-A notice of motion having 
been given for a day not in the sittings, the court 
sate the Teen ar respect.— WILLIAMS v. 

i BOINVILLE ; . B.D. : aed LA 
732; 34 W. R. 702. : peenae nr 

Length of notice.}—See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2; 
K. (d), post. 
<a of notice.]—See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, 

Entering appeal.}—Scee Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, N. 

8369. Waiver of irregularity.} ~The ptf. served 
notice of appeal from an order on Wednesday, 
June 20, 1883, for Monday, June 25. The appeal 














PRACTICE. 


came on to be heard on Nov. 6, 1883. On the 
appeal being opened, counsel for the respondent 
took the preliminary objection that four clear days’ 
notice had not been given as required by Ord. 
LVIII., r. 4, Sunday not being reckoned. 

We are both of opinion that having appeared 
you have waived the irregularity of the notice 
(CoTTon, L.J.).—Re MCRAE, FORSTER v. DAVIS, 
NoRDEN v. MCRAE (1883), 25 Ch. D. 16; 82 
W. R. 304, C. A. 


(b) Service of Notice. 
i. Parlies to be Served. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVIL, r. 2. The notice of appeal shall be 
served upon all parties directly affected by the appeal, and it 
shall not be necessary to serve parties not so affected; but the 
Court of Appeal may direct notice of the appeal to be served on 
all or any parties to the action or other proceeding, or upon 
any person not a party, and in the meantime may postpone or 
adjourn the hearing of the appeal upon such terms as may be 
just, and may give such judgment and make such order as might 
have been given or made if the persons served with such notice 
had been originally parties. Any notice of appeal may be 
amended at any time as the Court of Appeal may think fit. 


Death of respondent. ]|—See Part X XI., Sects. 2, 
12, ante. 

8370. Parties directly affected.|— By an order in 
an administration action a fund was directed to 
be paid to A., one of three claimants; L., another 
claimant, appealed, but only served notice of the 
appeal on A.; it was held by the Court of Appeal 
that B. must also serve notice on C., the remaining 
claimant, though he did not appeal, the appeal 
to stand over for a week in the meantime.— 
HUNTER v. LUNTER (1876), 24 W. R. 5043; 3 
Char. Pr. Cas. 426, C. A.3 subsequent proceedings, 
24 W. R. 527, C. A. 

38871. ——.]—In an action against a railway 
company & H., the question was, whether the 
persons guilty of the alleged negligence were the 
servants of the company, so as to make the com- 
pany liable, or of H. The jury found against the 
company, & in favour of H. The company 
obtained an order nist for a new trial on the 
ground that the verdict was against the evidence ; 
& by direction of the court notice of the order was 
served on Hl. The Queen’s Bench discharged the 
order, upon which the company appealed, but 
did not serve notice of appeal on H. The Court 
of Appeal, after hearing the facts of the case, 
ordered that the case should stand over, & the 
notice of the appeal be served on H.—PURNELL v. 
GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 686 ; 
45 L. J. Q. B. 687; 35 L. T. 605; 24 W. R. 909 ; 
3 Char. Pr. Cas. 434, C. A. 

3372. -—+-An applicant ought to serve 
notice of appeal on all parties who will be affected 
by the order of the Court of Appeal, & if a party 
who would be so affected is not served, he may 
appear without service & obtain his costs, & 
this rule applies although the appeal fails through 
irregularity & mever comes on to be heard.— 
Re NEw CALLAO (1882), 22 Ch. D. 484 ; 52 L. J. Ch. 
283; 48 L. T. 251, C. A. 

8378. ——— Bankruptcy appeals.J—A receiving 
order having been made against a debtor upon 4 
creditor’s petition, the registrar, upon the applica- 
tion of the debtor supported by the majority of 
persons claiming to be creditors, including the 
petitioning creditor, stayed the issue of advertise- 
ments & all other proceedings under the receiving 
order for a limited period. The official receiver 
appealed against the stay, the debtor alone being 
served with notice of the appeal :—Held: notice 
of the appeal must be served also on the petitioning 
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creditor as being a party “* directly affected by the 
appeal’ within R. 8S. C., 1883, Ord. LVIII., r. 2 
(made applicable to bankruptcy appeals by sect. 134 
of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886; see, now, Bank- 
ruptcy Rules, 1915, r. 134), but not on any other 
of the alleged creditors.—Re A DEBTOR, [1901] 
2K.8.354; 841. T. 666; 17T. L. R. 536; 45 
Sol. Jo. 520 ; sub nom. Re W. L. (A DEBTOR), 70 
L. J. K. B. 699; 8 Mans. 247, C. A. 

-——— ———.]—See, further, BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
IV., pp. 163, 164, 203, 353, Nos. 1530-1534, 1871, 
1872, 3310. 

8374. ———- Third party. ]—An action was brought 
against a trustee to compel him to make good a 
Joss occasioned by an improper investment. The 
trustee claimed to be indemnified by a third party 
whom he served with a third-party notice. 

The judge held the deft. was not liable, & the 
pitf. appealed, but did not serve the third party 
with notice of the appeal :—Held» the third party 
was not a party directly affected by the appeal 
within Ord. LVIII., r. 2, & therefore it was 
not the duty of the pltf. to serve the third party 
with notice of the appeal, but the deft. ought 
before the hearing of the appeal to have applied 
to the Court of Appeal for leave to serve the third 
party with notice.-—Re SALMON, PRIEST v. 
UPPLEBY (1889), 42 Ch. D. 351; 61 L. T. 146; 
38 W. R. 150; 5 T. L. R. 478, C. A. 

3375. Parties unnecessarily served—Costs,. }—The 
order on an interpleader issue between a bill of 
sale holder & an execution creditor gave the 
sheriff his costs, to be paid by the bill of sale 
holder. The bill of sale holder appealed, & by 
the notice of appeal asked that the sheriff’s costs 
might be paid by the execution creditor. The 
notice was served on the sheriff, & he appeared 
by counsel on the hearing of the appeal. Hus 
counsel took no part im the argument of the 
appeal, but only asked for costs. It was not 
suggested that the execution creditor was not as 
well able to pay the sheriff’s costs as the bill of 
sale holder :—Held: though it was an error to 
serve the sheriff with a formal notice of the 
appeal, he ought not to have appeared on the 
hearing, & that he was not entitled to any costs 
of the appeal.—Re Morris, L’'x p. WEBSTER (1882), 
22 Ch. D. 186; 52 L. J. Ch. 875; 48 L. T. 295 ; 
31 W.R. 111, C. A. 

3376. .]—In an administration action, 
where several respondents to an unsuccessful 
appeal were on the same interest, the court 
allowed only one set of costs against the appellant, 
& directed those costs to be paid to the respondent 
who had the conduct of the proceedings in the 
cause. 

It appears to me that in this case there really 
was no sensible reason for all parties appearing by 
separate solicitors. ...I think it would be 
oppressive to allow more than one set of costs 
(LINDLEY, L.J.).—IIARBIN v. MASTERMAN, [1806] 
1 Ch. 351; 73 L. T. 691, C. A. 

3377. .}—In a dispute arising under 
a@ separation deed which was carried to the Court 
of Appeal, the trustees of the deed were served 
with notice of appeal. The court held they were 
not entitled to their costs of appearing on the 
appeal, as their appearance was not wanted.— 
Re BARRY’s TrusTS, BARRY v. SMART, [1906] 2 Ch. 
358; 75 L. J. Ch. 676; 95 L. T. 165; [1906] 
W.N. 158, C. A. 

3878. Parties not served—-Postponement or ad- 














go cenment: A UNIES v. HUNTER, No. 33870, 
ante. 
3379. —_—.]}—PURNELL v. GREAT WESTERN 





Ry. Co., No. 3371, ante. 
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ii. Mode of Service. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. LXVII., rr. 1, 2, Part 
LXXXVIIL., post. 

8880. Substituted service.|}—In a proper case 
the Court of Appeal has jurisdiction to make an 
order for substituted service of a notice of appeal, 
though no express provision to that effect is con- 
tained in the Rules of Court.—Re WHALLEY, 
Ex p. WARBURG (1883), 24 Ch. D. 364; 53 LL. J. Ch. 
336; 49 L. T. 248, C. A. 

3381. -}—The Court of Appeal has juris- 
diction to make an order for substituted service 
of a notice of appeal. 

In the present case, where the present address 
of one of the respondents to the appeal of the 
London County Council was unknown, so that it 
was impossible to serve him personally with the 
notice of appeal, the court made an order for 
substituted service upon him by posting a copy 
of the notice of appeal in a registered letter to his 
last known address, &, if the letter should be 
returned through the dead-letter office, then by 
publication in Lloyd’s Weekly Newspaper.—Re 
LONDON County Councin, [1901] W. N. 7; 110 
L. T. Jo. 264; 36 1. J. N.C. 31, C. A. 





(c) Amendment of Notice of Appeal. 


3382. Discretion of Court of Appeal to allow 
amendment.|—(1) The Court of Appeal has full 
discretion, under Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. 
LVIII., r. 3, to allow a notice of appeal to be 
amended as to dates or otherwise, & special 
circumstances are not required to justify such 
amendment. 

(2) A limited company gave, in 1875, a mortgage 
to its bankers for its account current, by covenant 
to surrender its copyhold works, & by the mort- 
gage deed the company became tenant to the 
bankers at the rent of £5,000. No surrender of 
the copyholds was made. On July 16, 1877, the 
bankers sent an auctioneer to distrain for £10,000, 
being two years’ rent. The auctioneer, on the 
same day, saw the managing director of the 
company, gave him formal notice of distraint, 
& by arrangement with him employed two work- 
inent of the company to keep possession of the 
chattels distrained. On July 18 the company 
requested the bankers not to proceed to an im- 
mediate sale, to which the bankers assented, & 
the two men remained in possession. On July 19 
a petition was presented for winding up the com- 
pany; & on July 28 a winding-up order was made. 
By arrangement with the liquidator, the men 
went out of possession in October, & in November 
the bulk of the chattels was sold by the liquidator 
without prejudice to the rights of the bankers, 
& realised less than £5,000. The Vice-Chancellor 
held that under the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 10, 
the rights of the parties were the same as in 
barkruptcy; that the attornment clause was 
intended to give the mortgagees a remedy in 
the event of bankruptcy, & was a fraud on the 
bankrupt laws; that, morcover, a seizure by a 
secured creditor by a distress not perfected by 
sale before the bankruptcy was void as against 
the general body of creditors; & that the proceeds 
of sale belonged to the liquidator :—Held: the 
order of the Vice-Chancellor was not an inter- 
locutory order; & the proper notice of appeal 
was a fourteen days’ notice; but a four days’ 
notice having been given, the court allowed it 
to be amended.—Re STOCKTON IRON FURNACE 
Co. (1879), 10 Ch. D. 335, 386; 48 L. J. Ch. 417; 
40 L. T. 19; 27 W. RR. 433, C. A. 
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8383. —_— Four days’ notice given—In lieu of 
fourteen days’ notice.}—Re STOCKTON IRON FuR- 
NACE Co., No. 3382, ante. 

3384. Fourteen days’ notice given—lIn lieu 
of four days’ notice—Extension of time for appeal- 
ing.}—Within twenty-one days from the date of 
an order allowing a creditor’s claim in an adminis- 
tration action the deft. gave a four-day notice of 
appeal. After the time for appealing had expired 
the respondent wrote to say that the notice was 
bad, as it ought to have been a fourteen days’ 
notice. The applicant thereupon gave notice of 
motion for leave to amend his notice of appeal 
by substituting the fourteen days’ period for that 
of four. At this time more than fourteen days 
from the service of the notice of appeal had 
passed :—JIeld: the notice of appeal was bad, 
for that. it ought to have been a fourteen days’ 
notice, & that leave to amend it in the way pro- 
posed ought not to be given after the fourteen 
days, but that as the applicant had given a distinct 
notice of appeal in proper time, the time for 
appealing ought to be extended.—Re CROSLEY, 
MUNNS v. BuRN (1887), 34 Ch. D. 664; 561.. J. Ch. 
5609; 35 W. R. 204, C. A. 





(7) Length of Notice. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 8. Notice of appeal from any judg- 
ment, whether final or interlocutory, or from a final order, 
shall be a fourteen days’ notice, and notice of appeal from any 
interlocutory order shall be a four days’ notice. 


Judgment & order—Distinction between. ]—See 
JUDGMENTS, Vol. XXX., pp. 121, Nos. 1 et seq. 

Final & interlocutory judgment—Distinction 
between.}—See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, U. (a), post. 

33885. Appeal from order of King’s Bench 
Division — Trial at bar of civil proceeding — 
Necessity of notice of motion.]—An appeal lies 
to the Court of Appeal from any order or 
judgment made or given by the Queen’s Bench 
Division either during, or afterwards with respect 
to, a trial at bar of a civil proceeding, & whether 
or not the appeal is brought from a decision upon 
a motion for a new trial on the ground of mis- 
direction or wrongful reception of evidence; but 
the appeal must be brought on by notice of 
motion, an ex parte application for a rule nisi to 
the Court of Appeal being irregular.—A.-G. v. 
BRADLAUGH (1885), 14 Q. B. D. 667; 541L.J.Q.B. 
205; 52 L. T. 589; 33 W. R. 673, C. A. 

Computation of time.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LXIV., rr. 2, 12, Part LXXXV., post. 

Notice for day not in sittings.)—wNSee Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, K. (a), ante. 

Abridgment of time specified.|—See RK. S. C., 
Ord. LVIII., rv. 2, p. 772, ante, & Part LNXXV., 
Sect. 6, post. 


LI. Powers of Court of Appeal. 
(a) As to Amendment. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 4. The Court of Appeal shall have all 
the powers and duties as to amendment and otherwise of the 
High Court, together with full discretionary power to receive 
further evidence upon questions of fact, such evidence to be 
either by oral examination in Court, by affidavit, or by deposition 
taken before an examiner or commissioner. Such further 
evidence may be given without special leave upon interlocutory 
Sp pe enone. or in any case as to matters which have occurred 
after the date of the decision from which the appeal is brought. 
Upon appeals from a judgment after trial or hearing of any 
cause or matter upon the merits, such further evidence (save as 
to matters subsequent as aforesaid) shall be admitted on special 
grounds only, and not without special leave of the Court. The 
Court of Appeal shall have power to draw inferences of fact 
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and to give any judgment and make any order which ought to 
have been made, and to make such further or other order as the 
case may require. The powers aforesaid may be exercised by 
the said Court, notwithstanding that the notice of appeal may 
be that part only of the decision may be reversed or varied, 
and such powers may also be exercised in favour of all or any 
of the respondents or parties, although such Peepencen or 
parties may not have appealed from or complained of the 
decision. The Court of Appeal shall have power to make such 
order as to the whole or any part of the costs of the appeal as 
may be just. 


Amendment of notice of motion.]—Sce Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, K. (c), ante. 

General power of High Court to amend.]—<Scee 
PLEADING, p. 93, ante. 

38886. Adding parties—Making third parties 
defendants—After judgment on appeal. |—Defts. 
to an infringement action served a third party 
notice for indemnity upon the B. Co., who were 
not parties to the action. The B. Co appeared 
as third parties in the action, & admitted their 
liability to the defts.; & the court ordered that 
they should have liberty to appear at the trial, 
& should be bound by the decision of the court 
on any question as to the indemnity arising between 
them & the defts., but not otherwise. The 
B. Co. were not made defts., & filed no pleadings, 
but they appeared at the trial as third parties, 
& the court gave judgment partly in favour of the 
pitfs. & partly in favour of the defts. ; but made 
no special order as to the third parties. The pltfs. 
appealed, & after judgment had been given 
allowing their appeal, with costs against the 
defts., the pltfs. asked for an injunction & costs 
against the third parties (who had appeared on 
the appeal), &, if necessary, for an order to amend 
so as to make them defts. :—Held: (1) by Corron, 
L.J., that the court had no jurisdiction to give a 
judgment against these third parties as if they 
were defts., & that it would be wrong after judg- 
ment on appeal to grant liberty to amend so as 
to enable the court to give relief against the third 
parties which was not asked for at the trial; 
(2) by Linptk&y, L.J., that the court had juris- 
diction to grant the liberty to amend applied 
for, but that it should not be exercised in the 
present case; (3) by the court (COTTON & LIND- 
LEY, L.JJ.), that under Ord. XVI., r. 54, the 
court had jurisdiction to order the third parties 
to pay the costs both of the appeal & below, & 
that as the third parties had in reality fought the 
pitfs. & failed, an order for the payment of such 
costs must be made against them as well as against 
the defts.—EDISON & SWAN UNITED [ELECTRIC 
Light Co. v. TIOLLAND (1889), 41 Ch. D. 28; 58 


L. J. Ch. 624; 61 1. T. 82; 37 W. R. 699; 6 
T. L. R. 204, C. A. 
3387. —-~- - ——— Costs.]— EDISON & SWAN 





UNITED ELEcTRIC LIGHT Co. 1. HoLLANn, No. 
3886, ante. 

3888. Amendment of record of trial.]—At the 
trial of an action the jury found certain issues in 
favour of the pltf., & the judge reserved judgment. 
The verdict was entered as a general verdict for 
the pltf., but the judge notwithstanding the verdict 
gave judgment for the deft. On an appeal by 
the pltf. from the judgment, the Court of Appeal 
amended the record by entering the verdict for 
the pltf. on the issues only, & affirmed the judg- 
ment.—CLAcK v. Woop (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 276; 
47 L. T. 144; 30 W. R. 931, C. A. 

3389. —.J—Upon a rule to the Kensington 
Income Tax Commissioners to show cause why a 
writ of prohibition should not issue to prohibit 
them from proceeding on an assessment to income 
tax under Sched. D., whereby the applicant was 
assessed in respect of profits of foreign property, 
it appeared that the applicant carried on business 
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in the city of London, although he resided in 
Kensington; & he contended that under sect. 106 
of the Income Tax Act, 1842, he was liable to 
assessment in the city of London only :—Held : 
the grounds of the rule ought to be amended by 
stating sect. 106 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, as 
a further ground.—R. v. KENSINGTON INCOME 
Tax Comrs., [1914] 3 K. B. 429; 83 L. J. K. B. 
1439; 111 1. T. 8938; 30 T. L. BR. 574, C. A.3 on 
appeal, sub nom. KENSINGTON INCOME Tax Comns. 
v. ARAMAYO, [1916] 1 A. C. 215, H. L. 

3390. Defence delivered after notice of motion 
for judgment—Amendment of notice of motion. ]— 
A deft. made default in putting in a statement of 
defence, & the pltf. gave notice of motion for 
judgment in default of defence. But before the 
motion was heard the deft. put in a statement of 
defence :—/feld: as the statement of defence 
disclosed no real defence to the action, the Court 
of Appeal ordered the notice of motion to be 
amended & judgment to be given for the pltf. on 
the admission in the statement of defence.—GILL 
v."WOODFIN (1884), 25 Ch. D. 707; 53 J.. J. Ch. 
617; 50 L. T. 490; 32 W. BR. 393, C. A. 

3391. Withdrawal of defence. ]|—Where a solicitor 
has put in a fraudulent defence for his client 
without the knowledge of the client, making 
admissions on which judgment was obtained 
against the client :—Held: the court had juris- 
diction to set aside the judgment & permit the 
client to withdraw the defence & put in fresh 
evidence.— WILLIAMS v. PRESTON (1882), 20 Ch. D. 
672; 61 lL. J. Ch. 927; 47 1. T. 265; 30 W. R. 
555, O. A. 

38892. Patent action—Amendment of particulars 
of objections.]—In 1873 letters patent for im- 
provements in Jace machines were granted to H., 
who in 1877 went into liquidation, & the patent 
was sold by the trustee to the pltfs. H. after- 
wards entered into partnership with S., & this 
action was brought against S. & II. to restrain 
them from infringing the patent. By an order 
made when the action had come on for trial, it 
was postponed, with liberty to S. & H. to deliver 
specified objections. These were that S. & H. 
denied infringement, & that S. objected to the 
validity of the patent on the ground of want of 
novelty & insufficiency of the specification. From 
the cross-examination of the pltfs.’ witnesses it 
appeared that one of the subsidiary combinations 
in the machine was not novel. The court of first 
instance was of opinion that the patentee had not 
claimed this subsidiary combination as his in- 
vention, held the patent valid, & granted an 
injunction against both defts., & an inquiry as to 
damages. ‘The defts. appealed. The Court of 
Appeal held that on the construction of the 
specification H. had claimed the subsidiary com- 
bination as his invention, & that the patent was 
invalid, & that there being nothing to prevent S. 
from insisting on this objection, his appeal must 
succeed :—Held;: as H. had never asked for leave 
to amend his particulars of objection, but had to 
the last argued the case on the ground that no 
such amendment was necessary, leave ought not 
to be now given, but that his appeal must be 
dismissed.—CROPPER v. SMITH (1884), 26 Ch. D. 
700; 53 L. J. Ch. 891; 51 L. T. 729; 33 W. R. 
60; Griffin’s Patent Cases, 60; 1 R. VP. C. 81, 
C. A.3; on appeal, sub nom. SMITH v. CROPPER (1885), 
10 App. Cas. 249, H. L. 

3898. -}—Anticipation was one of the 
grounds of defence to an action for infringement 
of patent, & the judge held the patent to be valid 
& granted an injunction against the deft. After 
the trial the deft. gave notice of appeal, & applied 
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to the Court of Appeal for leave to amend his 
particulars of objections, & to adduce further 
evidence of anticipations at the hearing of the 
appeal :—Held: under the Judicature Acts, & 
under r. 4 of Ord. LVIII., the Court of Appeal 
had jurisdiction to make the order, but that on 
the merits leave ought not to be granted in the 
present case. 

With reference to the exercise by the Court of 
Appeal of the powers conferred by Ord. LVIII., 
r. 4, a patent action is in the same position as any 
other action.—-SHOE MACHINERY Co. v. CUTLAN, 
[1896] 1 Ch. 108; 65 L. J. Ch. 44; 73 L. T. 419; 
44 W. R. 92; 12 T. L. R. 33; 40 Sol. Jo. 50, 
C. A. 

3394. Amendment of pleadings—After 
expiry of time for appealing.]—In an action under 
sect. 32 of the Patents Act of 1883 to restrain a 
patentee from issuing threats, the pltfs. in their 
statement of claim alleged that the defts.’ patent 
was invalid. The judge ordered this allegation 
to be struck out, being of opinion that the validity 
of the defts.’ patent could not be tried in such an 
action. After nearly a year, the time for appeal- 
ing against that order having long expired, the 
pitfs. applied to the judge, to whom the action 
had been transferred, for liberty to amend the 
statement of claim by inserting an allegation that 
the defts.’ patent was invalid. The judge refused 
the application, & the pltfs. appealed :—Held : 
liberty to amend ought to be given, but upon 
special terms, in order that the defts. might not 
suffer any loss by the pltfs. not having taken the 
proper course of appealing in due time from the 
order of the judge.—KurRtTz v. SPENCE (1887), 
36 Ch. D. 770; 58 L. T. 320; 36 W. R. 438; 8 
T. L. R. 827, C. A. 

8395. Action for specific performance—aAlterna- 
tive claim for damages—Plaintiff disentitling 
himself to specific performance—Amendment of 
pleadings. ]—The pltf. claimed specific performance 
of a contract for the purchase of a business by the 
deft., or, in the alternative, damages. The state- 
ment of claim contained an allegation, which was 
denied by the deft., that the pltf. “‘is & always 
has been ready & willing to perform the contract 
so far as it is to be performed by him.”’ The pltf., 
after action brought, sold the property the subject- 
matter of the contract, but neither before nor at 
the hearing of the action did he ask to amend by 
striking out the claim for specific performance :— 
Held: that the action being for specific per- 
formance, & the pltf. by his own act having made 
performance impossible, he was not ready & 
willing to perform the same at the time of the 
hearing of the action, & that as he had not applied 
to amend the claim at the proper time—namely, 
either before the hearing or before the case was 
opened at the hearing—leave to amend would not 
be granted.—HIPGRAVE v. CASE (1885), 28 Ch. D. 
3563; 541. 3. Ch. 399; 52 L. T. 242, C. A. 





(b) ‘* Tio Receive Further Evidence.” 
i. In General. 


8896. ‘‘ Further evidence *’—Meaning of.J]—The 
term ‘‘ further evidence’? in R.S.C., Ord. LVIILI., 
r. 5, simply means evidence not used on the trial 
of the action in the court below, whether such 
evidence has already been used in the same or 
any other cause between the same parties, or is 
altogether new in itself.—Re CHENNELL, JONES v. 
CHENNELL (1878), 8 Ch. D. 492; 47 L. J. Ch. 
583; 26 W. R. 5953; eub nom. Re CHANNELL, 
JONES v. CHANNELL, 38 L. T. 494, C. A. 
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3397. Admission with leave—On appeal 
from order on summons in administration action. ] 
—Although an order made on a summons by a 
creditor in an administration action is considered 
as if interlocutory for the purpose of determining 
the time within which an appeal must be brought, 
for other purposes it is a final order, & therefore 
fresh evidence cannot be given on the appeal 
without the special leave of the court.—He 
COMPTON, NORTON v. COMPTON (1884), 27 Ch. D. 
392; 51 L. T. 277; 33 W. R. 160, C. A. 





ii. Grounds for Admitting or Refusing. 


3398. Exceptional circumstances. }]—Before open- 
ing an appeal counsel asked leave to adduce fresh 
evidence. 

We cannot admit this fresh evidence. It would 
be too dangerous. We desire it to be understcod 
that parties must not take the chance of the result 
of the hearing in the court of first instance, & then 
tender fresh evidence before the Court of Appeal 
(JAMES, L.J.).—-Re PHCENIX BESSEMER STEEL Co., 
Ex p. CARNFORTH H2MATITE IRON Co. (1876), 4 
Ch. D. 108, 115, C. A. 

3399. ~+—Re CHENNELL, JONES v. CHEN- 
NEL, No. 3409, post. 

3400. -}—The articles of association of a 
company authorised the directors to carry out an 
agreement which had been previously entered into 
for the purchase of a mine upon the terms of 5,000 
fully paid-up shares of the nominal value of £2 
cach being allotted to the vendor, his nominee or 
nominees, as the purchase-money. The agree- 
ment was registered under the provisions of 
sect. 25 of the Companies Act, 1867. The 
directors, at their first meeting after the registra- 
tion of the company, adopted the agreement by 
resolving that, in accordance with it, 5,000 fully 
paid-up shares should be allotted to the vendor & 
his nominees. Of the 5,000 shares, 500 were, 
on the nomination of the vendor, allotted to 
W., one of the directors, who was present at the 
meeting. 

In the subsequent winding-up of the company, 
the liquidator applied to the court, under sect. 165 
of the Companies Act, 1862, for an order that W. 
should pay the nominal value of the 500 shares. 
In answer to the application W. deposed that he 
purchased the 500 shares from the vendor in the 
regular way of business, paying him £500 for 
them, which was at the time considered their full 
value. He did not, however, say when the pur- 
chase was made. A share dealer deposed that, 
at the time when the contract was adopted, there 
was no market for the shares of the company, & 
that £1 per share was a large price to pay for them. 
The books of the company showed that at that 
time a number of shares were allotted (some to 
the directors themselves, including W.) on the 
terms of payment in case of the par value. There 
was no other evidence. When the application 
was made to the court the vendor was dead :— 
Held: W. being the only living person who was 
acquainted with the transaction, could not be 
allowed on the hearing of the appeal to give his 
own oral testimony to prove that he purchased 
the shares after the agreement had been adopted 
by the directors. 

I do not think we ought 1o admit such evidence. 
I do not mean to ay sa to W. that he would 
say anything but the truth, but it is too dangerous, 
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after we have indicated what the point of the case 
is, to allow the only living man who can give 
evidence to testify in his own favour (JESSEL, 
M.R.).—Re Wrest JEWELL TIN MINING Co., 
WESTON’sS CasE (1879), 10 Ch. D. 579; 48 L. J. 
Ch. 425; 40 L. T. 43; 27 W. R. 310, C. A. 

8401. ———.}—The applicant has applied for 
leave to adduce fresh evidence, but am of 
opinion that it ought not to be granted. The 
application is for an indulgence. He might have 
adduced the evidence in the court below. That 
he might have shaped his case better in the court 
below is no ground for leave to adduce fresh 
evidence before the Court of Appeal. As it has 
often been said, nothing is more dangerous than 
to allow fresh oral evidence to be introduced after 
a case has been discussed in court. The exact 
point on which evidence is wanted having thus 
been discovered, to allow fresh evidence to be 
introduced at that stage would offer a strong 
temptation to perjury. Moreover, speaking for 
myself, I think that when an application is de 
for an indulgence, the moral elements of the case 
ought to be taken into consideration. J am more 
inclined to grant it when what appears to be a 
substantially good & honest case is in danger of 
being defeated on technical grounds, than in 
favour of an attempt to defeat a good case on 
technical grounds (JESSEL, M.R.).—SANDERS v. 
SANDERS (1881), 19 Ch. D. 373, 380; 51 L. J. Ch. 
276; 45 L. T. 637; 30 W. R. 280, C. A. 

3402. —.J—The grounds on which the dis- 
cretion of the court to admit fresh evidence might 
be exercised are so various that it would be im- 
possible to give any precise definition of how, 
when & why it would be exercised. Each case 
must necessarily depend upon its own special 
circumstances (LORD I[/ansBpury, 1L.C.).—Re 
NEATH HARBOUR SMELTING & ROLLING WORKS 
(1885), 2 T. L. R. 94, C. A. 

3403. ——--.]—The applicant must pay the costs 
of the motion to be allowed to adduce further 
evidence, which we allowed in this case, consider- 
ing it a very special case, & not in any way depart- 
ing from our rule, to which I adhere very strongly, 
that parties ought not to be allowed to bolster up 
their case by adducing fresh evidence before the 
Court of Appeal (CoTron, L.J.).—EVANS 1. 
ees (1887), 387 Ch. D. 820; 58 1. T. 700, 

te tes 

3404. ——-.]--A_ petitioner in bringing an 
appeal, gave notice that on the hearing of the 
appeal he should ask leave to adduce further 
evidence. The Court of Appeal declined to allow 
the evidence to be read, saying that it was the 
duty of the petitioner to bring forward his whole 
case at once, & not to bring it forward piccemeal 
as he found out the objections in his way.—Re 
NEW YORK EXCHANGE, Lp. (1888), 89 Oh. D. 
415, C. A. 

8405. -}—I think the Court of Appeal has 
always been very cautious how it acted on Ord. 
LVIII., r. 4, & I think it ought to be. I agree 
that the exercise of this discretion should be very 
strictly guarded (RiaBy, L.J.).—SHOE MACHINERY 
Co. v. CUTLAN, [1896] 1 Ch. 108; 65 L. J. Ch. 44; 
73 Ju. T. 419, C. A. 

8406. ——-.]—The court, of course, always 
wishes to arrive at the truth, but there are certain 
rules governing the trials of actions, rules which 
lead to the conclusion that when once the trial 
takes place, primd facie further evidence should 
not be allowed to be called unless a strong case 
has been made out for so doing (VAUGHAN 
Witiiams, J.J.).—TuHe Otympic & H.M.S 
Hawke, [1918] P. 238; 28 T. L. R. 319, C. A. 
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8407. -+-NsasH v. ROCHFORD RURAL 

CouncIL, No. 3418, post. 

8408. Party taken by surprise.]—Where a anh 
is taken by surprise by a point made against him 
at the hearing, the judge may, if he think right, 
at any stage of the trial allow him to produce 
rebutting evidence; & if such permission is 
refused, the Court of Appeal will, in a proper case, 
permit the fresh evidence to be taken on the 
appeal.—BiasBy v. DICKINSON (1876), 4 Ch. D. 
roi L. J. Ch. 280; 35 L. T. 679; 25 W. R. 89, 

3409. Evidence rejected on technical grounds. ]— 
This is an appeal from a judgment after trial, a 
Judgment upon further consideration, & a party 
can only adduce such evidence upon special 
grounds, & not without special leave. . . . It is 
impossible to lay down a priori what will be a 
sufficient special ground. At the same time, my 
epion is that the court should be very cautious 
about admitting further evidence, & it is not by 
any means to be admitted as a mere matter of 
course, but there should be a strong reason given 
for admitting it. 

It appears to me that acase of this kind, where 
evidence which had been before the judge in 
chambers was excluded by this kind of technical 
objection, affords a special ground why it should 
be admitted in the Court of Appeal, & for that 
reason I think it should now be admitted 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—Re CHENNELL, JONES v. 
CHENNELL (1878), 8 Ch. D. 492; 47 L. J. Ch. 583; 
26 W. R. 595; sub nom. Re CHANNELL, JONES v. 
CHANNELL, 38 L. T. 494, C. A. 

8410. Court desiring further evidence.]—Appli- 
cants asked for Icave to read an affidavit filed 
since the trial in the court below. 

do not sec how we can admit this evidence. 

The appellants were not taken by surprise in the 
court below. l1t was their own fault that they 
did not then tender this evidence. As at present 
advised, I am of opinion that after a witness has 
been in the witness-box in the court below, an 
affidavit of further facts which could then have 
been elicited from him ought not to be admitted 
on an appeal (JAMES, L.J.).—TAYLOR v. GRANGE 
(1880), 15 Ch. D. 165; 49 L. J. Ch. 794; 48 L. T. 
233, C. A. 

8411. Note of oral evidence lost.]—The Court of 
epee has power, by way of indulgence, in a case 
where a note of oral evidence has been acci- 
dentally lost, to allow that evidence to be taken 
over again.—He COWBURN, Ha p. FIRTH (1882), 
19 Ch. D. 419; 51 L. J. Ch. 473; 46 L. T. 120; 
30 W. R. 529, C. A. 

8412. Judgment on evidence of one party.]—If 
& judge of first instance is prepared to decide in 
favour of a deft. or respondent without hearing 
his evidence, his counsel is entitled to insist that 
the evidence shall be heard before the decision is 
given. 

_ If, however, the counsel does not exercise that 
right, but accepts the decision in his favour on 
his opponent’s evidence, the Court of Appeal has 
still power to allow the evidence to be taken before 
reversing the decision.—Re PINcOFFs, Ez p. 
JACOBSON (1882), 22 Ch. D. 312; 62 L. J. Ch. 561; 
48 L. T. 197; 31 W. R. 554, C. A. 

3413. Witnesses absent through illness. ]—Fifty- 
two persons who had severally taken debenture 
stock in a company sued the directors to recover 
damages on the ground that the stock was worth- 
less, & that they had been respectively induced to 
take it by a prospectus containing gross mis- 
representations. Forty of them appeared at the 
trial & gave evidence, the other twelve were not 
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present, & no evidence was given on their behalf. 
An adjournment was asked for, but refused, there 
being no evidence to show why they were not 
present. Judgment was given for the forty with 
costs, but the twelve were ordered to pay the 
costs occasioned to the defts. by their being joined 
as co-pltfs. The twelve appealed, & nine of them 
now applied that they might be allowed to attend 
& give evidence at the hearing of the appeal, on 
the ground that at the time of the trial six of them 
had been too ill to attend, another had been 
abroad, another travelling so as not to receive 
notice of the trial, & another had been called away 
to nurse a sick friend :—Held: no special circum- 
stances were shown sufficient to induce the court 
to make the order, for that the pltfs.’ solicitor 
ought to have kept up communication with _ his 
clients so as to be able to bring them forward at 
the trial, or produce such evidence of their in- 
ability to attend as would have enabled him to 
obtain an adjournment. 

Quere: whether Ord. LVIII., r. 4, is applicable 
where the party asking for leave to adduce evi- 
dence before the Court of Appeal has adduced no 
evidence at all in the court below.—ARNISON v. 
SMITH (1889), 41 Ch. D. 98; 58 L. J. Ch. 645; 61 
L. T. 63; 37 W. R. 593, C. A. 

8414. No evidence adduced in court below— 
Whether Rule 4 applicable.J—ARNISON v. SMITH, 
No. 3413, ante. 

8415. Evidence unsatisfactory.J—On a petition 
for the winding-up of a company, which was 
already being wound up voluntarily under super- 
vision, a doubt was suggested whether the memo- 
randum of association, although it purported to 
be signed by seven persons, was not in fact signed 
by six persons only, one of the signatorics having 
signed twice in different names. 

The Court of Appeal not being satisfied that the 
evidence adduced in the court below was sufficient 
to show that one of the signatories had signed 
twice, directed the hearing to stand over till a 
later date, on which day fresh witnesses were 
examined in court.—/?e NATIONAL DEBENTURE & 
ASSETS CORPORATION [1891] 2 Ch. 505; 60 
L. J. Ch. 5383; 64 L. T. 512; 39 W. R. 707; 7 
T. L. R. 485, C. A. 

3416. Case decided on insufficient evidence. |— 
If the court thought the case had been decided on 
insufficient evidence, & that the evidence pro- 
posed to be adduced would be sufficient to enable 
the court to discover the truth, that would be a 
special ground within the meaning of the rule 
(Ord. LVIII., r. 4) (LINDLEY, L.J.).—Re CoPpIAPo 
MINING Co., Lrp., Bx p. MASHITER (1894), 10 
T. L. R. 180, C. A. 

3417. Affidavit evidence.|—TAYLOR v. GRANGE, 
No. 3410, ante. 

3418. .J—We are asked to allow him (the 
pltf.) to adduce further evidence in support of this 
case. It is within our power, no doubt, to do so 
on special grounds, but this is a jurisdiction which 
ought to be exercised with the greatest possible 
care, particularly in a case where the issue between 
the parties has been decided by a jury. The 
suggestion is that we should have affidavit evidence 
here to induce us to say that the verdict of the 
jury was wrong. That is a proposal which it 
seems to me ought to be very carefully scanned 
(LoRD CozENs-HARDY, M.R.).—NaAsH v. ROCH- 
FORD RurRAL CoUNCIL, [1917] 1 K. B. 384; 86 
L. J. K. B. 870; 116 L. T. 129; 81 J. P. 57; 15 
L. G. R, 103, C. A. 

8419. To determine terms of contract.|—The 
pitfs., sub-charterers of a steam vessel which sank 
with her cargo after collision with the defts.’ 
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vessel, sued the defts. for the bill of lading freight 
which (but for the negligence of those in charge of 
the defts.’ vessel) they would have earned if the 
voyage of the chartered vessel had been com- 
pleted. The judge disallowed the claim on the 
ground that the charterers only used the vessel 
for the temporary purpose of a defined voyage, 
& that this voyage was conducted by the master 
& crew as the servants of the owners with whom 
the possession of the ship remained. The ship- 
owners were, therefore, the carriers of the cargo :— 
Held: the pltfs. had a sufficient possessory 
interest in ship & cargo to entitle them, as bailees, 
to maintain the action, the evidence, taken by the 
registrar under an order of the Court of Appeal, 
showing that the contract of carriage was between 
the pltfs. & the shippers of the cargo, the pltfs. 
taking delivery of the goods from the shippers, 
utting them on board, & signing the bills of 
ading in their own name, & on their own behalf, 
as a an OKEHAMPTON, [1913] P. 173; 
838 L. J. P. 5; 110 L. T. 180; 29 T. L. R. 731; 
12 Asp. M. L. C. 428; 18 Com. Cas. 320, C. A. 

3420. Inadmissible evidence admitted by lower 
court.]/—Where the trial judge, notwithstanding 
objection by the respondent, had allowed the 
appellant to prove part of his case by evidence 
which on appeal was held to be inadmissible, the 
Court of Appeal refused to reccive further evidence. 
—WaRE & DE FREVILLE, LTP. v. Motor TRADE 
AASbOCN., [1921] 3 K. LB. 40, C. A. 

Sce, also, Part XL., Sect. 1, ante. 





iil. Criminal Appeals. 


See CRIMINAL LAW, Vol. ALV., pp. 512-516, 
Nos. 5697-5795. 


iV. £utent Actions. 


see PATENTS & INVENTIONS, Vol. XXAVI., 
PP; 814, 815, Nos. 2989-2996, & generully, Part LX., 
A7Ue. 

3421. In same position as any other action.] 
SHOE MACHINERY Co. v. CUTLAN, No. 3393, ante. 

3422. Fresh objections discovered since trial. }—- 
SHOE MACHINERY Co. v. CUTLAN, No. 3393, ane. 


v. Modeof Application for Leave to Adduce Further 
Evidence. 


3423. Documentary evidence—Notice of inten- 
tion to apply for leave at hearing.]—Wherc a party 
was desirous to adduce further evidence upon an 
appeal from a judgment after the cause had been 
heard upon the merits:—Held: he might give 
notice to the other side that he would apply at the 
hearing for special leave to adduce such evidence. 
—JUSTICE v. MERSEY STEEL & IRON Co., Lip. 
(1875), 24 W. R. 199, C. A. 

3424. -}—In order to obtain the leave 
of the Court of Appeal to introduce new evidence 
on the hearing of an appeal, it is not necessary to 
give a formal notice of motion. The proper course 
is to give notice to the other side of the intention 
to ask at the hearing of the appeal for leave to 
introduce the new evidence. Such a notice may 
be given without any leave from the court.— 
Hastie v. Hasrig (1876), 1 Ch. D. 562 3; 45 
L. J. Ch. 288 34 T. 13; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 
425, C. A, 
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; is an appeal from a 
judgment after trial, a judgment upon further 
consideration, & a party can only adduce such 
[fresh] evidence upon special grounds, & not 
without special leave. Now, in this case, notice 
was given that special leave would be asked when 
the case came on before the court. Of course the 
court might give the special leave upon that 
notice. It is not requisite, though it is sometimes 
convenient, & it is always:expensive, to give a 
separate notice of motion for leave to have further 
evidence heard, & it is generally more convenient 
that the court should know something about the 
case before it decides upon such a motion. &, 
therefore, the course pursued, in the first instance 
is, as a general rule, more convenient, & certainly 
less expensive than giving a separate notice of 
motion. I think, therefore, that we are entitled 
tu entertain the application upon such a notice 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—Jte CHENNELL, JONES v. CHEN- 
NELL (1878), 8 Ch. D. 492; 47 L. J. Ch. 583; 26 
W. R. 595; sub nom. Re CHANNELL, JONES Uv. 
CHANNELL, 38 L. T. 494, C. A. 

3426. Oral evidence—Motion for leave. ]|—Where 
a party wishes to examine fresh witnesses at the 
hearing of an appeal, he must apply for leave by 
motion previously to the hearing of the appeal.- - 
Dicks v. Brooks (1880), 18 Ch. D. 652; 49 
L. J. Ch. 812 ; 28 W. R. 525, C. A. 

3427. Objection to application for leave.]—The 
deft. appealed from an order of Vice-Chancellor 
BACON, and in his notice of appeal he gave notice 
that at the hearing of the appeal he intended to 
apply for liberty to read a further affidavit as to 
certain facts. The fresh affidavit having been 
filed, the plaintiff filed affidavits in answer to it. 
When the appeal was heard the respondent 
objected to the appellant’s fresh affidavit being 
read, & neither that nor the respondent’s affidavit 
were used. 

The court dismissed the appeal with costs. 

The respondent intended to object to the appel- 
lant’s affidavit being used, & in that case he ought 
not to have filed any affidavits in answer to it. 
His proper course would have been to wait till the 
hearing & then to apply for time to answer the 
fresh evidence, if the court allowed it to be used 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—MITCHELL v. CONDY, [1881] 
W.N. 83, C. A. 





vi. Postponement of Appeal. 


3428. Substantive application necessary.]|—The 
Soe were bankers at Leeds, to whom Whitehead 

ecame a customer. Whitehead applied for an 
overdraft of £500, which the pltfs. agreed to allow 
him upon condition of his finding a surety. 
Harrison was proposed & accepted as surety, but 
he was afterwards believed to be insolvent, & 
thereupon the pltfs. required Whitehead to procure 
another surety. The deft. thereupon gave a 
guarantee for the sum of £500 advanced by the 
pitis. to Whitehead. At the time when the deft. 
became surety, the pltfs. were creditors of White- 
head for upwards of £330, of which he was unaware. 
Whiteh made payments to the pltfs., which 
they appropriated in reduction of the debt of 
£330. At the time of action brought, apart from 
the debt of £330 for past advances, only £97 was 
due from Whitehead to the pitfs. in respect of 
advances made after the guarantee was given, & 
this sum the deft. paid into court. Harrison 
afterwards paid his creditors 20s. in the pound. 
At the trial BRETT, L.J., held that the guarantee 
applied to both past & future-‘advances, & it was 
directed that a referee should ascertain the state 


Part LXXVII.—ApprEALs TO Court or APPEAL, REHEARING, ETC. 


of accounts between the pltfs. & Whitehead. The 
referee certified that if the construction of the 
guarantee adopted by Brerr, L.J., was right, 
£357 was due upon it from the deft. to the pltf., 
but that if the guarantee applied to future advances 
alone, nothing was due on it. The deft. applied 
for a postponement of the appeal upon the ground 
that he only became acquainted with the circum- 
stances of the guarantee given by Harrison at the 
hearing before the referee. He offered to pay the 
costs of the day. 

The court refused to allow the hearing to be 
postponed. The deft. ought to have made a 
substantive application before the appeal was 
called on.—ExcHanee & DIscoUNT BANK uv. 
BILLINGHURST, [1880] W. N. 2, C. A. 


vii. Mode of Admission of Further Evidence. 


Mode of bringing evidence before Court of 
Appeal. ]— See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, R., post. 

3429. By oral examination.]—Re NATIONAL 
te ace & ASSETS CORPORATION, No. 3415, 
ante, 

8430. By reference to expert.]}—The Court of 
Appeal may, without the consent of the parties, 
refer any question arising on the appeal to an 
expert to inquire & report.—-A.-G. v. BIRMINGHAM, 
TAME & REA District DRAINAGE Boanrp, [1912] 
A. C. 788; 82 1. J. Ch. 45; 107 L. T. 353; 76 
J.P. 481; 110. G. R. 194, Uf. L. 


vili. Evidence De Bene Esse. 


3431. Evidence rejected at trial—Subsequent 
iliness of witness.|—Application granted by the 
Court of Appeal for the evidence of a witness to 
be taken de bene esse before a special examiner 
pending the appeal, the evidence having been 
rejected below, & the witness being dangerously 
U1—TREASURY SOLICITOR v. WHITE (1886), 56 
L. J. P.79; 2T. L. R. 847, C. A. 

3482. Evidence of crew of ship.]—Application 
for leave to take the evidence of the crew of a 
ship before an examincr after judgment & pending 
appeal allowed, the court expressing no opinion 
as to whether the evidence should be used at the 
hearing.—THE OXFORDSHIRE (OWNERS) 1. THE 
as ica (OWNERS) (1888), 4 T. I. Wt. 388, 
(C. A. 

3433. Evidence obtained after trial.]—Circum- 
stances in which after a trial the Court of Appeal 
gave leave for certain fresh evidence to be taken 
de bene esse before an examiner in view of the 
hearing of an appeal from the judgment after the 
trial—THE Ouympic & II.M.S. HAWKE, [1913] 
P. 238; 28 T. L. R. 319, C. A. 


ix. Costs. 


38434, Where leave not obtained.]—An appellant 
gave notice of motion to adduce further evidence 
on the appeal on two points. At the hearing of 
the appeal he obtained leave & gave further 
evidence on the first point, & his witness was not 
cross-examined. Thereupon it became unneces- 
sary to give further evidence on the second point, 
& he made no application in respect thereof. The 
appeal was allowed with costs:—Held: the 
taxing master had no jurisdiction to allow the 
appellant the cost of a witness who had attended 
the Court of Appeal to give evidence on the 
second point, if called. LEEDS ForGE Co., Lrp. 
v. DEIGHTON’S PATENT FLUE & TUBE Co., LID., 
[1903] 1 Ch. 475; 72 L. J. Ch. 204; 87 L. T. 711; 
51 W. R. 380; 47 Sol. Jo. 222; 25 R. P. C. 209. 
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Power of Court of Appeal to make order as to 
costs. }|—See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, L. (g), post. 


(c) As to Point not Taken in Court Below. 


8485. How far court will entertain.]|—In an 
appeal a point was raised which had not been 
rae dace in the court below. The objection was 
taken that it could not be introduced now. But 
it was answered that no new matter was proposed 
to be now introduced into the case, that the 
objection arose upon matter which was before the 
court below, though this particular argument 
upon that matter was not there presented for 
consideration, & that consequently it might 
properly be discussed on appeal.—MIsA v. CURRIE 
(1876), 1 App. Cas. 554. 

3436. .}—An applicant is not entitled to 
raise upon his appeal a new case inconsistent with 
that which he originally raised in the primary 
court, even though the evidence taken in that 
court supports the new case.—Re WALTON, E£2 p. 
REppisH (1877), 5 Ch. D. 882; 37 L. T. 2373 25 
W. R. 741, C. A. 

3437. -}—The rule is that, if a point was 
not taken before the tribunal which hears the 
evidence, & evidence could have been adduced 
which by any possibility would prevent the point 
from succeeding, it cannot be taken afterwards. 
You are bound to take the point in the first 
instance, so as to enable the other party to give 
evidence (JESSEL, M.R.).—Re CoOWBURN, Ha Pp 
IirTH (1882), 19 Ch. D. 419; 46 L. T. 120; 30 
W. R. 529, C. A. 

3438. .—It was said that the borrowing 
powers of the directors had been exceeded, & that 
in estimating the amount of the paid-up capital 
the shares issued under a certain agreement ought 
not to be taken into consideration. But that 
contention could only be supported by referring 
{o an agreement which was not put in evidence 
in the court below; & the point not having been 
raised there, I do not think we ought to allow it to 
be raised here (CoTron, L.J.).—-WILLMOTT v, 
LONDON CELLULOID Co., Lrp. (1886), 34 Ch. D. 
147; 56 L. J. Ch. 89; 55 L. T. 696; 35 W. R. 
145; 3T. L. R. 121, C0. A. 

3439. ~-In the Chancery Division an 
application for attachment should be made by 
motion in court, not by summons in chambers. 

Where the application had been made by 
summons in chambers, but no objection was 
raised when the summons was before the judge, 
the Court of Appeal held that it was too late to 
raise it.—DAvis v. GALMOYE (1888), 39 Ch. D. 
322; 58 L. J. Ch. 120; 60 L. T. 180; 37 W. R. 
227, C. A.3; subsequent proceedings (1889), 40 
Ch. D. 355. 

3440. ——.]}—Where the deft. had in his plead- 
ings insisted on his right to arbitration, but had 
failed to raise the point at the hearing & had gone 
into evidence on the merits, the Court of Appeal 
refused to allow the point to be raised on the 














appeal. 

f when they can insist on the court not going 
into the merits of the case & deciding questions 
between the parties, they abstain from doing so, 
& are defeated on the merits, in my opinion it is 
too late to insist before the Court of Appeal on 
any right to object to the jurisdiction of the 
court which they might have had if they had 
insisted on it in a proper way & at a proper time 
(Corron, L.J.)—LONDON, CHATHAM & DOVER 
Ry. Co. v. SourH EASTERN Ry. Co. (1888), 40 
Ch. D. 100; 58 L. J. Ch. 75; 60 L. T. 370; 37 
W. R. 65, ©. A, 
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3441. ~-+—-Where a 
been taken in the court below is put forward by 
an appellant for the first time in a Court of Appeal, 
that court ought not to decide in his favour on 
such point unless it is satisfied beyond doubt: 
(1) that it has before it all the facts bearing upon 
the new contention as completely as if it had been 
raised in the court of first instance; (2) that no 
satisfactory explanation could have been given if 
it had been so raised. 

The decision of the Court of Appeal reversed, 
& the decision of the lower court restored, on the 
ground that upon the evidence as it stood at the 
trial there was no sufficient proof that the master 
of the Tasmania was guilty of negligence on account 
of which that ship should be held to blame, the 
decision of the Court of Appeal being based upon 
a point not suggested at the trial.—TASMANIA 
(SHIP OWNERS & FREIGHT OWNERS) v. SMITH, 
ETC., CITY OF CORINTH (OWNERS), THE TASMANIA 
(1890), 15 App. Cas. 223; 63 L. T. 1; 6 Asp. 
m L. C. 517, H. L.; revsg. (1889), 14 P. D. 58, 

. A, 

$442. -}+~The case comes before this court 
in a peculiar way. The point argued before Mr. 
Justice North, & on which he based his judgment, 
has been Petites abandoned on the appeal. 

The official receiver filed new evidence, en- 
deavouring to prove an act of bankruptcy which 
he had not mentioned in his original affidavit. 
&, moreover, he has taken a point of law which 
was not taken before Mr. Justice North, viz. 
that a charging order is not protected by either 
sect. 45 or sect. 49 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. 
Mr. Hall has admitted that sect. 45 docs not 
apply ; but he has argued that a charging order is a 
“transaction ’’’ protected within sect. 49. The 
reasons Which have been given by Lord Halsbury 
& Lord Justice Lindley dispose of this point, & I 
think the official receiver must succeed. Upon a 
new statement of facts & a new point of law, the 
official receiver is successful ; but I think the least 
we can do is not to allow him any costs (A. L. 
SmiTH, L.J.).—He O’SHEA’sS SETTLEMENT, COURAGE 
v. O'SHEA, [1895] 1 Ch. 325, 382; 64 L. J. Ch. 
263; 71 L. T. 827; 43 W. R. 282; 2 Mans. 4; 
12 R. 70, C. A. 

8448. ——.}+-The provision for arbitration 
contained in sect. 33 of the Tramways Act, 1870, 
ousts the jurisdiction of the High Court with 
regard to differences coming within the terms of 
the section. Where such a provision applies, 
objection to the jurisdiction of the High Court 
may be taken on appeal in the Court of Appeal, 
although it has not been taken at the trial. 

The case of London, Chatham & Dover Ry. Co. 
v. South Eastern Ry. Co., No. 3440, ante, was cited 
as showing that, if an objection to the jurisdiction 
is not taken at the proper time, it cannot be taken 
at all. But, when that case is looked at, it will be 
seen that the Court of Appeal, as appears from the 
judgment of Bowen, L.J., construed the particular 
enactment there in question, not as ousting the 
jurisdiction of the High Court, but merely as 
giving an option to either party of applying to the 
court to make an order giving effect to an 
ment for arbitration, which order, if epplied for 
at the proper time, the party applying for it would 
have been entitled to; & it was held that, in the 
case of such an enactment, a party might be too 
late in applying for the order, which, if applied 
for at the proper time, the court would have een 


oint which has not 








bcund to grant, & which would have relegated | 
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the matters in dispute to decision by arbitration. 
That case has no application to one in which the 
provisions of a section oust the jurisdiction of the 
court without the necessity of any application by 
either party (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—NOR- 
wicH CoRPN. v. Norwich E.ecrric TRAM- 
ways Co.. Lrn., [1906] 2 K. B. 119, 126; 765 
L. J. K. B. 636; 95 L. T. 12; 70 J. P. 401; 64 
aha 572; 22 T. L. R. 558; 4 L. G. R. 1114, 


3444, ———.]—A workman alleged to have been 
employed by a company applied under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1905, s. 5, for arbitration 
on the question whether the receiver appointed 
on behalf of debenture-holders of the company & 
the liquidator under its voluntary liquidation were 
liable to pay him as a preferential payment the 
sum for which a weekly payment of 168. 3d. 
awarded to him before the winding-up could be 
redeemed, & as to the amount of such payment. 
The county court judge made an order for the 
payment by the receiver & liquidator of a lump 
sum to the workman. 

On appeal the receiver & liquidator raised the 
question whether on the facts of the case the 
workman was entitled to preferential payment. 
They contended he was not entitled to rank as a 
preferential creditor against the assets of the 
company, for he never was in the company’s 
employment. 

The court observed that neither this point nor 
the objection that the county court judge had no 
jurisdiction to order payment was taken before 
the county court judge, & therefore neither of 
them could be taken before the Court of Appeal.— 
HoMER v. GouGH, [1912] 2 K. B. 303; 81 L. J. 
K. B. 261; 105 L. T. 732; 5B. W.C.C. 51, C. A. 

3445. -}~—The point was not taken in the 
county court, it was not taken in the Divisional 
Court; it is for the first time taken or sought to 
be taken before us, & in my opinion it is not open 
here, because it is a point of law that was not 
taken in the county court (BUCKLEY, L.J.).— 
JAY’S FURNISHING Co. v. BRAND & Co., [1915] 
an B. 458; 84 L. J. K. B. 867; 112 L. T. 719, 

8446. ——.]—It would perhaps be enough to 
say that the point, not having been taken in the 
Court of Appeal, must be treated as waived & 
is not open before your lordships’ House... . 
There are no doubt cases in which the Court of 
Appeal have refused to allow points of law not 
taken in the court of first instance to be raised on 
appeal. But these cases do not go to jurisdiction, 
but to discretion. It may be that if a point of 
law had been taken below further evidence would 
have been adduced, or a further or different ques- 
tion left to the jury. In such cases it would be 
manifestly unfair & unjust to allow the point to 
be raised for the first time in the Court of Appeal. 
In the present case there is no such element of 
unfairness or injustice. It is not suggested that 
had the point been taken below any further 
evidence could have been adduced, or any further 
or different question left to the jury. Why, then, 
should not the Court of Appeal have felt itself at 
liberty to do complete justice between the parties 
on the evidence before them ? I can see no reason 
at all (LoRD PARKER OF WADDINGTON).—BAN- 
BURY v. BANK OF MONTREAL, [1918] A. O. 626, 
705; 87 L. J. K. B. 1158; 119 L. T. 446; 384 
T. L. R. 618, H. L. 

8447, ———.}In the exercise of ita discretion, 
I do not think that this court ought to allow the 
appellant to take a point in this court for the first 
time based upon a chance answer of a witness in 
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the court below which does not necessarily bear 
the interpretation sought to be put upon it, & 
which had the point been taken in the court below, 
would certainly have challenged an investigation 
which did not in fact take place (BANKES, L.J.).— 
Dry v. Mayo, [1920] 2 K. B. 346; 89 L. J. K. B. 
241; 122 L. T. 742; 36 T. L. R. 217, 0. A. 

8448. -]—As tothe question of the amended 
rule, it was in the discretion of this court whether, 
when it had not been raised in the court below, 
although pleaded, it could now be raised. It 
appears to me that the omission to raise it was 
deliberate, & therefore it could not be raised now 
(BaANKEs, L.J.).—-HICKMAN v. KENT OR ROMNEY 
MarsH SHEEPBRHEDERS’ Assocn. (1920), 37 
T. L. R. 163, C. A. 

8449. }—The appellate system in this 
country is conducted in relation to certain well- 
known principles & by familiar methods. The 
issues of fact & law are orally presented by counsel. 
In the course of the argument it is the invariable 
practice of appellate tribunals to require that the 
judgments of the judges in the courts below shall 
be read. The efficiency & the authority of a 
Court of Appeal, & especially of a final Court of 
Appeal, are increased & strengthened by the 
opinions of learned judges who have considered 
these matters below. To acquiesce in such an 
attempt as the appellants have made in this case 
is in effect to undertake decisions which may be 
of the highest importance without having received 
any assistance at all from the judges in the courts 
below. Decisions of this House have laid it down 
that in very exceptional cases, & in spite of the 
considerations above referred to, new matters 
may be considered by your lordships. I have 
carefully examined the cases upon the subject 
which have been decided in this House, & my 
examination of them has led me more & more to 
the conclusion that such attempts must be 
vigilantly examined & seldom indulged (LORD 
BIRKENHEAD, C.).—-NORTH STAFFORDSHIRE Ry. 
Co. v. Epa, [1920] A. C. 254, 263; 89 L. J. K. B. 
78; 122 L. T. 385; 84 J. P. 33; 36 T.L. R.115; 
64 Sol. Jo. 146; 18 L. G. R. 19, H. L. 

3450. .|—I think it necessary to point out 
that, unless the circumstances are wholly excep- 
tional, applicants must be strictly held to the 
grounds of appeal which they think proper to set 
forth in the formal documents which are demanded 
from them. The object of indicating in detail the 
grounds of appeal, both to the Court of Appeal & 
to your lordships’ House, is that the respondent 
parties may be accurately & precisely informed of 
the case which they have to meet. Their efforts 
are naturally directed to the contentions which 
are put forward by the appellants. They are 
entitled to treat as abandoned contentions which 
are not set forth. If in exceptional cases parties 
desire to add new grounds to those of which they 
have given notice, it will be convenient, by a 
substantive application, to apply to the indul- 
gence of the court which is to hear the appeal. In 
the present case, both in the Court of Appeal & 
before your lordships, entirely new contentions 
have been submitted on behalf of the defts. The 
practice is extremely inconvenient & ought in my 
judgment to be discouraged in every possible way 
(LornD BIRKENHEAD, C.).—WILSON v. UNITED 
Counties Bank, Lrp., [1920] A. C. 102, 106; 
88 L. J. K. B. 1033, H. L. 

8451. ——— Question of law raised for first time— 
In court of last resort.|—When a question of law 
is raised for the first time in a court of last resort, 
upon the construction of a document, or upon 
facts either admitted or proved beyond con- 
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troversy, it is not only competent but expedient, 
in the interests of justice, to entertain the plea 
(per CuR.).—-CONNECTICUT FIRE INSURANCE Co. 
v. KAVANAGH, [1892] A. C. 473; 67 L. T. 508; 
61L.3.P.C.50; 573. P.21; 8T. L. R. 752, P. C. 

3452. ——— -——,]—Re O’SHEA’s SETTLE- 
MENT, COURAGE v. O’SHEA, No. 3442, ante. 

8458, ——— ———- ———.]Curiously enough, the 
particular point upon which we are asked to give 
judgment was not taken in the court below. ... 
Upon this point, which was not argued before the 
learned jadue: & on which he has expressed no 
opinion, I think the appeal must be allowed 
(CoLLINS, M.R.).—MONTEFIORE v. GUEDALLA, 
[1903] 2 Ch. 26; 72 L. J. Ch. 442; 88 L. T. 496; 
19 T. L. R. 390, C. A. 

8454. -}—Where it is sought to 
raise a point of law for the first time before a 
court of last resort, the court may exercise a 
discretion not to entertain the point when it would 
involve the consideration of matters of fact with 
which the courts below were in @ more advan- 
tageous position to deal & with which they have 
in fact dealt.—MooLtA (M. E.) Sons, Ltn. 
(OFFICIAL LIQUIDATOR) v. BURJORJEE (1932), 48 
T. L. R. 279; 76 Sol. Jo. 185, P. C. 

Point not taken in county court—Divisional 
Court’s jurisdiction to entertain.|—See CouNTyYy 
Courts, Vol. XIII., pp. 529, 530, Nos. 802-815. 

3455. Power of Court of Appeal.]— 
The pltfs. brought this action against the 
Linthwaite Urban District Council in the county 
court to obtain relief in respect of the pollution 
of the river Colne alleged to have been caused by 
acts for which the defts. are responsible. The 
learned county court judge heard the case, & 
upon the facts, as to which we have, for a reason 
which will appear presently, heard nothing at all, 
he gave judgment for the pltfs. The defts. 
appealed, & in the Divisional Court the defts. 
raised this contention, which had not been raised 
in the county court, that they could not be sued 
at all; that they were defts. who could not be 
proceeded against by the pltfs. I do not feel 
myself embarrassed by the fact that that matter 
had not been raised before the county court judge. 
For one thing the parties agreed that it was 
properly entertained by the Divisional Court. 
At any rate the Divisional Court did entertain it, 
& they heard it & affirmed the proposition that the 
defts. were persons who could not be sued. If 
that be wrong, obviously this court can roview it, 
because the result would be that the county court 
judge has given judgment in an action in which 
the defts. could not be sued, & therefore, of course, 
the judgment would come to nothing. The pltfs. 
say that that is wrong, that they could be sued, 
& therefore the matter was, I think, properly 
open before the Divisional Court. At any rate, 
whether it was or not, it is properly open before 
us, & if that decision of the Divisional Court is 
wrong it lies upon us to set it right (BUCKLEY, 
L.J.)—WeEst RIDING OF YORKSHIRE RIVERS 
BoarD v. LINTHWAITE URBAN COUNCIL, [1915] 2 
K. B. 486, 489; 84 L. J. K. B. 793; 112 L. T. 
813; 79 J. P. 280; 31 T. L. R. 154; 59 Sol. Jo. 
331; 13 L. G. R. 301, C. A. 

$456. ——. ——_—.. ]—It is a condition prece- 
dent to the eritertaining of a point of appeal from 
the county court by the appellate court, which 
has only power to entertain an appeal on a point 
of law, that the point should be taken in the court 
below (ATKIN, L.J.).—POSTMASTER-GENERAL v. 
BLACKPOOL & FLEETWOOD TRAMROAD Co., [1921] 
1 K. B. 114, 120; 90 L. J. K. B. 1386; 124 L. T. 
865; 85 J.P.71; 190L.G.R.1,0. A. 
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3457. -}—That, to my mind, 








emphasises the importance of keeping to the rule 
that a point not taken in the county court cannot 
be taken on appeal. In the result the position is 
now that the defts. have been, according to the 
judgment of the Divisional Court, held liable on 
the construction of the Apportionment Act, & 
precluded from setting up their defence, because 
it was a statutory defence, & ought to have been 
plegded, although they had never heard of the 
Apportionment Act, & it was not relied upon. 
It is quite clear that if the point on that Act had 
been taken in the county court it would have been 
open to the learned county court judge either to 
have allowed the defence to be pleaded then or to 
have adjourned the case, in order that it might 
be pleaded. There are quite sufficient precedents 
in the county court to have enabled him to do 
that. By not taking the point in the county 
court, the pltf. has precluded the defts. from 
obtaining that indulgence, if it were an indulgence, 
from the county court judge. 

We had occasion to say (& I think it was 
Atkin, L.J., who said it more emphatically than 
any of us) in Postmaster-General v. Blackpool & 
Fleetwood Tramroad Co. (No. 3456, ante), not 
very long ago, that it is most important to 
remember that the right of appeal from a county 
court is a limited right, & that it is most important 
to preserve the rule that a point not taken in the 
county court shall not be taken on appeal (LorpD 
STERNDALE, M.R.).—MORIARTY v. REGENT’S 
GARAGE Co., [1921] 2 K. B. 766, 775; 90 
L. J. K. B. 783; 125 L. T. 560; 37 T. L. R. 531; 
65 Sol. Jo. 474, C. A. 

8458. ———.]—I think this appeal 
must be allowed, & I think it must be allowed on 
this ground—that there was only one point taken 
before the county court judge on the question, & 
that, therefore, that was the only point that could 
be taken either in the Divisional Court or before 
us, & that the Divisional Court, with all respect to 
them, have decided the case upon a ground which 
they had no jurisdiction to entertain, because it 
was a ground which was not taken in the county 
court, & was, indeed, I think, taken by the 
Divisional Court themselves during the argument 
before them. With the greatest respect to them, 
I think they had not the power to do that. 

In my opinion, it would do away entirely with 
any rule as to the taking of points in county 
courts being a necessary condition to taking them 
to the Courts of Appeal, the Divisional Court, & 
here. It only requires, I think, a moment’s con- 
sideration to see that, if that doctrine were upheld, 
all that any counsel appearing for a deft. need do, 
or for a pltf. either, is in one case to say that he 
submits there ought to be judgment for the deft., 
& in another case for the pltf., & then every single 
point that could be put forward in support of the 
contention would be deemed to have been taken 
before the county court judge. It seems to me 
that that argument only needs stating to refute 
itself Cee hare M.R.).—NELSON MurR- 
DOCH 70. v. Woop (1921), 126 L. T. 745 ; 
38. LR. 393,04 pines 








(2) To Draw Inferences of Fact. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. X1.., r. 10, p. 609 
mer 4 gioelt 2, J., ante. r iat 
- Anconsistent with jury’s findings.]—It is 
suggested that, although there may se some 


PRACTICE. 


evidence tu go to the jury, the court ought not to 
send the case to trial again, if it is satisfled that 
the evidence on one side is so strong that no jury 
ought to find against it. This raises a question 
of the interpretation of Ord. XL. of the Judicature 
Act, 1875, & the rules of that order. Now, certain 
rules of that order have been altered by the rules 
of 1876, but not so as to make any difference in 
the points before us in this case, because the 
10th rule is not altered, & under that rule it seems 
to me the court has been required to enter judg- 
ment. The court has authority to direct judgment 
to be entered according to law, & therefore, if at 
the trial the judge according to law was bound to 
direct the verdict to be entered for the pltf., we 
are bound to direct it to be entered in the same 
way. In other words, we ought, even if a question 
has been improperly left to the jury & answered 
by them, to direct judgment to be entered as the 
judge should have directed it to be entered. Iam, 
therefore, of opinion that if the judgment ought 
to have been entered for the defts. as a matter of 
law, we ought now so to direct it to be entered 
(BRET?Y, J.A.).—MILISSICH v. LLOYDS (1877), 36 
Ju. T. 428, 425; 46 L. J. Q. B. 404; 13 Cox, C. C. 
575; sub nom. MELISSICH v. LLOYD’s, 25 W. R. 
353, C. A. 

3460. .]—Defts., husband & wife, executed 
a deed of separation, by the terms of which the 
wife retained the income of property settled to her 
separate use on marriage. The husband cove- 
nanted to pay her £20 a year towards the main- 
tenance of three of the children of the marriage, 
& the wife covenanted to maintain these children 
until they were twenty-one, & not to apply for 
further assistance to her husband. The husband 
had kept up the annual payments of £20 in accord- 
ance with the terms of the deed. Pltf. sued defts. 
in the county court to recover the price of meat 
supplied to the wife aftcr the separation, & the 
judge at the trial, on hearing the wife’s evidence, 
found that her income was insufficient for her 
support, & ruled that she had authority to pledge 
her husband’s credit for the price of the meat. 
On appeal the court held that this ruling was 
wrong, & that the wife, after the separation, had 
no implied authority to pledge her husband’s 
credit. 

The learned judge decided that the income of 
the wife was insufficient for the maintenance & 
education of herself & the children under her care, 
& thereupon held, as a matter of law, that she had 
authority to pledge her husband’s credit, & did 
pledge it to the pltf. in respect of the meat supplied 
to her. We are of opinion that this ruling is 
erroneous. ... Being satisfied that we have all 
the materials before us necessary for the determina- 
tion of the question, it would be a useless expense 
to the parties to send the case back for a new trial. 
We therefore act upon the wholesome provision 
of the Judicature Act, 1875, Ord. XL., r. 10, & 
direct that the judgment for the pltf. below be 
set aside, & judgment be entered for the deft. 
(LusH, J.).—EASTLAND v. BURCHELL (1878), 3 
Q. B. D. 482, 4385; 47 L. J.Q. B. 500; 38 L. T. 
563; 42 J.P. 502; 27 W. R. 290. 

_~ +j—When judgment has been given 
in an action tried before a jury who have found 
specially the facts in dispute, upon a motion in 
the High Court to set aside the findings the court 
has peeked to set aside the judgment & enter it 
for the unsuccessful party at the trial, if they are 
of opinion that the findings & the judgment at the 
trial cannot stand, & if they have before them all 
the materials necessary for finally determining the 
questions in dispute.—HaAMILTON & Co. v. JOHNSON 
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& Co. (1879), 5 Q. B. D. 263; 49 L. J. Q. B. 155; 
41 L. T. 461; 28 W. R. 879, C. A. 

3462. ~}+—My lords, I only wish to add 
that if I entertained a different view of the facts, 
I should be unable to concur with the course 
pursued by the Court of Appeal. It becomes 
unnecessary in the view which I take to pronounce 
any absolute judgment in the matter, but I doubt 
very much whether Ord. LVIII., r. 4, gives any 
such jurisdiction as the Court of Appeal claimed 
to exercise in finding a verdict for themselves, & 
actually assessing damages for breach of a con- 
tract. As I think the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal was wrong upon the facts, it is not abso- 
lutely necessary to determine that question (LORD 
HaLsBuRY, L.C.)._-TOULMIN v. MILLAR (1887), 12 








App. Cas. 746; 57 L. J. Q. B. 301; 58 L. T. 
96, H. LL. 
3463. .}—I adopt as the present rule of 


law what has been laid down by the Court of 
Appeal—that the court exceeds their jurisdiction 
if they set aside a verdict simply upon the ground 
that they are dissatisfied with the result of the 
trial, unless they could say that the verdict was 
such as no reasonable man could have come to. 
In this case, fully accepting that as law, I think 
these conditions are fulfilled, & the verdict is one 
which no reasonable men could have given. The 
rule is that, if the court has before it the materials 
for doing complete justice in the case, it might 
upon those materials give the judgment which 
ought to have been given by the court below (LORD 
COLERIDGE, C.J.).—BRYANT v. NORTH METRO- 
er TRAMWAYS Co. (1890), 6 T. 1. R. 396, 
D.C. 

3464, -—-- .}—The Court of Appeal has juris- 
diction on a motion for a new trial under the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1890, to direct 
judgment to be entered for either of the parties, 
instead of ordering a new trial.—ALLcock v. HALL, 
[1891] 1Q. B. 444; 60L. J. Q. B. 4165 64 1. T. 
309; 39 W. R. 4438; 7 T. 1. R. 260, C. A. 

3465. - —.]-—In an action for wrongful dis- 
missal where a plea of justification was sub- 
stantially set up :-—/H/eld: the judge was right in 
submitting the issues of fact to the jury ; that the 
verdict for the pltf. was so unsatisfactory that it 
ought not to be maintained; that r. 5 in the 
Schedule to the Court of Appeal (New Zealand) 
Act, 1882 (similar to Ord. LVIII., r. 4, 1875), 
enabled judgment to be entered according to the 
evident justice of the case; but that under the 
circumstances a new trial should be directed.— 
CLOUSTON & Co., Lrp. v. CorRy, [1906] A. OC. 122 ; 
75 74.35. P.C. 20; 93 L. T. 706; 54 W. R. 382 3; 22 
T. L. R. 107, P. C. 

8466. ———.]—The deft.’s application is for 
judgment or for a new trial. That there must be 
a new trial, unless we are in a position to enter 
judgment, seems to me to be quite clear. Judg- 
ment having been given for the pltfs. where the 
jury disagreed, & where there was, in my opinion, 
abundant evidence to go to the jury upon the 
po it is quite impossible to refuse a new trial ; 

ut the question really is whether we are not bound 
upon the admitted facts to order judgment to be 
entered for the deft. I have come to the conclusion 
that we should be doing wrong to send this case 
back to be retried whcre there is no real con- 
troversy as to the facts, which are all ascertained 
before us, & where the only matter for cofsidera- 
tion is whether, taking all these facts as proved, 
the necessary inferences arising therefrom do not 
entitle the deft. to judgment in point of law. In 
my opinion they do (CoLLINs, M.R.).—-PAQuIN, 
Lp. v. BEAUCLERK, {1906] A.C. 148, 149, n., C. A. 
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3467. -}—The Court of Appeal has power 
under Ord. LVIII., r. 4 (&, per BUCKLEY, L.J., a 
judge at the trial also has power under Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 39), to enter judgment for a deft. if 
upon the case as a whole the evidence for the pltf. 
was so weak that a verdict in his favour would 
have been set aside as unreasonable. 

Under Ord. LVITII., r. 4, the Court of Appeal 
has power to draw inferences of fact & to give any 
judgment & make any order which ought to have 
been made, & to make such further or other order 
as the case may require. This rule was, I think, 
expressly intended to enable the Court of Appeal, 
when the matter is before them, to deal with it as 
justice shall require. 

We are not bound, I think, to look at the pltf.’s 
evidence to the exclusion of the defts.’ evidence. 
We are entitled, upon the evidence as a whole, 
to say whether the evidence is such as that twelve 
reasonable men could properly arrive at the con- 
clusion that the pltf. was entitled to a verdict. 
If we are of opinion that they could not, the court 
has, I think, full power to enter judgment for the 
defts., not because they find facts, for that is the 
province of the jury, but because they find that 
there are no facts sufficient to support a verdict in 
favour of the pltf. If in this case the jury had 
found a verdict for the pltf. & the application had 
been for a new trial or for judgment, the court 
would certainly have power, if it thought right, to 
enter judgment for the defts. Its power so to do 
cannot be less because one impediment in the way 
of the deft., namely, a verdict against him, is 
absent (BUCKLEY, L.J.). 

IT am of opinion that this court if satisfied that 
it has all the necessary materials before it, & that 
no evidence could be given at a retrial which 
would in this court support a verdict for the plitf., 
ought to enter judgment for the defts. (LORD 
READING, C.J.). 

If this were, which it is not, an application for 
a new trial, I should not say that upon the whole 
evidence the jury ought to have been directed to 
return a verdict for the deft. company. I might 
possibly think that a verdict for the pltf. was 
sufficiently unsatisfactory to warrant us in directing 
a second inquiry; but if the deft. company went 
further & asked for judgment I should use the 
language of Brett, L.J.,in Clark v. Molyneuz, No. 
2494, ante: ‘ This is not a case in which we 
ought to enter a verdict for the deft., for there may 
be further evidence on a future occasion. We 
ought, therefore, only to grant a new trial’”’ 
(PHILLIMORE, L.J.).—SKEATE v. SLATERS, LTD., 
[1914] 2 K. B. 429, 439; 83 1. J. K. B. 676; 110 
].. T. 604; 30 T. L. R. 290, C. A. 

3468. -J—If I may say so without dis- 
respect, I concur most heartily in what was said 
by Lord Loreburn, L.C., in Paquin, Lid. v. Beau- 
clerk, No. 3466, ante, with regard to Ord. LVITI., 
r. 4, which gives the power of drawing an in- 
ference, that it is to be used with the very 
greatest caution. If it be not used with the very 
greatest caution, it will lead to the position of 
judges substituting themselves for juries; but 
being used with caution, & in the circumstances 
mentioned by Lord Justice Phillimore in his 
judgment in Skeate v. Slaters, Lid., No. 3487, ante, 
it is a power which this court can exercise. There 
is no question about that. The rule expressly 
gives the power to the court, & gives a larger 
power than was given by the previous order. 

What is the position then? If we think upon 
the facts of this case, that the finding of the jury, 
that sufficient means were not taken by the defts. 
to bring the contents of this document to the 
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notice of the pltf. was a perverse finding, & that 
if they were to find it again & again it ought to be 
set aside again & again, then that is a state of 
things under which we are justified in applying the 
provisions of Ord. LVIII., r. 4. In my opinion 
that is the case here. I am not prepared to say 
there was absolutely no evidence, but I am pre- 
pared to say that, in my opinion, at any rate, a 
verdict such as the jury found ought to be set aside 
as often as it is found on the same evidence; & 
there is no reason to suppose any further evidence 
would be given on any new trial. For that reason 
I concur in the decision that judgment should be 
entered for the defts., but as I said, I wish to 
guard myself against it being supposed that I 
am laying down any general principle. I am 
simply coming to a conclusion of fact upon the 
circumstances of this particular case (PICKFORD, 
L.J.).—-COOKE v. WILSON (T.), Sons & Co., Lrp. 
ee) 85 L. J. K. B. 888, 897; 114 L. T. 268, 
C 


3469. —— .]—Where upon an appeal by a pltf. 
to the Court of Appeal from the verdict & judg- 
ment for the deft. it appears that all the facts 
are before the court, & the court is satisfied that 
the evidence is such that only one possible verdict 
could be reasonably given, the court is not bound 
to order a new trial, but has jurisdiction under 
Ord. LVIIL., rv. 4, & ought to exercise it by directing 
judgment to be entered for the pltf. notwithstand- 
ing the verdict of the jury.—WINTERBOTHAM, 
GURNEY & Co. v. SIBTHORP & Cox, [1918] 1 K. B. 
625; 87 L. J. K. B. 527; 118 L. T. 605; 62 Sol. 
Jo. 364, C. A. 

3470. .]—This is a case in which there is 
no dispute about the facts, & it is a case in which 
apparently no further evidence could usefully be 
given on either side, assuming the matters to 
which | have referred are matters which a jury 
could properly consider under a proper direction 
as to whether the railway company held this man 
out as being authorised on this particular occasion 
by dealing with the pltf.’s luggage in the way he 
did—there is no further material which could 
assist anybody. Under those circumstances I 
think this court is entitled under Ord. LVIII., r. 4, 
to draw any inference of fact, & to give any 
judgment & make any order which ought to have 
been made, & to make such further or other order 
as the case may require. There being, therefore, 
this evidence which I have indicated & no further 
evidence as far as I can see which is procurable, in 
my opinion the proper course in this case is to say 
that the proper judgment to enter is judgment for 
the pltf. upon the ground that, upon the facts 
which were presented to the learned judge, there 
was a holding out by the railway company of this 
man as an authorised servant to deal with the 
luggage (BANKES, L.J.).—-SOANES v. LONDON & 
SOUTH WESTERN Ry. Co. (1919), 88 L. J. K. B. 
524,527; 120 L. T. 698; 35 T. L. R. 267, C. A. 

3471. -+-I have come to the conclusion 
that as regards both respondents, this House 
ought to exercise the pone it has by virtue of 
Ord. XL., r. 10, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
& Ord. LVIIL., r.4. The question is not whether 
there was literally no evidence to go to the jury 
on the issue as to want of proper care, but whether 
there is none that ought reasonably to satisfy 








the jury that in point of fact such care was not | 


taken. As a Court of Appeal we have power to 
dispose of this case by giving judgment for the 
respondents if we are satisfied that on no question 
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of fact which the appellant is entitled to have 
submitted to a jury is there evidence in his favour 
on which that jury could properly find a verdict 
for him (ViscoUNT HALDANE).—EVERETT vv. 
GRIFFITHS, [1921] 1 A. C. 631, 657; 90 L. J. K. B. 
737; 125 L. T. 2830; 85 J. P. 149; 87 T. L. RB. 
481; 65 Sol. Jo. 395; 19 L. G. R. 283, H. L. 
See, also, Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, L. (c), post. 


(e) ‘‘ To Give Any Judgment.” 


8472. General rule.]—(1) On an appeal strictly 
so called, such a judgment can only be given as 
ought to have been given at the original hearing ; 
Bat on a rehearing such a judgment may be given 
as ought to be given if the case came at that time 
before the court of first instance (JESSEL, M.R.). 

(2) If the law has been altered pending an 
appeal, it seems to me to be pressing rules of 
procedure too far to say that the Court of Appeal 
cannot decide according to the existing state of 
the law. I think that such is not the true con- 
struction of the rules, for Ord. LVITII., r. 5, does 
not merely enable the Court of Appeal to make 
any order which ought to have been made by the 
court below, but to make such further or other 
order as the case may require (BOWEN, I1.J.).— 
QUILTER v. MAPLESON (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 672; 
52 L. J. Q. B. 44; 47 L. T. 561; 47 J. P. 342, 
C. A. 

3473. .}—(1) An appeal to the Court of 
Appeal is by way of rehearing, & the court may 
make such order as the judge of first instance 
could have made if the case had been heard by 
him at the date on which the appeal was heard. 

(2) It seems clear, therefore, that the Court of 
Appeal is entitled & ought to rehear the case as at 
the time of rehearing, & if any authority were 
required for this proposition it is to be found in 
the case of Quilter v. Mapleson, No. 3172, ante. 
In that case an action of ejectment had been 
brought under a proviso of re-entry for breach of a 
covenant in a lease, &. Lord Coleridge, C.J., gave 
judgment for the pltf. The deft. appealed & 
obtained a stay, so that the pltf. did not get actual 
possession. After the decision & before the 
appeal was heard the Conveyancing & Law of 
Property Act, 1881, came into operation, under 
which power to relieve against a forfeiture was 
given, & the Court of Appeal, consisting of Jesscl, 
M.R., & Lindley & Bowen, L.JJ., reversed the 
decision, & granted the relief sought for by the 
deft., holding that on a rehearing such a judgment 
may be given as ought to be given if the case came 
at that time before the court of first instance. 
In my opinion the Court of Appeal was entitled to 
make such order as the ie could have made 
if the case had been heard by him at the date on 
which the appeal was heard (LORD GORELL).-— 
A.-G. v. BIRMINGHAM, TAME, & REA DISTRICT 
DRAINAGE BOARD, [1912] A. C. 788; 82 L. J. Ch. 
45; 107 L. T. 353; 76 J. P. 481; 11 L. G. R. 
194, H. L. 

On application for new trial—After trial by 
jury.}—See R. S. C., Ord. XL., r. 10, p. 609, ante. 

Effect given to own previous decisions by Court 
of Appeal.}]—WSee Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, J., ante. 

3474. Change in law—Since decision of lower 
court. }—QUILTER v. MAPLESON, No. 3472, ante. 

8475. —— .}—A solicitor-mortgagee who 
had, by a judgment given before the pees 
of the Mortgagees Legal Costs Act, 1895, been hel 
not to be entitled to charge profit costs against 
his mortgagor, applied after the passing of the 
Act for an extension of the time for appealing 
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a rl the judgment, on the ground that sect. 3 
of the Act is retrospective in its operation :— 
Held: the Act was not intended to affect judg- 
ments given before it was passed, & that there 
was no ground for extending the time. 

If this application is to be regarded as an appeal 
on the merits, it is impossible for us to say that 
the judgment was wrong as the law stood at the 
time when it was given. It is obvious that the 
Act was not intended to interfere with judgments 
which had already been given by the court. If 
we give leave to appeal in this case, we should be 
reopening all judgments of a similar kind which 
had been given prior to the passing of the Act. 
We cannot do that (LINDLEY, L.J.).—EyReE v. 
WYNN-MACKENZIE, ({1896] 1 Ch. 185, 187; 65 
L. J. Ch. 194; 73 L. T. 571; 44 W. R. 273, C. A. 

3476. ——.}—A.-G. v. BIRMINGHAM, TAME, 
& REA DistrRicr DRAINAGE BoarD, No. 3473, ante. 

3477, -]}—Though the Act was passed 
after the judgments both of the county court judge 
& of the Divisional Court, I think that we must 
determine this appeal in accordance with its 
provisions. The circumstances that have to be 
considered are the circumstances at the time of 
making the order. The decision of Quilter v. 
Mapleson, No. 3472, ante, is, I think, applicable. 
We, therefore, have to apply the Act to the cir- 
cumstances at the time when we make our order 
(ATKIN, L.J.).—STOVIN v. FAIRBRASS (1919), 88 
L. J. K. B. 1004; 121 L. T. 172; 83 J. P. 241; 
35 T. L. R. 659, 666; 17 L. G. R. 5838, ©. A. 

3478. -l—The information claimed 
that six cases of pyrogallic acid, which had been 
imported into the United Kingdom by the deft. 
in Aug. 1919, & which had been seized by an 
officer of Customs & Excise as forfeited to the 
Crown, should be adjudged as forfeited to the 
Crown, on the ground that by the Prohibition of 
Import (No. 32) Proclamation, 1919 (dated 
June 25, 1919, & made under sect. 43 of the 
Customs Consolidation Act, 1876), the importa- 
tion into the United Kingdom of ‘“ chemicals of 
all descriptions ’’ was prohibited except under 
licence. 

Sect. 43 of the Customs Consolidation Act, 1876, 
reads: ‘‘ The importations of arms, ammunition, 
gunpowder, or any other goods may be prohibited 
by Proclamation or Order in Council.” 

The judge, whose judgment was pronounced 
on Dec. 17, 1919, held that the words ‘‘ any other 
goods ”’ were restricted to goods of the same class 
as those previously specified, & that therefore the 
Proclamation prohibiting the importation of an 
article not of that class was illegal & invalid. The 
Crown appealed. 

While the appeal was pending the Indemnity 
Act, 1920 (c. 48), was passed & came into opera 
tion on Aug. 16, 1920, which provided in sect. 
4; ‘Any Proclamation or Order in Council 
issued or purporting to be issued under sect. 43 
of the Customs Consolidation Act, 1876, during 
the war & before the fifteenth day of April, 
1920, prohibiting or restricting the importation 
of any goods into the United Kingdom, & any 
licence granted in pursuance of any such Pro- 
clamation or Order shall be, & shall be deemed 
always to have been valid, but nothing in this 
section shall be construed as rendering valid the 
continuance in operation after the fifteenth day 
of April, 1920, of any such Proclamation or Order 
in Council.” 

Counsel for the Crown said that upon sect. 4 
of the Indemnity Act, 1920, the appeal would 
be allowed by consent on terms as to costs & as 
to the appraised value of the goods. 
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The court allowed the appeal on terms by con- 
sent.—A.-G. v. Brown, [1921] 3 K. B. 29; 90 
L. J. K. B. 992; 125 L. T. 683; 85 J. P. 218; 
[1921] W. N. 188, 189, C. A. 

3479. Recognition of foreign government—Since 
decision of lower court.}—An appeal to this court 
is a rehearing, & it has been frequently decided 
that the court must give the judgment which the 
judge below would have given had any retro- 
spective statute, passed since the date of his judg- 
ment, been in force at that date. His Majesty’s 
Government having in 1921 clearly recognised the 
Soviet Government as the de facto Government of 
Russia, the questions argued before us were 
(1) whether that recognition extended back to 
Aug. 14, 1920, when L. B. Krassin sold the goods 
in question to the defts., or to June 20, 1918, when 
the decree nationalising the factories was passed. 
This would include the question whether the 
government de facto on those dates was the same 
government as was recognised by the British 
Government in 192], or a predecessor in title of 
that government. 

In the present case we have from the Foreign 
Office a recognition of the Soviet Republic in 1921 
as the de facto government, & a statement that 
in 1917 the Soviet authorities expelled the previous 
government recognised by His Majesty. It 
appears to me that this binds us to recognise the 
decree of 1918 by a department of the Soviet 
Republic, & the sale in 1920 by the Soviet Republic 
of property claimed by them to be theirs under 
that decree, as acts of a sovereign state the 
validity of which cannot be questioned by the 
courts of this country (ScRUTTON, L.J.). 

Upon the facts, in my opinion, Roche, J., was 
quite right in deciding that the respondents 
never ceased to be a Russian company. Although 
I consider that upon the materials before him the 
learned judge’s judgment was quite correct, I 
think that upon the fresh materials before this 
court the appeal succeeds & the judgment must 
be set aside & entered for the appellants. As 
the respondents succeeded, as I consider, rightly 
upon the evidence upon which the appellants 
relied in the court below, 1 think that the 
respondents should have the costs of the 
action, & the appellants should have the 
costs of this appeal (BANKEs, L.J.).—-AKSIONAIR- 
NOYE OBSCHESTVO A. . LUTHER v. SAGOR 
(James) & Co., [1921] 3 K. B. 532; 90 L. J. K. B. 
1202; 1253. T. 705; 37 T.L. 8. 777; 65 Sol. Jo. 
604, C. A. 

3480. Where all necessary materials before 
court.}—SKEATE »v. SLATERS, LTp., No. 3467, 
ante. 

3481. .}—CooKE v. WILSON (T.) Sons & 
Co., Ltd., No. 3168, ante. 

Disagreement of jury—As to some only of several 
causes of action.|—Sce Part XXXVII., Sect. 8, 
sub-sect. 10; Part XLI., Sect. 8, ante. 

3482. Report of referee sent back—Order sending 
back set aside—Judgment in accordance with 
report.|—A matter was referred to an official 
referee for report. Upon motion for judgment no 
judgment was pronounced, but the report was 
sent back to the referee. 

The Court of Appeal, in setting aside the order 
sending back the report, also pronounced judgment 
for the appellant in accordance with the report.— 
MILLER v. PILLING (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 736; 51 
L. J. Q. B. 481; 47 L. T. 536, C. A. 

3488. Minutes of order of Court of Appeal— 
Notice of motion to vary.]—The practice as to 
varying the minutes of an order of a court of first 
instance applies equally to an order of the Court 
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of Appeal, & therefore any party dissatisfied 
with the minutes of an order of the Court of Appeal, 
as settled by the registrar, if he wishes to bring 
the matter before the court must give a notice of 
motion to vary the minutes.—GENERAL SHARE & 
Trust Co. v. WETLEY Brick & POTTERY Co. 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 180; 51 L. J. Ch. 464; 46 L. T. 
70; 30 W. R. 695, C. A. 

3484. Part of judgment not appealed from— 
Alteration by Court of Appeal.}—The judgment at 
the trial of an action declared that the public 
were entitled to pass through certain locks without 
paying any toll, & through a certain stanch on 
payment of the statutory toll, & that the deft. 
was not liable to maintain or work any of the 
locks or the stanch. The deft. appealed from the 
judgment, other than the latter part of the 
declaration. The pltfs. gave no cross-notice of 
enece :-—Held: the Court of Appeal, while 

lowing the appeal to the extent of declaring that 
the deft. was entitled to a reasonable toll for 
passage of boats through the locks, had power 
also, under Ord. LVIII., r. 4, to vary the judgment 
in favour of the pltfs.. by declaring that the deft. 
was bound to maintain & work the locks & the 
stanch, & the Judgment was varied accordingly. 

I think that this court ought to exercise the 
power conferred by Ord. LVIII., r. 4, namely, 
‘‘to give any judgment & make any order which 
ought to have been made, & to make such further 
or other order as the case may require.’”’ The 
order confers power to do this, although the appeal 
mnay be from part of the judgment only, & although 
the respondent may not complain of the decision 
(STIRLING, L..J.). 

I think that under Ord. LVIT., r. 4, we can make 
the proper declaration, notwithstanding that there 
is no appeal by the pltfs. against so much of the 
judgment as declares that the deft. is not bound 
to repair & maintain the works (VAUGHAN 
WILLIAMS, L.J.).—A.-G. v. SIMPSON, [1901] 2 Ch. 
671; 701. J. Ch. 828; 85 L. T. 325; 17 T. LR. 
768, C. A. 

8485. Decree nisi to wife—Successful appeal by 
intervener—-No appeal by respondent husband— 
Rescission of decree nisi.]J—A petition was pre- 
sented by a wife for dissolution of marriage on the 
ground of her husband’s cruelty & his adultery with 
R. on one specified occasion. The busband did not 
defend, but R. obtained leave to intervene & filed 
an answer denying misconduct. The suit was 
heard before a judge sitting without a jury; The 
husband did not appear & was not represented at 
the trial. Evidence was given by & on behalf of 
the petitioner & by the intervener. During an 
adjournment of the court the intervener voluntarily 
submitted herself to medical examination & 
medical evidence was given on her behalf. The 
judge held (1) that the husband had committed 
adultery with the intervener; (2) that the inter- 
vener had committed adultery with the husband 
& granted the wife a decree nisi. The intervener 
appealed, & asked that the decree should be set 
aside & judgment entered for her. The Court of 
Appeal held that the intervener had not com- 
mitted adultery with the husband & dismissed 
her from the suit. The court subsequently made 
an order directing the King’s Proctor to argue 
the question whether under those circumstances 
the decree nist could stand :—Held: the only 
issue in the suit was whether the court, looking 


at the whole of the evidence, was satisfied that the — 


alleged adultery had been committed, & that 
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paying regard to its paging on the intervener’s 
app the court must hold that it was not so 
satisfied :—Held : therefore, notwithstanding there 
was no appen by the husband, the decree must be 
set aside & the petition dismissed. RUTHERFORD 
v. RUTHERFORD, [1922] P. 144; 91 L. J. P. 729; 
126 L. T. 740; 38 T. L. R. 353; 66 Sol. Jo. 283, 
C. A. ; affd. sub nom. RUTHERFORD v. RICHARDSON, 
[1923] A. C. 1. 


(f) To make such Further or other Order as 
the Case may Require. 


See, also, R. S. ©., Ord. XX XIX., r. 2, p. 590, 
ante. 

8486. Person discharged under habeas corpus— 
Whether Court of Appeal can order rearrest— 
Under Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873 
(c. 66), Ss. 19.}—The counsel for the respondent 
called attention to Ord. LVIII., r. 4, & insisted that 
this supplemented the power conferred on the 
Court of Appeal by the section under discussion. 
That order provides that the Court of Appeal shall 
have power to draw inferences of fact, & to give 
any judgment & make any order which ought to 
have been made, “ & to make such further or other 
order as the case may require.” It was these latter 
words that were relied on. I think it is a some- 
what extravagant proposition that a rule such as 
this would enable the court to order the rearrest 
of a person discharged under a writ of habeas 
corpus & to enforce its order. 1 think it impossible 
to hold that it gave any such authority or enlarged 
the power to enforce its order which is vested in 
the Court of Appeal by the 19th section of the Act 
(Judicature Act, 1873] (LORD LH ERSCHELL).—COx 
v. LAKES (1890), 15 App. Cas. 500, 531; 54 J. P. 
$20; 6 TLL. R.465; sub nom. BELL-Cox v. HAKEs, 
601. J. Q. B. 89; 63 L. T. 892; 39 W. R. 145; 
17 Cox, (. C. 158, O. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. 
Ey. p. Cox (1887), 20 Q. B.D. 1, C. A. 

3487. Where proceedings below coram non 
judice.]—In an action of slander the deft. did not 
enter an appearance, & the pltf. signed interlocu- 
tory judgment for damages to be assessed. The 
pltf. thereupon, without taking out a summons 
for leave to issue a writ of inquiry, lodged a 
praecipe & a writ of inquiry was issued by a clerk 
in the direct registry oflice directed to the sheriff 
to assess the damages with a jury. The deft., 
after he became aware that the writ of inquiry 
was issued without a summons having been taken 
out, took certain steps in the action, as for instance 
by applying for particulars of the claim, & by 
attending at the inquiry & objecting to the 
jurisdiction of the court; & when the under- 
sheriff overruled the objection, by taking part in 
the hearing. The jury assessed the damages at 
£5, & judgment was entered for the pltf. for that 
amount. The deft. gave notice of appeal to the 
Court of Appeal, asking that the verdict given 
& judgment directed on the trial before the under- 
sheriff & a jury be set aside & a new trial had or 
judgment entered for the deft., upon the ground 
that the writ of inquiry was issued without the 
leave of the court or a judge, & that the under- 
sheriff had no jurisdiction to hold the inquiry, & 
the proceedings before him were null & void. 

The court should not in the circumstances 
exercise any jurisdiction it had under Ord. 
XXXIX. over the verdict & y peemeny by setting 
them aside, the deft.’s real application being, 
not for a new trial or judgment, to which the 
application to set aside the verdict & judgment 
was merely incidental, but to have the writ of 
inquiry set aside, which could only be done by an 
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application for that ea a in the King’s Bench 
Division. Though, therefore, it is not necessary 
to decide it, in my opinion the omission to take 
out a summons was a mere irregularity within 
Ord. LX X. which was capable of being & had been 
waived by the deft. (BANKES, L.J.).—SMYTHE v. 
WILEs, [1921]2 K. B. 66, 67; 90 L. J. K. B. 1278 ; 
ee L. T. 688; 37 T. L. R. 256; 65 Sol. Jo. 258, 
3488. Appeal—Damages—Power of Court of 
Appeal to assess damages. |]—-Appeal from a decision 
of Lord Hewakrr, C.J., in an action tried without 


@ jury. 

Plitf. brought an action on behalf of herself & 
her infant child under Lord Campbell’s Act, claim- 
ing damages in respect of the death of her husband, 
which she alleged was caused by the negligence of 
one of the defts.’ lorry drivers. 

Lorp HEWART, C.J., held that there was no 
evidence of negligence on the part of the driver 
in question, & gave judgment for the defts. 

On appeal by plitf., the Court of Appeal held that 
the accident was caused by the negligence of the 
defts.’ servant, & therefore that pltf. was entitled 
to recover damages. 

Defts. contended that the Court of Appeal had 
no jurisdiction without the consent of the partics 
& defts. did not consent—to deal with the question 
of damages, which must be assessed by a jury or 
by a referee. 

If the case had been tried with a jury the Court 
of Appeal could not have assessed the damages : 
but, having been tried without a jury, & the appeal 
being a rehearing, the court has power itself to 
assess the damages in order to save costs 
(SCRUTTON, L.J.).—REANEY v. CO-OPERATIVE 
WHOLESALE Society, Lrn., [1932] W. N. 78; 73 
L. Jo. 292; 173 L. T. Jo. 262, C. A. 





(g) Lo make Order as to Costs of Appeal. 


General rule—Discretion of court. |— See Supreme 
Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 
(c. 49), s. 50 (1); Part LX XXVI., Sect. 4, post ; 
ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 242, 248, Nos. 1696, 1698— 
1701. 

3489. —--— --—-.]—Under the new law costs 
are in the discretion of the court; & the opinion 
of the judges of the Court of Appeal is that, as 
a general rule, the successful appellant will get his 
costs. The old rule of this court, that the success- 
ful appellant has to bear his own costs, is no longer 
to be acted upon unless the particular court in the 
particular case shall make an order to the contrary. 
—MEMORANDUM (1875), 1 Ch. D. 41, C. A. 

3490. —— --—On appeals commenced 
under the practice of the Supreme Court a success- 
ful appellant will, in the absence of special cir- 
cumstances, get his costs of the appeal. —OLIVANT 
v. WRIGHT (1875), 45 L. J. Ch. 1, OC. A. 





38491. ——— ———.]—_ JONES v. MERIONETHSHIRE 
PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY, No, 3522, 
post. 

3492. ——- -]—K NIGHT v. KNIGHT, No. 3494, 





post. 

3498. ‘‘ Costs here & below ’’—Meaning of words. ] 
—A ratepayer appealed to quarter sessions against 
a poor rate, & at the hearing of the appeal the 
assessment committee alleged that under an 
agreement made between them & the ratepayer 
in previous years the rateable value of the property 
rated had been first ascertained by taking a per- 
centage of the capital value, & that the gross 
estimated rental had then been ascertained by 
making an addition of 50 per cent. to the rateable 
value. At the hearing it was admitted that the 
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statutory deductions which would ordinarily be 
made from the gross value were such as would 
reduce the rateable value to nil. The Court of 
Appeal held that the assessment committee were 
not entitled to adduce evidence for the purpose of 
showing that the gross estimated rental as appear- 
ing in the rate book was too low, & that, with 
regard to certain allegations of fact in the special 
case, the case must go back to the quarter sessions 
for them to adjudicate thereon. The appeal was 
allowed ‘‘ with costs here & below.’’ On taxation 
the assessment committee claimed that they were 
entitled to the costs already incurred before the 
recorder. The company disputing this, the order 
was not drawn up, & the company applied by 
motion to the Court of Appeal:—Held: it was 
the intention of the court that the words ‘ costs 
below ” should apply only to costs before the 
Divisional Court. The costs of the first hearing 
at quarter sessions would, by consent, be left for 
the recorder to deal with at his discretion. — 
HENDON PAPER WorkKS Co., LTD. v. SUNDERLAND 
UNION ASSESSMENT CoMMITrern (1915), 139 
Tl. T. Jo, 25, C. A. 

3494. Set-off of costs of appeal.|—There is no 
general right to a set-off of the respondent’s costs 
of the pltf.’s unsuccessful appeal against money 
paid into court by the deft. in the action & re- 
covered by the pltf. in respect of a claim not 
the subject of the appeal, & upon which money, 
subject to the set-off of the deft.’s costs of action 
ordered by the court below, the pltf.’s solicitor had 
obtained a charging order. 

The Cowt of Appeal has a discretion under 
Ord. LVITL, r. 4, as to the costs of the appeal, 
& the charging order having been properly 
obtained, the court, in the exercise of that dis- 
cretion, gave effect to the lien by ordering the costs 
of the appeal to be set off against the residue of 
the money in court remaining after satisfaction 
of the charging order.-- KNIGHT v. KNIGHT, [1925] 
Ch. 835; 95 L. J. Ch. 33; 133 L. I. 259; 41 
T. L. R. 421; 69 Sol. Jo. 459, C. A. 

38495. Successful appellant deprived of costs— 
Point not raised in court below.]—When an 
appellant succeeds on a point not raised in the 
court below, he will be allowed the costs in the 
court below, but not the costs of the appeal.— 
Hussey v. HORNE-PAYNE (1878), 8 Ch. D. 670: 
26 W. Rt. 703; sub nom. Hussey v. PAYNE, 47 
L. J. Ch. 751; 38 L. T. 543, C. A.; on appeal 
(1879), 4 App. Cas. 311, H. L. 

3496. — — -/—We have discretion as to 
the costs, & to mark our disapprobation of the 
deft.’s conduct we give no costs of the appeal. 
He has, moreover, succeeded upon evidence which 
was not before the court below (JEssEL, M.R.).— 
CHARD v. JERVIS (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 178; 51 LL. J. 
Q. B. 442; 30 W. R. 504, C. A, 

3497. ——.]—Where an appellant is 
successful on an appeal upon a point not adjudi- 
cated upon in the court below, the general rule is 
that he will not be allowed his costs.—GopDDarp ». 
JEFFREYS (1882), 46 L. T. 904, C. A. 

8498. -]—As the pltf. did not argue 
in the court below the po on which he has 
succeeded here, there will be no costs of the appeal 
(Fry, L.J.).—Dys v. Dy (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 147; 
53 L. J. Q. B. 442; 51 L. T. 145; 33 W.R. 2, 0. A. 

3499. -}—As the appeal has been 
decided upon fresh grounds & fresh evidence which 
we thought ought to be adduced so as to enable 
us to do justice between the pas there will be 
no order as to the costs of this appeal (Corron, 
L.J.).—ARNOT’S CASE (1887), 36 Ch. D. 702, 711; 
57 L. J. Ch. 195; 57 L. T. 358, C. A. 
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3500. ———.]—Re O’SHEA’S SETTLEMENT, 
COURAGE v. O’SHEA, No. 8442, ante. 

3501. ——— Costs of appeal allowed—Costs 
of hearing refused.}—The appellant will have the 
costs of the appeal. In the court below hc was not 
in default until the hearing, when this objection 
should have been taken. He will have his costs 
up to the hearing, but not the costs of the hearing 
(VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—Re O. C. S., Ea p. 
DesBror, [1904] 2 K. B. 161; 73 L. J. K. B. 585; 
91 L. T. 224; 52 W. R. 595; 48 Sol. Jo. 492; 11 
Mans. 122, C. A. 

3502. Costs reluctantly allowed.}— 
My difficulty is as to the incidence of the costs of 
this appeal, & I do not hesitate to say that I should 
desire to deprive the defts. of them; but it must 
be remembered that they had a judgment against 
them which was wrong & against which they had 
to appeal in order to set it aside; on the whole, 
therefore, 1 think we are not entitled to deprive 
the defts. of the costs of the appeal (ScRUTTON, 
L.J.).—NokRTH LONDON & GENERAL PROPERTY 
Co., Lrp. v. Moy, Lrp., [1918] 2 K. B. 489; 87 
L. J. K. B. 986; 119 L. T. 230, C. A. 

3503. Principal question discussed in House 
of Lords—Not raised in printed case or below.] 
As the principal question discussed in this judg- 
ment was not raised by the present appellants 
either in the Court of Appeal or in their case for the 
present appeal, I am content that there should be 
no costs of the appeals to the Court of Appeal & 
to this House except so far as such costs have 
already been disposed of on the hearing of the 
preliminary objection (LORD CAVE, C.).—CAMP- 
BELL (DONALD) & Co. v. POLLAK, [1927] A. C. 
7382; 96 L. J. K. B. 11382; 187 L. T. 656; 43 
T. L. R. 787, H. L. 

3504. On failure to prove fraud.|—An 
appellant who had failed in proving allegations 
of fraud, as to which he had adduced a mass of 
evidence, but who had succeeded on a point of 
law, was deprived of his costs.—Re Baum, Lz p. 
Cooper (1878), 10 Ch. D. 313; 48 L. J. Bey. 
40; 39 L. T. 521; 27 W. R. 298, C. A. 

3505. Successful appellant deprived of costs— 
Where successful on one point only.}—I most com- 
pletely agree that there being a success to the 
appellants on one point of their appeal, it is not 
reasonable that they should pay costs to the other 
side. But there being so very much upon which 
they have forced the respondent to come here for 
no purpose, I think the respondent, on the other 
hand, should not be obliged to pay costs either. 
Consequently, as Lord Campbell used frequently 
to say in the Court of Queen’s Bench in such cases, 
‘‘ the costs are to the victor, but where there is no 
victor there can be no costs.”’ I think that would 
be the right principle here (LORD BLACKBURN).— 
ELLIoT v. ROKEBY (LORD) (1881), 7 App. Cas. 
43,47; 51 L. J. Ch. 249; 45 L. T. 769; 30 W. R. 
249, H. L. 

3506. ———.]— Assuming paragraph 4 raises 
an issue, the pltf. succeeds as to part & the deft. 
as to the other part. In the result the pltf. gets 
something. This is not a case, in my opinion, where 
there should be a direction concerning costs 
(BANKES, L.J.).—WILLIAMS v. JONES (STANLEY) 
& Co., Lrp., [1926] 2 K.B. 37; 95 L. J. K. B. 471; 
134 L. T. 652; 70 Sol. Jo. 468, C. A. 

——— Collision cases—Both vessels found equally 
to blame on appeal.}—See ApMiIRALTy, Vol. L., 
yp. 242, Nos. 1692-1696. 

3507. ——— ——.]-—In an action of damage 
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by collision the judge at the trial held one vessel 
solely to blame. On appeal the Court of Appeal 
allowed the appeal to the extent of finding both 
vessels equally to blame. No costs were awarded 
either in the Court of Appeal or in the Admiralty 
Court.—THE ORDUNA, [1919] P. 881; 122 L. T. 
510; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 574, O. A. 

8508. Where successful on fresh evidence. ] 
—As regards the costs, we think there should be 
no costs on either side. We do not say this on the 
ground that it is a shy ech case, because that 
would be contrary to the clear opinion expressed 
by both my learned brothers, nor do we put it on 
the ground of a difference of opinion amongst us. 
But we put it on this ground, that the appcllants 
have succeeded here, not upon the materials before 
the chief judge, but upon the additional evidence 
given here to-day. This applies to the whole of 
the costs (BAGGALLAY, Ly) Re HEMINGWAY, 
Ke p. HAUXWELL (1883), 23 Ch. D. 626, 643; 52 
L. J. Ch. 727; 48 L. T. 742; 31 W. R. 711, C. A. 

8509. Where reasons of judge below not 
furnished to Court of Appeal.]—A. decision on the 
construction of a will was reversed on appeal, 
but the court, on the ground that it was not 
furnished with any information as to the reasons 
given by the judge for his decision, refused to 
make any order as to the costs of the appeal.— 
Re McCoNNELL, SAUNDERS v. MCCONNELL (1885), 
29 Ch. D. 76; 52 L. T. 80; 33 W. It. 359, C. A. 

3510. ——— Where no _ merits—Both parties 
committing slip in practice./—As the appellant 
has no merits, & both parties have made a slip 
in the practice, we think the proper order will be 
to discharge the order below, & give no costs, 
either below or of the appeal (SWINFEN Eapy, L.J.). 
—IIDGE v. GREEN (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 1011; 119 
L. T.12; 11 B. W. C. C. 32, C. A. 

3511. ———- Where judgment for nominal 
damages only.|/—In my opinion, in an action 
founded on contract where, as in the present case, 
the pltf. claims a large sum, & in the result, though 
he establishes his contract & proves the breach, 
recovers only nominal damages, there is good 
ground for a special order as to costs. If there is 
good cause, then the court has discretion as to the 
mode in which the costs shall be dealt with. & 
I think it ought to be exercised in the present case 
by depriving the pltf. of his costs. I have doubted 
whether we ought not to go further & order him 
to pay the deft.’s costs, but I have come to the 
conclusion that the negligent conduct of the deft. 
or of his partner has really brought about the 
action, & he cannot complain if he has to bear his 
own costs. The appeal involves an alteration 
of the judgment to some extent in the appellant’s 
favour, but I think the pro er course is to give 

K 











no costs (WARRINGTON, -)-—WELD-BLUNDELL 
v. STEPHENS, [1919] 1 . B. 520, 687; 88 
L. J. K. B. 689; 120 L. T. 494; 85 T. L. R. 245; 
63 Sol. Jo. 301, C. A.; on appeal, [1920] A. C. 
956, H. L. 

3512. Judgment reversed—As a result of change 
in law—Appellant allowed costs of appeal— 
Respondent allowed costs of action.]—AKSION- 
AIRNOYE OsscHESTVO A. M. LuTHER v. SAGOR 
(James) & Co., No. 3479, ante. 

8513. Successful appellant an executor—Solicitor 

; client costs of appeal allowed—No order as to 
respondent’s costs—Appeal due to appellant’s 
omission.}—The proviso to rule 1 of Ord. LXV. 
that nothing in that rule contained shall deprive 
an executor who has not unreasonably instituted 
or carried on or resisted any proceedings, of any 
ah pe to costes out of a particular estate or fund to 
which he would be entitled according to the rules 
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theretofore acted upon in the Chancery Division, 
governs the case of bare executors who reasonably 
ropound a will & codicil, even if, though the will 
s pronounced for, the codicil is pronounced against. 
The position of such executors differs from that 
of persons named as executors in a testamentary 
paper which they unsuccessfully propound. Having 
established the validity of the will, & made good 
their position as the testator’s executors, they are 
entitled to their costs of the litigation out of the 
estate as between solicitor & client, & can be 
deprived of that right, which rests substantially 
upon contract, only if they have acted culpably 
or unreasonably. Until that has been established, 
their costs are not in the discretion of the court, & 
therefore, notwithstanding the provisions of 
sect. 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, repealed & 
re-enacted by sect. 31 (1) (hk) of the Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925, an appeal lies without 
leave from an order condemning them in costs or 
depriving them of costs out of the estate. 

As to the costs of the appeal, the appellants will 
be at liberty to take their costs as between solicitor 
& client out of the estate. There will be no order 
as to the costs of the respondents upon the appeal 
in view of the fact that the appeal has been due— 
in part at any rate—to the fact that the appellants 
did not call the attention of the judge below 
sufficiently to the first proviso to r. 1 of Ord. LXV. 
(LORD HANWoRTH, M.R.).—Re PLANT, WILD v. 
PLANT, [1926] P. 189; 95 L. J. P. 87; 135 L. T. 
238; 42 T. L. R. 443; 70 Sol. Jo. 605, C. A. 

3514. Whether successful respondent refused 
costs—Failure to warn appellant of step in pro- 
cedure.]|—A respondent who, after the time for 
appealing has expired knowingly allows his 
opponent to incur expense in preparing for the 
appeal, without warning him of his intention to 
object to the appeal being heard, may be deprived 
of his costs.—Re BiytrH & Younae (1880), 13 
Ch. D. 416; 41 L. T. 746; 28 W. R. 266, C. A. 

$515. -/+—Where the respondent to an 

appeal intends to take a preliminary objection 
he should give notice to the appellants of his 
intention so to do. If no such notice is given 
& the objection prevails, the appeal will be dis- 
missed without costs.—Re SPEIGHT, Ex p. BROOKS 
(1884), 13 Q. B. D. 42. 
_ 3516, -}—The solicitor of a respondent, 
if he is aware of a preliminary objection to an 
appeal, ought, as a matter of courtesy, to inform 
his opponent of it without delay, but the omission 
to do so is not, if the appeal is dismissed on the 
preliminary objection, a sufficient reason for 
depriving the respondent of the costs of the appeal. 
—Re Munvy, Ea p. SHEAD (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 
338 ; 53 L. T. 655; 2 Morr. 227, C. A. 

8517. Appeal justified by respondent’s 
conduct.}—Now, the only other question which 
arises is the question of costs. The general rule 
of your lordships’ House is that if the appeal be 
dismissed it should be dismissed with costs, but 
when it appears from the result of the appeal upon 
some subordinate or, it may be, substantial part 
of the case that the appellants were justified in 
coming to this House, then it is generally said 
that although the costs go to the victor, in that 
case as in this, there would be no thorough victory 
to either side; & therefore the question would 
be as regards the costs, how far that would apply 
to the present case. It is never very easy to be 

uite clear about such a point as this, but I think, 
the interlocutor being varied as proposed, there 
is @ sufficiently important object attained by the 
appellants in coming here to make it proper 
to say that the appellants should not pay the costs 
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of the appeal, though it is not quite clear whether 
they should be entirely absolved. It is to be de- 


plored that such important questions of law should 
have to be settled at the expense of litigants, but 
there is no other fund for the payment of the 
costs (LORD BLACKBURN).— PATERSON v. ST. 
ae Provost (1881), 6 App. Cas. 833, 850, 


8518. ——— Where unsafe for appellant not to 
appeal.|—As regards the costs of the appeal, the 
appellant not succceding, of course cannot get 
any costs. But he could not safely have abstained 
from. taking the opinion of this court, & therefore 
we cannot order him to pay any costs (JESSEL, 
M.R.).—e LEvy, Ex p. WALTON (1881), 17 Ch. D. 
746; 50 L. J. Ch. 657; 30 W. R. 395, C. A. 

3519. Where proceedings due to third 
party’s fraud.|—-With regard to the general costs 
of the appeal, I have no hesitation in saying that 
if I had had to exercise my discretion at the trial, 
I should not have made the present appellants pay 
any costs. There could not be a stronger case 
for departing from the general rule that the un- 
successful party in a litigation must pay the costs 
of his opponent. The son was enabled to commit 
the fraud by reason of the trust & confidence 
which was reposed in him by his mother & sister. 
This is not a sufficient reason for depriving them 
of their legal right to recover the property. But 
the appellants are perfectly innocent persons, 
who employed a solicitor to act for them & who 
used due diligence. If there ever was a case in 
which an unsuccessful litigant ought not to pay 
costs, this is the one. ‘These circumstances ought 
to influence us in dealing with the costs of the 
appeal, & therefore, though we dismiss the appeal, 
we shall give the respondents no costs of it 
(JESSEL, M.R.).--Re Cooper, COOPER v. VESEY 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 611, 636; 51 L. J. Ch. 862 ; 47 
L. TV. 89; 30 W. Rh. 648, C. A. 

3520. Where guilty of dishonest action. }— 
He must be an extremely unintelligent person if 
he thinks that the Evening Post, which disclaims 
all connection with the Morning Post, & writes 
upon different topics & in a different style, is 
connected with the Aforning Post. The idea would 
explode itself before he got half-way through the 
first page. I think the Morning Post is not likely 
tobehurt. Still I think a trick has been attempted 
by the new paper, & for that reason I think the 
justice of the case is sufficiently met by dismissing 
the action without costs, because no damage has 
been shown as likely to accrue to the Morning Post 
—dismissing it without costs, as the persons against 
whom the action has been brought have been, in 
my opinion, guilty of a dishonest action (BOWEN, 
L.J.).—BoRTHWICK v. EVENING Post (1888), 37 
Ch. D. 449, 465; 57 L. J. Ch. 406; 58 L. T. 252 ; 
36 W. R. 4384; 4 T. L. BR. 234, C. A. 

3521. Where case novel one.}—Appeal by 
the M. Ry. Co. from an order of the judge appoint- 
ing under sect. 4 of the Railway Companies Act, 
1867, a receiver & manager of the undertaking 
of the railway company after a similar order had 
been made on the application of another Judgment 
creditor. 

No such second receivership order as that under 
appeal ought to have been made, since it only 
causes useless expense without giving the appli- 
cant any benefit. The order must be discharged, 
but without costs, as it would be hard to order 
the judgment creditor to pay them in a novel 
case of so much general importance & of some 
difficulty (Cotron, L.J.).—Re MerRsEY Ry. Co. 
(1888), 37 Ch. D. 610; 57 L. J. Ch. 283; 58 L. T. 
745; 36 W. R. 372; 4T. L. R. 305, C. A. 
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8522. ——— Defence considered discreditable by 
court.}—As regards the costs, it is very unusual 
for this court to dismiss an unsuccessful appeal 
without costs; but there are grounds here which 
induce us to do it. The grounds are these: but 
for the order of February, to which I have 
referred, that Chancery action ought to have 
been dismissed with costs. That order, having 
regard to the terms of it, we have passed over, & 
the order of the judge stands in the Chancery 
action. We are very much struck with the 
character of the defence & the circumstances under 
which it was raised. It is an extremely dis- 
creditable defence, to which we are compelled to 
give effect upon grounds of public policy. Upon 
these grounds, therefore, the appeal will be dis- 
missed without costs (LINDLEY, L.J.).—JONES v. 
MERIONETHSHIRE PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING 
Society, [1892] 1 Ch. 173, 187; 61 L. J. Ch. 138 ; 
65 L. T. 685 ; 40 W. R. 273; 8 T. L. R. 1333; 17 
Cox, C. C. 389, C. A. 

Appeals in forma pauperis.|—See Part XIX., 
Sect. 18, ante. 

3523. Appeal partly successful.}—As regards the 
costs of the appeal, it appears to me that in fact 
both sides have succeeded & both sides have 
failed, & therefore that there should be no costs 
of the appeal (JESSEL, M.R.).—CHILD v. STENNING 
(1879), 11 Ch. D. 82; 48 L. J. Ch. 392; 40 L. T. 
302; 43 J. P. 479; 27 W. R. 462, C. A. 

8524. -}As the appellant partly succeeds 
& partly fails there will be no costs of the appeal 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—Re STAPLEFORD COLLIERY Co., 
BARROW’S CASE (1880), 14 Ch. D. 432; 49 L. J. Ch. 
498; 42 L. T. 891, C. A. 

3525. ——.]--As each appeal partly succeeds 
a partly fails I think the fair thing would be to 
give no costs on either side in this court (WaAR- 
RINGTON, L.J.).—THAMES CONSERVATORS v. KENT, 
[1918] 2 K. B. 272; 88 L. J. K. B. 537; 120 L. T. 
16; 838 J. P. 85; 17 L. G. R. 88, C. A. 

3526. -}+—The pltfs. were entitled to succeed 
in the court below, & I think that they must have 
their costs in the court below, but in this court the 
result must be that, as neither has been completely 
successful, there will be no costs of the appeal 
(LorpD READING, CU.J.).—BRANDT (Ll. O.) & Co. v. 
Morris (H. N.) & Co., Lrp. (1917), as reported 
in 117 L. T. 196. 

3527. -+—-Each side has partly won & 
partly failed, & there will be no order as to costs 
(SWINFEN Eapy, M.R.).—INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs. v. NORTHUMBERLAND (DUKE) (1919), as 
reported in 35 T. L. R. 433, C. A. 

3528. -+-As each party has partly suc- 
ceeded & partly failed in this appeal, let each party 
bear his own costs of this appeal (SwWINFEN 
Eapy, M.R.).—LLoyD-JONES v. CLARK-LLOYD, 
[1919] 1 Ch. 424, 457; 88 L. J. Ch. 278; 120 L. T. 
978 ; 30 T. L. R. 273; 63 Sol. Jo. 317, C. A. 

3529. Appellant not absolutely successful. ]}—As 
the pltf. has not absolutely succeeded, there should 
be no costs of the appeal (LoRD HATHERLEY, C.).— 
Hoop v. Nortu EASTERN Hy. Co. (1870), 5 Ch. 
App. 525; 23 L. T. 206, L. C. & L. J. 

3530. Case stated by quarter sessions.}—The 
practice in proceedings on the Crown side of the 
Queen’s Bench Division is unaltered by the 
Judicature Act, 1890, & there is, therefore, no 
power to give costs to a successful appellant in a 
case stated by quarter sessions.—LONDON CoUNTY 
COUNCIL v. West Ham (2) (CHURCHWARDENS, 
¥.£C.), [1892] 2 Q. B. 173; 61 L. J. M. C. 210; 56 
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J. P. 662; 40 W. R. 662; 8 T. L. R. 593; 36 
Sol. Jo. 522, C. A. 
.+—See, now, Supreme Court of Judicature 





(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 50. 


85381. Where new trial ordered.|—Where a new 
trial is granted on the ground of misdirection, the 
court, as a general rule, will order the costs of the 
first trial & of the application for a new trial to 
abide the event of the new trial.—JONES v. 
RICHARDS (1899), 15 T. L. R. 398, C. A. 

8532. -}—Where an application is made for 
a new trial & the application is opposed & a new 
trial is granted, there is no rule of practice that the 
costs of the application shall abide the event of 
the new trial, & in the absence of special circum- 
stances the applicant will be allowed the costs of 
the application—HAMILTON v. SEAL, [1904] 2 
K. B. 262; 73 L. J. K. B. 560; 90 L. T. 592; 52 
W.R. 581; 48 Sol. Jo. 485, C. A. 

3533. Trustee in bankruptcy—Unsuccessful re- 
spondent.}—A trustee in bankruptcy who is 
respondent to a successful appeal will not be 
ordered to pay costs personally.—ite NATHAN, 
Ex p. STAPLETON (1879), 10 Ch. D. 586, C, A. 

3534. -+-A trustee in bankruptcy 
who is respondent to a successful appeal is not 
entitled, as a matter of course, to have the costs 
paid out of the bankrupt’s estate ; unless he can 
make out a right to the contrary, he will be ordered 
to pay them personally. 

The court must consider what is the trustce’s 
right in each particular case (LINDLEY, M.Il.).— 
Re MACKENZIE, H'xv p. HERTFORDSHIRE (SHERIFF), 
[1899] 2 Q. B. 566, C. A. 

3535. Unsuccessful appellant—Frivolous 
appeal.|—The court in reversing the decision of 
the trustee in a bankruptcy rejecting a proof, 
ordered him to pay the costs personally, being of 
opinion that he had acted unreasonably & im- 
properly in rejecting it. 

I am clearly of opinion that the trustee has 
not performed his duty in this case. His duty 
was to look into the merits of the claim. Instead 
of doing that he has thought fit to raise a technical 
objection, in order to shut out the claimants 
entirely. In so doing I think he has been guilty 
of misconduct, which it is competent to the court 
to visit by making him pay costs personally. I 
do not believe that he intended to do anything 
dishonest in the sense of benefiting himself at the 
expense of the estate, but I think he took a 
thoroughly unreasonable course. In my opinion, 
the learned judge was perfectly right in requiring 
the trustee to pay the costs of the application. 
I think we ought to adopt the same course, & to 
reject this appeal with costs to be paid personally 
by the trustee, not out of the bankrupt’s estate 
(Fry, L.J.). 

When an utterly frivolous point has been 
persisted in, I feel no hesitation in saying that the 
trustee ought to pay the costs personally (BOWEN, 
L.J.).—Jte SMITH, Lx p. BROWN (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 
488, 493; 3 Morr. 202, C. A. 

3536. -}+~In an appeal by the 
trustee in the bankruptcy against the reversal by 
the judge of his rejection of a proof of a debt, 
the court were of opinion that the appeal was a 
frivolous one, & they dismissed it with costs, & 
directed that the trustee should not be allowed his 
costs out of the bankrupt’s estate.—He VANDER- 
HAEGE, Ez p. VINEY, [1888] W. N. 7, C. A. 

35387. Trustees of settlements—In position of 
ordinary appellants.|—One of the appellants was 
the surviving trustee of the will; he & the other 
applicant were aad entitled to take the 
opinions of Mr. Justice Chitty as to what was 
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right to be done; but when they appeal to this 
court from him, being absolutely protected as 
trustees by his decision—I do not say they are 
wrong in appealing, but they appeal to this court 
under the ordinary conditions of applicants, & 
they fail in the appeal; therefore this appeal must 
be dismissed with costs (LORD EsHER, M.R.).— 
Re RADNOR’S (EARL) WILL TRUSTS (1890), 45 
Ch. D. 4138, 423; 59 L. J. Ch. 782; 6 T. L. R. 
480, C. A. 

3538. -l—The question arose in this 
case whether trustees of a will ought to be allowed 
their costs of an unsuccessful appeal out of their 
trust fund. The question raised on the appeal 
was whether, under the trusts of the will, the 
trustees were bound to pay to, or apply for, the 
benefit of the tenant for life of a fund the whole of 
the income of the fund, or whether they had a 
discretion to accumulate a part of the income for 
the remaindermen. KEKEWICH, J., held that the 
trustees were bound to apply the whole income 
for the benefit of the tenant for life, & his decision 
was affirmed by the Court of Appeal. The 
application to the court was made by the trustees, 
& the appeal was presented by them, the remainder- 
men being served with notice of the appeal. 

The court refused to allow the trustees their 
costs of the appeal out of the fund, & ordered them 
to pay the costs both of the tenant for life & the 
remaindermen. The trustees were sufficiently pro- 
tected by the order of the court below, & there 
was no ground for their coming to this court.— Re 
WALTERS (1890), 34 Sol. Jo. 564. 

3539. Served with notice of appeal—Costs 
of counsel.j—Although it is the settled practice 
that trustees served with notice of an appcal 
upon the construction of a will are entitled to their 
costs of appearance by counsel, yet, in taxing 
their costs of appearance, the taxing master should 
have regard to the position of the trustces, & 
especially whether it was such that, at the hearing 
of the appeal, their assistance would probably be 
required by the court.—CARROLL v, GRAHAM, 
{1905} 1 Ch. 478; 74 L. J. Ch. 398 ; 92 L. T. 66 ; 
53 W. BR. 549, GC. A. 

3540. —— -—--.}—Where the trustees of 
a will had been duly served in the ordinary course 
with notice of appeal in an action relating to 
the construction of the will, no intimation having 
at the same time been given to them that their 
appearance at the hearing would not be expccted, 
& they accordingly appeared by scparate counsel 
thereat—who was not, however, in the events 
which happened, called upon to take any part in 
the proceedings or to assist the court in any way 
——they weve held to be entitled to have their custs 
of appearance, notwithstanding the decision of 
the Court of Appeal in the case of Curroll v. 
Graham, No. 3539, ante.—CATTERSON v. CLARK 
(1906), 95 L. T. 42, C. A. 

Costs of sheriff in interpleader proceedings. |— 
See Part LXXVI., Sect. 14, ante. 

3541. Several respondents in same interest.]— 
In an administration action, where several 
respondents to an unsuccessful appeal were in the 
same interest, the court allowed only one set of 
costs against the applicant, & directed those costs 
to be paid to the respondent who had the conduct 
of the proceedings. 

The solicitor of an appellant will be ordered to 
indemnify his client against the costs of the appeal, 
if it was prosecuted, not in the intcrests of the 
client, but for the purposes of the solicitor.— 
HARBIN v. MASTERMAN, [1896] 1 Ch. 851; 65 
L. J. Ch. 195; 73 L. T. 591; 44 W. R. 421; 12 
T. L. R. 105, C. A. 
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3542. Appeal brought in interests of solicitor— 
Costs against solicitor.)—-HARBIN v. MASTERMAN, 
No. 3541, ante. 

3548. Costs of documents.}—Upon interpleader 
proceedings in the county court with regard to the 
title to goods taken in execution the claimant 
succeeded. The county court judge gave the 
judgment creditors leave to appeal to the Divisional 
Court upon condition that, if successful, they should 
not ask for costs of the appeal. The judgment 
creditors appealed to the Divisional Court. 
Copies of certain documents, which were necessary 
for the use of counsel & the judges upon the appeal 
to the Divisional Court, were provided by the 
judgment creditors. The Divisional Court dis- 
missed the appeal. The judgment creditors 
obtained from the Court of Appeal leave to appeal 
from the decision of the Divisional Court, & did 
so appeal. The before-mentioned copies of docu- 
ments were necessary, & were used for the purposes 
of that appeal. That appeal was successful, & 
the claimant was ordered to pay to the judgment 
creditors the costs of & incident to the appeal. 
The bill of costs delivered by the judgment creditors 
to the claimant included items in respect of the 
before-mentioned copies of documents, which 
upon taxation the master disallowed :—Held: 
these items were rightly disallowed by the master 
as not representing custs incurred for the pur- 
poses of the appeal to the Court of Appeal.— 
MASSON, TEMPLIER & Co. v. DE FrRixEs, [1910] 1 
K. B. 535; 79 L. J. K. B. 392; 102 L. T. 155 ; 
54 Sol. Jo. 304, C. A. 

3544. Repayment of costs.]—-A solicitor who has 
demanded & received payment of costs payable 
to his client under an order of the court, with 
Lnowledge that an appeal against that order was 
pending, cannot on its reversal be ordered 
personally to repay the costs so paid to him in the 
absence of any misconduct or undertaking to do 
so on his part.—Hoop BARrRs v, IfERIOT, [1896] | 
Q. B. 610; 65 L. J. Q. B. 403; 74 L. T. 372; 44 





W. RR. 487; 12 T. L. R. 8381; 40 Sol. Jo. 457, 
©. A. 
3545. e}—An order dismissing an action 


with costs directed the money paid into court by 
the pltf. as security to be paid to the deft.’s 
solicitors on account of their costs, they under- 
taking tu refund if directed by the Court of Appeal. 
The schedule to the order directed payment to 
the deft. personally. The debt changed his 
solicitors, & 1eceived the money out of court by 
virtue of the schedule. The appeal was after- 
wards allowed with costs, but no costs of trial on 
either side :—Held: the solicitors could be ordered 
upon motion to refund the money so received by 
their Jate client, in pursuance of their under- 
taking.-—DoTEsto v. Briss (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 736, 
C, A. 

3546. Whether interest payable.}—The 
pltf. having succeeded at the trial to obtain an 
order for payment of his taxed costs to his solicitors 
on these personal undertakings to refund in case 
of a successful appeal, the deft. appealed & the 
order was discharged with costs. The defts. 
claimed interest on the amount to be refunded :-— 
Held: without deciding whether the court could 
give interest in such a case, interest ought not to be 
directed as a rule.—EDGE & SONs, v. GALLON (W.) 
& Son, [1899] W. N. 187; 383i L. J N. C. 447, 
C.A 


3547. -}—A pltf. whose action was 
dismissed with costs paid the defts.’ costs with 
interest to date. The Court of Appeal having 
reversed the decision of the court of first instance, 
the defts. repaid the sum they had received with 
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interest to date. Upon further 0 ee the House 
of Lords restored the original order, whereupon 
the pltf. repaid to the defts. the sum he had received 
from them, but without any further interest :— 
Held: the defts. were entitled to interest on 
that sum from the time when they had paid it to 
the plitf. down to the time of repayment to them- 
selves.—ASHWORTH v. ENGLISH CARD CLOTHING 
Co., Lrp. (No. 2), [1904] 1 Ch. 704; 73 L. J. Ch. 
282; 90 L. T. 263; 21 R. P. C. 355. 

3548. Partly successful appellant—Pro- 
portion of costs returnable.}—Where the un- 
successful party at the trial of an action has been 
ordered to pay the costs of the successful party, & 
those costs have been actually taxed & paid, the 
Court of Appeal will, upon a successful appeal 
from part of the judgment, & without remitting 
the matter to the taxing master, itself examine 
the taxed bill & fix the proportion to be repaid to 
the successful appellant.—Re GEIPEL’s PATENT, 
[1904] 1 Ch. 239; 52 W. R. 339; 48 Sol. Jo. 245; 
21 R. P. C. 379, C. A. 

3549. Solicitors undertaking to repay— 
In event of House of Lords appeal.}—The pltfs.’ 
actions to restrain alleged passing off of their goods 
by the defts. had been dismissed with costs. An 
appeal from this judgment has also been dismissed 
with costs. The pltfs. proposed to appeal to the 
House of Lords, & now applied for a stay of execu- 
tion pending this appeal unless the defts.’ solicitors 
gave an undertaking to return the costs received 
or to be received by them to the pltfs., in the 
event of their appeal to the House of Lords being 
successful. No evidence of special circumstances 
was filed in support of this application. The 
defts.’ solicitors declined to give any undertaking. 

We have consulted the members of the Appeal 
Court, & the general opinion appears to be, that 
there is no general rule as to giving or not giving 
an undertaking to refund in these cases, but that 
each case depends on its own special circumstances 
(VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—SCHWEPPES, LTD. v. 
GIBBENS, SAME v. BISCOMBE (W.) & Sons, [1904] 
W. N. 208, C. A. 

38550. —— When required by Court of 
Appeal.}—The Court of Appeal will not, unless in 
most exceptional circumstances, order that the 
costs payable to the successful litigant should 
only be paid on his solicitor’s undertaking to repay 
same in the event of an appeal to the House of 
Lords being successful.—GRIFFITHS v. BENN (1911), 
27 T. L. R. 346, C. A. 

Appeals as to costs only.}—See Part LXXXVI., 
Sect. 24, post. 

Costs of cross-appeal. |—See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, 
M. (e), post. 














(hk) To Order New Trial. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 5. If upon hearing of an appeal, it 
shall appear to the Court of Appeal that a new trial ought to be 
had, it shall be lawful for the said Court of Appeal, if it shall 
think fit, to order that the verdict and judgment shall be set 
aride, and that a uew trial shall be had. 


ae nae of iv re (Consolida- 
n) Act, 1925 (c. , 8 30 (1), . 8. C., Ord. 
XXXIX. 7. 1, p- 500, une 
3551. Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 830 (1)}—Application of.}— 
An application for rehearing of a divorce cause 
tried by a judge without a jury must be made to 
a Divisional Court of the Probate, Divorce & 
Admiralty Division according to r. 62 of the 


PRACTICE. 


Divorce Rules, & not to the Court of Appeal, the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1890 (53 & 64 
Vict. c. 44), s. 1 [mow repealed & replaced by 
Judicature Act, 1925 (c.49), 8. 30 (1)], applying only 
to causes or issues tried with a jury.—SMITH v. 
SmituH, [1897] P. 293; 66 L. J. P. 151; 77 L. T. 
206; 46 W. R. 24; 41 Sol. Jo. 661, C. A. 


M. Notice of Motion by Way of Cross-A ppeal— 
Variation of Order Appealed From. 


(a) Time for Giving Notice. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 6. It shall not, under any circum- 
stances, be necessary for a respondent to give notice of motion 
by way of cross appeal, but if a respondent intends, upon the 
hearing of the appeal, to contend that the decision of the Court 
below should be varied, he shall within the time specified in the 
next Rule, or such time as may be prescribed by special order, 
give notice of such intention to any parties who may be affected 
By such contention. The omission to give notice shall not 
diminish the powers conferred by the Act upon the Court of 
Appeal, but may, in the discretion of the Court, be ground for 
an adjournment of the appeal, or for a special order as to costs. 


8552. Notice need not be within time limited by 
Ord. LVIII., r. 15.]—A notice given by the respon- 
dent to an appeal under r. 6 of Ord. LVIII. of the 
Rules of Court, 1875, need not be given within the 
time limited by r. 15.—Re Fox, WALKER & Co., 
re BisHopP (1880), 15 Ch. D. 400; 43 L. T. 165, 


See R. S. C., Ord. LVITII., r. 15, p. 802, post. 


(b) Scope of Notice. 


35538. Confined to subject-matter of notice. }]— 
A cross-notice under HR. S. C., 1883, Ord. LVIIL., 
r. 6, by the respondent to an appeal can only be 
given in relation to the subject-matter of the action, 
& cannot be extended to some other matter not 
the subject of the action. For example, where 
an action & counterclaim founded on separate & 
distinct causes of action have each been dis- 
missed with costs & the pltf. on the counterclaim 
appeals, it is irregular for the pltf. in the action, 
that is, the respondent to the appeal, if he desires 
to appeal also, to give a cross-notice under R. 8. C., 
1883, Ord. LVIII., r. 6. In such a case, the 
causes of action being separate & distinct, his proper 
course is to bring a cross-appeal & not to give a 
cross-notice.— NATIONAL SOCIETY FOR THE DI6- 
TRIBUTION OF ELECTRICITY BY SECONDARY 
GENERATORS v. GIBBS, [1900] 2 Ch. 280; 69 
L. J. Ch. 457; 82 L. T. 448; 48 W. R. 499; 16 
T. L. R. 348; 44 Sol. Jo. 427, C. A. 

3554. Application to vary order—Cross-notice by 
respondent to co-respondent.]—On the application 
of a trustee in bankruptcy, the registrar ata county 
court declared two bills of sale which the bank- 
rupt had executed void against the trustee. On 
appeals ref the two grantees, the chief judge 
affirmed the decision as to the first bill of sale, 
but held that the second bill of sale was valid as 
against the trustee. The first grantee gave notice 
of appeal, addressed to the trustee & to the second 
grantee. The trustee gave no original notice of 
appeal, but served notice on both the grantees 
that, on the hearing of the first grantee’s appeal, 
he should contend that the decision of the chief 
judge as to the second bill of sale ought to be 
varied in his favour :—Held: this was a good notice 
under Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. LVIII., r. 6.— 
Re Cross, Ea f PAYNE (1879), 11 Ch. D. 539; 
40 L. T. 563; 27 W. R. 808, C. A. 

8555. ———- ——— Whether respondent entitled 
to be heard—In support of appeal.J—This is an 
apps: from a decision of Eve, J., on the will 
of a lady of the name of Mellor. The applicant 
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contends that she is entitled to certain income 
mentioned in the will, & arising out of the invest- 
ments of the residuary estate of the testatrix. 
Mr. Romer, appearing for a respondent, but a 
respondent whose interests might be prejudiced 
if this judgment stands, wished to be heard on 
behalf of that respondent by virtue of a notice 
which he had given purporting to be under Ord. 
LVIII., rv. 6, saying that he would, upon the 
hearing of the appeal, ask for a variation of the 
order which was really an entire reversal of the 
order. We did not think he was entitled to be 
heard, & we did not think—at least I did not— 
that Ord. LVIII., r. 6, was ever intended to apply 
to a case of this description. It deals with the 
question whether there need be a notice of a cross- 
appeal, or whether merely a notice that the point 
would be argued is sufficient without formal notice 
by way of cross-appeal; & I do not think that case 
comes within the rule. In fact, Mr. Romer’s 
client’s case was not before us at all, but as we 
think Mr. Romer was quite well founded in 
saying that this decision practically deprived 
his client of the right to be heard, & that he 
would not be able to take proceedings success- 
fully without going to the IJouse of Lords, we 
thought it well that he should be heard in some 
way. The difficulty was got over by his being 
instructed to argue the case with Mr. Gover on 
behalf of the applicant; & we have heard him on 
that footing. I only wish to say that we allowed 
that under the special circumstances of this case, 
& I do not wish it to be taken that, whenever a 
respondent desires to support the applicant’s 
case, it will be sufficient during the hearing of the 
appeal for the respondent’s counsel to say: ‘I 
cannot appear for my own client, but the appellant 
is quite satisfied that I should argue the case for 
him.’’ This is not to be taken as a precedent to 
enable this course to be taken in an ordinary case, 
& I do not wish to do anything to disturb the 
practice of this court of refusing to hear a respon- 
dent in support of an appeal (LORD STERNDALE, 
M.R.).—He MELLOR, ALVAREZ v. Dopason, [1922] 
1 Ch. 812, 322; 91 L. J. Ch. 393; 126 1]. T. 562 ; 
66 Sol. Jo. 249. C. A. 

3556. Original appellant not interested in 
question raised.]—Notice by a respondent under 
Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. LVIII., r. 6, to vary 
the decision of the court was proceeded upon, 
though the point was one in which the original 
rye ant had no interest.—RALPn v. CARRICK 
(1879), 11 Ch. D. 873; 48 L. J. Ch. 801; 40 L. T. 
505; 28 W. R. 67, C. A. 

3557. -}+—A. respondent who seeks to 
have an order varied on a point in which the 
appellant has no interest, cannot proceed by notice 
under Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. LVIII., r. 6, but 
must give notice of appeal. 

I am reported to have said, & probably did say, 
that when a notice of this kind has been given the 
appeal cannot be withdrawn ; but that only means 
that, when a notice has been given under the rule, 
the apparent cannot by withdrawing his appeal 
prevent the pay giving the notice from having his 

oint argued (JESSEL, M.R.).—Re CAVANDER’S 

UsTs (1881), 16 Oh. D. 270; 50 L. J. Ch. 292; 
29 W. BR. 406, C. A. 

8558. Objection to jurisdiction.——Where the 
court, on objection taken by the deft., rules that it 
has jurisdiction to hear the case, & on the merits 
gives judgment against the pltf., who appeals, the 
deft., if he wishes to raise the point of jurisdiction, 
should do so by way of cross-appeal, & not by 
taking a preliminary objection to the appeal.—Re 
WILSON’S DEED (1916), 85 L. J. K. B. 329, 337, 0. A. 
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(c) Withdrawal of Notice of Appeal. 


8559. After notice of cross-appeal.—Re CAVAN- 
DER’sS TRUSTS, No. 3557, ante. 

3560. .]—When a respondent under Ord. 
LVIII., r. 6, has given notice that he will on the 
hearing of an appeal contend that the decision of 
the court below should be varied, & the appellant 
subsequently withdraws his appeal, such notice 
entitles the respondent to elect whether to continue 
or withdraw his cross-appeal. If he continues his 
cross-appeal the appellant has the right to give a 
cross-notice that he will bring forward his original 
contention on the hearing of the respondent’s 
appeal.—T'HE BrESwIna (1884), 10 P. D. 18; 54 
I. J.P.7; 61 L. T. 883; 33 W. R. 319; 5 Asp. 
M. L. C. 335, C. A. 





(d) Raising Point Not Mentioned in Notice of 
Appeal. 


8561. Variation of judgment.] —The pltf. having 
appealed from part of a judgment, & the respon- 
dent having given a cross-notice of appeal :— 
Held: the judgment could be varied in the pltf.’s 
favour on a point not mentioned in his notice of 
appeal. 

The pltfs. having substantially succeeded, will 
have their whole costs of the appeal & the cross- 
appeal (Jussren, M.R.).—CRACKNALL uv. JANSON 
(1879), 11 Ch. D. 1; 40 L. T. 640; 27 W. R. 851, 
C. A. 


(e) Costs, 


Costs, generally, see Part LAX XVI., post. 

3562. Respondent’s position.]|—A respondent 
who has given cross-notice of appeal under Ord. 
LVIIL., r. 6, is in the same position as to costs as 
if, he had presented a cross-appeal.—HARRISON 
v. CORNWALL MINERALS Ry. Co. (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
334; 511.3. Ch. 98; 45 1. T. 498, O. A. 

3563. Where appeal & cross-appeal fall.]~-Where 
on an appeal notice has been given by the respon- 
dents that they intend to apply to have the judg- 
ment below varied, & the appeal is then dismir--7 
the appellants will be ordered to pay the costs of 
the appeal except such as were occasioned by the 
notice.—Tis LAURETTA (1879), 4 P. D. 25; 48 
I. J. P. 55; 40 L. T. 444; 27 W. RR. 002; 4 
Asp. M. L. @. 118, C. A. 

3564. ———.] —Where, on an appeal, the success- 
ful respondent seeks to vary the order of the court 
below, & fails, but his notice to vary could not 
materially increase the costs, the court will not 
apportion the costs, but will order them to be paid 
by the appellants, deducting a small sum in respect 
of the notice.—RoBINSON v. DRAKES (1883), 28 
Ch. D. 98; 48 lL. T. 740; 31 W. R. 871, C. A. 

3565. -}—Where both the appeal & cross- 
appeal fail the respondent must pay such costs 
(if any) as were occasioned by the cross-appeal, & 
these costs must be set off against the costs payable 
to the pltf. by the deft. in respect of his appeal.— 
Ilow v. WINTERTON (EARL), [1896] 2 Ch. 626, 641 ; 
65 L. J. Ch. 8382; 75 L. T. 40; 12 T. L. R. 541, 
C. A. 

3566. Where appellant substantially successful.] 
—CRACKNALL v. JANSON, No. 3561, ante. 

3567. One defendant appealing successfully as 
to costs—Other defendant cross-appealing un- 
successfully on merits.}—After receipt by the 
army agents of the money payable to an officer on 
his retirement continual notices of charges on 
the money were given to the army agents by each 
of three assignees. One of the assignees brought 
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an action against the two others, claiming priority 
over them. The judge held that the notices given 
before the retirement was gazetted were of no 
avail, & that of the two assignees who gave notice 
on the day after the retirement was gazetted the 
deft. whose security was prior in date had priority 
over the pltf. & over the other deft., & that the 
costs of the action were to be paid out of the fund. 
The deft. who had obtained priority appealed as to 
the costs, & the other deft. gave notice of cross- 
appeal on the merits :—J/leld: an appeal would 
lie from the order as to costs. Order as to priority 
affirmed, but the costs of action ordered to be 
added to the securities. Appellant’s costs of 
appeal to be paid in moieties by the respondents.— 
JOHNSTONE v. Cox (1681), 19 Ch. D. 17; 45 1. T. 
657; 30 W. R. 114, C. A. 

3568. Appeal & cross-appeal dismissed with costs 
——Set-off of costs.}—An action having been brought 
by the pltf. against the defts., the judge at the trial 
gave judgment dismissing the action with no costs 
on either side. The defts. gave notice of appeal 
from so much of the judgment as directed that 
they should have no costs. The pltf. gave notice 
of cross-appeal from the judgment as a whole, 
asking that judgment should be entered for him 
with costs. The Court of Appeal ordered that the 
judgment should be affirmed, the appeal of the 
defts. dismissed with costs, the cross-appeal of 
the pltf. dismissed with costs, & that the pltf.’s 
costs of the appeal & the defts.’ costs of the 
cross-appeal respectively should be set off. The 
taxing master on taxation allowed the items 
charged in the pltf.’s bill of costs of the defts.’ 
appeal in respect of briefs & fees for counsel, but 
disallowed the corresponding items charged in the 
defts.’ bill of costs of the pltf.’s cross-appeal, his 
view being that these items on both sides were 
chargeable solely by reason of the defts.’ appeal. 
The defts. objected to the taxation on the ground 
that these items on both sides should have been 
apportioned between the costs of the appeal & 
the cross-appeal, both of which had been dismissed 
with costs, but the taxing master overruled the 
objections & affirmed his taxation. The judge 
at chambers ordered that the taxing master should 
review his taxation by apportioning the costs of 
the items in question on each side between the 
appeal & the cross-appeal :—Held.: the judge had 
rightly referred back the taxation, inasmuch as, 
on the true construction of the order of the 
Court of Appeal, the items in question on both 
sides ought to be apportioned between the appeal 
& the cross-appeal.—JONnES v. StoTT, [1910] 1 
K. B. 893; 79 L. J. K. B. 766; 102 L. T. 670; 
54 Sol. Jo. 424, (. A. 


(f) Length of Notice. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVIIL, r.7. Subject to any special order which 
May be made, notice by a respondent under the last preceding 
tule shall in the case of any appeal from a final judgment be 
an eight days’ notice, and in the case of an appeal from an 
interlocutory order a two days’ notice. 


Time for giving notice.]— See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, 
M. (a), ante. 

3569. Eight days’ notice.}—An objection to the 
hearing of a cross-appeal was taken that the ‘' eight 
days’ notice’ requued by Ord. LVIII., rr. 6 & 7, 
must be before the case came into the paper. The 
court overruled the objection. 

I think it is enough if the notice is given eight 
days before the case is heard (LINDLEY, L.J.).— 


PRACTICE. 


JAEGER’S SANITARY WOOLLEN SysTEM Co., LTD. 
v. WALKER & Sons (1897), 41 Sol. Jo. 695; 77 
L. T. 180, C. A. 

Computation of time.]—See R.S.(., Ord. LXIV., 
rr. 2, 12, Part LX XXV., post. 


N. Entering Appeal. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., yr. 8. The party appeallng from a judg- 
ment or order shall produce to the proper officer of the Court 
of Appeal the judgment or order or an office copy thereof, and 
shall leave with him a copy of the notice of appeal to be filed, 
and such officer shall thereupon sect down the ad aay by entering 
the same in the proper list of appeals, and it shall come on to 
be heard according to its order in such list, unless the Court of 
Appeal or a Judge thereof shall otherwise direct, but 80 as not 
to come into the paper for hearing before the day named in the 


notice of appeal. 


Proper officer.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LX., vr. 2, 
Part LXXX., post; R. S. C., Ord. LXXI., r. 1, 
p. 259, ante. 

3570. Production of judgment or order.]—An 
appeal must be entered with the proper officer 
of the Court of Appeal before the day mentioned 
in the notice of appeal for the hearing, or if that 
day happens to be in a vacation, before the next 
day on which the court is sitting, otherwise the 
respondent will be entitled to have the motion 
dismissed as an abandoned motion although the 
notice of appeal was given. 

It is a condition precedent to the setting down 
of an appeal under r. 8 of Ord. LVIII. that the 
party seeking to set it down should produce to the 
proper officer of the Court of Appeal the order 
appealed from or an office copy thereof, &, there- 
fore, the practice of setting down an appeal with 
a note ‘ Produce order ”’ is irregular & shall be 
abandoned in the future. 

As a rule of convenience the Court of Appeal 
requires that, in the case of interlocutory appeals, 
the appeal shall have been entered upon the books 
of the court for one clear day before it appears in 
the daily cause list for hearing.—LAWSON v. 
FINANCIAL News, Lrtp., [1918] 1 Ch. 1; 87 
L. J. Ch. 64; 117 1. T. 641; 34 T. L. BR. 26, C. A. 

3571. - Where compromise pending.}—'The 
proper course to adopt, if a compromise or negotia- 
tions were pending, is to produce the order appealed 
from, & comply with the formalities required by 
Ord. LVIII., r. 8, forthwith, & then apply to the 
court that the appeal should not come into the list 
for hearing for a fortnight or so, as a compromise 
was possible. In the present case, after a delay 
of six months, the court is not prepared to give any 
further time. The essence of an application for 
an interlocutory injunction in the court below is 
that it should be made with promptness, and the 
same procedure ought to apply to interlocutory 
appeals (CozENS-HARDY, M.R.).—SHERWELL 1. 
COMBINED INCANDESCENT MANTLES SYNDICATE, 
Ltp., [1907] W. N. 211, C. A. 

3572. —-- - Interlocutory appeal.}—LAWSoON 1. 
FINANCIAL NEws, Lrp., No. 3570, ante. 

8578. -—-— Former practice.]—An appeal from 
the refusal of an interlocutory motion may be set 
down without production of the order appealed 
from, or a copy of it. Ord. LVIITI., r. 8, does not 
apply to such a case.—SMITH v. GRINDLEY, SMITH 
v. RRINGTON (1876), 3 Ch. D. 80; 35 L. T. 112; 
24 W. RR. 956; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 443, C. A. 

Memorandum for entry of appeal—Form. ]—Scee 
Appendix G., No. 23, Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

8574. Papers necessary for the court—Costs. |— 
It is the duty of an appellant on the hearing of an 
appeal involving the construction of documents 
to supply the Court of Appeal with three copies 
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of each material document, & it is the practice to 
allow the costs of such copies on taxation. 

Where an pep iane in such case failed to supply 
three copies of such documents, the appeal was 
ordered to stand over, & the costs of the adjourn- 
ment were directed to be borne by the appellant.— 
CANNOT v. OPPENHEIM (1889), 38 W. R. 1, C. A. 

8575. —-— -}—On an appeal relating to 
the construction of a will one copy only was 
furnished for the use of the Lords Justices, the 
reason alleged for this course being that the taxing 
masters were chary of allowing the cost of three 
copies in a small case. The Lords Justices pro- 
tested against the notion that it was possible for 
the court to perform its duty properly in construing 
a will or other instrument unless a copy of such 
instrument was provided for the use of each 
member of the court, & intimated that the cost 
of copies so provided ought to be allowed on 
taxation.— PRACTICE NoTE, [1897] W. N. 8. 

3576. —--—,]—-Where an appeal is brought, 
office copies of affidavits are primd facie sufficient, 
&, if on any appeal further copies are made for 
the use of the learned judges of the Court of 
Appeal, that court should be asked at the time to 
allow them; & unless the court is asked to, & 
does allow such copies, the taxing master properly 
disallows the costs thereof.—hHe ROLLASON’S 
REGISTERED DESIGN (No. 2) (1898), 78 I. T. 511. 

3577. -}—The court has in a previous 
case said that the costs of three copies of docu- 
ments which had to be read on an appeal ought to 
be allowed, & that they would instruct the taxing 
masters accordingly. The old practice must be 
altered in this respect. It is impossible for the 
court to get on without three copies of material 
documents. The costs, therefore. of three copies 
of the correspondence in the present case will be 
allowed, & this course will be adopted in similar 
cases in future (LINDLEY. M.R.).—STEPHENS v. 
LYDALL (1898), 15 T. L. R. 15; 48 Sol. Jo. 27, 


fe 














- Copies of material documents |—Sce Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, R. (6), post. 
Workmen’s Compensation appeals. |—See 
KR. 8S. C., Ord. LVITI., r. 20, p. 814, post. 

Fees.|—See Supreme Court Fees Order, 1930, 
Schedule I., Sect. VI., Items 97-100, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

3578. Time for entering appeal.} —An appeal 
must be entered with the proper officer of the 
Court of Appeal before the day mentioned in the 
notice of epee for the hearing, or if that day 
happens to be in a vacation when the office is 
closed, then before the next day of the sitting of 
the court, otherwise the respondent will be ent tled 
to have the appeal motion distnissed as an 
abandoned motion although the notice of appeal 
was given in time.—Re NATIONAL FUNDS ASSUR- 
ANCE Co. (1876), 4 Ch. D. 305; 461. J. Ch. 1838 ; 
35 lL. T. 689; 25 W. R. 151, 158, UC. A. 

8579. -}—Notice of appcal from an inter- 
locutory order made on Jan. 24 was given on 
Feb. 18 for Feb. 18, but owing to a mistake of 
the solicitor’s clerk was not set down till the 19th. 
The appeal came on to be heard on the 20th: — 
Held: not having been set down till after the 
day for which notice was given, it must be dis- 
missed.—Re MANSEL, RHODES v. JENKINS (1878), 
@ Ch, D. 711; 47 L. J. Ch. 870; 38 1. T. 408; 
26 W. RR. 861, C. A. 

3580. -l—An interlocutory order having 
been made in an action on April 8, the defts. on 
April 23 gave notice of appeal fur April 30. The 
order was not drawn up till the latter end on June, 
& the defts. then set down the appeal. Upon its 
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coming on to be heard the pltfs. objected that it 
could not be heard, as it had not been set down 
in time :—Held: as it was the duty of the pltfs. 
to draw up the order, & the appeal had been set 
down as soon as the pltfs. had enabled the defts. 
to comply with the requisition of Rules of Court, 
1875, Ord. LVITIIL., r. 8, that an office copy of the 
order shall be produced, the objection could not 
be sustained.—Re HARKER, GOODBARNE V. FOTHER- 
GILT. (1879), 10 Ch. D. 613; 40 L. T. 4083 27 
W. R. 587, C. A. 

3581. ——~.]—An appellant served notice of 
appeal, but by an oversight omitted to set down the 
appeal till the day named in the notice for the 
hearing of the appeal (which made the proceedings 
irregular), & then withdrew such notice, offering 
to pay the respondent the costs occasioned by its 
service, & at the same time served a fresh notice 
of appeal, which was within time. ‘The respondent 
refused to accept service :—Held: the appellant 
was within his rights under the Act, & the respon- 
dent should have accepted the substituted notice 
of appeal.— NorTON v. LONDON & NORTH WESTERN 
Ry. Co. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 118; 40 1. fT. 597; 44 
J.P. 223 27 W. R. 778, C. A. 

3582. -+—~Order of the Divisional Court 
from which the pltf. appealed was made on 
March 10. Notice of appeal was given to the 
defts. on the 25th ; appeal was set down for hearing 
on March 31. 

Counsel for the defts. objected to the appeal 
being heard, & contended that it had been 
abandoned. Under Ord. LVIII., r. 8, the appeal 
ought to have been set down for hearing on 
March 30, the day before the hearing. 

Counsel for the pltfs. contended that as 
March 31 was in vacation, & the appeal could not 
be heard until April 6, it was not an abandoned 
appeal. 

The court held that the contention on behalf 
of the pltfs. was right & overruled the objection. 
They heard the appeal & reversed the decision 
of the Divisional Court.—SHOETENSACK v. PRICE 
& Co., [1880] W. N. 60, CG. A. 

$583. o]—LAWSON Ut. 
Lrp., No. 38570, ante. 

Extension of time for appealing.]—See lt. S. C., 
Ord. LVITI., r. 15, pp. 802, 805, post. 

3584. Failure to enter—Notice of motion by 
respondent to discharge notice of appeal—-Costs. ]|— 
Where notice of motion of appeal is given, but the 
party giving it neglects to take the proceedings 
before the officer of the court directed by Ord. 
LVIIL, r. 8, & the matter is not in the court 
paper of the day, the other party ought not to 
appear, but) may make a substantive application 
for his costs of the motion.—WEBB v. MANSELL 
(1877),2Q. B.D. 117; 25 W. R. 389, C. A. 

8585. ———- - —.]—Anappellant’s solicitors 
wrote to the solicitors of the respondent with- 
drawing their notice of appeal as irregular. The 
respondent, who had delivered briefs to oppose the 
appeal, applied er parte to discharge the notice of 
appeal with costs :-—Held : notice of motion must 
be given.—Re OAKWELL COLLIERIES (1878), 7 
Ch. D. 706; 26 W. R. 577, C. A. 

3586. --~-~ -- —,]--On Dec. 20, 1880, C. 
gave notice of appeal, but did not set it down. 
On Jan. 11 he sent a letter withdrawing his notice 
of appeal. On the next day the solicitor for the 
respondents wrote to C. saying that he had 
delivered briefs, & that unless C. would undertake 
to pay the respondents’ costs of the appeal the usua) 
proceedings would be taken to enforce payment 
of them. C. did not answer this letter. The 
respondents then moved that the appeal might 
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be dismissed & that C. might be ordered to pay 
the costs of the appeal & of this application, & an 
order was made accordingly.—CHARLTON  v. 
CHARLTON (1881), 16 Ch. D. 273; 29 W. R. 406, 

3587. —— Necessity of previous 
demand.}—The costs of an application for the 
costs of an abandoned notice of appeal will not 
be allowed unless a previous demand for payment 
of them has been made & not complied with.— 
GRIFFIN v. ALLEN (1879), 11 Ch. D. 913; 28 
W. R. 10, C. A. 

3588. Entering in general list—Appeal inter- 
locutory in form—-Final in substance.}—An appeal 
being considered interlocutory was set down in 
the special list, but when it came on the court 
held that though the appeal was interlocutory 
in form, & was one for which a twenty-one days’ 
notice of appeal was necessary, yet it was final 
in substance, & it must go into the general list.— 
GAMES v. BoNNOR (1884), 54 L. J. Ch. 517, 520 ; 
33 W. R. 64, C. A. 

3589. Withdrawal of entry.J]—The deft. in an 
action having given notice of appeal against an 
order, wrote to the pltf. saying that he proposed 
to withdraw his appeal, & asking for his consent 
to his doing so. The pltf. at once consented to the 
withdrawal. Two days afterwards the deft. 
wrote to say that he was under misapprehension 
as to a material fact, & intended to go on with 
the appeal. No step was taken by either side to 
remove the appeal from the list of appeals, & 
both parties filed affidavits in support of their 
case :—ITeld: the deft. had no power to revoke 
his withdrawal of the appeal, & the appeal could 
not| be heard._-WaATSON v. CAVE (No. 2) (1881), 
17 Ch. D. 23; 501. J. Ch. 561; 44 L. TT. 117; 29 
W.R. 768, C. A. 

3590. -}—Counsel for pltf. asked that an 
appeal, which had been set down by him, might be 
struck out of the list on payment of the deft.’s 
costs. The pltf. had given notice to the deft. of 
his intention to abandon his appeal, & had offered 
to pay the deft.’s costs; but the officer of the 
court would not strike the appeal out of the list 
without the leave of the court. It was submitted 
that an appellant had a right to withdraw his appeal 
on payment of the respondent's costs, & that he 
could aftewards give a fresh notice of appeal, if 
he could do so within the time limited by the rules 
for appealing. 

The court held that r. 8 of Ord. LVITT. prevented 
an appeal from being withdrawn without the leave 
of the court, & refused to give leave, unless they 
were satisfied as to the pltf.’s reasons for desiring 
to withdraw his appeal. 

Counsel for pltf. afterwards handed up to the 
court a written statement of the pltf.’s reasons. 

The court thereupon gave leave to withdraw 
the appeal, on payment of the respondent’s costs ; 
but they declined to express any opinion whether 
the pltf. could afterwards give a fresh notice of 
appeal.—ToD-HEATLEY v. BARNARD, [1890] W. N. 


130, C. A. 
-/—Where after an appeal has been 











3591. 
lodged the appellant desires to abandon his appeal, 
the proper form of order is that the appeal be dis- 
missed with costa; & the court will not allow an 
order to be drawn up in form that the appeal has 





been withdrawn.—Re Downina, Ex »p. MARDEN 
(1891), 8 Morr. 302; 65 L. T. 665, C. i 
---~ Form.]}—-See Appendix K., No. 57a, 


Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


PRACTICE. 


Abandonment of appeal—Form.]—See Appendix 
K., No. 57B, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

8592. ——— Without reason shown.]— Where 
appellant had notified that he did not intend to 
proceed with his wt pn & asked that the appeal 
might be dismissed :—Held: that it would be 
wrong for the court to force on the appeal. There 
was no reason for preventing the appellant from 
abandoning an appeal which he probably thought 
would be useless, three judges already having 
decided against him.—BosviLx# v. A.-G. (1887), 4 
T. L. R. 7, C. A. 

3598. Postponement of appeal—For sufficient 
reason. ]—An a oe ere to postpone the hearing of 
an appeal which is in the general list, though made 
with the consent of all parties, will not be granted 
as a matter of course. The court requires some 
sufficient reason for the postponement to be shown. 
The fact that negotiations with a view to settle- 
ment of the appeal are pending is such sufficient 
reason.—-BIRD v. ANDREW (1887), 36 W. R. 1; 
4T L. R. 7, C. A. 

—— Pending service on further parties. ]—<See 
R.S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 2, p. 772, ante. 

On discovery of fresh evidence.]— See 
R.S.C., Ord. LVILI., r. 4, p. 774, ante. 


—_ 





O. Time for Appeal in Matter Not Being an 
Action. 


(a) Company Winding up. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVUIL., r. 9. The time for appealing from any 
order or decision made or given in the matter of the ve up 
of a company under the provisions of the Companies (Con 
sOlidation) Act, 1908, or auv Act amending the same, or any 
order or decision made in the matter of any bankruptcy, or in 
any other matter not being an action, shall be the same as the 
ha ee for appeal from an Interlocutory order under 

tule 15, 


See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 979, 980, Nos. 
6757-6750, 

3594. Compulsory winding-up order—Whether 
treated as interlocutory.|—It would be convenient 
that appeals from compulsory winding-up orders 
should be treated as interlocutory & not as final 
appeals (VAUGHAN WILIIAMS, L.J.).—-Re NAVAL, 
MiniraRy & Civil SERVICE CO-OPERATIVE 
SocikTy OF SouTH AFRICA, Lrp., [1903] W. N. 
120, C. A. 

3595. Order as to reduction of capital—Whether 
treated as interlocutory.]—Appeal from a decision 
refusing to sanction a reduction of the capital of 
the company. The company applied that the 
appeal should be treated as interlocutory, & put 
in that list. The court made the order asked for.— 
Re ALLsopp (SAMUET.) & Sons, Lrp., [1903] 
W. WN. 132, C. A. 


(b) Bankruptcy. 


See Bankruptcy Act, 1914 (c. 59), 8. 108; Bank- 
ruptcy Rules, 1915, rr. 130, 184; Bankruptcy & 
INSOLVENCY, Vol. IV., pp. 345, 529-5381, Nos. 3242, 
4840-4866. 

8596. Application for discharge—Appeal from 
refusal to hear—Hearing by Court of Appeal.]— 
Upon an appeal by a bankrupt from the registrar's 
refusal to hear his application for discharge, the 
Court of Appeal will, in a prover case, itself hear 
the application instead of remitting it to the 
registrar.—Re SoLomons, [1904] 1 K. B. 106; 73 
L. J. K. B. 55; 89 L. T. 637; 52 W. R. 478; 10 
Mans. 369, C. A. 

County courts — Appeals from.}—See Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1914 (c. 59), 8. 108 (2) (a). 
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8597. ——- ——— Finality of Divisional Court 
decision.}—I think, as I have always said, that 
the appeal to this court (the Divisional Court) in 
bankruptcy is a Court of Appeal from county 
courts, exercising a High Court Jurisdiction, & the 
statute has said the decision given by this court is 
to be final unless this court or the Court of Appeal 
gives leave to appeal. Therefore I do not think 
it is right to have the estate wasted by further 
appeal in a matter where we both have no doubt 
& where we are affirming the judge in the court 
below. I say that expressly because I think if you 
ask the Court of Appeal for leave, you should tell 
them the reasons of this court for refusing it 
(HORRIDGE, J.).—Re Hoty, Ha p. Worry (1918), 
88 L. J. K. B. 278; [1918-19] B. & C. R. 49, D. C. 

Deposit on appeal.|—See BANKRUPTCY & IN- 
SOLVENCY, Vol. IV., pp. 533-535, Nos. 4893-4909. 

Entry of appeal.}—See Bankruptcy Rules, 1915, 
rr. 181, 182; BanKkRuptcy, Vol. 1V., pp. 532, 533, 
575, Nos. 4885-4892, 5283. 

Notice of appeal & service.|—-See BANKRUPTCY 
ry ee Vol. IV., pp. 531, 5382, Nos. 4867— 

884. 

3598. Party affected not served—Appear- 
ance without service—Costs.]—An applicant ought 
to serve notice of appeal on all parties who will 
be affected by the order of the Court of Appeal, 
& if a party who would be so affected is not served 
he may appear without service & obtain his costs, 
& this rule applies though the appeal fails through 
irregularity & never comes on to be heard.— 
Re NEw CaLuao (1882), 22 Ch. D. 484; 52 L. J. Ch. 
283; 48 L. T. 251; 31 W. R. 185, C. A. 

38599. ——— On Official Receiver—When required 
to appear.]—As a general rule, the official receiver, 
though served with a notice of appeal, ought not to 
appear on the hearing, unless there are special 
circumstances which he desires to bring before the 
court.—Re Dixon, La p. Drxon (1884), 138 Q. B.D. 
118; 538 L. J. Ch. 769; 50 L. T. 414; 32 W. R. 
837; 1 Morr. 98, C. A. 

3600. -}—The rule in future in 
this court will be, that, when there is an appeal 
against a receiving order, & notice is served, as it 
must be, within the time limited by the rules, on 
the petitioning creditor, notice shall in all cases, 
whether there has or has not been a stay of pro- 
ceedings, be given to the official receiver within the 
same time. ... We shall, of course, reserve to 
ourselves entirely the power given by r. 15 of 
Ord. LVIII. of extending the time for appcaling 
under special circumstances. But the rule which 
we now say we shall require to be acted upon in 
future ought not, I think, to affect in any way the 
rule which we stated in Hz p. Dixon, No. 3599, 
ante, for the guidance of the official receiver, viz. 
that although he is served with notice of the appeal, 
he ought not to appear on the hearing unless there 
are material circumstances which he desires to 
bring before the court. If he can inform the court 
of something which he thinks it ought to know, 
then he is bound to be here (Lorp EsHER, M.R.).— 
Re WEBBER, Ex p. WEBBER (1889), 24 Q. B. D. 
313, 317; 59 L. J. Q. B. 681; 62 L. T. 485 ; 38 
W.R. 195; 6T. L. R. 125; 6 Morr. 313, C. A. 

















(c) Other Matters. 


3601. What orders included—Summons for 
wages by seaman under Merchant Shipping Act, 
1894 (c. 60), s. 164—Order of Divisional Court 
affirming order of alderman of City of London.}— 
An order of a Divisional Court affirming an order 
of an alderman of the City of London made upon 
& summons for wages taken out by a seaman 
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under sect. 164 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1894, is a final order in a matter not being an 
action within the meaning of Ord. LVIII., r. 15, 
& no appeal can be brought to the Court of Appeal 
after the expiration of fourteen days from the 
decision of the Divisional Court.—AUSTIN FRIARS 
S.S. Co. v. Srrack, [1906] 2 K. B. 499; 75 L. J. 
K. B. 658; 941.17. 875; 703. P.528; 22T.L.R. 
701, C. A. 

3602. ——— -— Order of court of summary 
jurisdiction—Whether appeal lies by special case. ] 
—By sect. 33 (1) of the Summary Jurisdiction 
Act, 1879, any person aggrieved who desires to 
question an order or other proceeding of a court 
of summary jurisdiction, on the ground that it is 
erroncous in point of law, may apply to the court 
to state a special case setting forth the facts of 
the case & the grounds on which the proceeding 
is questioned. 

By sect. 164 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1894, a seaman may, as soon as any wages due to 
him, not exceeding fifty pounds, become payable, 
sue for the same before a court of summary juris- 
diction as therein described, & the order made by 
the court in the matter shall be final :—Held : 
notwithstanding the former enactment, no appeal 
by special case lies from an order made by a court 
of summary jurisdiction under the latter.— 
WILLS & Sons v. McSHERRY, [1914] 1 K. B. 616 ; 
83 L. J. K. B. 596; 110 L. T. 653 738 J.P. 120; 12 
Asp. M. L. C. 426, D. C. 

3603. Decision on opposition to application 
to register a trade mark—Under Patents, Designs 
& Trade Marks Act, 1883.]—An application to 
register a trade mark was opposed, but the court 
held the opposition failed entirely & directed the 
registration. The order was passed & entered 
on Aug. 11, 1886. On Nov. 3 the opponents gave 
notice of motion by way of appeal. 

Counsel for respondent took the preliminary 
objection that this was not an action & accordingly, 
under Ord. LVIII., rr. 9 & 15, the time for appealing 
(except by special leave of the court) was twenty- 
one days [now fourteen days] from the date when 
the order was signed & entered. The appeal was 
therefore too late. 

The appellants considered this was an important 
case, in which both sides were ready to argue the 
case on the merits, & the court could grant special 
leave now, & by sv doing would relieve the 
appellants from the necessity of taking proceedings 
to rectify the register under sect. 90 of the Act of 
1883. 

The court then gave special leave upon the 
appellants undertaking not to take proceedings to 
rectify the register upon the ground of the mark 
being improperly on thc register.—Re ARBENZ’ 
APPLICATION (1887), 35 Ch. D. 248, 257; 35 
W. R. 527, 528. 

3604. Order under Trustee Relief Act.}— 
The time within which an appeal must be brought 
from an order made under the Trustee Relief Act 
is twenty-one days [now fourteen days].—RHe 
BAILLIE’s Trusts (1877), 4 Ch. D. 785; 46 
L. J. Ch. 330; 35 L. T. 917; 25 W. R. 310, C. A, 

Proceedings under Trustee Act, 1925, see R.S. C., 
Ord. LIVB., Part LXVII., ante. 

3605. ——— Order under Vendor & Purchaser 
Act, 1874.]—The time within which an appeal 
can be brought from an order under the Vendor & 
Purchaser Act, 1874, s. 9, is twenty-one days.— 
Re BuytTH & YouNG (1880), 13 Ch. D. 416; 41 
L. T. 746; 28 W. R. 266, C. A. 

8606. -}+—Upon an appeal coming on 
for hearing counsel for respondent took the pre- 
liminary objection that it was an appeal from an 
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order made upon a summons taken out under the 
Vendor & Purchaser Act, 1874, which was a 
‘‘matter not being an action,’ & had not been 
brought within the time limited for appeals in 
matters not being an action by Ord. LVIITI., 
rr. 9 & 15. 

The court said that the question having been 
decided in 1880 in Re Blyth & Young, No. 3605, 
ante, could not now be reopened ; & in dismissing 
the appeal said further that Re Blyth & Young 
was rightly decided, & that the order now appealed 
from was not an order made in an action.—fRe 
Ricketts & AVENT’S CONTRACT, [1890] W. N. 
16, C. A. 

3607. — — ----.]—Trustees for sale under a 
settlement put up for sale by auction in lots 
leaschold property comprised in one lease (of 
which they were the assignees), subject to a con- 
dition that, in the event of the lots being sold to 
different purchasers (which happened) the sale of 
each lot should be carried out by means of an 
underlease to each purchaser for the residue of the 
original term, less the last day thereof, & at an 
apportioned rent. Upon a summons by the 
vendors under the Vendor & Purchaser Act, 1874, 
the judge held that this was not a valid exercise 
of the trust for sale. At the request of the 
purchaser of two of the lots, the judge made an 
order for the rescission of the contract & for the 
return of the deposit. 

The trustees appealed. The purchaser took the 
preliminary objection that the appeal was out of 
time, citing Re Blyth & Young, No. 3605, ante. 

The court held that that case exactly applied, 
& on that ground they dismissed the appeal, 
without going into the merits._—-Re WALKER & 
OAKSHOTT’S C'ONTRACT, [1902] W. N. 147; 37 
L. J. N. C. 388, C. A. 

Appeal from order on originating summons. ] 
See AcTION, Vol. I., p. 5, Nos. 12-16; SALE oF 
Lanv, Vol. XL., p. 219, Nos. 1873-1876. 








P. Bankruptcy Appeals from County Courts. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 9A. Appeals from orders in bank- 
ruptcy made by a County Court shall be heard by a Divisional 
Court of that Division of the High Court of which the Judge to 
ee bankruptcy business js for the time being assigned is a 
yrember. 


See Bankruptcy Act, 1914 (c. 59), s. 108 (2) (a). 

3608. To Divisional Court.J}—fe Hoty, £2 p. 
Hoey, No. 3597, ante. 

3609. From incidental orders.|— Where 
the judge of the High Court for the time being 
exercising bankruptcy jurisdiction refuses to 
extend the time within which the official receiver 
should advertise a receiving order made in the 
county court & under appeal, an appeal from the 
judge’s decision ought to be brought before a 
Divisional Court constituted to hear appeals from 
orders of county courts in bankruptcy matters.— 
Re DUNHILL, Ex p. WILSON, [1894] 2 Q. B. 554; 
64 L. J. Q. B. 64; 1 Mans. 244; 10 R. 351, D.C. 





Q@. Appeal from Refusal of Ex parte Applications. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 10. Where an ez parte appli 
has been refused by the Court below, an aopNeat ae paca 
Kimilar purpose may be made to the Court of Appeal ex parte 
Ms eee days eon the te ot such refusal, or within such 
a me as a Judge o ‘ourt below 
Appetite atlee. or of the Court of 


‘Within four days’’—How reckoned.[— Se 
R. fg C., Ord. LXIV., rr. 2, 8, 12, Part LXExV. 
post. 


PRACTICE. 


3610. Unopposed application for grant of ad- 
ministration—-Whether appeal lies from refusal. ] 
A person claiming to be a creditor of an intestate 
applied for letters of administration, having cited 
the next-of-kin, who did not appear. The judge 
refused the grant, holding that the applicant was 
not a creditor of the intestate. The applicant 
appealed :—Held: whether the application was 
contentious or non-contentious business, as to 
which the court gave no opinion, there was, under 
sect. 19 of the Judicature Act, 1873, an appeal 
from the judge’s decision to the Court of Appeal.— 
Re Cioox (1890), 15 P. D. 132; 63 L. T. 536, 
CLA 


8611. Refusal by Divisional Court of writ of 
habeas corpus.]—On March 11, O. B. was arrested 
in London & detained in custody. On April 10, 
O. B. applied to a Divisional Court for a rule nisi 
for a writ of habeas corpus. The Divisional Court 
refused the rule. On April 13, O. B. applied to 
the Court of Appeal, who granted a rule nisi.— 
R. v. SECRETARY OF STATE FOR HOME AFFAIRS, 
Ex p. O'BRIEN, [1923] 2 K. B. 361; 92 L. J. K. B. 
797; 129 L. T. 419; 87 J. P. 166; 39 T. LR. 
487; 27 Cox, C. C. 483; sub nom. O'BRIEN v. 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR HOME AFFAIRS (No. 2), 
67 Sol. Jo. 553, C. A.; subsequent proceedings, 
sub nom. SECRETARY OF STATE FOR HOME AFFAIRS 
v. O'BRIEN, [1923] A. C. 603, H. L. 

See, generally, CROWN Practice, Vol. XVI, 
pp. 255 et seq. 





RM, Nvidence in the Court of Appeal. 
(a) In General. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LVIIL, ro 114. When any question of fact ib 
involved in an appeal, the cvidence taken in the Court below 
bearing on such question shall, subject to any special ordcr, be 
brought before the Court of Appeal as follows: 

(a) As to any evidence taken by affidavit, by the production 
of printed copies of such of the affidavits as have been 
printed, and office copies of such of them as have not 
been printed : 

(b) As to any evidence given orally, by the production of a 
copy of the Judge’s notes, or such other materials as 
the Court may deein expedient, 


3612. Duty to bring before court—Duty of 
appellant.]—It is the duty of an appellant to bring 
before the Court of Appeal the whole of the evi- 
dence, oral as well as written, on which the order 
appealed from was founded, & if he does not do this 
his appeal ought to be dismissed. 

The Court of Appeal, however, has power, by 
way of indulgence, in a case where a note or oral 
evidence has been accidentally lost, to allow that 
evidence to be taken over again. 

An appellant will not be allowed to raise in the 
Court of Appeal a point which he did not raise in 
the court, below, even though there is some 
evidence in support of it, if the nature of that 
evidence is such that, by any possibility, the 
respondent might have been able to rebut it if 
the point had been raised originally.—Re Cow- 
BURN, Ea p. FirTH (1882), 19 Ch. D. 419; 61 
L. J. Ch. 473; 46 L. T. 120; 30 W. R. 529, C. A. 

3613. -}—Re McCoNNELL, SAUNDERS 
v. MCCONNELL, No. 3647, post. 

3614. ——— -}—ELLINGTON v. CLARK, BUN- 
NETT & Co., No. ate Seg 

















3615. »}—BAILEY v. THURSTON & Co,, 
Lrp. (No. 1) No. 3624, post. 
3616. a are jJ— Wis Vv. Cory, No. 3625, 





post, 

8617. Admissibility—-Evidence improperly re- 
ceived in court below.]—Upon a proceeding which, 
though interlocutory in form, finally decides the 
rights of the parties, evidence on information & 
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belief is not admissible, & the party against whom 
it is adduced is not bound to contradict it; but 
if in the court below he deals with the evidence as 
admissible, he may be precluded from objecting 
to it before the Court of Appcal.—GILBERT v, 
ENDEAN (1878), 9 Ch. D. 259; 39 L. T. 404; 27 
W. R. 252, ©. A. 

3618. -}—Where matter has been 
improperly received in evidence in the court below, 
even when no objection has been there raised, it 
is the duty of the Court of Appeal to reject it & 
to decide the case on legal evidence.—JACKER v. 
INTERNATIONAL CABLE Co., Lrp. (1888), 5 T. L. BR. 
13, C. A, 

3619. Evidence in a previous trial.J—A 
new trial having been ordered, the evidence given 
at the first trial is inadmissible. . . . Counsel for 
appellants sought to rely upon some finding of the 
judge in the first trial of the action. . . . He is not 
entitled to do that. This action was sent for a new 
trial, & the second trial superscded the first, & any 
finding in the first action was got rid of when the 
action was sent for a new trial (SWINFEN Eapy, 
M.R.).—RoE v. NAYLOR (R. A.), Lrp. (1918), 
87 L. J. K. B. 958, 960; 119 J. T. 359, C. A. 

—-— Fresh evidence.]-—See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, 
].. (b), ante. 











(b) Nature of Kvidence. 


Affidavits — Printing.]—See KR. S. (., Ord. 
XXXVI, r. 30, p. 552, ante; Part LAXAVIT,, post. 

——— Interlocutory appeals.|—See note to Ord. 
LVIII., r. 11, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

3620. Voluminous evidence consisting en- 
tirely of affidavits.}—On an ex parte application 
for directions in a pending appeal, where the 
evidence was very voluminous & consisted entirely 
of written affidavits :—Held: notwithstanding 
Ord. LVIII., r. 11, it would not be necessary to have 
additional office copies of the affidavits taken for 
production to the members of the court, but 
the office copies of their own affidavits usually 
taken by the solicitors on each side & the ordinary 
copies supplied by them to the solicitors on the 
other side would, with the assistance of the bricfs 
of the junior counsel in the case, be sufficient.-— 
CRAWFORD v. HORNSEA STEAM BRICK & TILE 
Co., Lrp. (1876), 24 W. R. 422. 

Originals produced.]—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXIT., p. 566, No. 6168. 

Fresh evidence. ]—See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, L. (b), 
ante. 

3621. Judge’s notes—Duty of judge.]—It has 
been the tradition of judges in a court of first 
instance during a long course of time to take such 
notes as they deem necessary to enable the case 
to be laid properly & sufficiently before the higher 
court. To break that tradition would be a serious 
inroad on the rights of suitors who desire their 
cases to be reheard before the higher tribunal. 
Without such assistance the Court of Appeal & 
the suitors would be placed at a disadvantage. I 
desire to reaffirm the duty of the judges of first 
instance to conform with this tradition & practice 
(LoRD HANWORTH, M.R.).—PRAcTICE NoTE 
(1932), Times, May 27. 

8622. When bespoken.]}—Judges’ notes for 
use in the Court of Appeal should be bespoken 
when the appeal is set down.—PRACTICE NOTE, 
[1922] W. N. 100, C. A. 

——— Application for.]—See note to Ord. LVIII., 
r. 11, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

3628. Necessity for production of.]—-When 
oral evidence taken in the court below has to be 
considered on appeal, it is the duty of the 
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appellant to apply to one of the judges of the 
Court of Appeal through his clerk to ask the Judge 
before whom the evidence was taken to send to 
the Court of Appeal a copy of the judge’s notes, & 
if this is not done the appeal will be ordered to 
stand over at the expense of the appellant. 

The Court of Appeal will not allow a shorthand 
note of evidence taken by a clerk of one of the 
solicitors in the action to be referred to.— 
IKLLINGTYON v. CLARK, BUNNETT & Co. (1888), 38 
Ch. D. 332; 57 L. J. Ch. 958; 58 L. T. 818; 36 
W. R. 873; 5 RL P. CG. 319, C. A. 

3624. ~}—Appeal by the defts. from 
a verdict & judgment entered for the pltf. at trial 
of the action before PumLLiMork, J., & a common 
Jury. The appeal having been opened, counsel 
referred to the evidence of a witness & was about 
to read from the shorthand notes, when 
_ Conuins, M.R., said he preferred to use the 
judge’s notes taken at the trial. The notes, 
however, were not included in the copies of 
material documents that the solicitor had supplied, 
as required by Ord. LVITT., r. 8, to each of the 
members of the court, & unless they could be 
produced the appeal must stand over. 

Counsel for the appellant informed the court 
that he was instructed by the appellant’s solicitor 
that he had written for copies to PHILLIMORE, J.’s 
clerk, enclosing a certificate of counsel that the 
appeal would come on for hearing some ten days 
previously, & he had received no intimation that 
copies could not be supplied to their lordships. 
Probably the delay was due to the fact that the 
learned judge was now on circuit. The solicitor 
having done all that was in his power to do to 
conform with the order of the court, he hoped the 
case might be proceeded with. 

There is a growing tendency to bring on appeals 
without furnishing the court with copies of the 
judge’s notes. It is an evil practice which is 
growing, & must be stopped. There has been 
plenty of time to apply for & make sure that the 
copies were to hand. I shall therefore adjourn 
the case, & all the costs thrown away by the 
adjournment must be paid by the defts.’ solicitor 
personally (COLLINS, M.R.). 

(Later in the morning, the missing copies having 
been found on the judge’s table, CoLLins, M.R., 
said the copies had been found & the appeal would 
be restored to its place in the list, & proceeded with 
that day subject to the case then being argued 
being finished.)—BalLry v. Tuursron & Co., 
Lrp. (No. 1) (1902), 47 Sol. Jo. 69, C. A. 

3625. ——.]—In the course of the opening 
of this appeal it appeared that no copies of the 
judge’s notes had been furnished to the members 
of the court. 

The court declined to proceed with the hearing 
of the appeal. Their lordships said that some time 
ago they had informed the public, & particularly 
solicitors, that they would not allow an appeal to 
proceed unless & until the judge’s notes were forth- 
coming. It was useless for them to lay down a4 
rule unless they adhered to it. This appeal 
would therefore stand over until the judge’s notes 
were produced, & it would then come on for hear- 
ing after any appeal which had already come into 
the daily cause list. The costs thrown away by 
the omission to supply the judge’s notes would be 
paid by the appellant’s solicitors.—LEwis v. 
Cory, [1906] W. N. 95, C. A. 

3626. Private memoranda.}] —- Where 
judge’s notes of evidence are mere private memo- 
randa, & are not taken in pursuance of any law 
or practice requiring them :—Held: it would be 
improper to have them before a Court of Appeal.— 
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Sect. 1.—A ppeals to Court of Appeal: 
R. (b) & (ce) & S.) 


BAUDAILNS v. JERSEY BANKING Co. (LIQUIDATORS) 
Ez p. BAUDAINS (1888), 13 App. Cas. 832, P. C. 

3627. Sufficiency of—With counsel’s notes._ 
—The rule is now well settled that the costs of 
shorthand writer’s notes of evidence will not be 
allowed on taxation unless a direction to that 
effect has been inserted in the order; for which 
special application must be made at the hearing 
& such a direction will only be inserted in 
exceptional cases, the judge’s notes, supplemented 
by those of counsel, being in general a sufficient 
record of the evidence.—DE LA WARR (EARL) ¥. 
MILEs (1881), 19 Ch. D. 80; 45 L. T. 424 3; 30 
W. R. 35, C. A. 

3628. -+~After an order of the 
Appeal Court has been passed & entered, the court 
will not direct the costs of the transcripts of 
shorthand notes of the evidence in the court below 
& of the judgments in the case in the House of 
Lords used on the hearing of the appeal to be 
allowed. To do so would be to alter a final order 
of the court, which will only be done where, 
through a slip, the order does not express the 
intention of the court at the time when the order 
was made. An application for that purpose 
should be made at the hearing of the case, or 
immediately after judgment is given. as 

Semble: except in extreme cases, the costs of 
shorthand notes of the evidence will not be 
allowed. The judges’ notes, coupled with the 
notes of counsel, ought generally to be sufficient.— 
GLASIER v. RoLus (1889), 59 L. J. Ch. 633; 62 
L. T. 305; 38 W. R. 1138, C. A. 

3629. -+—In an ordinary case, 
in the absence of special directions, the practice 
is not to allow the costs of the shorthand-writer’s 
notes of the evidence taken at the trial of an action 
before a judge & jury, but only of the judge’s 
summing up. 

The shorthand-writer’s notes of the evidence 
are usually of great length, & the costs would 
be enormously increased if they were to be allowed. 
... Generally the Court ot Appeal does not 
require them because it has the judge’s own notes 
of the evidence, & counsel ought not to want them 
because the notes taken by themselves should be 
sufficient (LINDLEY, L.J.).—-PILIING v. JOINT 
Stock INSTITUTE, Lrp. (1895), 73 L. T. 570, C. A. 

3630. No note taken.]—It is the duty of a 
county court judge sitting in bankruptcy to take 
a note of the oral evidence given before him, but 
where such judge has neglected his duty to take 
a note, the court will not readily decline to enter- 
tain an appeal from his decision on the ground of 
the absence of evidence, if a note of the pro- 
ceedings, which should be verified by affidavit, 
can be obtained from other sources.—Re SHARP, 
Ez p. SHARP (1893), 10 Morr. 114, D. C. 

3631. Shorthand transcript.}—The costs of short- 
hand notes of evidence in the court below are not 
to be allowed as a matter of course upon an appeal, 
but only where a case is made for wach allowance.— 
Re DucuEss OF WESTMINSTER SILVER LEAD ORE 
20. (1878), 10 Ch. D. 307; 40 L. T. 300; 27 











er 

















W.R. 539, C. A. 

36382. -}—DE LA Warr (EARL) v. MILES, 
No. 3627, ante. 

3638. -}—This was an interpleader issue, & 





on the appeal being called on the appellant’s 
solicitor had not applied for the judge’s notes of 
the evidence, but there were three copies of the 
shorthand notes taken at the trial provided for 
the use of the judges. The court i the 


Sub-sect. 2, | 


PRACTICE. 


appeal, & the Master of the Rolls added that asa at 
present advised the court thought that three copies 
of lengthy shorthand notes were totally un- 
necessary ; the judge’s notes were alone necessary, 
& the neglect to bespeak them, & the supplying 
instead thereof three copies of the shorthand notes, 
where the question at issue turned upon five or 
six questions & answers in the evidence, was 
perfectly scandalous, & it would be an imposition 
if the solicitor could charge his client with the 
costs of the shorthand notes. Unless, therefore, 
the solicitor undertook not to charge his client with 
the costs of them, the court, acting under Ord. 
LXV., r. 11, of the Rules of Court, 1883, would 
order the solicitor to appear on Monday next to 
show cause why such costs should not be dis- 
allowed as between solicitor & client. Counsel 
for appellant explained that the shorthand notes 
had been taken by the other side & a number of 
copies were lithographed & some of the copies 
supplied to his client. ‘Those were the cepies on 
the appeal, & the costs of them had been very 
small. However, his client would give the 
required undertaking.—RYMILL v. NEAL (1886), 2 
T. L. R. 879, 880, C. A. 

3634, ———.]—-GLASIER wv. No. 3628, 
ante. 

3635. ——.]— PILLING v. JOINT Stock IJINSTI- 
TUTE, Lrp., No. 3629, ante. 

3636. -}—The appeal in this case having 
been allowed with costs, we have to consider 
whether costs of the shorthand writer’s transcript 
of the evidence shall be allowed, & what certificate 
we ought to give under sect. 29 (6) of the Patents 
Act, 1883, relating to particulars of objections. 

As regards the shorthand transcript of the 
evidence, it was taken & referred to day by day 
in the court below, & three copies of it were 
really necessary to enable the court to follow the 
arguments. The costs incurred by the appellants 
in obtaining not only those copies, but also such 
other copies as were reasonably required for the 
purposes of their appeal, ought therefore to be 
allowed them (LInpLEY, M.R.).—CASTNER KELL- 
NER ALKALI Co. v. COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
CoRPN., [1899] 1 Ch. 803, 805; 68 L. J. Ch. 402 ; 
80 L. T. 476; 47 W. R. 534; 43 Sol. Jo. 436, C. A. 

3637. ——-.}—BAILEY v. THURSTON & Co., LYD. 
(No. 1), No. 3624, ante. 

3638. Arrangement at trial.|—Counsel 
applied that the costs of the shorthand notes of 
the evidence in this case might be allowed. The 
shorthand notes of the judgment would be allowed 
as a matter of course. He understood the practice 
to be that where the evidence had been gone into 
in this court, as it had to be in this case, with 
reference to questions of fact, the costs of the 
shorthand notes were allowed. 

No, you cannot say so by any means. There 
are cases where it has been allowed, but these cases 
are very rare, & I think the rule of the court may 
be better expressed by saying that we only do it 
in very, very special cases indeed. If there is a 
reason, the parties ought to be reasonable & come 
to an arrangement themselves (Riasy, L.J.).— 
GOLDBERG Son, Lrp. v. LIVERPOOL CoRPN. 
1900), 82 L. T. 362, 368, 369, C. A. 

8639. ——.]—Where at the trial of an 
action the ate agreed in the court below, with 
the consent of the judge, that a shorthand note 
should be taken in the place of notes by the judge, 
in that case there could be no objection to the 
Court of Appeal being referred to the shorthand 
notes alone. But their lordships wished it to 
be distinctly understood, that, where the judge 
had himself taken a note of the evidence, the 
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parties were not at liberty, upon an appeal, to 
agree to use shorthand notes alone, & to deprive 
the court of the advantage of seeing the notes of 
the judge himself.— YORKSHIRE LAUNDRIES, LTD. 
v. PICKLES, [1901] W. N. 28. 

3640. —— ~+—Where the parties agree at 
the trial that a shorthand note shall be taken, & 
thereupon intimate that agreement to the presiding 
judge, so that he is thereby relieved from taking a 
note, as the shorthand note, by consent, is to be 
the record of what took place for the guidance of 
the Court of Appeal, the cost of such note to the 
successful party will be allowed on taxation.— 
HEBERT v. ROYAL SociETY OF MEDICINE (1911), 
56 Sol. Jo. 107. 

3641. Judge’s notes incomplete.]|—On the 
hearing of an appeal, the judge’s note may by 
special order be supplemented on vital points by 
a transcript of a shorthand-writer’s note, but the 
whole of the shorthand-writer’s note ought not 
1o be referred to.—Re SPRANGE, Aa p. OFFICIAL 
eae (1898), 77 L. T. 808; 4 Mans. 335, 
D.C. 

3642. Judge’s notes ambiguous. ]—Upon 
the neers of an appeal from the Divisional Court, 
which ha eercedl the judgment of a county 
court judge, the court made some important 
observations upon the question whether the 
accuracy of the report of the judgment of the 
county court judge, supplied by him to the court, 
can be impeached. 

A. L. Smirn, L.J., said that when a county 
court judge supplied a note of his judgment 
to the Divisional Court for the use of that court 
or of the Court of Appeal, it was not open to either 
party to impeach the accuracy of the note of his 
judgment so supplied, & to show by affidavit or 
by shorthand notes or otherwise what the judge 
did or did not say in his judgment. That 
which a county court judge had certified as his 
judgment was conclusive upon the matter. There- 
fore they did not think it right, as the county 
court judge had certified what his judgment was, 
to allow the shorthand notes of the judgment 
to be read, though they had been admitted in the 
Divisional Court. They would therefore decide 
the case upon the judgment certified by the county 
court judge. CoLiins, L.J., concurred. JKOMER, 
L.J., entirely agreed with what had been said, 
but he desired to add this possible qualification, 
that if the judgment certified by the county court 
judge was ambiguous in any part, then in his 
opinion, the court might avail itself of extraneous 
means to explain the ambiguity HUDDLESTON 
v. FURNESS Ry. Co. (1899), 43 Sol. Jo. 295; 15 
T. LL. R. 238, C. A. 

8643. Solicitor’s clerk’s note. ]|— ELLINGTON 
v. CLARK, BUNNETT & Co., No. 3623, ante. 

3644. Summing up.}—PILLinae v. JOINT 
STock INSTITUTE, Lrp., No. 3629, ante. 

3645. -J—There is no hard & fast 
rule that the court cannot, or will never, grant such 
an application as this for the costs of the short- 
hand-writer’s notes of the judge’s summing up 
at the trial. But persons who make such an 
application may consider that it will not be granted 
except in exceptional cases (LORD ESHER, M.R.).— 
ANDREWS v. MOCKFORD, [1896] 1 Q. B. 872, 385, n. ; 
65 L. J. Q. B. 302; 73 L. T. 730, C. A. 

3646, ——— ——-.}—-The shorthand notes of the 
summing up in a jury case are invariably allowed 
without any special direction of the court.— 
WALLEY v. GREAT CENTRAL Ry. Co. (1905), 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. = 

3647. Notes of aos paao w decision on the 
construction of a will was reversed on appeal, 


P.P.—26 
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but the court, on the ground that it was not 
furnished with any information as to the reasons 
given by the judge for his decision, refused to 
make any order as to the costs of the appeal. 

It is not right that the Court of Appeal should 
be called upon to reverse the decision of a judge 
without having any information as to the reasons 
given by him for that decision. In the present 
case Mr. Justice Pearson may have given reasons, 
which, if brought before us, would have led us to a 
conclusion opposite to that at which we have 
arrived. There is, however, no general order or 
rule of practice making it imperative on an 
appellant to furnish the Court of Appeal with the 
reasons given in the court below, & we cannot 
therefore refuse to hear the appeal. (His lordship 
then gave his reasons for holding that the income 
of the £3,000 was intended to run from the 
testator’s death.) The decision appealed from 
must therefore be reversed, but as the proper 
materials for enabling us to come to a correct 
decision have not been laid before us, we make no 
order as to the costs of the appeal (Fry, L.J.). 
Re McCoNNELL, SAUNDERS v. MCCONNELL (1885), 
at ea D. 76, 77; 52 L. T. 80; 33 W. QR. 359, 

3648. ———.]—The costs of a shorthand writer’s 
notes of a judgment appealed from are included in 
the costs of the appeal without any special order 
of the court.—Re DE FALBE, WARD v. TAYLOR, 
[1901] 1 Ch. 523; 70 L. J. Ch. 286, C. A. 

3649. Notes of assessors’ reasons—Admiralty 
appeal.]—Where in a collision action the nautical 
assessors sitting in the Admiralty Division reduce 
their reasons into writing, parties appealing from 
the decision are not entitled to see these reasons 
or have copies of them for the purposes of the 
appeal.—THE BANSHEE (1887), 56 L. T. 725; 6 
Asp. M. I. C. 130, C. A. 

3650. Patent appeal.|—Where a trial takes 
place before a judge, assisted by an assessor, & 
the assessur has given his opinion to the judge, 
upon an appeal from the decision of the judge the 
Court of Appeal has power to consider the opinion 
given by the assessor, & the reasons, if any, stated 
by him for that opinion.—HATrERSLEY & Sons, 
Lrp. v. HWOpGsoN (GEORGE), Trp. (1905), 21 
T.L. R.178; 22 Rt. VP. C. 229, 240, C. A. 





(c) Printing Evidence. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 12. Where evidence has not been 
printed in the Court below, the Court below or a Judge thereof, 
or the Court of Appeal or a Judge thereof, may order the whole 
or any part thereof to be printed for the purpose of the appeal. 
Any party printing evidence for the purpose of an eee 
without such order shall bear the costs thereof, unless the Court 
of Appeal or a Judge thereof shall otherwise order. 


3651. Costs of printing./—Where the _ viva 
voce evidence is voluminous, & the parties cannot 
properly argue the appeal without referring to all 
parts of it, the court will allow the costs of printing 
it.—Bi1GsBy v. DICKINSON (1876), 4 Ch. D. 243; 46 
L. J. Ch. 280; 35 L. T. 679; 25 W. R. 89, C. A. 


S. Questions as to Ruling, etc., of Judge in Court 
Below. 


R.S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 13. If, upon the neering ol an appeal, 
a question arise as to the ruling or direction of the Judge to a 
jury or assessors, the Court shall have regard to verified notes 
or other evidence, and to such other materials as the Court may 
deem expedient. 


Assessors.]—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 201, 
Nos. 1196-1202 ; EvipEencg, Vol. XXII, p. 36, 
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Sect. Pe capes to Court of Appeal: Sub-sect. 2, 
I. & U. (a) & (b).] 
T. Interloculory Order not Appealed from. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 14. No interlocutory order or rule 
from which there has been no appeal shall operate so as to 
bar or prejudice the Court of Appeal from giving such decision 
upon the appeal as may be just. 


3652. Object of rule.}—The object of this 
[Ord, LVIII., r. 14] was to prevent parties bein 
prejudiced by their having omitted to appea 
from an interlocutory order. The whole thing 
was to be open on the merits before the Court of 


Appeal. We have held in several cases that, till 
an appeal is brought, there is nothing pending 
in the Court of Appeal (MELLIsH, L.J.).—SuUGDEN 


v. ST. LEONARDS (LORD) (1876), 1 P. D. 154, 209 ; 
34 L. T. 369; 24 W. R. 479, C. A. 

3658. ———.]—-That rule [Ord. LVIII., r. 14] 
was only intended to prevent the right of appeal 
from being interfered with by the existence of an 
interlocutory order which incidentally involved a 
decision of the point (JESSEL, M.R.). 

It was never intended that an interlocutory 
order, which amounts to a finding or verdict, should 
be open to appeal after the twenty-one days [now 
fourteen days] because the time for appeal from the 
final order founded on it has not expired (JAMES, 
L.J.).—-WHITE v. Witt (1877), 5 Ch. D. 589, 590 ; 
. i’ J. Ch. 560; 37 L. T. 110; 25 W. R. 435, 


U. Time for Bringing Appeals. 
(a) In General. 


R. §. C., Ord. LVIL, r. 15. Subject and without prejudice 
to the powers of the Court of Appeal under Order LXIV., Rule 7, 
no appeal to the Court of Appeal from any interlocutory order, 
or from any order, whether final or interlocutory, in any matter 
not being an action, shall be brought atter the cxplration of 
fourteen days, and no other appeal shall be brought after the 
expiration of siz weeks, unless the Court or a Judge, at the time 
of making the order or at any subsequent time, or the Court 
of ih tors shall enlarge the time. The said respective periods 
shall be calculated, in the case of an appeal from an order in 
chambers, from the time when such order was pronounced, or 
when the appellant first had notice thercof, and in all other cases, 
from the time at which the judgment or order is signed, entered, 
or otherwise perfected, or, in the case of the refusal of an applica- 
tion, from the date of such refusal. Such deposit or other 
security for the costa to be occasioned by any appeal shall be 
made or given as may be directed under special circumstances 
by the Court of Appeal. 


See, also, Part LXXXV., post. 
Interlocutory or final order—What amounts to.] 
—See ACTION, Vol. I., p. 5, Nos. 8,12 ; ADMIRALTY, 


Vol. I., pp. 231-235, Nos. 1570 et seq.; 
DEPENDENCIES & DoMINIONs, Vol. XVII., pp. 499, 
500, Nos. 632-640; ExercuTion, Vol. XXIII., 


p. 115, No. 1102; Jup@mENTs & ORDERS, Vol. 
XXX., pp. 128-140, Nos. 61-165. See, also, 
Part LXXVI., Sect. 10, ante. 

‘* Matter not being an action ’’—Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1894 (c. 60), s. 164—Order under. }— 
See SHIPPING & NAVIGATION, Vol. XLI., p. 244, 
No. 847. 

Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97)—Decision on case 


Stated under.}—See REVENUE, Vol. XXXIX., 
p. 264, No. 478. 
-.}—See, also, ACTION, Vol. I., pp. 5, Nos. 1 


et seq. 

Originating summons—Order made on.}—See 
ACTION, Vol. I., p. 5, Nos. 12-16; Sanz or LAND, 
oes P. ae pie lead 
_ 3654. er chambers.}—Although no ti 
is limited by the Judicature Act or fhe maleacat 
court, within which an application should be made 
to rehear before the judge in court an order made 
by the judge in chambers, yet the principle of 


PRACTICE. 


Ord. LVIII., r. 15, applies an analogy to such 
cases. Therefore, as a general rule, an applica- 
tion to rehear before a judge in court an order 
made by the judge in chambers should be made 
within [fourteen days] from the time at which 
the order is signed, entered, or otherwise perfected. 

Where the judge has, on rehearing in Court, 
refused to discharge or vary the order, such refusal 
is the subject of an appeal & the whole matter may 
be decided on such appeal.— DICKSON v. HARRISON 
(1878), 9 Ch. D. 248; 47 L. J. Ch. 761; 88 L. T. 
794, 0. A. 

3655. -/—Where a motion was made to 
discharge an order made in chambers more than 
twenty-one days [see, now, r. 15, supra] after such 
order had been pronounced, the court held that 
the motion was made too late, & refused it with 
costs.— Re HARDWIDGE (1884), 52 L. T. 40. 

3656. -J—In an administration action, by 
next-of-kin against administratrix, the conduct 
of which had been given to a creditor, an order was 
made on the application of the administratrix 
by the judge personally in chambers, directing 
the taxation of the costs of the pltf., the deft., & 
the creditor, & the application of the funds in 
court in payment of a debt, & then pro tanio of the 
costs when taxed, priority being given to the costs 
of the deft. Liberty was also given to any of 
the parties to apply in chambers as to the getting 
in of an outstanding asset, & gencrally :—Held: 
that this was an interlocutory order, & that a 
notice of motion in court to vary it, given after 
the expiration of twenty-one days [see, now, 
r. 15, supra] was too late.—Re LEwIs, LEWIS v. 
WILLIAMS (1886), 31 Ch. D. 623; 54 L. T.198; 34 
W. R. 420, C. A. 

3657. .}—A motion to discharge or vary a 
final order made in chambers must be brought 
within twenty-one days [sce, now, r. 15, supra]. 
Where a party moved to discharge a final order 
made in chambers after the expiration of twenty- 
one days, & the judge refused to hear it because 
it was too late, qu@re, whether the motion was 
made within the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 50, so 
as to give the party a right to appeal.—te GILEs, 
REAL & PERSONAL ADVANCE Co. v. MICHELL (1890), 
43 Ch. D. 391; 59 L. J. Ch. 226; 62 L. T. 375; 38 
W. R. 278, C. A. 

- From when time runs.}—See Nos. 3661- 











«+See, also, Part LXV., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 
12, & Part LX XI., Sect. 15, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

Bankruptcy appeals.|/—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 

ae pp. 336, 529-531, Nos. 3152, 3153, 4840- 
888. 

3658. When appeal ‘‘ brought.’’]}—At the trial 
of an action on June 23, 1884, judgment of non- 
suit was given. The judgment was entered on 
July 2, 1884. Pltfs. served a notice of appeal on 
June 22, 1885; the appeal was not entered till 
July 4, 1885 :—Held: the appeal was “* brought ”’ 
when the notice of appeal was served on deft., &, 
as this was done within a year from the pro- 
nouncing of the judgment, the appeal was in 
time.—CHRISTOPHER v. CROLL (1885), 16 Q. B. D. 
66; 55 L. J. Q. B. 78; 53 L. T. 655; 35 W. R. 
134, C. A. 

~}+—But see Bankruptcy, Vol. IV., pp. 
530, 531, 575, Nos. 4857, 4870, 5283. 

8659. Informal notice of appeal.J|—The mere 
communication by an unsuccessful party to his 
opponent of his intention to appeal is not sufficient 
notice of appeal; nor, in the absence of other special 
circumstances, is it ground for an extension of 
time for appealing. 

A respondent who, after the time for appealing 
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has expired, knowingly allows his opponent to 
incur expense in preparing for the ap » without 
pibeciony Seecene of his intention to object to the 
epee ing heard, may be deprived of his costs.— 

BLyTH & YouNG (1880), 13 Ch. D. 416; 41 
L. T. 746; 28 W. R. 266, C. A. 

8660. Objection that appeal out of time.}—It is 
not ae to give effect to the preliminary objection 
that the appeal is out of time, as the point was not 
taken when the application was made to the 
Court of Appeal for leave to adduce further evi- 
dence, & a point of that sore ought to be taken at 
the earliest possible moment (LORD STERNDALE, 
M.R.).—THE OTToKan, [1921] W. N. 266, OC. A. 


(6) From When Time Runs. 
3661. ‘‘ Signed entered or otherwise perfected.’’] 


~The time for bringing an appeal to the Court of 
Appeal from a judgment in an action is six wecks 
from the date when it is perfected by being sealed, 
& not six weeks from the date when it is pro- 
nounced.—THAMES CONSERVATORS v. KENT & 
A.-G. (1915), 59 Sol. Jo. 612, C. A. 

3662. ——— Case stated.]|—The board took pro- 
ceedings against the deft. to recover a sum of 
money for private improvement expenses. The 
court of quarter sessions held the deft. liable, but 
a case was stated for the opinion of the Court of 
Queen’s Bench, which quashed the conviction. 
The judgment was given on March 31, but it was 
said that the formal order with the proper stamp 
affixed was not drawn up by the officer of the 
court until April 8. On April 23 the board gave 
notice of appeal, but the master refused to enter it, 
on the ground that the twenty-one days mentioned 
in Ord. LVIII., r. 15, had expired, although it was 
contended that the order had not been “ signed, 
entered, or otherwise perfected’ until April 8. 
The board thereupon applied to the Court of Appeal 
for a direction to the master to set down the appeal, 
or for special leave to appeal. The court granted 
leave to appeal. 

We understand from the officers of the court 
that the practice is to enter the order in the Crown 
Office Book on the day it is given in court, & we 
think that the time for appealing runs from that 
day. This appeal is, therefore, out of time; but 
as the peteacn & the court itself, until we con- 
sulted the master this morning, were in ignorance 
of the practice on the point at the Crown Office, 
we ought to give leave to set down this appeal. 
The costs of this motion will be costs in the appeal 
(BRETT, M.R.).—HoOGHER BEBINGTON LOCAL 
oa v. LIGHTBOUND (1885), 29 Sol. Jo. 500, 


_ 8663. Refusal of application. ]—One great object 
in framing the rules as to appeals was to limit 
appellants as to time, in order that there might 
be no unnecessary delay. When an interlocutory 
application is made it may be wholly or partially 
successful, or be wholly refused. If it is refused 
the applicant knows the fact from the time when 
it is disposed of by the judge, & the time allowed 
for an appeal runs from that time. If it is granted, 
but in a form not satisfactory to the applicant, 
it is only reasonable that he should know the 
precise terms of the order before he determines 
whether he will appeal. In that case, therefore, 
the time for appealing does not begin to run till 
the order has meen drawn up. Within which 
rule does the present case fall? A number of dis- 
tinct uae were asked for, two of them were 
granted, the rest were refused, for the order is 
silent about them. The appellant does not com- 
plain of anything that is found in the order, but 
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contends that the other things ought to have been 
granted. That, in my opinion, is an appeal from 
a refusal to e an order. e case is not 
reasonably distinguishable from Trail v. Jackson, 
No. 3671, post, a decision of the Court of pppoe: 
& one from which, were the matter open, I should 
see no reason for dissenting (JESSEL, M.R.).— 
BERDAN v. BIRMINGHAM SMALL ArMsS & METAL 
Co. (1877), 7 Ch. D. 24; 47 L. J. Ch. 96; 387 
L. T. 588; 26 W. R. 89, O. A. 

3664. .]}—The time for appealing from the 
dismissal of a suit at the hearing dates from the 
time of pronouncing the a aaa the word 
‘‘ application ”’ in Ord. LVIII., r. 15, being applic- 
able to the hearing of a suit as well as to an inter- 
locutory proceeding. 

Where a suit in Chancery was brought to an 
issue on replication filed & heard under the old 
practice, it was held that the appeal must be 
regulated by the new practice, & the bill having 
been dismissed, the time for at nea was cal- 
culated from the pronouncing of the decree. 

The mere fact that an appellant has misconstrued 
one of the rules, & by reason of such mistake has 
omitted to bring his appeal in time, is not a 
sufficient ground for enlarging the time for appeal. 
—INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL SOCIETY v. CITY OF 
Moscow Gas Co., Ciry oF Moscow Gas Co. v. 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL Society (1877), 7 
Ch. D. 241; 47 L. J. Ch. 258; 37 L. T. 736; 26 
W. R. 272, C. A. 

8665. .}—A testator directed that his debts 
should be paid by his executors thereinafter 
named, & in case his personal estate should be 
insufficient, he charged his real estate with the 
deficiency; & he appointed two persons his 
executors. Both the executors renounced pro- 
bate, & an administrator with the will annexed 
was appointed :—Held: on summons taken out 
under the Vendor & Purchaser Act, 1874, that 
the administrator with the will annexed had no 
power to sell the real estate, either under the terms 
of the will or by virtue of the 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, 
s. 16. 

When an order refusing an application contains 
a declaration or expression of opinion of the judge 
as to the rights of the parties, it is not a mere 
refusal of the application so as to oblige an appeal 
to be brought within twenty-one days from the 
date of the refusal under Ord. LVIII., r. 15.— 
Re CuAyY & TETLEY (1880), 16 Ch. D. 3; 50 
L. J. Ch. 164; 48 L. T. 402; 29 W.R. 5, C. A. 

3666. .]—The mere fact that appellants’ 
solicitors misconstrued the rule, & by reason of 
such mistake omitted to bring their appeal in 
time, was not a sufficient ground for enlarging the 
time for appeal. 

The decision in International Financial Society 
v. Cily of Moscow Cas Co., No. 3664, ante, showed 
that there was included in the words “ refusal of 
an application’ in Ord. LVIII., r. 15, the dis- 
missal of an action. From the time that case was 
decided the rule has remained unaltered. I have 
no wish to alter the practice even if I could do 
so. Counsel for ee has asked for indul- 
gence, but the case above referred to, & He Coles & 
Ravenshear, No. 3688, post, which dealt with all 
the authorities, make it quite clear that a mere 
mistake is not a sufficient ground for extending 
the time for ee (PoLLocK, M.R.).— 
SELWYN (A. H.), . v. Baxkur, [1924] W. N. 
195, C. A. 

86867. Order for costs.|—When an inter- 
locutory motion is refused, & the court at the same 
time makes an order as to the costs of the motion, 
this addition does not enlarge the time for appeal- 














804 


Sect. a er aay to Court of Appeal: Sub-sect. 2, 
U". (6) & (e).] 

ing, which still begins to run from the time of the 

refusal of the order, & not from the time of its 

being perfected by entry. 

I think that the rule has purposely made the 
distinction between the granting & the refusing 
of an application. When an application is 
granted, the exact terms of the order may be very 
material, & therefore the party who desires to 
appeal is to have twenty-one days for doing so 
from the time when he knows what the terms of 
the order are. But, when an application is refused, 
the party who desires to appeal is the one who has 
made the application, & whose duty it would be 
to draw up the order, &, if he were to have twenty- 
one days to appeal from the time of entering the 
order, he might delay the matter indefinitely. In 
my opinion it makes no difference that after an 
application is refused an order is made as to the 
costs ; if it did, the distinction between granting & 
refusing an application would be practically 
abolished (MELLISH, L.J.).—SWINDELL v. BIRMING- 
HAM SYNDICATE, BIRMINGHAM SYNDICATE Vv, 
SWINDELL (1876), 3 Ch. D. 127, 133; 45 L. J. Ch. 
766; 35 L. T. 111; 24 W. R. 911; 3 Char. Pr. 
Cas. 304, 310, C. A. 

_ 8668 ——.]—Where an application to a 
judge is refused, & the judge adds special directions 
as to the payment of the costs, that is a refusal 
of the application within the meaning of Ord. 
LVIII., r. 15, & the time for appeal runs from the 
date of the refusal, not from the drawing up of the 
order.—Re SmirH, Hooper v. SMITH (1884), 26 
Ch. D. 614; 53.1. J. Ch. 1149; 33 W. BR. 18, C. A. 

3669, —— -}—A preliminary objection has 
been taken that this appeal is out of time. That 
objection is founded on the rule that, where there 
is a refusal of an application, the time within which 
an appeal must be brought runs from the date of 
the refusal, & not from the time when the order 
was drawn up. Even where there is a refusal 
of the application, & the court gives special 
directions as to the costs, or orders that the person 
who makes the application unnecessarily shall pay 
the costs, the time within which the decision is 
to be appealed against runs from the refusal of the 
order. I think that, on the authorities before us, 
that rule applies where part of the application is 
refused, & that part is either severed by the order 
or by the application, or is distinctly severable 
without hearing the arguments on appeal. But 
in this case we cannot decide what was separate 
or severable before we have heard the appeal, &, as 
the respondents had notice within the proper time 
after the order was made that there would be an 
appeal when the order was drawn up, I think we 
ought, if the objection would otherwise prevail, 
to give leave to serve the notice of appeal after the 
time. I am of opinion that the principle does not 
apply. I think it must be confined to cases where 
the application is clearly severable without entering 
into the question of appeal. Berdan v. Birming- 
ham Small Arms d& Metal Co., No. 3663, ante, is a 
case which is perhaps the most like this: but there 
the applicant for particulars did specify in detail 
how he wished the particulars amended, or on 
what matters he wanted further particulars, & 
as regards one claim, which was to have particulars 
of a large number of the profits which were said 
to have been made, no order was made at all. 








There was a distinct refusal of that part of the | 
application & therefore it was severable in the | 


application, 
made. 


& Severed in the order which was 
Assuming that the rule always applies 
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in the case of any appeal against a refusal to give 
relief, I do not see how we can say that the rule 
is applicable to this case. Here, no doubt, there 
was an application for liberty to unseal all the 
documents scheduled, & the court made an order 
refusing a general right to unseal, but entering 
into the question as to certain portions sealed up. 
Would that be severable on the summons because 
the summons was for the unsealing of all the docu- 
ments, or such of them as the court should direct 
to be unsealed ? That, I think, merely meant: 
‘If our contention does not apply to all these 
documents, at any rate there are some as to which 
our contention is rightly made, & we ask for 
liberty to unseal these.’’ We should certainly 
have had to hear the appeal opened before we could 
have determined whether this objection was 4o 
prevail, even if we had taken a different view from 
that which I have expressed ; but, in my opinion, 
this objection does not apply to an order like the 
one appealed from, made on a summons like this 
(Corton, L.J.).—JoNES v. ANDREWS (1888), 58 
L. T. 601, 602, C. A. 

3670. ——.]}—This was an appeal from 
Kay, J. (48 Ch. D. 52). E. had applied to his 
solicitor, R., to obtain him £2,100 on mortgage of 
a certain property. R. failed to do this, but 
obtained £1,200 on first mortgage, & himself 
advanced £900 on second mortgage. E. having 
obtained the common order to tax, R. carried in 
several bills, one of which was a bill including all 
the business as to both mortgages. The taxing 
master allowed £12 for negotiating the first stage, 
but disallowed £2 3s. 8d. the excess of the items 
for negotiation above the £12, & disallowed the 
following items as to the second mortgage, viz. : 
13s. 4d. instructions; £3 15s. drawing ; £1 5a. 
fair copy; £2 10s. engrossing ; 6s. 8d. stamping ; 
& 10s. for a schedule relating thereto. RK. carried 
in four objections to the taxation, the first of which 
was to the disallowance of the above-mentioned 
items, the other related to different bills. Kay, J., 
on Aug. 5, allowed the first objection so far as 
related to the £2 38. 8d., but disallowed the rest 
of it, & referred it back to the taxing master to 
state his answers to objections two, three, & four. 
On Jan. 13, 1890, R. gave notice of appeal, asking 
that the order might be reversed so far as it dis- 
allowed part of objection number one. This 
notice was served within twenty-one days after the 
order of Aug. 5 had been passed & entered. LH. 
took the preliminary objection that the appeal 
was out of time. 

The court said that the case was covered by 
authority (Trail v. Jackson, No. 3671, post ; 
Berdan v. Birmingham, etc., Co., No. 3663, ante). 
If the case had been one wherc the items to which 
the appeal related were so connected with other 
matters that they could not be dealt with 
separately, the case would be different; but here 
was a refusal to allow a distinct objection, & the 
time must run from the pronouncing the order. 
The appeal therefore was out of time.—Re 
ROBERTS, [1890] W. N. 23. 

3671. Part of application. ]—Where several 
claims are joined in one application, & some of the 
claims are allowed & some refused, an appeal from 
the refusal must be brought within twenty-one 
days from the date of the refusal, not from the 
date of perfecting the order.—TRAIL v. JACKSON 
oe 4Ch.D.7; 46L. J. Ch. 16; 25 W. RB. 86, 

A 








8672. ——- ———_.]—-BERDAN vv. BIRMINGHAM 
SMALL Arms & Mrrat Co., No. 3663, ante. 

3678. -}—-A petitioner applied for 
payment out of court of the whole of a fund, his 
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title to one moiety of which was not disputed. The 
court below ordered payment to him of one moiety 
only :—Held: that an appeal from this order was 
not an appeal from the refusal of an application, 
& that the time for appealing did not begin to run 
till the order was drawn up.—Re MICHELI’s 
Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 5; 48 L. J. Ch. 50; 38 
L. T. 462; 26 W. R. 762, C. A. 








$674. ——.]|— JONES v. ANDREWS, No. 
3669, ante. 

8675. ——.]—Re RopeErts, No. 3670, 
ante. 

3676. —— -_/—-A judgment or order of the 





court refusing part of the relief sought by the 
pltf., & granting other part of such relief, is not 
‘‘ the refusal of an application ’’ within the mean- 
ing of Ord. LVIII., r. 15, so as to cause the time 
of appealing therefrom to run from the date when 
the judgment or order was made.-——SIIELFER v. 
MTY OF LONDON ELEctTric LiantTina Co., Mrux’s 
BREWERY Co. v. City or JLONDON ELECTRIC 
LIGHTING Co., [1895] 1 Ch. 287, 288; 64 L. J. Ch. 
216; 72.17.34; 483 W. BR. 238; 11 T.T. R. 137; 
12 R. 112, C. A. 





8677. Objection to taxation. ]|— 2?e ROBERTS, 
No. 3670, ante. 
3678. Amendment of pleading.]—Delft. 





served pltf. with notice of an original motion in 
the Court of Appeal askirig that, notwithstanding 
that the time limited by Ord. LVIITI., r. 15, had 
expired deft. might be at liberty to give notice 
of appeal from the refusal of Jeave to amend the 
statement of defence :—Held: when at. the trial 
of an action an application for leave to amend the 
pleadings is refused, the refusal forms part of the 
judgment, & it is unnecessary to appeal separately 
from it; but on an appeal from the judgment the 
Court of Appeal has power, if it thinks fit, to give 
leave to amend. It is contrary to the practice 
to insert in the judgment as drawn up any mention 
of the refusal of leave to amend.—LAIRD v. BRIGGS 
(1881), 16 Ch. D. 668; 44 L. T. 861, C. A. 

3679. ——— Disallowance of claim in adminis- 
tration.]|—Where a creditor has brought in a 
claim in answer to advertisements for creditors 
issued under a judgment for administration, & 
that claim is disallowed, such disallowance is a 
refusal within the meaning of Ord. LVIII., r. 15, 
& an appeal can be brought from it without any 
order being drawn up.—Re CLAGETT, FORDHAM v. 
CLAGETT (1882), 20 Ch. D. 134; 51 1. J. Ch. 461 ; 
46 L. T. 70; 30 W. BR. 374, C. A. 

8680. Order in chambers.]—A motion to a 
judge in court under the Judicature Act, 1873, 
s. 50, to discharge an order made by him in 
chambers may be made at any time within twenty- 
one days from the drawing up of the order unless 
the order is simply a refusal of an application, in 
which case the twenty-one days must: be reckoned 
from the refusal. 

The pltf., who had bought property at an 
auction, & paid a deposit to the auctionecrs, 
brought an action against the vendors & the 
auctioneers to have the contract rescinded, the 
deposit repaid with interest, the costs of the action 
paid, & for damages. The statement of claim 
alleged that all, or nearly all, of the biddings 
previous to that of the pltf. were fictitious, & were 
either biddings by the vendors or their agents, or 
were announced by the auctioneer without any 
pidding having in fact been made. The auctioneers 
applied for liberty to pay the deposit into court, 
& to have the action dismissed against them on 
such payment being made. The Master of the 
Rolls made an order that, the vendors undertaking 
to pay the auctionecrs their costs of the action 


805 


without prejudice to how they should ultimately 
be borne, & to pay any interest & damages to which 
the pltf. might be held entitled, & the auctioneers 
undertaking, in the event of the vendors not carry- 
ing out their undertaking, to pay to the pltf. 
interest on the deposit up to the time of payment 
into court, & the costs of the action up to & 
including that application in the event of the court 
holding the pltf. entitled to such interest & costs, 
the auctioneers should be at liberty to pay the 
deposit into court, & that all further proceedings 
against them should be stayed :—Held: on 
appeal, that the order must be discharged, the 
auctioneers not having submitted to give the pltf. 
all the relief which he could in any event be entitled 
to against them ; for that if the allegations in the 
statement of claim were established, the pltf. 
would be entitled to have judgment against them 
for the deposit with interest, & to have an order for 
costs of the action against all the defts.—- HEATLEY 
v1. NEWTON (1881), 19 Ch. D. 326; 51 L. J. Ch. 225 ; 
45 LL. T. 455; 380 W. R. 72, C. A. 

3681. .}—A motion on behalf of the official 
receiver & liquidator of a company for an order 
that an order made in chambers by the registrar 
in the companies winding up, dated April 4, 1906, 
might be discharged or varied. Notice of motion 
was given on May 7, 1906, & it came on for hearing 
on May 15, 1906. Lespondent took the pre- 
liminary objection that the motion was out of 
time as, by analogy to Ord. LVITI., r. 15, the time 
within which a motion might be brought to dis- 
charge the order was limited to fourteen days, the 
period to be calculated under that rule, in the case 
of an appeal from an order in chambers, from the 
time when such order was pronounced or when 
appellant first had notice of it:—Held: Heatley v. 
Neuton, No. 3680, ante, did not apply, as the words 
of Ord. LVIITI., r. 15, had been altered since that 
decision, & that now the period should be cal- 
culated, in the case of an appeal from an order 
in chambers, from the time when such order was 
pronounced, or when appellant first had notice 
thereof.—-Re Harry (J. H.) & Co., Lip. (1906), 121 
‘PA fh J O. 63. 





(c) Extension of Time. 


3682. Application for.J—After the expiration 
of the time limited for bringing an appeal, special 
leave to appeal will not be given upon an ex parte 
application. 

Respondents may have some good ground of 
objection, & they ought not to be put, in the first 
instance, to the expense of preparing for the 
hearing of the appeal. You must serve notice of 
motion asking for leave to appeal (JAMES, L.J.).— 
Re LAWRENCE, EVENNETT v. LAWRENCE (1876), 
4Ch. D. 139; 461.J3.Ch. 119; 25 W. R. 107, C. A, 

3683. Detailed affidavit in support of.]}— 
The court ought not to fetter its discretion as to 
extending the time for appealing by laying any 
strict definition on the point, but will always 
exercise its discretion for the purpose of doing 
justice. On an application for an extension of 
time on the ground of a solicitor’s negligence, the 
affidavits in support ought to be so detailed as to let 
the court see the nature of the mistake & the cir- 
cumstances under which it arose (BOWEN, L.J.).— 
WELDON v. DE BATHE (1887), 3 T. L. R. 348, 445, 


C. 
By non-party.}—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
IV., p. 181, No. 1680; CoMPaANIgs, Vol. X., 
p. 981, No. 6775. 
3684. Grounds for—Mistake.|—INTERNATIONAT 
FINANCIAL Society v. Crry oF Moscow Gas Co., 
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City OF Moscow Gas Co. v. INTERNATIONAL 
FINANCIAL Society, No. 3664, ante. 

3685. —— -}—The shareholders in a com- 
pany passed an extraordinary resolution to wind 
up the company voluntarily, but the resolution 
was void, the majority of the members who voted 
not being entitled to vote. A creditor filed a 
petition in the Chancery Court of the Duchy of 
Lancaster for a supervision order or for & com- 
pulsory winding-up order, & as the court of the 
petitioner were ignorant of the fact that the 
resolution was invalid, a supervision order was 
made. Five months afterwards the petitioner 
discovered the invalidity of the resolution, & then 
moved before the Vice-Chancellor that the super- 
vision order might be discharged, & a compulsory 
winding-up order made. This motion having 
been refused by the Vice-Chancellor on the ground 
of want of jurisdiction to rehear the ee the 
petitioner appealed from the refusal of the motion, 
& also applied to the Court of Appeal for leave to 
appeal against the original order notwithstanding 
the lapse of time. The application for leave to 
appeal was opposed by the executors of a previous 
member who had transferred their testator’s 
shares to escape liability less than twelve months 
before the presenting of the original petition, but 
more than twelve months before the case came 
before the Court of Appeal on the ground that if 
an order was now made on the original petition 
they would be made liable under sect. 38 of the 
Companies Act, 1862 :—Held: leave to appeal, 
notwithstanding the lapse of time, ought to be 
given, the mistake as to the validity of the resolu- 
tion forming a special ground for the application, 
& the respondents having no equity to resist it. 

The power of the court to enlarge the time of 
appealing to this Court of Appeal is given entirely 
by Ord. LVIII., r. 15. . . . I know of no rule other 
than this, that the court has power to give the 
special leave [to appeal after time expired], & 
exercising its judicial discretion is bound to give 
the special leave, if justice requires that that leave 
should be given (BRETT, M.R.).—Re MANCHESTER 
iiconomMic BUILDING SocrETy (1883), 24 Ch. D. 
aoe Pad J.Ch. 115; 49 L. T. 798; 32 W. KR. 











3686. ——.]/—WELDON v. DE BATHE, 
No. 3683, ante. 
3687, ——— -]/—Judgment in the action was 


delivered on March 19, & the judge granted stay 
of execution on the terms of the money being 
brought into court. The money was not paid into 
court & defts. gave notice of appeal on the last 
available day, & it was not set down in time, the 
reason given being that there had been some 
discussion between the town & country solicitors, 
& that the period during which the appeal had to 
be set down was interrupted by certain holidays. 
The application for extension of time was refused. 

I should be sorry to hold that there is any 
hard & fast rule that the court cannot grant an 
extension of time apart from some conduct in 
the other party conducing to the mistake. Any 
such rule as that has been modified by later cases 
(COLLINS, M.R.).—ILLINGWORTH v. MELBOURNE 
PanrisH CoUNCIL (1902), 18 T. L. R. 775; 46 Sol. 
Jo. 684, C. A. 

8688. ——.}—Where, through a mistake 
of counsel as to the effect of Ord. LVIII., r. 15, 
an appeal was not brought until after the expira- 
tion of the time thereby allowed for Bens 
Held: there was no sufficient ground for granting 
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special leave to appeal under the before-mentioned 
rule.—Re CoLEs & RAVENSHEAR, [1907] 1 K. B.1; 
76 L. J. K. B. 27; 95 L. T. 750; 23 T. L. R. 82, 


C.A 
-}+—Where a litigation has been 





8689. Sep Se 
adjudicated upon, the successful litigant has, upon 
the termination of the time allowed for apres ne 
a vested interest in his order of which he ought 
not, in the absence of special circumstances, to be 
deprived. The mere fact that the litigant’s legal 
advisers thought that he could not appeal was not 
a special circumstance justifying a departure from 
the rule (BUCKLEY, L.J.).—NICHOLSON v. PIPER 
(1907), 24 T. L. R. 16; 61 Sol. Jo. 823, C. A. 

8690. -}—An application for an 
extension of time for appealing, on the ground of 
mistaken advice given by counsel, was granted. 

Assuming that this notice of appeal was too 
late, in my opinion this is a case for the exercise 
of the discretion conferred upon the court by 
Ord. LXIV., r. 7. The language of that rule 
differs from the language of Ord. LVIII., r. 15, 
upon which alone Re Coles & Ravenshear, No. 3688, 
ante, was decided (Cozmns-Harpy, M.R.).— 
BAKER v. FABER, [1908] W. N. 9, C. A. 

3691. ——.J]—Judgment having been 
entered for defts. at the trial of the action with 
@ jury, counsel who had appeared at the trial for 
ie was instructed to draw a notice of appeal, 

ut owing to his illness the notice was not ready 
before the time for appealing had expired :— 
Held: upon an application under Ord. LXIV., 
r. 7, there was sufficient ground for extending the 
time for appealing. 

I see no reason to doubt that the decision in 
Baker v. Faber, No. 3690, ante, was perfectly 
correct. This case comes under Ord. LXIV., r. 7, 
& not under Ord. LVIII., r. 15, under which Le 
Coles & Ravenshear, No. 3688, ante, was decided 
(COZENS-HARDY, M.R.).—RUMBOLD v. LONDON 
County CounciL & Scotr (1909), 100 L. T. 259 ; 
53 Sol. Jo. 227, C. A. 

3692. -}——The words ‘refusal of an 
application’? include an action in the Chancery 
Division, & the time for appeal runs from the date 
when the order was pronounced in court. 

The decision in International Financial Society v. 
City of Moscow Gas Co., No. 3664, ante, shows that 
there is included in the words “refusal of an 
application,” the dismissal of an action (POL- 
LocK, M.R.).—SELWYN (A. H.), LTD. v. BAKER, 
([1924] W. N. 195, C. A. 

3693. Failure to take client’s instructions. | 
—The Court of Appeal extended the time for 
appealing where applicant’s solicitor, on finding 
that his client’s union was not prepared to take 
her case beyond the Divisional Court, had omitted 
to take his client’s instructions as to appealing. 
ScRuTTOoN & ATKIN, L.JJ., stated that the 
‘‘ vested ”’ interest argument no longer carried the 
same weight as formerly, & that the time for 
appealing was now constantly extended in cases 
where twenty years ago it would not have been.— 
Woop v. MANCHESTER CORPN. (1923), Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

8694. Wrong decision.}—The Court of 
Appeal will only grant an extension of time for 
appealing under very special circumstances. 

In an action against several defts. the pltf. 
obtained judgment. Some of the defts. submitted 
to the ju ent, but others appealed to the Court 
of Appeal, & from thence to the House of Lords, 
who decided that the pltf.’s claim was barred 
by the Statute of Limitations, 1832 (c. 27), s. 1. 
The defts. who had not appealed had in the 
meantime paid the sums claimed from them & 
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costs; but after the decision of the House of 
Lords some of these defts. applied to the court 
for leave to appeal from the judgment of the 
court of first instance, notwithstanding that the 
time for appealing had expired. It appeared 
that after the time for appealing had expired, 
certain transactions had taken place by which 
the rights of the pltf. & third parties were affected : 
—Held: having regard to what had taken place 
since the final judgment, it would be unjust & 
unreasonable to give an extension of time for 
ee eee v. PAYNE (1889), 40 Ch. D. 
520; 58 L. J. Ch. 265; 59 L. T. 910; 87 W. R. 
809; 5 T. L. R. 204, C. A.; on appeal, sub nom. 
LLANE v. ESDAILF, [1891] A. C. 210, H. L. 

3695. -+—It is clear on the authorities 
that the circumstances that other judges have 
subsequently expressed views upon a question of 
law at variance with the decision sought to be 
appealed from is not in itself a ground for granting 
an extension of time. The discretion given to the 
court by Ord. LVIII., r. 15, ought to be exercised 
on the principles stated in Re Manchester Economic 
Building Society, No.'3685, ante, & leave ought not 
to be granted except upon very special grounds 
(CoLLIns, M.R.).—Re BRADSHAW, BRADSHAW v. 
ie ale [1906] W. N. 86; 50 Sol. Jo. 439, 








3696. ———- ——~-.]—-In Dec. 1915, an order was 
made by NEVILLE, J., rectifying the Register of 
Trade Marks by removing the respondents’ trade 
mark therefrom. No appeal from that order was 
entered by the respondents within the time 
limited for appeal. In May, 1918, the Court of 
Appeal in another case took a different view of 
the construction of the Trade Marks Act, 1905, & 
overruled the decision of NEVILLE, J., in the 
respondents’ case. The respondents applied under 
Rk. S. C., Ord. LVITI., r. 15, for an order enlarging 
the time for appealing from the order of NEVILLE, 
J.:—Held: the court had power to enlarge the 
time for appealing, if it were just under all the 
circumstances, but the present applicants had 
shown no sufficient ground for making the order, 
& their application must therefore be refused. 
The fact that in a subsequent case the Court of 
Appeal had taken a different view of the con- 
struction of an Act of Parliament from that 
taken by the judge in a previous case was not 
necessarily a ground for enlarging the time for 
appealing from his decision. 

For the purposes of an application under Ord. 
LVIII., r. 15, there is no distinction in meaning 
between granting special leave to appeal under 
the rule as it originally stood & enlarging the 
time for appeal under the rule in its present form 
(SWINFEN Eapy, M.R.). 

In In re Manchester Economic Building Society, 
No. 3685, ante, the language used by Brett, M.R., 
in stating what the rule should be is almost in 
identical terms with what counsel contended the 

ractice should be under the rule as it now stands. 

is contention was this: that there is a judicial 
discretion in the court to enlarge the time, & that 
the question to which the court ought to address 
itself is this, & this only: Is it just to extend the 
time for appeal? Brett, M.R., in that case put 
itin thisway. Hesaid: ‘‘ I know of no rule other 
than this, that the court has power to give the 
special leave, & exercising its judicial discretion is 
bound to give the special leave, if justice requires 
that that leave should be given.’’ For this pur- 

ose I see no distinction between granting special 
eave to appeal & enlarging the time for appealing. 
That rule is equally applicable to both. In my 
opinion the court has power to enlarge the time for 
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appealing if it is just that, under the circumstances, 
an order enlarging the time should be made 
(SWINFEN Eapy, M.R.).—Re WieFuLt (J.) & 
Sons’ TRADE Marks, [1919] 1 Ch. 52; 88 L. J. Ch. 
80; 120 L. T. 78; 85 R. P. C. 263; sub nom. 
Ex p. WIGFULL (J.) & Sons, Lrp., 35 T. L. R. 26 ; 
sub nom. Re TRADE Mark No. 39,759; 63 Sol. 
Jo. 114, C. A. 

.J—See, also, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 232, 
Nos. 1580-1582 ; Bankruptcy, Vol. IV., pp. 530, 
531, Nos. 4862-4866; County Courts, Vol. 
XITI., p. 536, Nos. 877, 878. 

8697. Non-appearance of appellant.) — Semble: 
where an appeal has been dismissed through the 
non-appearance of appellant, the court has no 
jurisdiction, on a subsequent application by 
appellant, to enlarge the time for Tene. 
Re LAMB (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 477; 58 L. J. Q. B. 
450; 61L. T. 374; 37 W. R. 665; 5T. L. R. 619, 
C.A 





Liquidator of company — Time to _ consult 
creditors.|—See CoMPANIFS, Vol. X., p. 909, 
No. 6212. 

3698. Appeal from refusal.]—-No appeal lies to 
the House of Lords from a refusal of the Court 
of Appeal to grant special leave to appeal from a 
judgment of the High Court in a case where the 
time limited (by Ord. LVIII., r. 15) for appealing 
has expired.—LANE v. ESDAILE, [1891] A. C. 210 ; 
64 L. T. 666; 40 W. R. 65; sub nom. PAYNE v. 

YSDAILE, 60 L. J. Ch. 644, H. L. 


(d) Appeal from Order on Further Consideration 
and Summons to Vary. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 15a. The time for appealing against 
an order made on the further consideration of a cause, and on 
the hearing of a summons to vary the certificate on which such 
order is made, shall be the same as the time for appealing against 
the order on further considcration. 


3699. Application of rule.]}—Where an order on 
an interlocutory application & an order on further 
consideration are made at the same time & are 
included in one order, an appeal from the order on 
the interlocutory application must nevertheless 
be brought within twenty-one days, although such 
order in effect determines the issue in the cause.— 
CUMMINS v. HERRON (1877), 4 Ch. D. 787; 46 
L. J. Ch. 423; 36 L. T. 41; 25 W. R. 325, C. A. 

3700. ———.]—-Goods seized in execution were 
claimed by the trustees of a settlement made by 
the debtor. A decree was made in an interpleader 
suit directing an inquiry whether the settlement 
was a valid settlement of the goods, & who were 
entitled to them. The chief clerk certified that 
the settlement was invalid, & the judgment creditor 
entitled. By an order made on further considera- 
tion & on adjourned summons to vary the certi- 
ficate, the court declared the settlement valid, 
& ordered the certificate to be varied accordingly, 
& directed the proceeds of the goods to be paid 
to the trustees :—Held: that the substantial 
part of this order was an order to vary the certi- 
ticate, which was an interlocutory order, & that 
an appeal brought after twenty-one days was too 
late.—WHITE v. WITT (1877), 5 Ch. D. 589; 46 
a J. Ch. 560; 37 L. T. 110; 25 W. BR. 435, 

ve, 

3701. .]}—A cause came on for further con- 
sideration & on summons to vary the chief clerk’s 
certificate. An order dismissing the summons & 
an order on further consideration were drawn up 
separately, bearing the same date. About four 
months afterwards a party gave notice of appeal 
against both orders, & the objection was en 
that the appeal from the dismissal of the summons 
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was out of time :—Held: that the two orders 
were in substance one order, & that the appeal 
ought to be allowed to proceed.—MARSLAND v. 
HoLeE (1888), 40 Ch. D. 110; 59 L. T. 593; 37 
W.R. 81, C. A. 

3702. Motion to vary report of referee. ]— 
The action was commenced in 1903, claiming an 
account of the dealings & transactions by the deft. 
as manager on behalf of the pltfs. of the business 
of an engineering company. The account was 
directed to be taken before an official referee, who 
in due time lodged his report. The further con- 
sideration of the action & a motion by the deft. 
to vary the report of the official referee were heard 
before KEKEWICH, J., in May, 1907, & by an order 
of May 7, 1907, the motion to vary was dismissed. 
The deft. appealed, & the appeal was set down on 
Aug. 1, 1907. On the appeal coming on, the court 
allowed the objection & dismissed the appeal. 
Their lordships were of opinion that r. 154 of 
Ord. LVIII. must be construed strictly, & that it 
did not apply to a motion to vary a report.— 
oe DAVIES v. BAILLIE, [1907] W. N. 237, 
C. A. 

37038. Construction of rule.]--SAUNDERS DAVIES 
v. BAILLIE, No. 3702, ante. 





V. Security for Costs. 
(a) In General. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 15, p. 802, ante. 

3704. Application for security—Time for.] 
After the costs incident to an appeal have been 
actually incurred by respondent, & the time is 
fixed for the hearing of the appeal, it is too late 
to apply for an order that appellant shall give 
security for costs.—GRANT v. BANQUE FRANCO- 
EGYPTIENNE (1876), 1 C. P. D. 143; 384 L. T. 470; 
24 W. RK. 339, C. A. 

3705. —- -}—An application for security 
for the costs of an appeal will be refused, unless 
it is made promptly, before costs of the appeal 
have been already incurred.—SALTASH OCORPN. v. 
GOODMAN (1880), 43 L. T. 464, C. A. 

3706. -}/~—Re INDIAN, KINGSTON & 
SANDHURST MINING Co., No. 3726, post. 

3707. -——- -}—Notice of appeal from dis- 
missal of an action was served by the pltf. on 
March 1. On June 5 a deft. gave notice of motion 
for security for costs, supporting it by an affidavit 
that on June 1 writs of fi. fa. for costs payable to 
him by the appellant had been issued to which the 
sheriff returned nulla bona; but the affidavit 
did not state that the applicant had not up to 
that time any reasonable evidence of the 
appellant’s insolvency. The appellant’s briefs had 
been delivered & the fees paid on May 22, & on 
June 10, when the application was heard, the 
appeal was only two out of the paper :—Held : 
although there was such evidence of insolvency 
that an order for security would have been made 
if applied for in due time, the application must 
be refused as having been made too late, when the 
appellant had incurred all the costs of the appeal, 
though it might even then have been granted if 
the applicant had shown that until the return 
of nulla bona he had no reasonable evidence of the 
appellant’s insolvency.—PooLry’s TRUSTEE v. 
ee (1886), as reported in 33 Ch. D. 76, 


3708. —-—.]—Order for security for costs 
made although the appeal was in that day’s paper 
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for hearing, there having been no delay in making 
the application except a slight delay which was 
attributable to the appellant. 

It is the duty of a respondent who applies for 
security for costs to be prompt in his application, 
that the appellant may not go on incurring expenses 
which in the event of his being ordered to give 
security for costs & being unable to find it will be 
wholly thrown away (CoTTron, L.J.).—ELLIS v. 
STEWART (1887), 35 Ch. D. 459; 57 L. T. 30, C. A. 

3709. .J}—Notice of appeal from an 
interlocutory order was served on Feb. 8. On 
Feb. 10 the respondent gave notice of motion for 
security for costs. The appeal motion & the 
motion for security came into the paper on the 
16th. Poverty was sufficiently established, & 
it was also sworn to & not denied that the person 
really promoting the appeal was a person of 
substance :—Held : security ought to be given. 

As a general rule the court will not order security 
for costs if the application comes on when the 
appeal is in the paper or very nearly in the paper, 
it being considered unreasonable to order it when 
the application is delayed until the expenses of 
the appeal have been incurred. That distinguishes 
the case from Pooley’s Trustee v. Whetham, No. 
3707, ante. In that case the notice of the applica- 
tion was given very late, here within two days 
from the notice of appeal. Applicants, therefore, 
have been very prompt. We have also this 
additional circumstance: it is sworn to & not denied 
that appellant is not the party really prosecuting 
the appeal, & that the person really promoting it. 
is a person of substance well able to pay costs 
(Cotton, I..J.).—Re CLOUGH, BRADFORD COoM- 
MERCIAL BANKING Co. v. CURE (1887), 385 Ch. D. 7; 
56 L. J. Ch. 388; 56 7.. T. 1043; 35 W. BR. 358 ; 
2 T. L. R. 75, C. A. 

3710. -]—In this case counsel applied 
on behalf of the deft. for security for the costs 
of the appeal. Ife stated that notice of appeal 
had been given by the pltf. to the deft. on 
Aug. 8, & on Aug. 7, before the appeal had 
been set down, the deft. gave notice of the present 
application. The pltf. had never set down the 
appeal, & therefore the court had no cognisance 
of it, but the deft. now asked that he should have 
the costs of this application, which he had bcen 
obliged to make. 

The Lord Chancellor: I do not see how you 
can ask for the costs of a useless application. 
There is no appeal, & therefore there is no need 
for security for the costs of it. 

Counsel contended that it was necessary to give 
notice of this application as soon as the deft. had 
notice that the pltf. intended to appeal. 

The Lord Chancellor : You were too soon 3 you 
should have waited till the appeal was set down. 

The court refused the application.—MORGAN v. 
HARDISTY (1889), 6 T. L. R. 1, C. A. 

8711. Notice of motion—Service without 
leave.]—-Notice of motion by a respondent that 
appellant may be directed to give security for the 
costs of an appeal may be served without leave.— 
GRILLS v. DILLON (1876), 2 Ch. D. 325; 45 1.. J. Ch. 
432; 34 I. T. 781; 24 W. R. 481; 3 Char. Pr. 
Cas. 459, C. A. 

8712. Liability for security clear.j|—An 
appellant who is clearly liable to give security for 
costs ought to offer security without an applica- 
tion to the court, & the offer, if reasonable, ought 
to be accepted ; & in the case of an application 
to the court, the court in dealing with the costs will 
consider whose conduct has made it necessary.- 
a LOREEN (1879), 4 P. D. 156; 27 W. R. 

3 CuA, 
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37138. Costs of application.J—THr Con- 
STANTINE, No. 3712, ante. 

3714. ——.}—This was a motion by a 
respondent that an appellant might be ordered to 
give security for the costs of his appeal. It 
appeared that the appellant was willing to give 
security of the amount asked by the notice of 
motion, but that the respondent had not made any 
ep aes to the appellant before he gave his notice 
of motion. The notice of motion asked for £200 
as security, but the respondent’s affidavits stated 
that the costs of the appeal woulda amount to £500, 
& security for that amount was asked at the bar. 

The court (Corron, Fry, & Lorrs, L.JJ.) 
ordered security for £200 to be given. CorTron, 
L.J., said that the court never ordered security 
to be given for such an amount as would entirely 
cover the costs of the appeal; they only ordered 
security to be given of a reasonable amount, & 
in the present case he thought £200 would be 
sufficient. As the applicant had made no applica- 
tion to the appellant before giving his notice of 
motion, his costs of the motion would not be made 
costs of the appeal. The appellant’s costs of the 
motion would be costs of the appeal. ABERDARE & 
PLYMOUTH Co, vv. LLANKKY (No. 2) (1888), 32 Sol. 
Jo. 644, 

3715. Form of order—Chancery Division. ]—In 
orders for security for the costs of appeals in the 
Chancery Division, the practice, as in the King’s 
Bench Division, is to require that the security 
be approved by the judge in chambers.—HOPE v. 
ITopPE (1902), 86 L. T. 368, C. A. 

3716. Amount of security—Costs of appeal.]— 
Pltf. appealed & deft. moved that appellant might 
give security for costs. The poverty of appellant 
was admitted. It was stated that although the 
property at stake was of small amount, it involved 
very important rights, & the trial was of unusual 
Jength :—-JTeld : the value of the property was not 
the measure of the amount required ; the court 
rather considered the probable costs of the appeal. 
The court awarded what would be a fair sum.--— 
MORECROFT v. EVANS, [1882] W. N. 189, C. A. 

3717. -/—-ABERDARE & PLYMOUTH Co. 
v. HTANKEY (No. 2), No. 3714, anie. 

Actions by & against companies. ]—Sce 
COMPANIES, Vol. LX., p. 683, Nos. 4556-4560. 

3718. Mode of giving security—Bond.]—When 
security for the costs of an appeal was ordered to 
be given, a bond with suretics was allowed, & 
the costs of the application were ordered to follow 
the result of the appeal.— PHOSPHATE SEWAGE Co. 
v. HARTMONT (1876), 2 Ch. D. 811; 45 L. J. Ch. 
465; 34L. 7.154; 24 W. R. 530; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 
463, C. A. 

3719. —--— Payment into court.]—A moderate 
sum brought into court or reasonably secured by 
the pltf. will satisfy the requirements of the case 
(COCKBURN, CU.J.).—-USIL v. BREARLEY, USIL v. 
HALES, Usi. v. CLARKE (1878), 3 C. P. D. 2086 ; 
47 L. J. Q. B. 380; 38 L. T. 249, C. A. 

8720. ——- -—-—-.]—This was an application for 
security for the costs of anappeal. The respondent 
who made the application was the cxecutor & 
trustee of a deceased party. The testator had 
been ordered to pay to the present appellant the 
costs of the former appeal in the same action. 
These costs had not yet been taxed. There was 
unanswered evidence of the poverty of the 
appellant, but it was urged on his behalf that 
security ought not to be required, because, even if 
he should be unsuccessful on the existing appeal, 
he would be entitled to set off the costs of it against 
the costs of the former appeal which the testator 
had been ordered to pay to him. 


26* 
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Corron, L.J., said that this would have been so 
if the present applicant (the respondent) had been 
the testator himself. But the respondent was his 
executor & trustec, & he was entitled to be 
indemnified against the costs of the appeal. 
Security must be given to the amount of £50. 
LINDLEY & Bowkn, L.JJ., concurred. 

CotTron, L.J., also stated that, when the amount 
of security ordered to be given for the costs of an 
appeal does not exceed £20, the practice is always 
to order the amount to be paid into court ; when 
the amount of the security exceeds £20, the 
appellant is allowed the option of giving security 
for it.~-Re KNIGHT, KNIGHT v. GARDNER (No. 2) 
(1888), 388 Ch. D. 108; 58 L. TT. 699; 32 Sol. Jo. 
305, C. A. 

3721. Time for giving security.]—It is not the 
practice of the Court of Appeal when ordering an 
appellant to give security for costs to fix a time 
within which this is to be done. If the order is 
not. complied with in a reasonable time respondent 
may move to dismiss the appeal for want of 
prosecution ; but what is a reasonable time must 
depend on the circumstances of each case.— 
POLINI v. GRAY, STURLA ® FRECCIA (1879), 11 
Ch. D. 741; 28 W. RR. 81, C. A. 


(b) When Ordered. 


3722. Abuse of process by appellant.] -The 
Court of Appeal will order that security be given 
for the costs of an appeal upon facts which estab- 
lish a primd facie case of an abuse, or a threatened 
abuse, by the appellant of the process of the court. 
—WELDON v. MAPLES, TEESDALE & Co. (1887), 
20 Q. B. D. 331; 57 L. J. Q. B. 224; 57 L. TT. 
672; 34 W. R. 154; 47. L. R. 147, C. A. 

3723. Appellant out of jurisdiction.J—The fact 
that an appellant is a foreigner domiciled abroad 
with no assets in this country is a “‘ special circum- 
stance ’’ within Ord. LVIII., r. 15, & entitles re- 
spondent to security for costs of appeal from an 
interlocutory order.—GRANT v. BANQUE FRANCO- 
HGYPTIENNE (1877), 2 0. P. D. 480; 47 L. J. Q. 33. 
41; 26 W. R. 68, C. A. 

3724. .}—This was an application by way 
of original motion of the respondents, (. IL. 
Hutchings & another, for security for custs. The 
appellant did not appear. 

Counsel for respondents now applied that the 
appeal might be struck out, on the ground that 
the appellant was resident out of the jurisdiction, 
namely, at LBaltimore in the United States of 
America, & was a labourer. The appellant 
claimed to be entitled to the copyright in certain 
musical compositions, & by an agent in England 
had received payment of fees for allowing them 
to be performed. He, however, dcclined to pay 
any sums which the appellant was ordered to pay, 
upon the ground that he had not the appellant’s 
authority to make disbursements. On Nov. 19, 
the solicitor formerly employed on behalf of the 
appellant’s solicitor had called upon the respon- 
dents’ solicitor, & stated that the appeal had been 
entered without his authority. 

The court doubted whether they had power to 
order the appeal to be struck out, without notice 
of motion being previously served upon the 
solicitor in whose name the appeal was entered ; 
but they ordered that the appellant should give 
security for costs to the amount of £30.—Re 
MUSICAL COMPOSITIONS CALLED KATHLEEN 
MAVOURNEEN & DERMOT ASTORE, [1878] W. N. 
215, C. A. 

3725. .}—This was an application by the 
pltf. for security for costs of the deft.’s appeal 
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from an order of the Divisional Court ordering 
the deft. to bring money into court as a condition 
of leave to defend the action. The action was 
brought upon a foreign judgment, & the present 
application was made upon the ground of the 
deft.’s want of means. 

The Master of the Rolls said that he wished to 
state that in the case of an appeal brought to this 
court in respect of a mere step in procedure, if an 
application were made for security for the costs 
of the appeal, though he would not say that the 
court would never order security to be given, 
still it ought to be known that the court would 
be greatly disinclined so to order. In the present 
case, as the deft. was a foreigner out of the juris- 
diction, they would order security for £10 to be 
given.—BAIRD v. HECQUARD (1889), 5 T. L. R. 
576, C. A. 

3726. -}—An application for security for 
costs of an appeal must be made promptly. Asa 
general rule it is too late if it is made when the 
appeal is in the paper for hearing. But the court 
will take into account special circumstances. 

Where a motion for security for costs & the 
appeal came into the paper on the same day, & 
it appeared that notice of appeal had been given 
in the Long Vacation, & that the motion for 
security had been delayed by reason of the court 
not having sat to hear such applications on the 
usual day, the application was granted. 

Semble: the court will be more strict in en- 
furcing proumptness where the application is on 
the ground of poverty than where it is on the 
ground of the appellant being out of the 
jurisdiction. 

Except for the question of delay there would 
have been no doubt that security for costs would 
be as of course, the appellant being out of the 
jurisdiction, & there being no property in dispute 
to which the respondent can look for his costs 
(Corron, I..J.).—-Re INDIAN, KINGSTON & SAND- 
uURSsT MINING Co. (1882), 22 Ch. D. 83, 853; 52 
L. J. Ch. 81; 48 lL. T. 523; 31 W. R. 34, C. A. 








3727. Property within jurisdiction.}—A 
French company appealed from an order. The 
respondents applied for security for costs. The 


appcllants showed that they had a branch business 
as mincral water merchants in England, which 
they carried on in leasehold premises, where they 
had a stock-in-trade worth £12,000, plant, horses, 
& vans worth about £1,200, & a large amount of 
book debts. The respondents contended that 
this was floating property easily removable, & did 
not exempt the appellants from giving security :— 
Held: there was no reasonable doubt that the 
respondents, if the appeal was dismissed with 
costs, would find ample goods on which execution 
could be levied, & that security ought not to be 
ordered.—Re APOLLINARIS Co.’s TRADE MARKs, 
[1891] 1 Ch.1; 63 L. T. 502 ; 39 W. R. 309, C. A. 
3728. Scotland.}—Application by the 
respondent, the deft. in the action, that the 
appellant should be ordered to give security for 
the costs of an appeal. 
_ The only ground advanced for this application 
is that the appellant is a Scotsman domiciled & 
resident in Edinburgh. That mere fact is not 
sufficient ground for granting such an application 
as this. It is well-established that residence in 
Scotland or Ireland is not accepted by the court as 
sufficient ground for ordinary security for the costs 
of an action in the first instance. Persons living 
in Scotland or Ireland are not in the same category 
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with others resident outside the United Kingdom. 
The application must be dismissed (BANKES, L.J.). 

This matter is determined by Raeburn v. 
Andrews, Part LX XXVI., Sect. 20, sub-sect. 3, B. 
(c)i., post. The Judgments Extension Act, 1868, 
can be enforced against persons resident in Scotland 
or Ireland. That distinguishes them from other 
persons out of the jurisdiction of the court (ATKIN, 
L.J.).—FINDLAY v. WICKHAM, [1920] W. N. 317; 
150 L. T. Jo. 228, C. A. 

3729. Irish Free State. ]}—A plaintiff resident 
in Southern Ireland & suing in this country stands 
in the position of a foreigner, & may be ordered to 
give security for costs, inasmuch as the Judgments 
Extension Act, 1868, ceased to operate in Southern 
Ireland on Dec. 5, 1922.—WAKELY v. TRIUMPH 
Crcie Co., [1924] 1 K. B. 214; 93 L. J. K. B. 
331; 130 L. T. 269; 40 T. L. R. 15; 68 Sol. Jo. 
117, C. A. 

8730. Poverty & insolvency of appellant.]—An 
appellant will be ordered to give security for the 
costs of the appeal who is in insolvent circum- 
stances, & also is vexatiously & unreasonably 
prosecuting the appeal. Qua@re: whether in- 
solvency in an appellant is a special circumstance 
within Ord. LVIII., xr. 15, which will entitle 
respondent to an order for security for costs.— 
UsiL v. BREARLEY, USIL v. HALES, USIL v. CLARKE 
(1878), 3 C. P. D. 206; 47 L. J. Q. B. 3803; 38 
L. T. 249, C. A. 

3731. .}—Pltf., who was in receipt of 
parochial relief, having appealed from this refusal, 
was ordered by the Court of Appeal to give security 
for the costs of the appeal, the court being of 
opinion that the appeal was a speculative one. 

The insolvency of an applicant is, primd facte, a 
sufficient reason for ordering him to give security 
for costs (Cotron, L.J.).—Re Ivory, HANKIN v. 
TURNER (1878), 10 Ch. D. 372. 

3732. -|—Insolvency of the appellant is 
of itself sufficient ground for ordering him to give 
security for the costs of the appeal.—Jte SPENCER, 
SPENCER v. HART (1881), 45 L. T. 396, C. A. 

3733. .}—The fact that an applicant would 
be unable through poverty to pay the costs of the 
respondent if the appeal should be unsuccessful 
is in itself sufficient ground for requiring security 
for costs.—HARLOCK v. ASHBERRY (1881), 19 
Ch. D. 84; 51 L. J. Ch. 96; 45 L. T. 602; 30 
W. RR. 112, C. A. 

3734. -|—The ordinary rule of this court is 
that, except in applications for new trials, when 
respondent can show that appellant, if unsuccess- 
ful, would be unable through poverty to pay the 
costs of the appeal, an order for security for costs 
is made (A. L. SmiTH, L.J.).—HALL v. SNOWDON, 
HUBBARD & Co., [1899] 1 Q. B. 598; 68 L. J. 
Q. B. 363; 80 L. T. 256; 47 W. R. 322; 15 
T.L.R.244; 48Sol. Jo.313; 1W.C.C,114, CA. 

3735. ——— New point raised on appeal.}—The 
Court of Appeal refused to require an insolvent 
appellant to give security for the costs of the 
appeal, where the question at issue had not been 
pee considered in a court of error.— 

OURKE v. WHITE Moss COLLIERY Co. (1876), 1 
C. P. D. 556; 35 L. T. 160. 

3736. -}—There is no general rule that 
an insolvent appellant will be exempted from 
giving security for the costs of the el tea because 
the case involves a question of law which has not 
been previously considered in a Court of Appeal. 

Suppose pltf. in that case [Rourke v. White Moss 
Colliery Co., No. 3735, ante] had been right on the 
point of law, his insolvency would have arisen 
from the wrongful act complained of in the action. 
To have required security for costs on the ground 
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of an insolvency which (if pltf. was right) deft. 
had wrongly caused, might have been a denial of 
justice. The court decided that case on its special 
circumstances, & not on any such rule as is now 
contended for (BOWEN, L.J.).—FARRER v. Lacy, 
HARTLAND & Co. (1885), 28 Ch. D. 482 ; 64 
L. J. Ch. 808; 52 L. T. 38; 33 W. R. 265, C. A. 
3737, —— -}+-Security for the costs of an 
appeal will not be refused merely because the 
point involved has never previously come before 
the Court of Appeal—Re Briton MEpDIcAL & 
paras Lirr Assocon, (1886), 2 T. L. BR. 409, 


8738. Appellant backed by person of sub- 
stance.|—Re CLouGH, BRADFORD COMMERCIAL 
BANKING Co. v. Curz, No. 3709, ante. 

3739. Caused by respondent.|—FARRER v. 
Lacy, HARTLAND & Co., No. 3736, ante. 

3740. Evidence in support of application. ] 
—-This was an application by the pltf. for security 
for costs of the deft.’s appeal from a judgment of 
PEARSON, J. The affidavits filed on behalf of the 
pltf. in support of the application alleged circum- 
stances tending to show inability on the part of 
the deft. to pay the costs of the appeal, & also 
entered into particulars to show that the deft. 
had proceeded vexatiously in the action, & had 
are brought several frivolous actions against the 
pltf. 
The court held that a sufficient cause of inability 
to pay costs was made out, & on that ground 
ordered security to be given, the costs of the 
application to be costs in the appeal; but the 
court considered the pltf.’s evidence as to the 
deft.’s conduct to be immaterial for the purposes 
of the application in respect of irrelevant evidence. 
—THOMAS v. DOUGHTY, [1887] W. N. 51, C. A. 

3741. ——~ Appellant proceeding in forma 
pauperis.|—-Pltf.. sued defts. in respect of an 
alleged libel contained in an American magazine 
sold by them, but judgment was given against him. 
Thereafter he applied for leave to prosecute an 
appeal from that decision as a poor person, & he 
obtained a certificate from the w Society 
entitling him to do so. Defts. now applied for an 
order requiring pltf. to give security for the costs 
of the aan 

Pltf., having brought an action for libel against 
defts., in which judgment was given against him 
with costs, desires to appeal, & has obtained from 
the Law Society a certificate stating that he is not 
worth more than a certain sum, that his income 
does not exceed so much per week, & that he has 
reasonable grounds for prosecuting an appeal to 
the Court of Appeal. Defts. now move for an 
order requiring pltf. to give security for costs. 
Whether that application can succeed depends 
upon the rules in Ord. XVI. The case of an 
appellant who does not prosecute his action in the 
court below as a poor person, but desires to appeal 
as @ poor person in the Court of Appeal, is provided 
for primarily by Ord. XVI., r. 31 (f), but that 
refers back to earlier rules. Rule 23 states what 
the certificate must contain; r. 25 provides for 
the certificate being filed ; r. 27 states that on the 
filing of the certificate a memorandum thereof is 
to be issued ; r. 28 says that no court fee shall be 
payable in respect of the filing of the certificate 
or the issue of the memorandum; that the poor 
person is not to be liable for any court fees or 
costs; that no solicitor or counsel shall take or 
agree to take any payment, fee, profit or reward 
for the conduct of the proceedings. The result is 
that once the certificate is granted the poor person 
is not liable to pay costs, nor is he entitled to 
receive them. If respondent to an appeal cannot 
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get costs from the appellant poor person, it is 
difficult to see how the latter can be ordered to 
give security for costs which he would never be 
liable to pay. In these circumstances this court 
cannot make an order requiring the poor person 
who has obtained a certificate to give security for 
costs. Respondents,’however, are not left entirely 
unprotected, as they can move under Ord. XVI., 
r. 29, to discharge the certificate, in which case 
the power to order security for costs would arise. 
On such an application it would be open to the 
court to consider not only the question of the 
poverty of appellant, but also whether he has 
shown reasonable grounds for prosecuting the 
appeal. If it is desired to obtain an order for 
security for costs, the first step must be to have 
the certificate discharged (ScrurTron, L.J.).— 
BOTTOMLEY v. WOOLWORTH (F. W.) & Co., LID., 
[1932] W.N. 115; 173 L. T. Jo. 380, C. A. 

+See, also, SoticiTrors. Vol. XLII., 
p. 258, Nos. 2918-2920; Part XIX., Sect. 18, 
ante. 

3742. Delay in prosecuting action.]|—Applica- 
tion of deft. for security for costs in respect of 
pltf.’s appeal. 

The action was commenced in 1876, & was 
brought upon an alleged bill of exchange for about 
£120. A delay of about two years & a half 
occurred in prosecuting the action before it was 
brought to trial. The appeal was about fifty out 
of the list for the day in this court. 

Counsel for deft. contended that the delay of 


eee’ 





‘pltf. in prosecuting the action was a “ special 


circumstance ”’ for requiring pltf. to give security 
for costs within the meaning of Rules of Court, 
Ord. LVIIL., r. 15. 

The court ordered that pltf. should give security 
for costs to the amount of £20, & that the costs of 
this application should be costs in the cause.— 
SMITH v. WHITE, [1879] W. N. 208, C. A. 

3748. Failure to pay costs.|—An order of a 
divisional court of appeal which had been obtained 
by the defts. to a county court action, & which 
required the county court judge to show cause 
why he should not sign a case on appeal from his 
decision, was discharged, with costs, after cause 
had been shown, & the defts. again appealed. 

On motion by respondents (of whom the county 
court judge was one), supported by an uncontra- 
dicted affidavit by their solicitor’s managing 
clerk that taxed costs, occasioned by the appel- 
lants, to the amount of £28, had not been paid, 
though payment had been requested, & that, in 
his belief, the appellants were unable to pay them. 

The court directed the defts.’ appeal to be 
stayed until they had paid a deposit of £20 into 
court to meet the costs.—CLARKE v. ROCHE (1877), 
ee J. Ch. 372; 36 L. T. 78; 25 W. R. 309, 

3744. Liberty of appellant in question.}—The 
question whether an order shall be made for 
security for the costs of an appeal to the Court of 
Appeal is in all cases a matter for the discretion 
of the court. Semble: however, as a general rule, 
such an order will not be made where the appeal 
is against an order for attachment. 

A most essential feature of the case, which the 
court is bound to.take into consideration, is that 
this order affects deft.’s liberty. There is no 
authority which shows that the court is in any 
case obliged as a matter of law to make an order 
that security shall be given for the costs of an 
appeal. It is a matter absolutely in the discretion 
of the court. Where the liberty of appellant is 
in question, or where highly penal consequences 
will be entailed upon appellant by the order 
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appealed against, so far from thinking that the 
court is bound in any case to make an order for 
security of costs, I think, as a general rule, the 
court should not do so (LORD EsHerR, M.R.).— 
Hoop Barrs v. HERIoT, [1896] 2 Q. B. 375; 65 
ree Q. B. 624; 45 W. R. 17; 40 Sol. Jo. 714, 

3745. Limited company—Winding-up order— 
Security as alternative to.}—An action by the 
A. Co. against the G. Co. was dismissed with costs, 
& the costs payable by the A. Co. were taxed at a 
sum of over £65,000. The G. Co. served the 
A. Co. with a statutory demand for payment under 
sect. 130 of the Companies (Winding up) Act, 
1908, & on non-compliance with the demand filed 
a petition for the winding up of the A. Co. by the 
court. In the meantime the A. Co., which had 
not applied to the judge who tricd the action, or 
to the Court of Appeal, for a stay of execution on 
the judgment, lodged an appeal from the decision 
at the trial. The A. Co. had after that decision 
charged its assets with a sum admitted to be a 
fund for supporting this appeal:—Held: by 
SARGANT, J., that the appeal was not a defence 
to the petition, but that a winding-up order must 
be made which must lie in the office for a limited 
time, & that, if within that time the A. Co. gave 
security to the reyistrar’s satisfaction for the 
amount of the judgment debt, the petition must 
be dismissed, the A. Co. paying the costs. 

On appeal from this decision, by an arrange- 
ment suggested by the court the A. Co. was given 
the alternative of giving to the G. Co. within the 
same limited period a security on its assets, 
subject as to those already specifically charged 
to the specific charges thereon, but free from the 
charge created after the judgment (the holders of 
the latter charge joining to postpone their security), 
the charge to be given to secure not only the 
amount of the judgment, but also to secure such 
costs of the appeal, not exceeding £10,000, as the 
A. Co. as appellants might be ordered to pay. 

The provisions of sect. 5 (4) of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1914, do not apply, either directly or by 
analogy, to proceedings to wind up a company 
(SARGANT, J.).—Re AMALGAMATED PROPERTIES OF 
RHODESIA (1913), Lrp., [1917] 2 Ch. 115, 116; 
33 T. L. R. 414, C. A. 

3746. ——-  —--.]}--The company being in 
voluntary liquidation for the purposes of an 
amalgamation scheme, a dissentient shareholder 
presented a petition for a compulsory winding-up 
order to prevent the scheme being carried out 
without the sanction of the court. This order was 
made & the company appealed, the official receiver 
& liquidator being made respondent to the appeal. 
The company was ordered to give security for the 
costs of the appeal.—Re CoNSOLIDATED SouTH 
RAND MinEs DEEP, LTD., [1909] W. N. 66. 
-]}—See, also, COMPANIES, Vol. X., 
p. 982, Nos. 6786, 6787. 

; Substantial amendment of claim by.]—See 
COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 682, No. 4551. 

_Married woman.}—See HusBAND & WIFE, Vol. 
AXVIT., p. 250, Nos. 2195-2197. 

Solicitor—Appeal against striking off rolls, }— 
See Souicirors, Vol. XLII., p. 408, No. 4663. 

Bankruptcy appeals.}—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
IV., pp. 538, 534, 575, Nos. 4893-4909, 5283. 

eee oe eon Appeals. }—See 
Mas ERVAN™, Vol. XX +» pp. : 
Nos. 4038-4062. ae SPREE ey ae 

8747. Step in procedure—Appeal in respect of.] 


ee ee ete: eee 





PRACTICE. 


—QOn March 6, 1885, Bacon, V.-C., made an order 
that the pltf. in this action should give security 
for costs to the amount of £200. n March 7, 
which was Saturday, the pltf. gave notice of appeal 
from this order. On March 10, which was Tuesday, 
the defts. served the notice of motion before the 
Court of Appeal for security for the costs of the 
appeal. Both the original motion & the appeal 
were in the paper for hearing on the same day, 
but the original motion stood first. 

Counsel for defts., in support of the motion for 
security for costs, gave evidence of the insolvency 
of the pltf. 

Counsel for pltf. contended that it was not the 
practice of the court to give security for costs on 
an appeal from an interlocutory order, & that the 
notice of motion was too late. 

Cotron, L.J., said that it was certainly unusual 
to make an order to give security for costs on an 
appeal against an order for security for costs ; 
but he did not see why the court should not make 
such an order if the circumstances required it. 
With respect to the motion not coming into the 
paper before the appeal, that was a material fact. 
in ordinary cases, but here there had been no 
delay on the part of the defts.; they had no 
opportunity of giving notice earlier. But he 
thought a very small amount would be sufficient. 
The pltf. must pay £5 into court, the costs to be 
disposed of at the hearing of the appeal.—WILL- 
MOTT v. FREEHOLD HOUSE PROPERTY Co., [1885] 
W.N. 65, C. A. 

3748. ——- -—-—.]}—-BaiIRD v. HECQUARD, No. 
3725, ante. 


W. Appeal as Stay of Proceedings. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 16. An appeal shal] not operate as a 
stay of execution or of proceedings under the decision appealed 
from, Cacept so far as the Court appealed from, or any Judge 
thereot, or the Court of Appeal, may order; and no intermediate 
act or proceeding shall be invalidated, except so far as the Court 
appealed from may dircct. 


3749. Scope of rule—Directed against party 
appealing. }—In an arbitration concerning a dispute 
between the parties to a contract of sale of certain 
goods, which were also the subject of a series of 
sub-sales, the umpire stated a special case in 
which he made three different awards, leaving the 
court to decide which was right. The first two 
awards were made on the footing that the sellers 
were liable to the buyers for breach of contract in 
that the goods did not answer the description in 
the contract; the second award was for a con- 
siderably larger sum; the third was made on the 
footing that there had been no breach of contract. 
The judge in the King’s Bench Division having 
decided that the first award was right, the buyers 
demanded & obtained payment of the amount of 
that award & gave a receipt therefor. They then 
appealed from the decision of the judge & con- 
tended that the second award was the right one. 
Upon a preliminary objection to the appeal :— 
Held: having demanded & accepted payment 
under the first award the appellants were pre- 
cluded from contending that it was wrong. 

You cannot take the benefit of a judgment as 
being good & then appeal against it as being bad. 
Mr. Campion attempted to apply what seems to 
me to be an ingenious perversion of the rule that 
an appeal is no stay of execution under a judg- 
ment; consequently, he argues, he may issue 
execution on a judgment & then ape. from it. 
I have always understood that rule as directed 
against the party who is appealing, & not in his 
favour; the fact that he is appealing does not 
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operate as a stay of execution against him. It 
startles me to hear it ed that a person can say 
the judgment is wrong & at the same time accept 
payment under the judgment as being right. 
That seems to me a misapplication of the rule, 
& for the same reason I think the appellants who 
have acted on the award by taking under it have 
debarred themselves from appealing against it 
& saying it was wrong (SCRUTTON, L.J.).— 
DEXTERS, Lrp. v. HILt Crest O11, Co. (BRADFORD), 
[1926] 1 K. B. 348, 858 ; 95 L. J. K. B. 386; 134 
i a 494; 42 T. L. R. 212; 31 Com. Cas. 161, 

Execution.|—See CoMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 978, 
Nos. 6749, 6750 ; ExEcuTion, Vol. XXI., pp. 443-— 
454, Nos. 252-368 ; Soricrrors, Vol. XLII., p. 336, 
Nos. 3797-3801. 

38750. Order for production of documents.]— 
Defts. having applied for a stay of the order for 
production of documents pending their appeal to 
the House of Lords, their application was granted, 
on their undertaking to present their appeal 
within a week, & to duly prosecute it, & that the 
deeds should be deposited in court upon oath, on 
the ground that if defts. produced their deeds 
their appeal would be useless.—EMMERSON v. IND, 
CoopE & Co. (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 903; sub nom. 
EMMERSON v. IND, CoorE & Co., EMMERSON v. 
RUuUSssELL, 55 L. T. 422; 34 W. R. 778, C. A. 


X. Applications to Court Below. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVITI., r. 17. Wherever under these Rules an 
application may be made either to the Court below or to the 
Court of Appeal, or to a Judge of the Court below or of the 
Court of Appcal, it shall be made in the first instance to the Court 
or Judge below 


To whom application made.|—See ADMIRALTY, 
Vol. I., p. 236, Nos. 1624-1626 ; EXECUTION, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 445, 446, Nos. 276-286; MorTGAGE, 
Vol. XXXV., p. 567, No. 2994. 

3751. Frivolous applications—Power of Court of 
Appeal to stay.|—Repeated frivolous applications 
for the purpose of impeaching a judgment having 
been made by the same parties, the Court of 
Appeal made an order prohibiting any further 
application without leave of the court.—GREPE 
v. LOAM, BULTEEL v. GREPE (1887), 37 Ch. D. 168; 
57 L. J. Ch. 485; 58 L. T. 100, C. A. 

3752. —--- -~—-.]—The Court of Appeal will 
make an order for preventing the repetition of 
frivolous interlocutory applications in an action.— 
KINNAIRD (LORD) v. FIELD, [1905] 2 Ch. 306; 74 
L. J. Ch. 554; 98 L. T. 147; 54 W. R.3,C. A. 


Y. Applications to Judge of Court of Appeal. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVITI., r. 18. Every application to a Judge of 
the Court of Appeal shall be by motion, and the provisions of 
Order LIT. shall apply thereto. 


See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1925 (c. 49), 5. 65, & R. S. C., Ord. 
LVIII., rr. 8, 10, 12, pp. 794, 798, 801, ante. 


Z. Interest. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 19. On an appeal from the High 
Court, interest for such time as execution has been delayed by 
the appeal shall be allowed unless the Court or a Judge other- 
wise orders, and the taxing officer may compute such interest 
without any order for that purpose. 


Interest on judgment debt.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XLII., r. 16, p. 631, ante. 

3758. Judgment reversed by Court of Appeal— 
Date from which interest runs.|—Where a pltf. 
fails in a court of first instance on a claim for un- 
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liquidated damages, but on appeal an order is 
made that judgment should be entered in his 
favour for an amount of damages to be ascer- 
tained, the judgment does not, as a matter of 
course, take effect from the date of the trial of 
the action, so as to entitle the pltf. to interest 
from that date upon the amount recovered, but 
it will only take effect from the date at which it 
was given in the Court of Appeal, unless an order 
is made by that court under Ord. XLI., r. 3, that 
its judgment shall be antedated._—_BORTHWICK v. 
ELDERSLIE S.S. Co. (No. 2), [1905] 2 K. B. 516; 
74 L. J. K. B. 772; 93 L. T. 387; 53 W. R. 648 ; 
21 T. L. R. 630; 49 Sol. Jo. 618; 10 Asp. M. L. C. 
121, C. A. 

3754. —- - .}—Application under Ord. 
XLI., r. 3, to have the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal antedated to July 29, 1919, the date of 
the judgment of Rownattr, J. The claim was for 
a liquidated sum, & the pltfs. contended they 
ought to be allowed interest on the amount of the 
judgment from the date when judgment in their 
favour ought to have been pronounced. For this 
purpose it was necessary to have the judgment of 
the Court of Appeal antedated. Borthwick v. 
Elderslie Steamship Co., No. 3753, ante, was 
distinguishable, because there the claim was for 
unliquidated damages, & the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal was for a sum to be assessed by a 
referee. The court in that case expressly refrained 
from saying what the result would have been had 
the amount claimed at the trial been a fixed sum. 
If the judgment were not antedated, great hard- 
ship would be inflicted on the pltfs., because they 
were in all probability being financed in this 
transaction by a bank to whom they will have to 
pay interest. There was no delay in bringing 
the appeal to this court. If special circumstances 
are necessary the facts above mentioned con- 
stituted special circumstances. 

I do not think that we ought to grant this 
application. If we were to accede to it there 
would be few cases in which we could refuse. 
Borthwick v. Elderslie Steamship Co., No. 3753, 
ante, shows that the court has jurisdiction to make 
the order, but that it ought to be exercised with 
great caution, which indicates that there must be 
something exceptional in the facts to justify the 
making of the order. I do not think that there is 
anything exceptional in the facts of this case, & 
the order ought not to be made (BANKEs, I.J.).— 
BELGIAN GRAIN & PRODUCE Co., Lip. v. Cox & 
Co. (FRANCE), LTpD., [1919] W. N. 308, 317; 148 
L. T. Jo. 233, C. A. 

3755. Interest not claimed on the appeal— 
Whether allowed on separate application.}—The 
deft. agreed with the pltf., his tenant of a mill, 
to purchase at a proper valuation at the expiration 
of the tenancy some machinery which the pltf. 
was setting up inthe mill, nothing being said about 
interest on the purchase money. The tenancy 
expired at Michaelmas, 1885. The deft. refused 
to purchase the machinery, and in Feb. 1887, 
the pltf. commenced an action for _ specific 
performance, not specifically mentioning in his 
statement of claim either interest or damages. 
The action was dismissed, but in Nov. 1888, the 
Court of Appeal reversed this decision & gave a 
judgment directing a reference to an official 
referee to ascertain the value & ordering the deft. 
to pay it when ascertained. The question as to 
interest was not raised. The pltf. applied to vary 
the minutes by directing the deft. to pay the value 
with interest from Michaelmas, 1885. The court 
made the order for payment of interest only from 
the referee’s report & declined to decide anything 
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further on that application, but gave leave to the 
pltf. if so advised to apply after the report for 
payment of prior interest. The report was made 
in Feb. 1889, & the pltf. then applied to the court 
to order interest from Michaelmas, 1885 :—Held : 
the pltf. was entitled by way of damages for 
delay to interest at £4 per cent. on the amount of 
the valuation from Lady Day, 1886, on which day 
the deft. had taken possession, the pltf. having up 
to that time remained in possession rent-free as 
caretaker.—MARSH v. JONES (1889), 40 Ch. D. 
563; 60 L. T. 610, C. A. 


AA. Appeals from Railway and Canal Traffic 
Commission. 


(a) Old Jurisdiction. 


R. §. C., Ord. LVIIL, vr. 194. This Order shall so far as 
applicable apply to appeste from the Commissioners under the 
Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1888, or from the Railway 
Rates Tribunal under the Railways Act, 1921. 


See Ratitways & CANALS, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 
368-371, Nos. 698-723. 

8756. Regulation of Railways Act, 1868 (c. 19), 
s. 41—Appeal from order on application—To 
Divisional Court.}—An application to a judge in 
chambers, under the Regulation of Railways Act, 
1868, s. 41, for an order that the question arising 
on a case of compensation under the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1845, should be tried in the 
High Court, is not a matter of practice or pro- 
cedure within the meaning of sect. 1 (4) of the 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Procedure) Act, 
1894, & an appeal from an order made on such an 
application lies to the Divisional Court.—LONG v. 
GREAT NORTHERN & City Ry. Co., [1902] 1 K. B. 
813; 71 L. J. K. B. 598; sub nom. Re GREAT 
NORTHERN & CiTry Ry. Co., 86 L. T. 440; 60 
W. R. 402; 18 T. L. R. 478, C. A. 





(6) New Jurisdiction. 


Under Mines (Working Facilities & Support) Act, 
1923 (c. 20).} See MINES, MINERALS & QUARRIES, 
Me XXXIV., pp. 619, 635, 636, Nos. 180, 321-— 

3757. Royalty money—Allowing solicitor 
to hold.]—The Mines (Working Facilities & Sup- 
port) Act, 1923, lays down certain conditions to 
be satisfied by an applicant before the Railway & 
Canal Commission will grant an order allowing the 
applicant to work an area of coal. In certain 
cases the Commission will allow a solicitor of repute 
to hold the royalty money & from time to time to 
make such payments as become due as the coal is 
worked by the applicant. In case of any dispute 
arising as to such payments there may be liberty 
to apply to the court.—Re CHARLESWORTH (J. 
& J.), Lp. (1926), 42 T. L. R. 512. 





BB. Appeals from Railway Rates Tribunal. 


See Railways Act, 1921 (c. 55), 8. 26, &, generally, 
Raitways & Canals, Vol. XXXVIIL., pp. 372- 
374, Nos. 743~—761. 


CC. Agricultural Holdings Act, 1923 (c. 9). 


R. 8. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 20. The following provisions shall 

apply to appeals to the Court of Appeal toni decisions of 

ha Nee Tae pe: Br ager of law under the 
ation Act, 

Agricultural Holdings Act, 1928. Rew Severna See 


PRACTICE. 


(a) Every such appeal shall be by notice of motion in accord- 
ance with Order LIX., Rule 10; and such notice of 
motion shall be served and the appeal set down under 
Order LVIII., Rule 8, within the time limited by 
Order LIX., Rule 12. 


(b) It shall be the duty of the party appealing to apply to the 
Judge of the County Court for a signed copy of the note 
made by him of any question of law raised before him, 
and of the facts in evidence in relation thereto, and of 
his decision thereon, and of his decision on the question 
or matter submitted to him, and to furnish such copy 
for the use of the Court of Appeal; and such copy shail 
be used and received at the hearing of the appeal. If 
such notes are not produced the Court of eypee shall 
have power to hear and determine the appeal upon any 
other evidence or statement of what occurred before 
the Judge of the County Court which the Court of 
Appeal may deem sufficient 


(c) Order LIX., Rules 14 and 16, shall apply to any such 
appeal, with the substitution of the Court of Appeal 
for the High Court. 

(d) Subject to the foregoing provisions, the Rules for the 
time being in force with ye gee to appeals from the 
High Court to the Court of Appeal shall, so far as 
practicable, apply to and govern appeals under the said 
Act to the Court of Appeal. 


See, generally, AGRICULTURE, Vol. II., pp. 1 
et seq., & Supp. 


DD. Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1925. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 20, supra. 

See, also, MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., 
pp. 369, 377, 434, 460, 472-482, 492-493, Nos. 
2999, 3057, 3548, 3771, 3850-3977, 4072-4080. 

3758. Application under Workmen’s CompensSa- 
tion Act, 1925 (c. 84), s. 13—-Appeal from decision 
of county court judge—To Court of Appeal.}|—A 
workgirl of thirteen years of age was permanently 
injured by accident. She was paid compensation 
for some years under a recorded agreement, when 
the employers applied to redeem under Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1906 (c. 58), Sched. I., para. 17 
(see, now, Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1925 
(c. 84), 5. 13). The county court judge refused, 
on the ground of want of service, to hear the 
application for redemption. The employers 
appealed. Counsel for the claimant took the 

reliminary point that the appcal lay to the 

ivisional Court. The service was bad & until 
service there was no jurisdiction. 

The court held that the defect in service had 
been waived by the appearance of the claimant, 
that the county court judge had jurisdiction & 
exercised it in dismissing the application, & that 
the objection failed.—MORELAND & Sons v. HLEy, 
ELEY v. MORELAND & Sons, [1916] 1 K. B. 85; 
85 L. J. K. B. 250; 114 L. T. 22; 60 Sol. Jo. 59; 
9B. W. C. C. 11, C. A. 

Costs.]—See MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. XX XIV., 
pp. 482-490, Nos. 3979-4062. 





EE. Registration Appeals. 


R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 21. The following provisions shal! 
apply to appeals to the Court of Appeal from decisions of the 
county courts on points of law on the hearing of appeals of 
registration officers under the Representation of the People Act 
1918, section 14. 


’ 


(1) A person desiring to appeal to the Court of Appeal against 
the decision of the county court on any appeal shall give notice 
of his intention to appeal to the registrar of the county court, 
and to the registration officer and to the opposite party, if any, 
within such time and fu such form as may be prescribed by the 
County Court Rules. 


(2) In any such case the party, if any, in whose favour the 
decision is given shall be the respondent; and the registration 
officer shal] also be named as respondent to the appeal. 

(3) ante such appeal shall be by notice of motion in accord- 
ance with Order LIX., Rule 10; and such notice of motion shall 
be served and the appeal set down under Order L 
within the time limited by Order LIX., Rule 12. 

4) It shall be the duty of the party appealing to apply to the 
ju ge or assistant judge of the county court for a signed copy 
of the note made by him of any point of law raised before him, 
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and of the facts in evidence In relation thereto, and of his decision 
thereon, and of his decislon on the hearing of the appeal, and to 
furnish such copy, and two additional unsigned copies thereof, 
for the use of the Court of Appeal; and such signed copy shall 
be used and received at the hearing of the appeal. If such note 
{s not produced the Court of Ap peel shall have power to apply 
to the iidae or assistant judge to furnish such a note, or to hear 
and determine the appeal upon any other evidence or statement 
of -what occurred before the county court which the Court of 
Appeal may deem sufficient, 


(5) If the Court of Appeal is of opinion that the statement in 
the note is not sufficient to enable the Court to give judgment 
in Jaw, the Court may remit the matter to the judge or assistant 
judge in order that the note may be more fully stated. 


(6) No appeal shall be allowed upon any question of fact 
only, or upon the admissibility or effect of any evidence or 
admission adduced or made in any case to establish any matter 
of fact only. 


(7) The Court shall have power to extend the time for appeal- 
ing, or to amend the grounds of appeal, or to rescind or varv 
any declaration as to consolidation of appeals made by the 
judge or assistant judge of the County Court or to make any 
other order on such terms as the Court shall think just to ensure 
the determination on the merits of the real qucstion in con- 
troversy between the parties, 


(8) Where it appears to the judge or assistant judge that the 
validity of any number of decisions given bv the county court 
depends upon the same point or points of law, and the partics 
or any of them have given notice to the county court of their 
intention to appeal to the Court of Appeal, the judge or assistant 
judge may, in such manner as may be prescribed by County 
Court Rules, declare that the appeals to the Court of Appeal 
ought to be consolidated, and may name any person interested 
and consenting to be 5 ta or respondent in the consolidated 
appeal on behalf of himself and all other persons interested 
in like manner in the appeals who consent to be parties to and 
to be bound by the consolidated appeal, and the registration 
one shall also be named as a respondent to the consolidated 
appea 


(9) With regard to consolidated appeals the like proceedings 
shall be had and taken and the like rules and regulations shall 
apply as in the case of any other appeal; and every order, 
judgment or decision of the Court of Appeal shall be equally 
valid and effectual and binding and conclusive on all the 
paruiee named in or referred to as parties to such consolidated 
appeals 


(10) Where appeals are consolidated, if the consolidated 
appeal fs not duly prosecuted or answered, the Court of Appeal 
may give to any party or particr interested in such appewl, upon 
his or their application, the conduct and direction of the appeal 
or of the answer thereto instead of or in addition to any person 
originally named in that behalf, in such manner and on such 
terms as the Court may think fit, or may make such other order 
in the case a8 may seem just 


(11) Every party to a consolidated appeal shall be hable for 
the costs of the appeal in the same manner and to the same 
extent as the person named as appellant or respondent in such 
appeal 

(12) If where appeals are consolidated any party interested In 
any such appeal refuses to be a party to and to be bound by the 
consolidated appeal, the appeal in which such party 19 interested 
may proceed separately ; but such party shall not be entitled to 
receive any costs of or in such appeal, unless the Court of Appeal 
shall otherwise order. 


(13) Arrangements shall be mide for hearlng any appcals 
without delay, and as far as possible continuously 


(14) Subject to the foregoing provisions the Rules for the 
time being in force with respect to appeals from the High Court 
to the Court of Appeal shall, so far as practicable, apply to and 
govern appeals under this Rule to the Court of Appeal. 

(15) Except as in this Rule otherwise provided, the costs of 
any appeal shall be in the discretion of the Court of Appeal 
Such costs may, if the appeal is successful, bo ordered to be paid 
by tho registration officer named as respondent to the appeal, 
whether he shall or shall not appear in support of the decision 
of the county court. Where any person other than the registra- 
tion officer is respondent to an appeal he shall not be liable or 
entitled to costs unless he appears in support of the decision of 
the county court. 

(16) Notice of the decision of the Court of Appeal on any 
to the registration officer, specifying exactly every alteration or 
correction to be made on the register in pursuance of the 


decision ; and a copy thereof shall be sent to the registrar of the 
county court. 


SECT. 2.—REHEARING. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Appeals to Court of Appeal to be by way of 
ie ala ala R. 8S. C., Ord. LVITTI., r. 1, p. 759, 
ante. 
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Correction of clerical errors, etc., in judgments or 
orders—Slip rule.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XXVITI., 
r. 11, p. 472, ante. 

Rehearing when party falls to attend.]—See 
R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 6, p. 702, ante. 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—REHEARING BEFORE AND AFTER 
ORDER DRAWN UP. 


8759. Power to rehear—Before order drawn up.] 
—-Under the system of procedure established by 
the Judicature Acts, no judge of the High Court 
has any jurisdiction to rehear an order, whether 
made by himself or by any other judge, the power 
to rehear being part of the appellate jurisdiction 
which is transferred by the Acts to the Court of 
Appeal. 

A judge can always reconsider his decision until 
the order has been drawn up (JESSEL, M.R.).— 
Re St. NAZAIRE Co. (1879), 12 Ch. D. 88, 913; 41 
T.. T. 110; 27 W. Rh. 854, C. A. 

3760. -|—Quere: whether a judge 
can rehear in chambers an order which he has 
previously made in chambers, but which has not 
been drawn up. 

I have an impression that he can rehear it before 
the order has been drawn up (Fry, L.J.). 

I am disposed to hold that after an order has 
been pronounced, & nothing remains but to draw 
it up, it cannot be reheard (Corron, L.J.).—Re 
Eyton (ADAM), LTp., Axe p. CHARLESWORTH 
(1887), 36 Ch. D. 299; 57 L. J. Ch. 127, C. A. 

3761. —— ~—Where an order has not been 
drawn up, whether it 1s an order made in chambers 
or in open court, the judge has a right, if something 
is brought to his attention which he has not 
sufficiently considered, to stay the drawing up of 
the order & rehear the matter before making a 
final order.— Re ROBERTS, EVANS v. THOMAS, 
[1887] W. N. 231 

38762. ——- -l—So long as the order has not 
been perfected the judge has a power of recon- 
sidering the matter, but when once the order has 
been completed, the jurisdiction of the judge over 
if has come to an end (FRy, L.J.).—Re SUFFIELD 
& Watts, Hr p. BROWN (1858), 20 Q. B. D. 693, 
697; 58 L. T. 911; 36 W.R. 584; 5 Morr. 83, C. A. 

3763. .}—Judgment having been given 
refusing rectuication of a settlement, but the order 
not having been drawn up, pltfs. moved to have 
the action retried on the ground that, at the trial, 
material facts had not been brought before the 
court :—Held: there was jurisdiction to rehear 
the case.-BADEN-POWELL v. WILSON, [1894] 
W.N. 146; 11 TT. L. R. 22. 

3764. -——.}—The court has no _ juris- 
diction to rehear or alter an order after it has been 
passed & entered, provided that it accurately 
expresses the intention of the court. 

An application was made in an action that 


























pay might 
made costs in the action, & for a stay of proceed- 
ings under the order on the ground that the order 
had been obtained by misrepresentation :—Held : 
this was in effect an application to rehear the 
previous order, & the court had no jurisdiction to 
entertain it. 

Lord Justice Fry put the law on the right founda- 
tion when he held, in Jn re Suffield & Watts, No. 
3762, ante, that so long as the order has not been 
perfected, the judge has a power of reviewing the 
matter, but when once the order has been com- 
pleted the jurisdiction of the judge over it has 
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come to an end (A. L. Smiru, L.J.).—PRESTON 
BANKING Co. v. ALLSUP (WILLIAM) & Sons, [1895] 
1 Ch. 141, 144; 64 L. J. Ch. 196; 71 L. T. 708; 
43 W. R. 231; 39 Sol. Jo. 113; 12 R. 51, C. A. 

3765. ——-.}Since the passing of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, the High Court has no juris- 
diction to review its own order, in an action brought 
to review the order on the ground of error in law 
apparent on the face of it, the remedy of the party 
complaining being by appeal to the Court of 
Appeal. 

It. is important to remember that in the Court 
of Chancery, until comparatively modern times— 
that is to say, until the reign of Charles II.—there 
was no appeal from the Lord Chancellor to any 
higher tribunal, but an opportunity was afforded 
of correcting decisions by means of a rehearing, 
which might be before the same or any other 
judge. This right of rehearing could, however, 
only be exercised before a decree or order had been 
enrolled, up to which time it was not considered 
to be, in the full sense of the term, a record of the 
court. If an enrolled order was bad on the face 
of it, a means existed for correcting such an order 
by a bill of review. Now, in the present case, the 
order absolute has not been enrolled. The pro- 
cedure by bill of review, therefore, could not have 
been applied under the old system. A petition of 
rehearing might have been presented, but that 
would have been the only remedy. Now, it has 
been held that since the Judicature Act no judge 
of the High Court has jurisdiction to rehear, such 
jurisdiction being essentially appellate: In re 
St. Nazaire Co., No. 3759, ante. 

It seems to follow logically from what has been 
said that the High Court has now no jurisdiction 
to review its own order on the ground of apparent 
error, by means of an independent action, & that 
the party complaining must come to the Court of 
Appeal. There is ample jurisdiction now to deal 
by fresh action with some matters which were 
formerly the subject of a bill of review or of a 
supplemental bill in the nature of a bill of review. 
For instance, where a judgment has been obtained 
by fraud (Birch v. Birch, No. 2616, ante), or where 
fresh material evidence has been obtained since 
the judgment which could not have been previously 
procured (Boswell v. Coaks, No. 3779, post), an 
action may be maintained. Actions of this nature 
do not invite the High Court to rehear upon the 
old materials. Fresh facts are browght forward, 
& the litigation may be well regarded as new & 
not appellate in its nature because not involving 
any decision contrary to the previous decision of 
the High Court (Cozens-Harpy, L.J.).—BRIGHT 
& Co., Lip. v. SELLAR, [1904] 1 K. B. 6, 11; 72 
LJ. K. B. 921; 89 L. T. 431; 52 W. R. 148; 20 
T. L. R. 123; 48 Sol. Jo. 18, C. A. 

3766. ——-—.]—In the circumstances it was 
held that as the order for security had not been 
passed & entered, it was competent to the court, 
having regard to the circumstances which had 
since come to its knowledge, to modify the order. 
—WiILLE v. St. JoHN, [1910] 1 Ch. 701; 79 
L. J. Ch. 409; 102 L. T. 617, C. A. 

3767. -}~An order made by the 
master upon a summons in chambers does not 
become finally effective till it has been passed & 
entcred, &, until then, the judge (or, semble, the 
inaster) has power at any time to direct the matter 
to be adjourned to the judge, who will deal with 
‘the summons upon all the evidence then before 
him, &, if the circumstances require, make a 
different order. 














PRACTICE, 


What is it that renders an order finally effective 
so that there is no longer any possibility of going 
back from it ? It seems to me that it is the passing 
& entering of the order. It is the everyday 
practice that, until an order is passed & entered, 
the matter can be brought before the judge, & if 
a mistake has been made it can be put right 
(WARRINGTON, J.).—Re THOMAS, BARTLEY v. 
THomas, [1911] 2 Ch. 8389; 80 L. J. Ch. 617; 105 
L. T. 59; 55 Sol. Jo. 567. 

3768. -}—An action for debt being 
called on for hearing, counsel for the deft. con- 
sented to judgment against his client for part only 
of the claim, the pltf. abandoning the balance. 
Without the knowledge of counsel on either side, 
or of the solicitors for the pltf., the deft. had given 
instructions to her solicitors that the case was not 
to be settled. Upon an application made before 
the judgment was drawn up :—Held: that the 
case must be restored to the list for hearing.— 
SHEPHERD v. ROBINSON, [1919] 1 K. B. 474; 88 
L. J. K. B. 873; 120 L. T. 492; 35 T. L. R. 220, 
C. A. 

3769. -}+—When a petition for divorce 
came on for hearing, the petitioner & his witnesses, 
owing to an inadvertence in his solicitor’s office, 
were not in attendance. Thereupon the court 
ordered that the co-respondent should be dis- 
missed the suit with costs. The petitioner after- 
wards moved to have the order set aside. At the 
date of the motion the order had not been drawn 
up & no judgment had been sealed :—Held: as 
the judgment had not taken a final form the court 
had jurisdiction to set aside the order, & in the 
circumstances the court ought to do so.—GEERING 
v. GEERING & MOCKFORD (1921), 38 T. L. R. 109. 

3770. —-— Order dismissing case drawn up— 
Case struck out for non-attendance.|—Wherc a 
summons or case is not heard but is merely struck 
out for non-atterdance of a party, the court may 
afterwards, if it thinks fit, hear or entertain it, 
even though the order dismissing it has been 
drawn up. 

Secus, if there has been a hearing.— RACKHAM 1, 
TABRUM (1923), 39 T. L. R. 380; 129 I. T. 24; 
87 J. P. 263. 

Where judgment signed in default.] 
Sub-sect. 5, post. 

8771. —--— After order passed & entered—-Order 
made by reason of misrepresentation.|—Where a 
wrong order has been made by reason of mis- 
representation or mistake of fact, the error may be 
corrected by a new order made notwithstanding 
the former order.—STANIAR v. EVANS, EVANS v. 
STANIER (1886), 34 Ch. D. 470; 56 L. T. 87. 

3772. Waiver of order by consent. ]— 
This was a motion asking the court to rehear a 
summons on an amended statement of facts. The’ 
summons was taken out by the trustees of the will 
of the fourteenth Earl of Caithness. The state- 
ment of facts stated that a certain codicil was not 
material to the questions before the court, & the 
order was made, drawn up, & passed on this state- 
ment. The codicil was, in fact, material. It did 
not, however, affect the beneficial interests, but 
altered the duties payable to the Government. 
Counsel asked on behalf of all parties that the 
summons might be amended & reheard, & that 
the court should make a fresh order notwith- 
standing the former order. 

Cuitty, J., said he thought the parties who had 
obtained the order could waive it by consent, 
though, having been passed & entered, it could 
only be varied by the Court of Appeal. He would 
give leave to amend the summons with the consent 
of all parties, but they must take the risk of any 
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one saying he had no jurisdiction.—Re CATTHNESS, 
LESLIE v. CAITHNESS (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 216. 

37738. Supplemental order.}—Though 

the court has no jurisdiction to alter or vary an 
order after it has been passed & entered, yet it 
may make a supplemental order ; such as an order 
directing that the party benefited by the previous 
order shall not be entitled to receive any benefit 
under it except on certain conditions. 
_ In an administration action an order was made 
in 1887 directing the trustees to raise a sum of 
taxed costs which they had incurred to their 
solicitor & to pay into court the amount when 
raised. The trustees raised the amount, but, 
instead of paying it into court, allowed their 
solicitor to retain it in payment of his costs, 
although no order for actual payment had been 
made. In 1892 the trustees obtained orders 
directing certain further costs to be taxed & paid 
to them, & those orders were duly passed & 
entered ; but before they had been acted upon 
KEKEWICH, J., was informed of the default of 
the trustees under the order of 1887, &, more- 
over, that the taxed costs directed to be raised 
by that order amounted to about one-third 
of the value of the whole estate, & had mostly 
been incurred in fruitless & unnecessary proceed- 
ings carried out under the advice of the trustees’ 
solicitor. He accordingly made an order supple- 
mental to the orders of 1892, directing that, 
although the taxation of costs under those orders 
should be proceeded with, none of those costs 
should be paid to the trustecs until they had first 
complied with the order of 1887. On appeal that 
supplemental order was affirmed. 

Observations on the jurisdiction of the court 
as to disallowing costs improperly incurred in an 
administration action.—Re Scowspy, ScowsBy v. 
ScOwBy, [1897] 1 Ch. 741; 66 L. J. Ch. 327; 76 
].. T. 363; 41 Sol. Jo. 330, C. A. 

3774. Order of vacation judge—Power to dis- 
charge—Before order drawn up.|—A court of first 
instance cannot discharge an order made by a 
vacation Judge, but it will in certain circumstances 
direct that no proceedings be taken in respect of 
that order except with the sanction of the court 
of first instance or of the Court of Appeal.— 
Hipkiss v. FELLOWS (1909), 101 L. T. 701, C. A. 

8775. —-—- —-— After order passed & entered. |— 
An order was made by the vacation judge, on the 
ex parte application of the pltfs., for service of the 
writ & notice of motion on the solicitors & at the 
place of business in England of a foreigner residing 
out of the jurisdiction. Without formally entering 
an appearance the deft. filed affidavits in opposition 
to the motion, & instructed counsel, who opposed 
the motion on the merits :—Held: the fact that 
the ex parte order had been passed & entered did 
not prevent the right of the deft. to move to 
discharge it.-—BOYLE v. SACKER (1888), 39 Ch. D. 
249; 58 L. J. Ch. 141; 58 L. T. 822; 37 W. R. 
68; 4 T. L. R. 661, C. A. 

3776. Order of county court registrar—Delay in 
application to set aside.]—A county court registrar, 
on @ summons taken out by the pltf. under the 
rules made under the Courts (Emergency Powers) 
Act, 1914, made an order for a warrant of distress 
to issue. The service of the summons was in fact 
out of time, because r. 12 requires the summons 
to be served four clear days at least before the 
hearing. The summons was issued & posted to the 
deft. on Feb. 11, & would have been delivered to 
him in the ordinary course of post on Feb. 12, 
which would have given the four clear days. But 
the summons was not in fact delivered to the deft. 
until the morning of Feb. 13. There was evidence 
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that the summons was not delivered in the ordinary 
course of post, & the hearing before the registrar 
on Feb. 17 was, therefore, premature, as there 
were not four clear days between Feb. 13 & 17. 
On Feb. 17 the registrar gave the pltf. leave for 
short service of the summons & leave to issue the 
warrant of distress. The county court judge 
found that the order of Feb. 17 was properly made 
by the registrar. On March 30 the registrar, on 
the application of the deft., dated March 25, set 
aside his order of Feb. 17. The Divisional Court 
held he had no power to do that. The proper 
course for the deft. to take was to appeal from the 
order of Feb. 17. The order had been carried out, 
& it was too late for the registrar to set it aside. 
The deft. applied for leave to appeal. The Court 
of Appeal, without deciding whether there was 
an irregularity, refused leave to appeal upon the 
grounds that the application of March 25 was not 
made within a reasonable time, & the objection 
intended to be insisted upon was not stated in 
the notice as required by the County Court Rules, 
1903, Ord. LIV., r. 25.—-LORDEN v, KEAN, [1916] 
W. N. 398, 404, C. A. 

8777. Adjournment of master’s order to judge— 
Before passed & entered.|—-A master’s order can 
be adjourned to the judge on an application 
made at any time before it is passed & entered 

J.).— JAFFA v. WEINBAUM, [1925] 
W.N. 85. 


SUB-SECT, 3.——JUDGMENT OBTAINED BY FRAUD 
OR DISCOVERY OF FRESH EVIDENCE. 


Judgment obtained by fraud—Setting aside.] 
See Part X LVI., ante. 

3778. Discovery of new material & evidence.]—A 
deft. took out a summons asking that, notwith- 
standing the orders made in the action, he might 
be at liberty to commence an action against the 
pltf. in the nature of a bill of review grounded 
upon new matter discovered after the making of 
the orders :—Held: (1) the old jurisdiction of the 
Court: of Chancery to entertain an action in the 
nature of bill of review was unaffected by the 
Judicature Act, though the leave to bring such an 
action was more usually obtained now by summons 
than by petition. The grounds for obtaining the 
leave were precisely the same as existed before 
the Acts: namely, the evidence discovered must 
be shown to be material, & must have been 
discovered since the decision, & it must be shown 
that it could not with reasonable diligence have 
been discovered before; (2) an application to 
institute an action in the nature of a bill of review 
is part of the original jurisdiction of the High 
Court, & such an application should be made to 
the High Court, & not to the Court of Appeal, 
which has no original jurisdiction of that kind.— 
Fatcke vy. ScorrisH IMPERIAL INSURANCE Co. 
(1887), 57 L. T. 39; 35 W. R. 794. 

3779. —— - -—. ]}—_Where it is sought to rescind 
a final & valid judgment on the ground of the 
discovery of new evidence, it must be shown that 
such evidence is both new & material. 

Although evidence may have been withheld from 
the court at the original trial by one of the parties 
to the suit with an improper intention, such con- 
duct is not sufficient to set aside the judgment 
unless the evidence withheld would have had a 
material effect upon the decision of the court.— 


BOSWELL v. Coaks (1894), 6 R. 167; 86 L. T. 
365, H. L. 
3780. ————.]~-Where a good title has been 





declared on a summons under the Vendor & 
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Purchaser Act, 1874, the purchaser is not at 
liberty to reopen the question by way of review 
unless he can prove that since the order on the 
summons he has discovered material facts, which 
he could not with reasonable diligence have dis- 
covered earlier, showing that the title is defective ; 
in which case he may bring an action of review, 
the jurisdiction of the old Court of Chancery as to 
allowing proceedings by way of review being still 
exercisable by the Chancery Division of the 
High Court ; but, semble, an action of review can 
now be commenced without leave.—Re Scotr & 
ALVAREZ’S CONTRACT, SCOTT v. ALVAREZ, [1895] 1 
Ch. 596; 64 L. J. Ch. 376; 72 L. T. 4553; on 
ia aa [1895] 2 Ch. 603, C. A. 

781. ~--—BRIGHT & Co., 
SELLAR, No. 3765, ante. 


Part 


LTD. vw. 








SUB-SEcT. 4.—CONSENT ORDERS AND 
JUDGMENTS. 


See Part XLV., ante. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—REHEARING WHERE JUDGMENT 
SIGNED IN DEFAULT. 


8782. Mode of rehearing—By application to set 
aside jJudgment—Made to judge who heard the 
cause. |—Although the Court of Appeal has juris- 
diction to hear a direct appeal from a judgment by 
default, such appeals will not be encouraged. The 
pene course for a party against whom judgment 

y default has been given is to apply to the judge 
who heard the cause to set aside the judgment, 
& to rehear the cause.—VINT v. HUDSPITH (1885), 
ra i D. 322; 54 L. J. Ch. 844; 52 L. T. 741, 

387838. Appeal to Divisional Court—-Heard in 
absence of respondent—Appeal to Court of Appeal.] 
——Where on an application from chambers the 
respondent does not appear in the Divisional 
Court, & judgment is pronounced against him, he 
can afterwards appeal to the Court of Appeal.— 
Re GROVE (1888), 4 T. L. R. 272, C. A. 

3784. ——— Divisional Court cannot rehear 
appeal. |—The pltf. brought an action in the county 
court & recovered judgment. The deft. appealed. 
By some inadvertence the pltf., respondent to the 
appeal, was not represented at the hearing of the 
appeal. 

The Divisional Court in the absence of the pltf. 
heard the appeal, reversed the judgment of the 
county court & ordered judgment to be entered 
for the deft. The pltf. on hearing of the result of 
the appeal, after the order of the Divisional Court 
had been passed & entered, applied to the court to 
reinstate & rehear the appeal :—Held: that the 
court had no jurisdiction to grant the application. 
—-HEssion v. Jonzs, [1914] 2 K. B. 421; 83 
: c K. B. 810; 110 L. T. 773; 30 T. L. R. 320, 
3785. Decision by registrar—Claimant unrepre- 
sented through own solicitors’ default.|—On the 
hearing of a motion by a sheriff in the Court of 
Bankruptcy for an interpleader order, one of the 
claimants: was represented by the managing clerk 
of his solicitors, who was not himself a solicitor. 
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The registrar, supposing him to be a solicitor, 
allowed him to cross-examine the witnesses on the 
other side, but when he discovered the mistake, 
he declined to hear him as an advocate, & decided 
against his client, & he afterwards refused an 
application by the client for a rehearing :—Held : 
the registrar ought to have adjourned the case 
to give the client an opportunity of being repre- 
sented by counsel or a solicitor, & the client was 
entitled to a rehearing.—Re Morris, Ex p. 
STREETER (1881), 19 Ch. D. 216; 45 L. T. 634; 30 
W. R. 127, C. A. 

Setting aside judgment in default of appearance, 
see Part XV., Sect. 18, ante. 

Setting aside judgment in default of defence, see 
PLEADING, p. 160. 


Sus-sEcT. 6.—REHEARING OF APPEAL BY 
CouRT OF APPEAL. 


3786. Jurisdiction to rehear.]—The pltfs. com- 
menced an action to restrain the defts. from 
infringing their patent & obtained a judgment 
which was reversed by the Court of Appeal, who 
dismissed the action on the ground that the 
defts.’ process was no infringement of the pltfs.’ 
patent. After the order on appeal was passed & 
entered, the pltfs. applied to have the appeal re- 
heard with fresh evidence on the ground that when 
an expert sent down by the court & whose evidence 
was in fact the only material evidence before 
the court as to the nature of the defts.’ process, 
examined the defts.’ works, the defts. had fraudu- 
lently concealed from him parts of the process, 
so that he had no opportunity of discovering the 
points in which it resembled that of the pltfs. :— 
Held: the Court of Appeal had no jurisdiction to 
rehear the appeal & that the remedy of the pltf. 
was by original action analogous to a suit under the 
old practice to set aside a decree as obtained by 
fraud.—FLOWER v. LLOYD (1877), 6 Ch. D. 297 ; 
46 L. J. Ch. 828; 37 L. T. 419; 25 W. R. 7938, 
C. A.3 subsequent proceedings (1879), 10 Ch. D. 
327, C. A. 

3787. -}—Quere: whether the Court of 
Appeal has jurisdiction to rehear a bankruptcy 
appeal. 

If there be such a jurisdiction, the court 
will not, while an appeal to the House of Lords 
from an order made by it on a bankruptcy appeal 
is pending, rehear the appeal pro forma, for the 
purpose of inserting in its order evidence which 
was not before it when the appeal was heard, 
leaving the date of the order unaltered, or for the 
purpose of making a new order, bearing a date 
pleat aro to the date of the presentation of the 
appeal to the House of Lords, with the new 
evidence inserted in it, but in other respects 
unaltered.—HRe HOOPER, Hz p. BANCO DE PORTUGAL 
(1880), 14 Ch. D.1; 49 L. J. Bey. 21; 42 L. T. 
210; 28 W. R. 433, C. A. 

3788. »}—The court refused an application 
to have a case reargued on the ground that 
counsel had overlooked an argument. 

There is a great difference between an applica- 
tion to rehear an interlocutory order & an applica- 
tion to rehear one which decides the rights of the 
pe Our decision in this case affects nothing 

ut the mode of procedure. I think it would be 
wrong to allow a mere po of practice to be re- 
argued because the able counsel retained for the 
appellants has had his attention called to an enact- 
ment which will furnish him with a further 
argument. It is not as if the enactment were so 
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clearly in point that there could be no argument 
on the question, it merely furnishes an argument in 
addition to those which have been so ably but 
unsuccessfully addressed to us (per CuR.).— 
BIRMINGHAM & DISTRICT LAND Co. v. LONDON & 
NorTH WESTERN Ry. Co. (1886), 34 Ch. D. 261, 
278; 56 L. J. Ch. 956; 55 L. T. 699; 35 W. R. 
173, C. A. 

3789. ——.]—The Court of Appeal cannot, after 
judgment has been given specifically dealing with 
costs, alter their judgment by ordering that the 
costs of the appeal shall be costs in an arbitration 
in the county court under the Workmen’s Com- 
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pensation Act, 1906, so as to enable the appeal 
costs to be set off against costs in the arbitration. 

We did not intend when we gave our decision 
that the costs of the appeal should be costs in 
the arbitration, & we ee no jurisdiction to 
rehear the case or to alter our decision (COZENS- 
HARDY, M.R.).—BARNETT v. PORT OF LONDON 
AUTHORITY (No. 2) (1913), 82 L. J. K. B. 918 ; 


108 L. T. 944; 57 Sol. Jo. 577; 6 B. W. C. C. 
466, C. A. 
3790. Judgment obtained by fraud.]— 





FLOWER v. LLOYD, No. 3786, ante. 
.}+—See, also, Part XLVI., ante. 
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SEcT. ].—JURISDICTION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIX., r. 1. The following procecdings and 
matters shall continue to be heard and determined before 
Divisional Courts; but nothing herein contained shall be 
construed so as to take away or limit the power of a single 
Judge to hear and determine any such proceedings or matters 
in any case in which he has heretofore had power to do so, or 
f0 a8 to require anyinterlocutory proceeding therein heretofore 
et before a single Judge to be taken before a Divisional 

ourt :— 

(a) Proceedings on the Crown side of the King’s Bench 

Division ; 

(6b) Appeals from revising barristers, and proceedings relating 
to election petitions, parliamentary and municipal ; 

(c) ea under section 120 of the County Courts Act, 
1 ; 

(d) (Annulled by R. S. C., July, 1901, r. 8); 

(e) Proceedings directed by any Act of Parliament to be 
taken before the Court, and in which the decision of 
the Court is final ; 

(f) (Annulled by R. S.C. (Revision), 1917) ; 

(g) Cases of habeas corpus, in which a Judge directs that an 
order nist for the writ, or the writ be made returnable 
before a Divisional Court ; 

(h) (Annulled by R. S. C., July, 1901, r. 8); 

(i) Appeals from chambers in the King’s Bench Division 
except in matters of practice and procedure ; 

(j) (Annulled by R. S. C., February, 1892). 


Chancery Division.]— See R. S. C., Ord. LVITI., 
r. DA, p. 798, ante. 

King’s Bench Division.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LIX., r. 1 (a), (b), (c), (24), supra. 

Probate, Divorce & Admiralty Division—Probate. ] 
—See Court of Probate Act, 1857 (c. 77), 8. 58 3 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 
1925 (c. 49), 8. 81 (1) (*). 

Divorce.]— See It. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 44, 
p. 821, post. 

——— Admiralty.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 4, 

p. 821, post. 











SuUB-SECT. 2.—PROCEEDINGS ON CROWN SIDE 
OF KIN@’s BENCH DIVISION. 


See KR. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 1 (a), supra. 

3791. Distinguished from action—Quo warranto.] 
—An action was brought by an inhabitant of a 
parish, who was not a ratepayer, against the 
chairman of a board of guardians claiming a 
declaration that he was disqualified under 
sect. 46 (1) (e) of the Local Government Act, 
1894, because being a servant of a company 
which had a contract to supply the guardians with 


milk he was concerned in or participated in the 
profit of the contract :—-Held: the action was not 
maintainable, as the proper procedure was by an 
information in the nature of a quo warranto. 

Ord. LIX. of the Rules of the Supreme Court 
appears to recognise that proceedings on the Crown 
side (of which quo warranto is one) shall stand on 
a different footing to an action (McCCARDIE, J.).— 
EVERETT v. GRIFFITHS, [1924] 1 K. B. 941, 957; 
93 L. J. K. B. 583; 1381 L. T. 405; 88 J. P. 93; 
40 T. L. R. 4773; 68 Sol. Jo. 562 3; 22 L. G. R. 330. 

Appeals from petty sessions.|—See Maais- 
TRATES, Vol. XX XIII., pp. 407, Nos. 1169 et seq. ; 


Supp. 

Appeals from quarter sessions.|—See Maais- 
TRATES, Vol. XX XITI., pp. 448, 458, Nos. 1584 et 
seq., 1711-1715. 

Proceedings under Justices Protection Act, 1848 
(c. 44.).}—See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI, p. 324, 
Nos. 13866-1368. 

Applications for mandamus.]—See CROWN PRAC- 
TICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 324, Nos. 1861 et seq. 

Writ of prohibition.}—See CROWN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 390, Nos. 2322 et seq. 

Application for attachment.]—Scc CONTEMPT OF 
Court, Vol. X VI., pp. 61, Nos. 690 ef seq. 

Setting aside award in form of special case. ]— 
See Courts, Vol. XVI., p. 180, Nos. 851, 852. 


SUB-SECT, 3.—PROCEEDINGS RELATING TO 
ELECTION PETITIONS. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 1 (b), supra. 

Registration officers.|—-See Representation of 
the People Act, 1918 (c. 64). 
Appeals from.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., 
r. 21, p. 814, ante; Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1) (#). 

8792. High Court jurisdiction—School board 
election.|—The High Court has no jurisdiction to 
entertain an appeal against the decision of a 
commissioner appointed to inquire into alleged 
corrupt or illegal practices at a school board elec- 
tion, except on points of law reserved for its 
decision by way of a case stated by the com- 
missioner.—Re LONDON SCHOOL BOARD ELECTION 
(FINSBURY DIVISION), Ea p. AYRES (1886), 54 
L. T. 296. 

Municipal election.j—See ELEcTIoNs, Vol. 

XX., pp. 182, 187, Nos. 1590, 1691, 1624. 
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Sect. 1.—-Jurisdiction : Sub-secis. 4,5,6& 7. Sects. 
2,3, 4.5 & 6.] 


SUB-SECT. 4.—APPEALS UNDER COUNTY 
Courts Act, 1888, 8s. 120. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LIX.,r. 1 (c), p. 819, ante. 

When appeal lies.}—Sce Country Courts, Vol. 
XIITI., pp. 525, Nos. 751 et seg. ; Supp. 

Death of party to appeal.|—See CoUNTY CouRTs, 
Vol. XIII., p. 539, Nos. 925-927. 

Application for new trial.}—See CoUNTY COURTs, 
Vol. XIII., pp. 511, 526, Nos. 605 et seqg., 765 et seq. 

As to costs.]|—See CouNTy Courts, Vol. XIII., 
p. 526, Nos. 777-782. 

Request to judge to make a note.]—See R.S. C., 
Ord. LIX., r. 8, p. 821, post. 

Point not taken in county court—Power of Court 
of Appeal.|—See Nos. 3455-3458, ante. 

— — Power of Divisional Court.]—Sce County 
Courts, Vol. XIII., pp. 529, 530, Nos. 802-815. 

Leave to appeal.]—See County Courts, Vol. 
AITI., pp. 533, Nos. 843 et seq. 

3793. Judge’s order refusing to grant prohibition 
to county court—Appeal against such order.]—In 
an appeal from order of judge at chambers con- 
cerning matter not of practice & procedure, the 
judge refused to grant prohibition to the county 
court; such appeal lies to the Divisional Court 
without leave of any Court of Appeal.—MortTon 
v. EMANUEL (1898), 43 Sol. Jo. 97, D. C. 

Agricultural Holdings Act, 1923.]—See R.S. C., 
Ord. LVIII., r. 20, p. 814. ante. 

Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906.]— See 
R.S.C., Ord. LVIIL., r. 20, p. 814, ante. 

3794. Rent Restriction Acts.]|—The provision in 
sect. 2 (6) of the Act of 1920, that any question 
arising under sect. 2, sub-sects. (1), (2), or (3), is 
to be determined on the application either of the 
landlord or the tenant by the county court, whose 
decision shall be final & conclusive, & the similar 
provision in sect. 2 (4) of the Rent Restrictions 
(Notices of Increase) Act, 1923, touching questions 
of the amount of arrears due from a tenant, relate 
only to applications by landlord or tenant to the 
county court under those enactments, & do not 
interfere with the general right of appeal to the 
High Court in an action for arrears of rent.— 
STRICKLAND v. PALMER, [1924] 2 K. B. 572; 93 
L. J. K. B. 8377; 1380 L. T. 408; 40 T. L. R. 314; 
68 Sol. Jo. 479; 22 L. G. R. 258, D.C. ; on appeal, 
[1924] 2 K. B. 579, C. A. 

3795. -J}—The landlords of a cottage gave 
the tenant notice of an increase of 25 per cent. in 
the rent under sect. 2 (1) (d) of the Increase of 
Rent & Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) Act, 
1920, on the ground that they were responsible 
for the whole of the repairs. The tenant disputed 
the increase on the ground that he was partly 
responsible for repairs, & the landlords applied to 
the county court under sect. 2, sub-sect. (6), to 
determine, (1) whether the notice of increase was 
valid, & (2) whether they were responsible for the 
whole of the repairs. The deputy county court 
judge answered both questions in the affirmative. 
On an appeal by the tenant the landlords took a 
preliminary ob, ection that by sect. 2, sub-sect. (8), 
the decision of the county court was final. The 
tenant contended that the sole question was as 
to the construction of the terms of the tenancy & 
that this question did not arise under sect. 2, 
sub-sects. (1), (2), or (3), & that therefore the decision 
was not made final by sect. 2, sub-sect. (6) :— 
Held: the county court had jurisdiction to deter- 
mine the questions on the application & its decision 
was final, & therefore the appeal must be dis- 
missed.—ELVINGTON TENANTS, Lrp. v. HatTrron 
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(1928), 189 L. T. 211; 44 T. LL. R. 453; 92 J. P. 

92; 72 Sol. Jo. 319; 26 L. G. R. 303, D. C. 
--}—See, generally, LANDLORD & TENANT, 

Vol. XXXI., pp. 555 et seq. ; Supp. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—PROCEEDINGS UNDER STATUTE 
WHERE DECISION FINAL. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 1 (e), p. 819, ante; 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 
1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1) (d). 

8796. Application of rule.]}—There is no appeal 
to the Court of Appeal from the decision of a 
Divisional Court upon a case stated by the Railway 
Commissioners under sect. 26 of the Regulation 
of Railways Act, 1873, even though leave to appeal 
has been given. 

Judicature Act, 1873, s. 45, does not apply to 
appeals from the Railway Commissioners.—]IALL 
v. LONDON, BRIGHTON & SoutTH Coast Ry. Co. 
(1886), 17 Q. B. D. 230; 55 L. J. Q. B. 328; 54 
L. T. 718; 34 W. R. 558; 2 T. I. R. 556; 5 
Ry. & Can. Tr. Cas. 28, C. A. 

8797. .}—An appeal lics to the Court of 
Appeal from the decision of a Divisional Court, 1f 
special leave to appeal is given under the Judica- 
ture Act, 1873, s. 45, upon a case stated by a 
county court judge under 13 & 14 Vict. c. 61, s. 14, 
notwithstanding the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 
1876, s. 20.—CrusH v. TURNER (1878), 3 Ex. D. 
303; 47 L. J. Q. B. 689; 38 L. T. 595; 13 J. P. 
4; 26 W. R. 673, C. A.; affd. on other grounds, 
sub nom. TURNER v. CRUSH (1879), 4 App. Cas. 
221, H. Lh. 

3798. -.}~-The right to appeal from an 
order of a Divisional Court, discharging a rule for 
an order on a county court judge to hear an action, 
is not taken away because sect. 44 of 19 & 20 
Vict. c. 108, which substitutes such rule for a 
mandamus to the county court judge, enacts that, 
where any superior court shall have refused such 
rule, no other superior court shall grant it.— 
MorGAN v. REES (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 508, C. A. 

3799. —-—.]—Interpleader proceedings were 
transferred under the Judicature Act, 1884, s. 17, 
from the Queen’s Bench Division to a county 
court. On appeal from the judgment of the 
county court the Queen’s Bench Division affirmed 
that judgment, but gave leave to appeal to the 
Court of Appeal :—AHeld: the Court of Appeal 
had jurisdiction under the Judicature Act, 1873, 
s. 45, to hear the appeal, that jurisdiction not 
having been taken away by the Appellate Juris- 
diction Act, 1876, s. 20.—THOMAS v. KELLY (1888), 
13 App. Cas. 506; 58L. J.Q. B. 66; 60L. T. 114; 
37 W. BR. 353, H. I. 

3800. —.]|—Clauses (d) & (f ) of sect. 31 of 
the Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925, have to be read together, & when so 
read, they allow of an appeal being brought to the 
Court of Appeal from the decision of the Divisional 
Court on a case stated by justices when leave to 
appeal has been given.—LEYTON URBAN DISTRICT 
COUNCIL v. WILKINSON, {1927] 1 K. B. 853; 96 
L. J. K. B. 383; 137 L. T. 10; 91 J. P. 64; 43 
T. L. R. 326; 71 Sol. Jo. 293; 26 L. G. R. 188, 
» A. 











SUB-SECT. 6.—HABEAS CORPUS. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 1 (g), p. 819, ante, 
& generally, CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. I., pp. 248, 
Nos. 462 et seg.; Supp. 
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SUB-8ECT. 7.—APPEALS FROM CHAMBERS IN 
KING’s BENCH DIVISION. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 1 (4), p. 819, ante. 

Matters of practice & procedure—Appeal to 
Court of Appeal.|—See Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (3). 

Matters other than practice & procedure. ]—See 
R. 8. C., Ord. LIV., rr. 23, 24, pp. 706, 708, ante. 





SEcT. 2.—ORDER NOMINATING JUDGE TO ACT IN 
PLACE OF ONE WHO HAS DIED OR RETIRED. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIX., r. 2. Where, by section 60 of the Act, or 
by these Rules, any application ought to be made to, or any 
jurisdiction exercised by the Judge by whom a cause or matter 
has been tried, if such Judge shall die or cease to be a Judge of 
the High Court, or if such Judge shall be a Judge of the Court 
of Appeal, or if for any other reason it shall be impossible or 
inconvenient that such Judge should act in this matter, the 
President of the Division to which the cause or matter belongs 
may either by a special order in any cause or matter, or by a 
general order applicable to any class of causes or matters, 
nominate some other Judge to whom such application may be 
made, and by whom such jurisdiction may be exercised. 


SECT. 3.—APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 4. Every Judge of the High Court of 
Justice for the time being shall be a Judge to hear and determine 
appeals from inferior Courts, under section 24 of the Act. All 
such pa eer (except Probate and Admiralty appeals from 
inferior Courts, and trom justices, which shall be to a Divisional 
Court of the Probate Divorce and Admiralty Division, and 
appeals to a Divisional Court or a Judge of the Chancery 
Division), shall be entered in one list by the officers of the Crown 
Office department of the central office, and shall be heard by 
such Divisional Court of the King’s Bench Division as the Lord 
Chief Justice of England shall from time to time direct. 


See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 24. 

Probate matters. ]|—Sce Probate Act, 1857 (c. 77), 
s.58 ; Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1) (k). 

Admiralty matters & shipping casualties.]— Sce 
ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 230, Nos. 1557 et seq. 

County courts.]—See R.S. C., Ord. LIX.,r. 1 (ce), 
p. 819, ante. 

Mayor’s court.]|—See Mayor’s & ClTY oF 
aa CourT, Vol. XXXIV., p. 535, Nos. 91- 


_Liverpool Court of Passage.]—See CouRTs, Vol. 
XVI., pp. 199, Nos. 1053 e¢ seq. 


Petty sessions.|—See MAGISTRATES, Vol. 
XXXIII., pp. 407, Nos. 1169 et seg. ; Supp. 
Quarter sessions.|—See MAGISTRATES, Vol. 


XXXII, pp. 448, 458, Nos. 1584 et seq., 1711- 


Sect. 4.-APPEALS UNDER SUMMARY JURISDIC- 
TION (MARRIED WOMEN) ACT, 1895, S. 11. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIX., r. 44. Appeals under section 11 of the 
Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 1895, from an 
order made or a refusal of an order under that Act, shall be 
heard by a Divisional Court of the Probate Divorce and 
Admiralty Division. Rules 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, and 16 of this Order 
shall apply to such appeals, the words ‘ Divorce Registry °’ 
being deemed to be substituted in Rule 11 for the words ‘*‘ Crown 
Office department of the central office,’’ 


See, generally, HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., 
pp. 568, Nos. 6265 et seq. 
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Sect. 5.—POWERS OF COURT ON HEARING 
APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 7. On any motion by way of appeal 
from an inferfor Court, the Court to which any such appeal may 
be brought shall have power to draw all inferences of fact which 
might have been drawn in the Court below, and to give any 
qucemnent and make any order which ought to have been made 

o such motion shall succeed on the ground merely of mis- 
direction or improper reception or rejection of evidence, unless, 
in the opinion of the Court, substantial wrong or miscarriage 
has been thereby occasioned in the Court below. 


Matrimonial causes.]|—See HusBaNnpD & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., p. 570, Nos. 6281-6289. 

3801. Inferences of fact.}—The pltf. orally 
agreed to buy certain goods from the defts. 
Shortly afterwards he received a sold note in the 
margin whereof, printed in small type sideways, 
was the following clause: ‘‘ Goods are sold 
subject to their being on hand & at liberty when 
the order reaches the head office.”?’ When the 
time came to deliver the goods it was discovered 
that a portion of them were not available. 

In an action in the county court it was found by 
the county court judge that the clause was mis- 
leading, so that no ordinary reasonable business 
man could sce it & consider it part of the contract. 

On appeal to the Divisional Court, it was decided 
that the question raised was open to the county 
court judge to determine, & His Honour had evi- 
dence before him upon which he could find as he 
had done. On appeal to the Court of Appeal: 

The county court judge has, I think, properly 
turned his mind to the inquiry whether conclusive 
means have been taken to affect the pltf. with 
notice of the condition upon which the defts. relied. 
The defts. fail upon that issue of fact. It was 
suggested to us that there was something in the 
nature of a finding by the county court judge at the 
second hearing that there was no oral contract. 
I do not find any such finding. I think that the 
finding of the judge on the new trial is quite con- 
sistent with his acceptance of the uncontradicted 
evidence as to that matter. 

If I had any doubt as to that, I should have 
applied the considerations which arise upon 
examination of sect. 120 of the County Court Act, 
1888, & Ord. LIX., r. 7, & Ord. LVIII., r. 17, of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court, which give the 
Divisional Court & this court power to deal with 
questions which arise, & 1 should have come to the 
conclusion on which supports the judgment of the 
county court judge in this case (DUKE, L.J.).— 
Ror v. NAYLOR (It. A.), Lrp. (1918),87 LJ. K. B. 
958; 119 L. T. 359, 364, C. A. 

County court appeals.]—Sce County Courts Act, 
1888, s. 122 ; Country Cotrts, Vol. XLII., pp. 540, 
Nos. 929 et seq. 

3802. ‘* Misdirection ’’°—Meaning of.J—In the 
above rule [Ord. LIX., r. 7] ‘‘ misdirection ’’ does 
not only mean misdirection to a jury, but covers 
a case where a judge sitting without a jury has 
misdirected himself.—TuLuis (J.) & Son, LYrp. v. 
NortaH PoL#e IcE Co., Lrp. (1915), 32 T. L. R. 
114, D. C. 

Solicitors Act, 1919—Appeals.]—Sce SOLICITORS, 
Vol. XLII., pp. 407, Nos. 4652 et seq. 





Secr. 6.—POWERS WHERE NOTES OF JUDGE IN 
INFERIOR COURT NOT PRODUCED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 8. On any motion by way of appeal 
from an inferior Court, the Court to which any such appeal may 
be brought shall have power, if the notes of the Judge of such 
inferior Court are not produced, to hear and determine such 
appeal upon any other evidence or statement of what occurred 
before such Judge which the Court may deem sufficient. 
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Sect. 6.—Powers where notes of judge in inferior 
court not produced. Sect. 7: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 6,7 & 8.] 


County court appeals.]—See Country Courts, 
Vol. XIII., pp. 527, 538, 542, Nos. 788 et seq., 
897 et seq., 967. 

Matrimonial causes.]—See HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 563, 571, Nos. 6193 et seq., 


By Sab 
A ty appeals.}—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
p. 233, Nos. 1586-1590. 

Actions under Locomotives Act, 1898.]—See 
HicHways, Vol. XXVI., p. 475, No. 1870. 

3803. Duty of judge to take notes—For purposes 
of appeal.]}—PRacTICcCE NOTE (1932), No. 3621, ante, 

3804. Conclusiveness of judge’s note.}—When a 
county court judge sends a note of his judgment 
to the Divisional Court, for their use or for the 
use of this court if an appeal is brought, it is not 
open to either party to impeach the judgment so 
certified by the county court judge & to show by 
affidavit or by production of shorthand notes or 
otherwise that the judgment differed from that 
which the judge has certified. That which a 
county court judge certified as his judgment is 
conclusive upon the point (A. L. Sirs, L.J.).— 
HUDDLESTON v. FURNESS Ry. Co. (1899), 15 
T. L. R. 238; 43 Sol. Jo. 295, C. A. 

3805. References to statuiory orders or local Acts 
—Copies to be supplied.j—In a case which was 
heard before the Divisional Court on Nov. 9, the 
appellants’ counsel referred to & relied upon 
certain local Acts of 1768 & 1844, the carlier of 
which was not printed. Copies of the Acts were 
not supplied for the use of the judges. 

Lord Reading, when he was Chief Justice, made 
a rule or gave a direction to the effect that where 
in any special case, rule nisi, or other proceeding in 
a Divisional Court, reference would be made to 
statutory or other orders, or to private or local 
Acts which could not be easily obtainable, copies 
of such orders or Acts must be supplied with the 
copies of the papers for the use cf the judges. In 
the present case that rule has not been complied 
with, & the case affords a good example of the 
need for its due observance (LLEWART, C.J.).— 
BALDERO v. ROLPH, [1926] W. N. 308. 


SECT. 7.—-APPEALS TO THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION FROM COUNTY COURTS AND OTHER 
INFERIOR COURTS OF RECORD. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 9. The following Rules (10 to 17) of — 


this Order shall apply to appeals to the King’s Bench Division 
from County Courts and other inferior Courts of record of 
civil Jurisdiction in all proceedings other than proceedings in 
bankruptcy. 


Appeals to the Court of Appeal, see Rk. S. C., Ord. 
LVIII., Part LX XVIL., ante. 

Admiralty appeals.J—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. J., 
p: na 1585. 

ankruptcy proceedings.}—See R. S. C., Ord. 

LVIII., rv. 9a, p. 798, pers ms 

County court appeals—Under County Courts Act, 
1888, s. 120.}—See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 4, ante. 

Matrimonial causes.}—See HusBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 569, Nos. 6278 et seq. 

Proceedings under Agricultural Holdings Act, 
a re R. 8. C., Ord. LVIII., r. 20, p. 814, 
Proceedings under Guardianship of Infants Acts. ] 


PRACTICE. 


—See R. S. O., Ord. LVa., Part LXXII., ante, &, 

generally, INFANTS & CHILDREN, Vol. XXVIII. 
Workmen’s Compensation Acts.]|—See MASTER 

& SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 472, Nos. 3850 et 


seq. 

8806. Jurisdiction of Divisional Court.}—Now 
the Divisional Court is a statutory court of appeal 
created for hearing appeals from county courts. 
It is constituted under sect. 45 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873 (c. 66), & it is provided by sect. 17 of the 
Judicature Act, 1875 (c. 77), & sect. 23 of the 
Judicature Act, 1884 (c. 61), that the Rule Com- 
mittee shall have power to make rules regulating 
the procedure on appeals from inferior courts to 
the High Court. nder these enactments certain 
rules have been made, among them those incor- 
Sheba in Ord. LIX. of the Rules of the Supreme 

ourt, 1883. In my view our jurisdiction is not 
absolutely limited by those rules, because we have 
reserved to us as judges of the High Court by 
sect. 16 of the Act of 1873 all the powers & juris- 
diction of all the judges whose jurisdiction was 
transferred, & also by sect. 73 of the Act of 1873 
& sect. 21 of the Act of 1875 the right to exercise 
all the forms & methods of procedure which were in 
force before the Judicature Acts & are not incon- 
sistent with those Acts & the rules made under 
them. Our jurisdiction, therefore, is in part a 
statutory jurisdiction regulated by the Rules of 
the Supreme Court, 1883, & partly an inherent 
jurisdiction which we possess as judges of the 
High Court (BANKES, J.).—HkssION v. JONES, 
[1914] 2 K. B. 421, 425; 83 L. J. K. B. 810; 110 
L. T. 773; 30 T. L. R. 320, D. C. 

3807. Inferior court of record. ]—An appeal from 
any inferior court of record of civil jurisdiction, 
when there is no statute regulating the appeal, 
can now be brought to the King’s Bench Division 
under Ord. LIX., rr. 10-17.—DARLOW v. SHUTTLE- 
worth, [1902] 1 K. B. 721; 71 LJ. K. B. 460; 
86 L. T. 524; 66 J. P. 516; 50 W. R. 668; 18 
T. L. RK. 419, D.C. 

Liverpool Court of Passage.|—See Courts, Vol. 
XVI., p. 200, Nos. 1059-1003. 

Mayor’s Court.|—See Mayor’s CourT, Yol. 
AXAIV., pp. 534, Nos. 72 et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—NoOTICE OF MOTION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIX., r. 10. Every such apnea shall be by 
notice of motion, and no rule nisi or order to show cause shall be 
necessary. The notice of motion shall state the grounds of the 
appeal, and whether all or part only of the judgment, order, or 
finding is complained of. The notice of motion shall be an 
eight days’ notice and shall be served on every party directly 
afiected by the appeal entered, and on the Registrar of the 
Court from which the appeal Is brought. 


8808. Application of rule.}—Quure: where a 
statute had given an appeal by special case to 
the High Court from an inferior court under special 
circumstances, whether such right was afiected 
by Ord. LIX., r. 10.—-WILKINSON v. JAGGER 
(1887), 20 Q. B. D. 423; 67 L. J. Q. B. 254; 58 
L. T. 487; 523. P. 5383; 836 W. R. 169; 47. L. R. 


144, 
-.J—See, further, County Courts, Vol. 
XIII., p. 534, Nos. 859-862. 

8809. Grounds of appeal—Misdirection.]—A 
notice of motion for a new trial on the ground of 
misdirection should state how & in what manner 
the judge misdirected the jury.—PFEIFFER v. 
MIDLAND Ry. Co. (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 243; 35 
W. R. 3365. 

Time for service.}—See R.S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 12, 
p- 823, post. 


Part LXXVIII.—DrvistonaL Courts. 


Contents of notice.J—See Counry Courts, Vol. 
XITI., pp. 534, 585, Nos. 863-864. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—ENTRY OF APPEAL. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIX., r. 11. Every appeal shali be entered at 
the Crown Office department of the central office, and the entry 
shall be made by lodging a copy of the notice. 


Appeals to Probate, Divorce & Admiralty Division 
—-Entry in ‘‘ Divorce Registry.’’]—See R. S. C., 
Ord. LIX., r. 44, p. 821, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.——TIME FOR SERVICE OF NoTICHE 
OF MOTION. 

R. 8. C., Ord. LIX., r. 12. The notice of motion shall be 
served and the appeal entered within twenty-one days from 
the date of the adanient: order, or finding complained of; 
such period shall be calculated from the time at which the 
judgment or order is signed, entered, or otherwise perfected, 
or ie the time at which the finding or any refusal is made 
or given. 


See, generally, Counry Courts, Vol. 
pp. 534, Nos. 865 et seq. 

3810. Proceedings under Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 1906 (c. 58).]}—Application by a workman 
for an extension of the time for appealing against 
an award of a county court judge under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906 :—Held: the 
application was justified in the circumstances. 

pon the construction of Ord. LIX., r. 12, the 
time from which the period should be calculated 
is the time at which the award was signed.— 
CLAYTON v. JONES’ SEWING MACHINE Co., Lyp., 
[1908] W. N. 2538, 254, C. A. 

——.}—See, generally, MASTER & SERVANT, 
Vol. XXXIV., pp. 472 et seq. 

Power of court to extend time.]—Scc R. S. (., 
Ord. LIX., r. 16, infra. 


XIII., 





SUB-SECT. 5.—APPEAL NOT OPERATING AS STAY, 
UNLESS BY ORDER, OR WHERE DEPOSIT 
MADE oR SECURITY GIVEN. 

R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 14. VThe appeal shall not operate as a 
stay of proccedings under the decision appealed from unless the 
inferior Court shall so order or unless within ten days after 
the decision a deposit shall be mado of or sccurity given, to 
the satisfaction of suchinferlor Court, fora sum to be fixed by the 
said Court, not exceeding the amount of the money or the 
value of the property uffectcd by the judgment order or finding 
appealed from. 


Appeals from special or official referees. ] 
R. 8. C., Ord. LIX4., r. 3 (f ), p. 826, post. 

38811. ‘* Money affected by the judgment.’’]—The 
‘““‘money affected by the judgment” includes 
costs, & therefore a county court judge has juris- 
diction to order a deft. against whom judgment for 
a sum of money & costs has been given, & who 
desires to appeal, to deposit in court or give 
security for a sum for costs in addition to the 
amount for which judgment has been given as a 
condition precedent to the appeal operating as a 
stay of proceedings.—CGRIMSHAW, BAXTER & 
Exuiotr, Lrp. v. PARKER, [1910] 2 K. B. 161; 
79 L. J. K. B. 780; 102 L. T. 825, D.C. 

8812. Court may order security for costs. ]— 
R. 8S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 14, does not prevent the 
High Court from here: security to be given.— 
SHAW v. GIRVIN (1886), Short & Mellor’s Crown 
Practice (2nd edition), p. 459. 


See 
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SuB-sEcT. 6.—LIsT OF APPEALS FOR HEARING. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIX., r. 15. Every appeal from an 
Court shall be entered in the proper list for hearing on such 
days as the Lord Chief Justice of England may direct, and shall 
come on to be heard {n its order, unless the High Court shall 
otherwise direct. 


SUB-sECT. 7.—POWER OF HiGH CouRT TO EX- 
TEND TIME FOR APPEALING, AMEND GROUNDS 
OF APPEAL, ETC. 

R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r.16. The High Court shall have power 
to extend the time for appealing, or to amend the grounds of 
appeal, or to make any other order, on such terms as the Court 
shall think just, to ensure the determination on the merits of 
the real questions in controversy between the parties. 


Extension of time — Mayor’s Court.]—See 
ie Court, Vol. XXXIV., p. 5385, Nos. 84, 

—-— Workmen’s Compensation Acts.]—See 
MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 480, Nos. 
3957 et seq. 
County courts. |—See COUNTY CouRTs, Vol. 
XIII., pp. 535, 5386, Nos. 872, 877, 878. 
3813. Application to reinstate & rehear appeal. | 
The pltf. brought an action in the county court 
& recovered judgment. The deft. appealed. By 
soine inadvertence the pltf., respondent to the 
appeal, was not represented at the hearing of the 
appeal. The Divisional Court in the absence of the 
pitf. heard the appeal, reversed the judgment of 
the county court, & ordered judgment to be 
entered for the deft. The pltf., on hearing of the 
result of the appeal, after the order of the Divisional 
Court had been passed & entered, applied to the 
court to reinstate & rehcar the appeal :—Held: 
the court had no jurisdiction to grant the applica- 
tion. 

It is not suggested that any section of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, or any of the Rules of 
Court made under those statutes, gives this court 
in express terms power to make the order asked 
for, unless it be Ord. LIX., r. 16, of the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 1883. In my view that rule 
applics only to those powers which the court 
has on the ordinary hearing of an appeal to make 
such an order as the court may think just for the 
purpose of determining the merits of the case; it 
gives no jurisdiction to this court to grant this 
application (AVORY, J.).—HESSION v. JONES, [1914] 
2k. B. 421, 428; 83 L. J. K. B. 810; 110 L. T. 
773; 30 T. L. R. 320, D.C. 








SuB-sEcT. 8.—APPLICATION OF RULES AS TO 
APPEALS FROM HIGH COURT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 17. Subject to these Rules, the Rules 
for the time being in force with respect to appeals from the 
High Court to the Court of Appeal shall, so far as practicable, 
apply to and govern appeals from County Courts and other 
inferior Courts of record of civil jurisdiction to the High Court. 


See R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., rr. 4, 5, 6, 7, 15, 16, 
19, Part LXXVII., ante. 

Admiralty appeals.|—See ApMIRALry, Vol. L[., 
p. 233, No. 1585. 

Costs of appeals.|—See Counry Courts, Vol. 
XIII., pp. 541, Nos. 940 ef seq. 

New trial.|—See Country Courts, Vol. XIII., 
pp. 511, Nos. 605 et seg.; &, generally, Part XLI., 
ante. 

3814. Cross-appeals.|—As to cross-appeals, Ord. 
LIX., r. 17, makes the rules as to ap from the 
High Court to the Court of Appeal apply so far 


824 


Sect. 7.—Appeals to the King’s Bench Division from 
county courts and other inferior courts of record : 
Sub-sect. 8. Sects.8 & 9: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 4 
& 5. Sect. 10. Part DXXIX. Sects. 1 & 2.) 


as practicable to county court appeals, the 
essential difference being that in the former 
appeals it is not necessary to state the grounds. 
It has been found absolutely necessary in appeals 
from inferior courts to state the grounds in the 
notice of appeal, & that applies to cross-appeals 
(WILLS, J.).—-WILLIAMS v. ‘TAPESELL (1892), 8 
T. L. R. 241; 27 L. J. N.C. 16; 92 L. T. Jo. 
213, D.C. 

Security for costs.}—See County Courts, Vol. 
NIII., pp. 536, No. 880 ef seq. ; MASTER & SERVANT, 
Vol. XXXIV., pp. 489, Nos. 4088 ef seq.; &, 
generally, Part LX XXVI., Sect. 20, post. 

Stay of proceedings.|—See Kk. S. C., Ord. LIX., 
r. 14, p. 823, ante; &, generally, Part XCIIL., 
post. 





Sect. 8.—APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS— 
WHAT INCLUDED IN. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r.18. Appeals from inferior Courts shall 
in the construction of Order LIX. include every appeal, motion, 
or application to set aside or vary any verdict or judgment in 
or of any County Court, or for a new trial in action in the High 
Court remitted to such County Court for trial or otherwise. 


Sect. 9.—APPEALS IN PARTICULAR CASES. 
Sup-sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIX.,r. 19. (1) An appeal from any decision 
of the Central Midwives Board, under the Midwives Act. 1902, 
and an appeal under subsection (1) of Section 7 of the Nurses’ 
Registration Act, 1919, and an appeal under Section 9 of the 
Dentists Act, 1921, and an appeal from any decision of the 
licensing uuthority for England and Wales under sub-section (4) 
of section 2 of the Therapeutic Substances Act, 1925, shall be 
made to the Divisional Court by notice ot motion and supported 
by affidavit, or, if the Court shall so direct on the hearing of the 
motion, by oral evidence, 

(2) An appeal from any decision given under sub-section (4) 
of section 2 of the Therapeutic Substances Act, 1925, shall be 
made within six months aiter the date on which notice of the 
decision is given to the appellant by the licensing authority. 


r.20. ‘The notice of motion shall be an 
eight days’ notice, and shall be filed at the Crown Office, and 
upon filing the notice the appeal shall be set down in the Crown 
paper for hearing as if it were ap appeal from an Inferior Court. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—APPEALS FROM CENTRAL MID- 
WIVES BOARD. 
Mode of appeal.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LIX., 
r. 19 (1), supra. 
Right of appeal.}—See MEDICINE, Vol. XXAIV., 
pp. 564, Nos. 226 et seq. 


PRACTICE. 


Filing notices, etc.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LIX., 
r. 20, supra. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—APPEALS UNDER NURSES 
REGISTRATION AcT, 1919, s. 7 (1). 


Mode of appeal.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LIX., 
r. 19 (1), supra. 

Filing notices, etc.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LIX., 
r. 20, supra. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—APPEALS UNDER DENTISTS 
Act, 1921, s. 9. 


Mode of appeal.]|—See R. S. (., Ord. LIX,, 


r. 19 (1), supra. 
Filing notices, etc.|—-See R. S. C., Ord. LIX., 


r. 20, supra. 

Registration & removal from register of dentists. ] 
— Sec MEDICINE, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 561, Nos. 202 
el seq. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—APPEALS UNDER THERAPEUTIC 
SUBSTANCES ACT, 1925, s. 2 (4). 


Sce R.S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 19, supra. 


SEcT. 10.--APPEAL UNDER CRIMINAL JUSTICES 
ACT, 1925, S. 11 (1) (b). 


R. S. C., Ord. LIX., r. 21. (1) An appeal under proviso (b) 
to sub-section (1) of section 11 of the Criminal Justice Act, 1925, 
shall be to a Divisional Court by notice of motion. 

(2) The notice of motion shall be an cight days’ notice and 
shall be supported by affidavit. 

(3) The notice of motion shall be served personally or by 
registered post on the clerk to the examining justices against 
whose refusal the appeal is brought and on the prosecutor, and 
also on the Director of Public Prosecutions if the prosecution has 
been instituted or undertaken or is being conducted by him. 

(4) The notice of motion shall be so served within six days 
after the refusal and the ad ee sha]] within four days after such 
service be entered in the Crown Office, and upon its being so 
entcred shall be sect down for hearing as if it were an appeal from 
an Inferior Court. The appeal shall be placed in the day’s list 
for hearing at the next practicable sitting of the Divisional Court 
when ez parte motions are heard. 

(5) The affidavit shall state the facts and grounds on which 
the appeal is made, and a copy of it shall be served with the 
notice of motion. 

(6) The evidence at the hearing of the appeal shall be by 
afttdavit unless the Court otherwise orders, and the accused 
dele if in custody shall not attend unless the Court otherwise 

rects. 

(7) The Court shall cause notice of its decision to be com- 
municated to the clerk to the examining justices. 

(8) The Court or a Judge shall have power to extend the 
times mentioned in this Rule. 


Part LXXIX.—APpPEALS FROM OFFICIAL OR SPECIAL REFEREES. 


Part LXXIX.-—Appeals from 


Sect. 1.—RIGHT OF APPEAL FROM FINDING, 
DECISION, ORDER, ETC. 

R. 8. C., Ord. LIXA., r. 1. There shall be a right of appeal 
from any finding, decision, order or direction and from any 
judgment entered or signed by leave, order or direction of an 
Official or Special Referee in any action, cause or matter or 
question or issue referred to him for trial or decision and from 
any assessment or award of damages by him. 


Trial before official referees, see R. S. C., Ord. 
XXXVI., rr. 45—55pD, pp. 567-573, ante. 

8815. Referee directed to take accounts. ]|—Where 
an official referee is directed to take accounts for 
the purpose of assisting the trial judge, an appeal 
lies against the result of his inquiries to that judge 
& not to the Divisional Court. 

The order directing the account to be taken did 
not, unfortunately, say ‘‘for inquiry & report.’’ 
It was, however, obvious from the circumstances 
that no issue had been referred to the referee for 
decision. 

An appeal in these circumstances does not come 
within Ord. LIXa. The matter was sent to the 
referee for his consideration & preparation of 
accounts under sect. 13 of the Arbitration Act, 
1889. Ord. XXXVI., r. 54, provides that, in 
such cases, ‘‘ where ... the report of the referee 
has been made in a cause or matter the further 
consideration of which has been adjourned, it 
shall be lawful for any party, on the hearing of 
such further consideration, without notice of 
motion or summons, to apply to the court or judge 
to adopt the report, or without leave of the court 
or @ judge to give not less than four days’ notice 
of motion, to come on with the further considera- 
tion, to vary the report or to remit the cause or 
matter or any part thereof for rehearing or further 
consideration to the same or any other referee.” 

In these circumstances this application is 
wrongly brought to this court, & the appeal must. 
be dismissed (Lusn, J.).— Jervis v. MORGAN (1923), 
39 T. L. R. 4386, 437 

8816. Application to set aside judgment under 
Ord. XXXVI, r. 88.}—LONnDON S.S. & TRADING 
Corpn., Lrp. v. RUSSIAN VOLUNTEER FLEET, No. 
3830. post. 


SECT. 2._-TO WHAT COURT APPEAL LIES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIXa., r. 2. In the case of a finding, decision, 
order, direction or judgment arrived at, made, given, directed 
or entered on the trial or hearing of any action, cause or matter 
or question or issue or of any assessment or award of damages 
the appeal shall lie :— 


(1) In the Chancery Division to the Judge in Court ; 
(2) in the King’s Bench Division to a Divisional Court ; 


(3) in the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division to a 
Divisional Court of that Division. 


3817. Former practice.|—When judgment has 
been actually entered up pursuant to a direction 
by the official referee under Rules of Supreme 
Court, 1883, Ord. XXXVI., rr. 50 & 50A (Rules 
of Dec. 1889), it is too late for the unsuccessful 
party to apply to a court of first instance to move 
by way of appeal to set aside the judgment; his 
proper course is to go direct to the Court of 
Appeal.—SERLE v. FARDELL (1890), 44 Ch. D. 299 ; 
62 I.. T. 359; 88 W. R. 733. 

3818. ———.]—Action for damages for breach of 
covenant by the lessee of a house to keep it in 
repair & deliver it up in repair. 

The cause was referred for trial to an official 
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Official or Special Referees. 


referee, who was to direct judgment to be entered 
& otherwise to deal with the whole action, pur- 
suant to Ord. 

The case was sent for trial to the official referee, 
who gave the plitf. a farthing damages & made him 
pay all the costs of the action. The pltf. appealed 
to the Divisional Court, asking that the judgment 
might be entered for him for the amount of the 
dilapidations, viz. £70, or that there might be a 
new trial. The Divisional Court decided that 
there must be a new trial, & laid down a rule as 
to the measure of damages for the guidance of the 
official referee when the case should come before 
him again. From that decision the deft. has 
appealed. 

I think that we must, with all deference to the 
learned judgment of the Divisional Court, allow 
the appeal of the pltf. & give judgment in his 
favour for £70 (LORD EsnEr, M.1.).— JOYNER v. 
WEEKs, [1891] 2 Q. B. 31, 42; 60 IL. J. Q. B. 
510; 65 L. T. 16; 55 J. P. 725; 89 W. RR. 583 ; 
77. L. R. 509, C. A. 

3819. -]—Where there has been a trial 
before an official referec, a motion for a new trial 
must be made in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
& not in the Court of Appeal.—GoweER v. Tonirr 
(1891), 39 W. R. 193; 77. L. R. 182, C. A. 

3820. ~J—Where an action has been referred 
to an official referee, a motion to a Divisional Court 
to review the findings of the official referee & to 
enter judgment accordingly is ‘‘ an appeal to the 
High Court from any court or person ’’ within the 
meaning of sect. 1 (5) of the Judicature Act, 1894, 
& the decision of the Divisional Court is therefore 
final, unless leave be given to appeal.—DAGLISH 
v. BARTON [1900]1 Q. B. 284; 68 L. J. Q. B. 1044 ; 
81 L.T. 551; 48 W. R. 50; 44 Sol. Jo. 24, C. A. 

3821. -.}—When in an action in the Chancery 
Division the whole action has been referred to an 
official referee for trial, & judgment has been 
entered in pursuance of his direction, an appeal 
from the judgment does not lie to the Court of 
Appeal, but an application to set aside the jJudg- 
ment must be made to the judge of the Chancery 
Division to whom the action is assigned. 

Serle v. Fardell, No. 3817, ante, not followed. 

Daglish v. Barton, No. 3820, ante, disapproved.— 
WyNnnNE-F inci v. CHAYTOR, [1903] 2 Ch. 475 3 72 
I. J. Ch. 723; 89 L. T. 1233; 52 W. R. 243 19 
TV, VaR. O31, Ce Ae 

3822. Leave to appeal.]—Where an order has 
been madc under sect. 14 of the Arbitration Act, 
1889, that the whole cause or matter, or any 
question or issue of fact arising therein, shall be 
tried before an official referec, no leave to appeal 
is required from an order of the Divisional Court 
on an application made to that court to review 
the decision of the official referee.—MUNDAY 17. 
Norron, [1892] 1 Q. B. 403; 61 L. J. Q. B. 456 ; 
66 L. T. 173; 40 W. R. 355; 8 T. L. R. 396; 36 
Sol. Jo. 306, C. A. 

3823. .J—On an appeal from an official 
referee to a Divisional Court leave to appeal to the 
Court of Appeal is not required.—CARTER v, HALL, 
[1921] W. N. 141. 

3824. Whole action referred to referee—Certain 
issues to be tried first.]}—This was a motion on 
behalf of the pltf., asking that the decision & order 
of the official referee upon & in relation to certain 
issues ordered to be tried in the action might be 
reversed & rescinded, & that judgment might be 
given for the pltf. upon such issues, or that the 
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Sect. 2.—To what court appeal lies. Sects. 8, 4 & 5.] | 


matter might be remitted to the official referee for 
further hearing & consideration. By three orders 
of the court it was ordered that five actions pending 
between the parties (or some of them) be tried by 
the official referee, & on the application of the 
parties to all the said actions the official referee 
ordered, on Aug. 6, 1891, that a trial should be 
held to determine certain issues of fact. Such 
trial was accordingly held, & the official referee 
gave his decision on the issues. On the motion 
being opened, counsel for the defts. took a pre- 
liminary objection that by virtue of sect. 14 of 
the Arbitration Act, 1889, an appeal would not 
lie to this court, but to the Court of Appeal. 
The order of the official referee is equivalent to a 
final judgment: Serle v. Fardell, No. 3817, ante. 
If the action were brought in the Queen’s Bench 
Division the proper court would be the Divisional 
Court. R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., r. 4, gives the 
official referee power to deal with the case in this 
way. This is not an interlocutory order, it is 
a judgment of fact. On behalf of the pltf. it was 
contended that there was no final judgment: the 
pleadings were still open. [IIc did not finish the trial 
of the action—how can an appeal from his findings 
hie to me? (RomeER, J.)]. By virtue of R. S. C., 
Ord. XXXVI., r. 52, & sect. 10 of the Arbitration 
Act, 1880. [The official referee made no order. 
He has decided certain points, but has not com- 
pleted the trial. How can the court act on this 
rule dealing with an award until he has given an 
award ? (ROMER, J.)J. Such a course has fre- 

uently been adopted in the Queen’s Bench 

ivision, where the court gives the official referee 
instructions as to how to conduct his inquiry. 
Sect. 15 (2) of the Act is in point. We cannot 
go to the Court of Appeal until there is a judgment 
of the court: Dyke v. Cannell, No. 3828, post. 

I think this motion fails. It is a case where the 
whole action is referred by consent to the official 
referee. Pending the trial, he has tried certain 
questions of fact & arrived at certain conclusions 
on such questions, & has done no more. The 
party against whom such questions have been 
found now appeals to me to have those findings 
set aside or reheard. I cannot at this stage inter- 
fere. It would be highly inconvenient if, pending 
trial, an appeal would lie against any portion of 
the trial on which he has given his decision. 
No order & no section of the Arbitration Act has 
been pointed out to me on which I can act. 
Sect. 10 refers to the case where an award has been 
made. Here there has been no award. Reference 
was made to Ord. XXXVI., r. 58. On looking at 
this I am of opinion that it refers to a case where 
the referee has submitted some question of law 
or fact to the court. There has been no submission 
here. Sect. 15, sub-sect. (2), cannot possibly 
apply, because there has been no report of the 
referee & no award. Under these circumstances 
the motion is misconceived, & must be dismissed, 
with costs (ROMER, J.).—LEWwis v. WALKER (1891), 
36 Sol. Jo. 110, 111. 


SEcT. 3.—PROCEDURE ON APPEAL. 


R.5. C., Ord. LIXA.,r.3. Inthe 
the following provisions shall apply pai ey aes: 
(a) the appeal shall be brought within six weeks aft 
finding, decision, order or direction or the jidaiaent 
. Lae poe pom is neds, even directed, entered or 
Sr ihe Baie oe Or award made, unless the 
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(b) the appeal shall be brought by notice of motion to set 
aside or vary the finding, decision, order, direction, or 
udgment or the assessment or award appealed against. 
he notice of motion may ask that some other finding, 
decision, order, direction, judgment or assessment or 
award be made, given, directed or entered or that the 
action, cause or matter, question or issue or assessment 
or award be referred back to the Referee for recon- 
sideration, Save as herein provided no application 

for a new trial before a Referee shall be made ; 


(c) the notice shall be in writing and shall be a fourteen days’ 
notice, and shall be served within the time limited In 
paragraph (a) of this Rule ; 

(d) the notice shall state whether the whole or only part of 
the finding, decision, order, direction, or Judgment or 
assessment, or award is appealed from, and in the 
latter case shall specify which part ; 

(e) the notice shall state concisely the grounds of the appeal ; 

(f) the appeal shall be no stay of proceedings unless the 
Court or Referee otherwise orders ; 

(g) on the hearing of such appeal the Court may set aside or 
vary the finding, decision, order, direction, or judgment 
or the assessment or award appealed from or any part 
thereof and may direct any other finding, decision 
order, direction, or judgment or assessment or awar 
to be made or entered or may require any explanation 
or reasons from the referee or may remit the action 
cause, matter, question or issue or assessment or awar 
or any part thereof or any question or issue therein 
to the same or any other referee for re-trial or further 
consideration with or without any special direction or 
directions. 


38825. Time for appeal.]—Upon an appeal from 
the judgment & finding of an official referee, by 
way of asking for a new trial, respondent took the 
preliminary objection that the application was 
out of time :—Held: the case came within Ord. 
XXXIX., rr. 3 & 4, & the objection was good.— 
FORREST v. ToppD (1897), 76 L. T. 500. 

»}—See R. 8S. C., Ord. LIXA., r. 3 (a), supra. 

8826. Party raising objection—-At earliest 
opportunity.}—Lonpon S.S. & TRADING CORPN., 
LD. v. RUSSIAN VOLUNTEER FLEET, No. 3830, post. 

8827. Notice of motion.}—Upon a motion to 
set aside or vary the judgment in a case tried 
before an official referee under the Supreme Court 
of Judicature Act, 1873 (c. 66), ss. 58, 59, an 
affidavit, or some evidence of what took place at 
the trial, must be furnished to the court.—STUBBS 
v. BOYLE (1876),2 Q. B. D. 124; 35 L. T. 906; 25 
W. R. 184. 

8828. -}—Where on a reference under 
sect. 57 of the Judicature Act the unsuccessful 
party desires to question the findings of the 
referee, the proper course is to move the court on 
notice under Ord. LIII. to the other party, & such 
a motion need not be made within the time 
limited by Ord. XXXIX., r. 1a, for moving for a 
new trial in an action tried by a jury.— DYKE v. 
CANNELL (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 180; 49 L. T. 174; 
31 W. R. 747. 

-.J—See R. S. C., Ord. LIXA., r. 3 (0), (ce), 
(d), (e), supra. 

3829. Delivered after Judgment entered. }— 

Counsel for the pltf. took the preliminary 
objection that the deft. ought to have delivered 
his notice of motion to set aside the findings & 
award of the official referee before judgment had 
been entered. 

The court overruled the objection, being of 
opinion that Ord. XL., r. 6, gave the deft. power 
to move in the Queen’s Bench Division after the 
judgment directed by the official referee to be 
entered had been entered.—-PROUDFOOT v. HART 
(1890), 25 Q. B. D. 42, 48; 59 L. J. Q. B. 389; 63 
L.T.171; 553. P.20; 88 W. R. 780, 0. A. 

— Foes bakers on filing.J—See Supreme 
Court Fees Order, 1930, Sect. VI., item 97, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

830. Postponement of hearing.}—The pltfs. 
brought an action against the defts. which waa 
referred to an official referee on March 8, 1925. 











Part LXXIX.—Apprats FROM OFFICIAL OR SPECIAL REFEREES. 


The pltfs. on Feb. 12, 1926, amended their points 
of claim, the defts.’ solicitors not opposing as they 
had no instructions from their clients, who resided 
in Moscow. The official referee fixed the trial of 
the action for Feb. 26. The defts.’ solicitors on 
Feb. 24 applied to the official referee for a post- 
ponement of the trial on the ground that, owing 
to the short notice, they were not properly 
instructed. The official referee made no order, 
but gave the defts.’ solicitors leave to apply again 
for a Po cnet provided a telegram was sent 
to the defts. at Moscow, & a reply was received 
from them stating that they would defend the 
action. A telegram was accordingly sent, & a 
reply was received from the defts. asking for a 
postponement for two months, but not stating 
that they would defend the action. 

On Feb. 26 the action came on for trial before 
the official referee. The defts.’ representatives 
again applied for a postponement on the ground 
that they were not ready for trial as they were 
not sufficiently instructed, their clicnts being 
abroad. The official referee offered to postpone 
the trial if the defts.’ counsel would give an 
undertaking as to costs. The defts.’ counsel was, 
however, unable to give this undertaking in the 
absence of instructions, & accordingly the trial 
of the action proceeded, the defts.’ counsel & 
solicitor leaving the court. The official referee on 
the same day gave judgment for the pltfs. 

The defts.’ solicitors on March 3 gave notice to 
the pltfs. that the defts. would appre! to the judge 
in chambers against the refusal of the official 
referee to postpone the hearing of the action, &, 
further, that they would apply to the judge to set 
aside the judgment of the official referee & to 
order a new trial. The appeal was heard by the 
judge in chambers on March 19 & dismissed, but 
the judge referred to the official referee the applica- 
tion to set aside the judgment. The point that 
the application to the judge in chambers to sect 
aside the judgment of the official referee was not 
made within six days of the trial was not taken 
before the judge. The application to set aside 
the judgment was heard by the official referee on 
March 29, when he took the point that the applica- 
tion had not been made within six days of the 
trial as required by Ord. XXXVI., r. 33, of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court ; &, secondly, that he 
had no jurisdiction to set aside his own judgment, 
having regard to Ord. LIXA., r. 8 (b), & he 
accordingly dismissed the application. 

The court was told that the official referee 
thought that he had no power to set aside his own 
judgment by reason of the concluding words of 
Ord. LIXa., r. 8 (b). That order dealt with 
appeals from official or special referees, & rule 1 
gave aright of appeal. Rule 2 provided that the 
appeal in the King’s Bench Division should lie 
to a Divisional Court. I think that that rule only 
means that there should be no application for a 
new trial by a rule nisi, but that applicant must 
proceed by way of notice of motion. Iam satisfied 
that the whole of the Order has reference in the 
King’s Bench Division to an appeal to a Divisional 
Court, & has no reference to an application to an 
official referee to set aside his own judgment. 
In the circumstances I am satisfied that the 
Official referee has not in the present case exercised 
his discretion in the matter, & therefore the case 
must go back to him to deal with the application. 
The appeal will therefore be allowed (SALTER, J.). 
—LONDON S.8. & TRADING CoRPN., LTD. v. RUSSIAN 
VOLUNTEER FLEET, [1926] W. N.198; 135 L. T. 
607 ; 42 T. L. R. 682; 70 Sol. Jo. 838. 

3831. Powers of court on appeal.}—On appeal 
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from an official referee who has ordered judgment 
to be entered for the pltf., the court has power 
not only to set aside such judgment, but to enter 
judgment for the deft.—CLARK v. SONNENSCHEIN 
(1890), 25 Q. B. D. 464; 591. J. Q. B. 561; 38 
W.R. 743, C. A. 

——.]}—See R. S. C., Ord. LIXA., r. 3 (g), supra. 


Srct. 4.—INTERLOCUTORY MATTERS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LIXa., r. 4. In the case of an order or decision 
on the hearing of a summons or other interlocutory application 
such appeal shall lie :— 

(a) in the Chancery Division to the Judge in Chambers ; 

(}) in the King’s Bench Division to the Judge in Chambers ; 


(c) in the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division to a 
Judge of that Division, in Chambers ; 


and such appeal shall be brought by notice in writing to attend 
before the Judge in Chambers, and such notice shall be served 
within seven days after the making of the order or decision 
appealed from unless the Judge or Referee shall extend such 
time. Unless otherwise ordered there shall be at least two clear 
days between the service of the notice of appeal and the day 
fixed for the hearing of the appeal. 


3832. Refusal to postpone hearing.]—An appeal 
from the official referee is to the judge at chambers. 

This was an appeal from the decision of the 
official referee, refusing to postpone the hearing 
until the deft. returned to England. _ 

The subject-matter of the rule, discovery & 
inspection, shows that it is a matter for the judge 
in chambers (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, J.).—KICHARD 
v. TALBOT (1890), 38 W. R. 478. 

3833. Order granting commission to examine 
witnesses abroad.]—An official referee, to whom an 
action is referred for trial, has jurisdiction to make 
an order granting a commission to examine 
witnesses abroad, & a judge at chambers has 
jurisdiction to review the decision of the official 
referee granting or refusing such an order.— 
HAYWARD v. MUTUAL RESERVE Assocn., [1891] 2 
Q. B. 236; 65 L. 7.491; 39 W. R. 624; 7T.L. BR. 
575, D. C. 

38384. Order for production of documents. ]—In 
actions which have been referred under Judicature 
Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 57, orders for the production 
of documents may be made by the judge who has 
directed the reference. Quere: whether they can 
also be made by the referee. 

An application in the nature of an appeal will 
lie to such judge from any order made by a referee. 
—Re Lrian, Rowc itr v. Lear (1876), 4 Oh, D. 
661; 46L. J. Ch. 60; 25 W. R. 56. 

8835. Order for inspection of property.]—Where 
all matters in dispute in an action are referred to 
a referee or arbitrator under the Arbitration Act, 
1889 (c. 49), 8. 14, the court or a judge still has 
jurisdiction to make an order for inspection of 
property, the subject of the action; but the 
referce or arbitrator likewise has jurisdiction to 
make such an order; &, semble, ordinarily the 
more convenient course is, that application for 
such an order should be made to him in the first 
instance, & not to a judge at chambers.—MAcaL- 
PINE & Co. v. CALDER & Co., [1893] 1 Q. B. 545 ; 
62 L. J. Q. B. 607; 68 L. T. 426; 41 W. R. 436 ; 
9T.L. R. 311; 4 R. 314, C. A. 





Sect. 5.—APPLICATION OF R. S. C., ORDER XL., 
RR. 6, 6A, AND R. S. C., ORDER XXXVI. R. 52. 


R. S. C., Ord. LIXA., r. 5. Rules 6 and 64 of Order XL., 80 
far as they apply to trials by Official and Special Referees and 
officers ot the Court, are hereby annulled, and Rule 52 of 
Order XXXVI, shall apply only to references for report under 
section 18 of the Arbitration Act, 1889. 
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Part LXXX.—Officers. 


Sect. 1.—-EXISTING OFFICERS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LX., r. 1. All officers who at the time when 
these Rules come into operation are attached to the Chancery 
Division of the High Court shall remain attached to the said 
Division ; and all officers who at the time aforesaid are attached 
to the Queen’s Bench Division shal] remain attached to the said 
Division ; and all officers who at the time aforesaid are attached 
to the Probate Divorce and Admiralty Division shall remain 
attached to the sald Division. 


See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), ss. 104, 105, 106, 118, 119, 122, 
222, 225. 

As to central office.]—Sce R. S. C., Ord. LXI., 
Part LX XXI., post. 

As to registrars of the Chancery Division. |—-See 
R.S.C., Ord. LATT., Part LX XXTIT., post. 





SEcT. 2.-DUTIES AS TO APPEALS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LX., r. 2. Officers attached to any Division 
shall follow the appeals from the same Division, and shall 
perform in the Court of Appeal analogous duties In reference to 
such appeals as the Registrars and officers of the Court of 
pease usually performed as to rehearings in the Court of 
Appeal in Chancery, and as the Masters and officers of the 
Courts of Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer 
respectively performed as to appeals heard by the Court ot 
Lachequer Chamber 


SEcT. 3.—MASTER OF SUPREME COURT 


R.S. C., Ord. LX., r. 3. The office of Master of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature shall be deemed to be substituted tor the 


several offices specified in the first part of tho first schedule to 
the Supreme Court of Judicature (Officers) Act, 1879, and all 
enactments and documents referring to any of those offices, 
or to any of the persons ooing them, shall, unless the context 
otherwise requires, be construed and have effect accordingly. 


As to masters in the Chancery Division, see 
R. S. C., Ord. LV., rr. 15, 15a, Part LX XI., Sect. 
15, ante. 

As to taxing masters, sec R. S. C., Ord. LXTI., 
r. 1B, infra. 

Powers & duties of masters in the King’s Bench 
Division, see R. 8. C., Ord. V., rr. 6-8, p. 803, 
ante: R.S. C., Ord. LIV., rr. 12-29, pp. 703-709, 


ante. 


4.—RECOGNISANCES IN THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LX.,r.4. Where by the practice of the Chancery 
Division recognisances are required to be given, such recog- 
nisances shall be given to the two senior Masters for the time 
being of the Judge to whom the cause or matter is assigned ; 
and when the same are, by any judgment or order, directed to 
be vacated, the proper officer shall, on due notice thereof, attend 
one of the said Masters, who shal] thereupon vacate such 
recognisances in the usual manner, 


Form of recognisance & bond. |—See Appendix L., 
Nos. 21, 214, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

As to expressing the time & place of taking.] — 
See R.S. C., Ord. XX XVITI., rv. 5, p. 587, ante. 

As to enrolment.|—See R. S. C., Ord. LXI,, 
rr. 8A, 18, 14, Part LX XX1., Sect. 8, post. 
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Part LXXXI.—Central Office. 


SEcT. 1.—DISTRIBUTION OF BUSINESS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXI., r.1. The Central Office shall be divided 
Into such Departments and Sub-Departments as the Lord 
Chancellor shall from time to time direct, and the business of 
the office shall be distributed among the Departments and 
ae as the Lord Chancellor shall from time to 

me direct. 


Summons & order department.]— See Central 
Office Regulations, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


SEcT. 2.—MASTERS OF THE SUPREME COURT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXL, r. 18. The Chancery Taxing Masters 
transferred to the central office by virtue of Rule 2 of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court of January, 1902, and all persons appointed 
as Taxing Masters of the Supreme Court, hereinafter called 
Masters of the Supreme Court (Taxing Office), shall be Masters 
of the Supreme Court. 
The Masters of the Supreme Court (Taxing Office) shall have 
power and jurisdiction to tax and settle all costs, charges, and 
expenses taxed in the central office, or directed by any statute 
to be taxed or settled by a Master of the Supreme Court, or by 
any Master os the prescribed authority for any such taxation. 
he Supreme Court Taxing Office shall be under the control 
and superintendence of the Masters of the Supreme Court 
(Taxing Office) and they shall perform the duties thereof, but 
save and except the taxation of costs and all duties incidental 
(lee 6 foes nore raiiaicr the ee ae Snpr ie Court 
c not perform any other duties hitherto per- 

formed by Masters of the Supreme Court: i 


3836. Taxation of costs under Solicitors Act, 
1843.}—Application haying been made, by origin- 


ating summons in the Manchester District Registry, 
before the amendment in July, 1910, of Ord. 
XXXV., r. 64, to a judge of the King’s Bench 
Division sitting at Manchester for an order 
referring a bill of costs of a solicitor for non- 
contentious business to the district registrar for 
taxation :—Held: ‘‘the proper officer’’ to tax 
the bill within sect. 37 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, 
was not the district registrar, but a master of the 
Supreme Court.—STEAD v. SMITH, [1911] A. C. 
688; 81 L. J. K. B. 68; 105 L. T. 1203 55 Sol. 
Jo, 616, H. L. 

3887. Expenses under Finance (1909-10) Act, 
1910, s. 33.]—On the hearing of an appeal under 
Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, the referee made an 
order in the following terms: ‘I order that any 
expenses incurred by the commissioners be paid 
by the appellant.”’ 

On a motion to make this award a rule of court: 
—Held: the award was void for uncertainty & 
could not be made a rule of court. 

‘‘ Expenses ”’ is not a term of art; it is a vague 
& general term. It may be that the legislature 
deliberately used an informal term because it was 
anticipated that this procedure before a referee 
would be much less formal than it has in fact 
become. This difficulty would have been avoided 
if the referee in the present case had used the word 
‘‘ costa ’’ instead of ‘‘ expenses,’’ because an award 
of an arbitrator awarding costs is not bad merely 
because he does not fix the amount. When the 
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matter is in the High Court that court fixes the 
amount through a taxing master who is a minis- 
terial officer. This rule applies equally whether 
by statute or by agreement the submission is or 
may be made a rule of court. ... I have before 
me an order of a referee ordering payment of 
expenses of unascertained amount. cannot 
make the amount certain through the taxing 
officers of this court (SCRUTTON, J.).—SIMPSON v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comrms., [1914] 2 K. B. 842, 
845; 83 L. J. K. B. 1318; 110 L. T. 909; 30 
T. L. BR. 436. 

3838. -—Sect. 33 (3) of the Finance 
(1909-10) Act, 1910, contains a provision that a 
referee who determines matters by virtue of the 
power given by that section ‘‘ may, if he thinks 
fit, order that any expenses incurred by the 
appellant be paid by the commissioners, & that 
any such expenses incurred by the commissioners 
he paid by the appellant,’? & in Simpson’s Case, 
No. 3837, ante, I decided that the word ‘‘ ex- 
penses,’’—which is not known as a term in English 
law—if used by the referee in his order, made it 
necessary that he should fix the amount of 
expenses, there being no means by which a taxing 
master can settle what are expenses. I hinted in 
that judgment—& I now have to give my decision 
on the matter—that, supposing the referee does 
not fix the amount of expenses but makes an 
order for costs, the order would be valid although 
he does not fix the amount of the costs which he 
awards. Costs can, under a rule of court, be 
taxed by the taxing officer of the court, & a person 
who is authorised to give costs may delegate the 
niinisterial function of taxing them to an officer 
of the court. While I think that a referee, if he 
gives ‘‘ expenses,’ must settle the amount of 
those expenses, I am of opinion that he may, if 
he gives ‘‘ costs,’”” make a valid award, although 
he does not fix the amount of the costs, & when 
his order as to costs has been made a rule of court 
the taxing master of the court will assess the 
amount of costs, not as a judicial but as a minis- 
terial officer (Scrurron, J.).—MATITHEWS  v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comres., [1914] 2 K. B. 192, 194 ; 
83 L. J. K. 3. 1552; 110 L. T. 931, C. A. 

3839. Costs of inquiry under Lands Clauses Act, 
1845.]—The Chancery taxing masters, whose 
office is amalgamated with, & who are themselves 
transferred to, the central office by virtue of the 
general rules pursuant to Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Officers) Act, 1879, which came into 
operation on Jan. 11, 1902, have now jurisdiction 
to tax the costs of an inquiry before a jury under 
the Lands Clauses Act, 1845.—COVINGTON v. 
METROPOLITAN DistRIcT Ry. Co., [1903] 1 K. B. 
231; 72L. J. K. B. 93; 87 L. T. 649; 51 W. RB. 
428; 19 T. L. R. 142; 47 Sol. Jo. 160, D. C. 








SEcT. 3.—CONTROL OF BUSINESS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXI., r. 2. It shall be the specs duty of onc 

of the Masters to be present at, and control the business of, the 

central office, and to give the necessary directions with respect 

ae i of practice and procedure relating to the business 
ereof. 


8840. Directions under rule—Effect of.}—The 
ractice masters, acting, we presume, under Ord. 
XI., r. 2, have at some period between 1880 & 
1888, issued a direction that ‘‘ writs of summons 
before the Judicature Acts came into force may be 
renewed without an order.’’ This direction, 
however, has no statutory authority. It cannot 
in our judgment be treated as a direction of the 
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court under the Judicature, 1873, s. 22, & even if 
it could, it cannot control the Rules of Court, 
1883, which have parliamentary authority & are 
expressly made epplican? to pending proceedings 
(CHARLES, J.).—HUME v. SOMERTON (1890), 25 
Q. B. D. 239; 69 L. J. Q. B. 420; 62 L. T. 828; 
55 J. P.38; 38 W. R. 748; 6T. L. R. 374. 

$841. -/~An affidavit in support of a 
motion in the Chancery Division was sworn in a 
foreign country before a notary public. It con- 
tained an interlineation which was not initialled 
by the notary. The affidavit was initialled & 
pee by a practice master of the Queen’s Bench 

ivision, & then placed on the file:—Held: 
according to the practice of the Chancery Division, 
an affidavit with an interlineation not properly 
initialled ought not to be filed without an order 
of the court, & that a practice master of the 
Queen’s Bench Division has no authority in a 
matter in the Chancery Division.—Re CLOAKE 
(1891), 61 L. J. Ch. 69; 65 L. T. 455; 40 W. R. 
743; 36 Sol. Jo. 29. 

3842. -}—A deft. who objects to the 
jurisdiction has an absolute right to appear under 
protest. The practice of the master in dealing 
with an appearance under protest of allowing the 
deft. a reasonable time for applying to set aside 
the writ, & then sealing the appearance with an 
entry that the appearance is to stand as uncon- 
ditional unless the deft. makes the application 
within the prescribed time, has no statutory 
authority & cannot limit the power of the court 
to enlarge the time for objecting to the juris- 
diction. The meaning of the practice, which is 
necessary to prevent the hands of the court from 
being tied up indefinitely by a formal protest, is 
merely that the omission of the deft. to apply to 
set aside the writ within the prescribed time 
raises a presumption against him of waiver of the 
objection to the jurisdiction & entitles the officials 
of the court in the ordinary course to treat the 
appearance as absolute.—KEYMER v. REDDY, 
[1912] 1 K. B. 215; 81 L. J. K. B. 266; 105 L. T. 
841, C. A. 

Power of one master to act for another. ]—Scee 
R.S.C., Ord. LIV., r. 9a, p. 702, ante. 

















Sect. 4.--ARRANGEMENTS TO BE ANNOUNCED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 4. The arrangements made under the 
two last preceding Rules shall be publicly announced in such 
nena on Lord Chief Justice of England shall from time to 
time direct. 


SEcT. 5.—ADMINISTERING OATHS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXL, r. 5. Every Master, and every first and 
second-class clerk in the Central Office, shall, by virtue of his 
one have authority to take oaths and affidavits in the Supreme 

ourt. 





Fees. |—See Se aaa Court Fees Order, 1930, 
Sched. I., Sect. X., item 139, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


Sect. 6.—OFFICIAL SEALS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 6. The official seals to be used in the 
pene - ofilee shall be such as the Lord Chancellor from time to 
me directs. 
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Sect. 7.—OFFICE COPIES. 


R. &. C., Ord. LXI., r. 7. All copies, certificates, and other 
documents appearing to be sealed with a seal of the central 
office shall be presumed to be office copies or certificates or other 
documents issued from the central office, and if duly steraree 
may be received in evidence, and no signature or other formality, 
except the sealing with a seal of the central office, shall be 
rcontred for the authentication of any such copy, certificate, or 
other document. 


Use in evidence.}—See R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVII., 
r. 4, p. 578, ante; EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 253, 
Nos. 2366 et seq. 

Printing, etc.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7. 

Fees.}+—See Supreme Court Fees Order, 1930, 
Sched. I., Sect. VII., Nos. 106-110, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Proof in bankruptcy proceedings.}—See Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1914 (c. 59), ss. 137-144, &, generally, 
BANKRUPTCY, Vols. IV. & VY. 

County court proceedings.}—See County Courts 
Act, 1888 (c. 43), s. 281, &, generally, CouNTY 
Courts, Vol. XIII. 

Criminal proceedings—Proof of previous con- 
viction.}—-See Evidence Act, 1851 (c. 99), s. 13; 
Criminal Procedure Act, 1865 (c. 18), s. 6; Pre- 
vention of Crimes Act, 1871 (c. 112), 8. 18; &, 
generally, CRIMINAL LAW, Vols. XIV. & XV. 

District registry—Proof of documents issued 
out of.}—See Judicature Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 85. 

Documents — Admissibility.)—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXITI., pp. 251, Nos. 2335 et seq. 

$843. House of Commons.}—The test roll of the 
House of Commons & the official copy of the 
division lists :—Held: admissible in evidence. 

Quere: as to the return book. 

The best evidence of membership of the 
House of Commons is the return of the writ of 
election with the returning officer’s indorsement 
thereon.—FORBES v. SAMUEL, [1913] 3 K. B. 
706; 82 L. J. K. B. 11385; 109 L. T. 599; 29 
T. L. R. 544. 

-.+—-See, further, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII, 
pp. 325, Nos. 3210 et seg.; Evidence Act, 1845 
(c. 113), s. 3. 

8844. House of Lords—Judgments.|—In an 
action upon a wager, whether a decree of the 
Court of Chancery would be reversed on appeal 
to the House of Lords, proof of the decree & 
reversal is sufficient without showing the previous 
proceedings below. A copy of the judgment of 
reversal is admissible, & need not be stamped.— 
JONES v. RANDALL (1774), 1 Cowp. 17; 98 E. R. 
914. 

3845. Irish Free State—Copies for use in.}—The 
effect of the Irish Free State Constitution Act, 
1922 (sess. 2), 8. 1, & Article 73 of the Schedule 
thereto, & of the Irish Free State (Consequential 
Provisions) Act, 1922 (sess. 2), s. 1 (1), is that 
the Judgments Extension Act, 1868, has, since 
Dec. 5, 1922, ceased to apply to Southern Ireland, 
now the Irish Free State. <A certificate of an 
English judgment can therefore no longer be 
issued under sect. 1 of the Judgments Extension 
Act, 1868, for registration in the Irish Free State 
Courts. 

Semble: that as a result of Gieves v. O’Connor, 
[1924] 2 Ir. R. 182, a decision in the Irish Free 
State Court, such certificate will be registered in 
the Irish Free State Courts, but (per BANKES, L.J., 
& SARGANT, L.J.) the application to the English 
Court should be for a certificate of the judgment 
simpliciter under Ord. LXI., r. 7, & not supported 
by an affidavit having reference to the Judgments 
Extension Act, 1868.—BANFIELD v. CHESTER 
(1925), 094 L. J. K. B. 805; 1383 L. T. 623; 41 
T. L. R. 563; 60 Sol. Jo. 692, C. A. 


| His Majesty’s High Oourt of Justice in 


PRACTICE. 


8846. Probates, etc.—-Sealing & resealing.|— 
The Government of Ireland Act, 1920, gives to 
orthern 
Ireland all such jurisdiction as was then exerciscd 
by the High Court of Justice of Ireland. This 
includes the granting of probate, &, therefore, 
a@ probate granted by that court can be resealed in 
the Probate Court in England, according to the 
practice before the Government of Ireland Act, 
1920.—Jn the Estate of GAULT, [1922] P. 195; 91 
L. J. P. 144; 127 L. T. 402; 38 T. L. R. 499. 

8847, ——- ———.]—-When letters of administra- 
tion granted by the High Court of Justice in 
Northern Ireland are deposited for the purpose of 
being resealed in England, the court will require 
an affidavit accounting for estate duty with 
respect to the assets in England pursuant to the 
Government of Ireland (Resealing of Probates, 
etc.) Ord. III., & a bond with regard to the assets 
in England in the same form as would be required 
in the case of the same assets on an application for 
an original grant of probate under the Court of 
Probate Act, 1857 (c. 77).—Jn the Estate of BROGAN, 
[1922] P. 276; 91L. J. P. 212; 127 L. T. 845; 38 
T. L. R. 843. 

-.|—See, further, Judicature Act, 1925 
ad 8s. 174; Colonial Probates Act, 1892 (c. 6), 
8. 2. 


SecT. 8.—ENROLMENT. 


1.—No ENROLMENT OF JUDGMENTS, 
ORDERS, ETC. 


SUB-SECT. 


R. S. C., Ord. UXI., r.8. It shall not be necessary to cnrol 


any judgment or order. 


—— r.8a. It shall not be necessary to enrol 
any recoguisance or bond given by a receiver, or liquidator, or 
guardian in pursuance of an order of the Court or a Judge, but 
the same shall be filed and kept as a record until the same has 
been duly vacated by order. 


ee a ee em. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—DEEDS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 9. All deeds which by any statute or 
statutory Kule are directed or permitted to be enrolled In any 
of the Courts whose jurisdiction has been transferred to the 
High Court of Justice may be cnrolled in the Enrolment depart- 
ment of the central office. 


38848. Deeds of relinquishment.]/—In a case 
where a deed of relinquishment was enrolled under 
the Clerical Disabilities Act, 1870 (c. 91), & no 
office copy was served upon the bishop, the Master 
of the Rolls vacated & cancelled the enrolment by 
order.—Ite YOUNG (1878), unreported, Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice. 

Settled Land Aci deeds.]—Sce Settled Land Act, 
1925 (c. 18), s. 56. 
| OT awards.}—Sce Inclosure Act, 1854 

c. 97), 8. 7. 

8849. Rectification after enrolment.}—The court 
is not prohibited by the Fines & Recoveries Act, 
1833 (c. 74), 8s, 47, from exercising its ordinary 
jurisdiction to rectify, on the ground of mistake, 
a deed of resettlement which has been enrolled as 
a disentailing assurance under the Act.—HALL- 
Dane v. HALL-Dary (1885), 381 Ch. D. 251; 55 
L. J. Ch. 164; 64 L. T. 120; 84 W. R. 82; 2 
T. L. BR. 100, C. A, 
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8850. ———.}—Sect. 47 of the Fines & Recoveries 
Act, 1838, which in some respects excludes the 
jurisdiction of Courts of Equity in dealing with 
disentailing deeds, does not preclude the court 
from exercising its jurisdiction to rectify any slip 
or clerical error in a disentailing deed which 
prevents the deed as executed from being the deed 
of the parties.—MEEKING v. MEEKING, [1917] 1 
Ch. 77; 86 L. J. Ch. 97; 115 L. T. 623. 


SUB-SECT. 3.— SCHEME UNDER RAILWAY 
CoMPANIES ACT, 1867. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXI., r.10. A scheme under the Railway Com. 
panies Act, 1867, shall be enrolled in the Enrolment department 
of the central office. 


————— ~ 11. A scheme under the Act in Rule 10 
mentioned shall not be enrolled unless notice of the order 
confirming it has at Icast once in every entire week, reckoned 
from Sunday morning to Saturday evening, which elapses 
between the pronouncing of the order and the expiration of 
80 days from the pronouncing thereof, been inserted in such two 
newspapers as shall have been appointed by the Judge for the 
insertion of advertisements under the order made pursuant to 
that Act, nor unless the newspapers containing those notices are 
produced to the proper officer when the scheme is presented for 
enrolment. 


afar aad Railway Companies Act, 1867 (c. 127), 
ss. 6, 18. 

3851. Confirmation order restrained.]|—Where a 
scheme of arrangement between a railway com- 
pany & their creditors had been confirmed, enrol- 
ment of the confirmation order was restrained on 
the application of outside creditors, who had, 
within thirty days from the date of the order, set 
down a motion for leave to file a petition for a 
rehearing.— Re Drvon & SoMERSET Ky. Co. 
(No. 2) (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 615. 

3852. Non-compliance with order as to adver- 
tising.]—In a case under the Companies Act, non- 
compliance with the directions of the court as to 
advertising is not necessarily fatal—Re ANGLO- 
SPANISH TARTAR REFINERIES, LTp., [1924] W. N. 
222; 68 Sol. Jo. 738. 


—— —- 9 


SUB-SECT. 4.—ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXI., 7.12. All acknowledgments required for 
the purpose of enrolling any deed or other document may be 
mS ° ° of Knrolments or before a Master, as 


SUB-sEeCcT. 5.—RECORDS OF DEEDS AND 
RECOGNISANCES ENROLLED. 


R. §. C., Ord. LXI., vr. 18. 
recognisances enrolled shall be sent by the Clerk of Enrolments, 
so long as that office shall continuc, or by the proper officer of 
the Enrolment department, to the Public Record Office, Rolls 
Yard, within two years from the time of the enrolment thereof, 


The records of all deeds and 


SuB-sEcT. 6.—TItmE FOR ENROLMENT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXL, r. 14. No recognisance shall be enrolled 
after six months from the acknowledgment thereof, ar a 
under special circumstances, and by an order made by the 
prayed a Judgo upon motion for the enrolment thereof after 

at time. 
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Sect. 9.—PETITION AND ADMISSIONS TO BE 
FILED BEFORE ORDER PASSED. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXI., r. 15. No order made on a petition, and 
no judgment or order wherein any written admissions of evidence 
are entered as read, shall be passed, until the original Beene 
or written admissions of evidence, shall have been filed in the 
central office, or, where the proceedings are taken in a district 
registry, in the district registry, and a note thereof made on the 
judgment or order by the proper officer. 


8853. Filing copy where original lost.}—A 
poumon presented at the Rolls was afterwards 

eard by the Lord Chancellor, who made an order 
upon it; but before the order was passed, the 
original petition was lost. The Lord Chancellor 
allowed a copy of it, certified by the under- 
secretary at the Rolls to be a true copy, to be 
filed, instead of the original petition.—SANDERSON 
v. WALKER (1836), 1 My. & Cr. 359; 40 E. R. 413. 

3854. }+-A petitioner having refused to 
deliver the original petition, for the purpose of 
being filed with the clerk of the reports, prior 
to the order made upon it being passed, leave was 
given to the respondents to file, in its stead, the 
copy of the petition with which they had been 
served.—ANDREWS v. WALTON (1836), 1 My. & 
Cr. 360; 40 E. R. 413. 

3855. .|—The original petition having been 
lost, the court allowed the copy left for the judge 
to be filed.—Smitu v. HARWooD (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 
137; 20 L. T. 0. S. 190; 1 W.R. 111; 65 E.R. 
60. 














Sect. 10.—PARTICULARS TO BE ENTERED ON 
FILING DOCUMENTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 16. Upon every pleading or other 
proceeding which is filed in the central office, the date of filing 
the sume shall be printed or written. 


SrcT. 11.--INDEXES OR CALENDARS TO 
DOCUMENTS FILED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 17. Proper indexes or calendars to the 
filles or bundles of all documents filed at the central office shall 
be kept, so that the same may be conveniently referred to when 
required ; and such indexes or calendars and documents shall, 
at all times during office hours, be accessible to the public on 


_ payment of the usual fec. 


SicT. 12.—ENTRY OF FILING OF CERTIFICATES 
AND OTHER DOCUMENTS IN BOOKS OF 
CENTRAL OFFICE. 

R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 18. There shall also be entcred in 
proper books Kept for the purpose the time when any certificate 
is delivered at the central office to be filed, with the name of 
the cause and the date of the certificate; and the like entry 
shall be made of the time of delivery of every document filed 
at the central office; and such books shall, at all times during 
office hours, be accessible to the public on payment of the usual 


fee, 


3856. Agreement that certificate of taxation not 
to be filed.j|—The pltf.’s action having been dis- 
missed with costs by Kay, J., whose judgment 
was affirmed by the Court of Appeal, the costs were 
taxed & the certificates of the taxing master were 
obtained. 

The pltf.’s solicitors then wrote to the solicitor 
for D., one of the defts., saying that they wished 
to settle his costs, & asking him not to put the 
pltfs. to the expense of filing the certificates. 
An interview then took place, at which the pltf.’s 
solicitors asked D.’s solicitor not to file the certi- 
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Sect. 12.—Eniry of filing of certificates and other 
documents in books of central office. Sects. 13,14, 
15, 16,17, 18 &19: Sub-sects.1 & 2. Sects. 20, 
21,22,23 & 24. Part LXXXII. Sects.1,2,3 
& 4: Sub-sect. 1.] 
ficates, but to allow the charge for so doing & for 
taking office copies to be deducted from the amount 
of the costs payable under the judgment. This 
was assented to, & the sum of £1 was allowed, & 
the pltf.’s solicitors gave to D.’s solicitor their 
cheque for £609 5s. 2d., being the amount of the 
certified costs less £1, & received the certificates 
with receipts indorsed. It was afterwards dis- 
covered that this amount did not include interest 
on the costs from the date of the judgments. 
D.’s solicitor demanded to have the certificates 
given back to him for the purvose of filing them, 
& proceeded to issue execution for the amount 
of the interest upon the costs. ‘This was refused, 
& D. moved for an order directing the pltf. to 
attend before the proper officer at the Royal Courts 
of Justice, to produce to such officer the certificates 
in question for the purpose of enabling D. to issue 
a writ of execution for the interest on the costs 
thereby certified to be due, calculated from the 
date of the judgments of Kay, J., & the Court of 
Appeal :—Held: D., acting by his solicitor, must 
be taken to have accepted the cheque of the pltf.’s 
solicitor in full accord & satisfaction of the whole 
debt due from the pltf., & applications accordingly 
refused.— BIDDER v. BripGEs (1887), 37 Ch. D. 
406; 57 L. J. Ch. 300; 58 L. 'T. 656, 657; 4 
T. L. R. 86, C. A. 


Sect. 13.—DOCUMENTS TO BE MARKED WITH 
REFERENCE TO RECORD. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 19. Every judgment, ordcr, certificate, 
penn affidavit, or document made, presented, filed, or used 
n any cause or matter, shall be distinguished by having plainly 
written or stamped on the first page thereof the year, the Ictter, 
and the number by which the cause or matter Is distinguished 
in the books kept at the central office, or a note indicating that 
the cause was commenced prior to 2nd November, 1852, and the 
correctness of such reference to the record may be requircd to 
be authenticated by the seal of the central office. 


ee 


SEcT. 14.— ENTRIES IN CAUSE BOOKS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXI., r. 20. There shall also be entered in the 
cause books, the date of every judgment, ordcr, and certificate 
made in every cause or matter. 


eee Ae ee 


SECT. 15.—REFERENCE TO REGISTRAR’S BOOK 
IN CHANCERY DIVISION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 21. The entry of every judgment and 
order in such cause books in the Chancery Division shall contain 
a reference to the date and follo of the Registrar’s book in which 
the judgment or order has been entered. 


Secr. 16.—HOUR FOR REGISTRATION OF 
JUDGMENTS, . 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 22. The Registrar of judgments shall 
not receive any memorandum of a judgment, execution, lis 
pendens, order, rule, annuity, Crown debt, or other incumbrance, 
or any Memorandum of satisfaction relating to the same, for 
registration, after the hour of two in the afternoon. 


As to registration of judgments, etc., see JuDG- 
MENTS & ORDERS, Vol. XXX., Part X1V. 


PRACTICE. 


Secr. 17.—OFFICIAL SEARCHES. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 23. The clerk of enrolments and each 
ot the following Registrars namely— 


(a) the Registrar of bills of sale ; 
(b) the Registrar of certificates of acknowledgments of deeds 
by married women ; 
shall, on a request in writing giving sufficient particulars, and on 
payment of the prescribed fee, cause a search to be made in the 
registers or indexes under his custody, and issue a certificate of 
the result of the search. 


Fees. |— See pee Court Fees Order, 1930, 
Sched. I., Sect. VII., item 105, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


Sect. 18.—CERTIFICATE OF DATE OF PROCEED- 
INGS TAKEN IN CENTRAL OFFICE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 24. For the purpose of enabling all 
persons to obtain precise information as to the state of anv 
cause or matter and to take the means of preventing me proper 
delay in the progress thereof, the proper officer shall at the 
request of any person, whether a party or not to the cause or 
mattor inquired after, but on payment of the usual fee, give a 
certificate specifying therein the dates and general description 
of the several proceedings which have been taken in such cause 
or matter in the central office. 


Fee.|—See Supreme Court Fees Order, 1930, 
Sched. I., Sect. VII., item 105, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 


Sect. 19.—BILLS OF SALE. 


SUB-bECT. 1.—RKEGISTRAR UNDER BILLS OF 
SALE ACTS. 
R.S. C., Ord. LXI.,r.25. The Masters shall execute the office 
of the Registrar for the purposes of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, 
and the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, Amendment Act, 1882, and any 


one of the Masters may perform all or any of the duties of the 
Registrar. 


yee generally, BILLS oF SALE, Vol. VII., pp. 1 
el seq. 

Forms.]|—See Appendix B., Nos. 24, 241, 24%, 
24A—24D, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Registration.]|—See, generally, BILLS OF SALF, 
Vol. VII., pp. 83, Nos. 478 ef seg. 
Affidavit.|—See BILLs oF SALE, Vol. VII., 
pp. 86, Nos. 500 et seq. 

Form.]—See Appendix B., No. 24, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Duties of registrar.]—Sce BILuts or SALH, 
Vol. VIL, p. 103, No. 619. 

—— Extent of repeal of Bills of Sale Act, 1878 
(c. 31).]}—See BILLS OF SALE, Vol. VII., p. 3, 
Nos. 3-5. 

Fees.|—See Supreme Court Fees Order, 
1930, Sched. I., Sect. X., Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

Local registration. ] 
Vol. VII., p. 101, No. 610. 
Necessity for stamps.}—See Stamp Act, 
1891 (c. 89), 8. 41. 

Rectification of register.J—Sece BILus oF 
SALE, Vol. VII., pp. 104, Nos. 620 et seq. 

Renewal of registration.}—Sce BILLs oF 
Sag, Vol. VII., pp. 101, Nos. e¢ seq. 

Form of affidavit.)—See Appendix B., 
No. 244, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

8857. ——— What must be registered—Catalogue. ] 
—The first point taken is that the catalogue, 
having been referred to in the schedule, ought to 
have been put on the register. This contention is 
based on Bills of Sale Act, 1878 (c. 31), 8. 10 (2). 
But as Cave, J., says in his judgment, the phrase- 
ology of the enactment sharply distinguishes 
between the bill of sale itself & a schedule annexed 





























See B1LLs oF SALE, 
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thereto, & shows that to bring the case within it 
the reference to the inventory must be in the bill 
of sale itself, & not in the schedule thereto (Kay, 
L.J.).— DAVIDSON v. CARLTON Bank, [1898] 1 
Q. B. 82; 62 L. J. Q. B. 111; 67 L. T. 641; 41 
W.R. 1382; 9T. L. R. 20; 4 R. 100, C. A. 

-]—See Britis oF Sax, Vol. VII., 











pp. 5 et seg. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—MEMORANDUM OF SATISFACTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 26. A memorandum of satisfaction 
may be ordered to be written upon a registered copy of a bill of 
sale, on a consent to the satisfaction, signed by the person 
entitled to the benefit of the bill of sale, and verified by affidavit, 
being produced to the Registrar, and filed in the central office. 


————_——— r.27. Where the consent in the last 
preceding Rule mentioned cannot be obtained, the Registrar 
may, on application by summons, and on hearing the person 
entitled to the benefit of the bill of sale, or on affidavit of servicc 
of the summons on that person, and in either case on proof to 
the satisfaction of the Registrar, that the debt (if any) for which 
the bij] of sale was made has been satisfied or discharged, order 
a memorandum of satisfaction to be written upon a registered 
copy thereof, 





See, generally, BILLS OF SALE, Vol. VII., pp. 157, 
Nos. 842 et seq. 


Sect. 20.—NO AFFIDAVIT OR RECORD TO BE 
TAKEN OUT WITHOUT ORDER. 


R. §. C., Ord. LXI., r. 28. No affidavit or record of the Court 
shall be taken out of the central office without the order of a 
Judge or Master, and no subpena for the production of any such 
document shall be issued, 


Sect. 21.—FEES, ETC., OF OFFICER ATTENDING 
WITH DOCUMENTS OUT OF ROYAL COURTS 
OF JUSTICE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXL, r. 29. Any officer of the central office, 
being required to attend with any record or document at any 
assizes or at any Court or place out of the Royal Courts of 
Justice, shall be entitled to require that the solicitor or party 
desiring his attendance shall deposit with him a sufficient sum 
of money to answer his just fees, charges, and expenses in 
respect of such attendance, and undertake to pay any further 
just fees, charges, and expenses which may not be fully answered 
by such deposit. 


Part LXXXI1._—Deposit 


Secor. 1.—INTERPRETATION. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LXIA.,r.1. In this Order— 


“Instrument ’’ means any instrument creating a power 
of attorney which may be or is required to be de- 
posited in or filed at the Central Office under — 

(i) section 219 of the Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Consolidation) Act, 1025, or 

(ii) section 25 of the Trustec Act, 1925, as amended 
by section 7 of the Law of Property (Amend- 
ment) Act, 1926, or 


(ili) section 125 of the Law of Property Act, 1025. 


SpcT. 2.—DEPOSIT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXIA., r. 2. An instrument or a certified copy 
may be deposited in or filed at the Central Office by being filed 
in the Filing Department of that Office. 


P.P.—27 
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Sect. 22.—DEPOSIT OF DEEDS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI, r. 30. Where any deeds or other docu- 
ments are ordered to be left or deposited, whether for safe 
custody or for the purpose of any inquiry in chambers, or other- 
wise, the same shall be left or deposited in the central office, 
and shall be subject to such directions as may be given for the 

roduction thereof, but no effects of the suitors consisting of 
ewels or plate or other articles of a like nature or negotiable 
securitics are to be so deposited. 


3858. Former Chancery practice.]—The old rule 
of the Court of Chancery was that documents 
should be deposited in court. The practice was 
found inconvenient, & the modern practice of 
production at the office of the solicitor of the party 
was substituted. But 1 think that the old strict 
practice ought still to be followed in any case which 
calls for it (NorTH, J.).--LESLIE v. CAVE, [1886] 
W.N. 162; 31 Sol. Jo. Ll. 


Sect. 23.—CERTIFICATES, PETITIONS, 
ADMISSIONS, ETC., TO BE FILED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI., r. 81. All certificates of the Master of a 
Judge and all petitions and written admissions of evidence 
whereon any order is founded, and all submissions to arbitration 
made orders of the Court, shail be transmitted to and left at the 
central office, to be there filed or preserved. And all office 
copies thereof, or of any part thereof that may be required, shall 
be ready to be delivered to the party requiring the same within 
forty-eight hours after the same shall have been bespoken, 


SECT. 24.—FORMS. 


R.S.C., Ord. LXI., r.32. The forms contained in the 
Appendices shall be used in or for the purposes of the central 
office and the district registries respectively, with such variations 
as circumstances may require. 


————--~ —--— xr, 338. The Masters may from time to 
time prescribe the use, in or for the purposes of the central 
office, and subject to the approval of the Lord Chancellor in or 
for the purposes of the district registries, of such modified or 
additional forms as may be deemed expedient. Such modified 
or additional forms shall when approved by the Lord Chanccllor 
be forthwith transmitted to cach district Registrar and shall 
be tae forms to be used in and for the purposes of the district 
registry. 





of Powers of Attorney. 


Sect. 3.—-DECLARATION UNDER TRUSTEE ACT, 
1925 (C. 19). 
R. S. C., Ord. LXIA., r. 8. An instrument presented for filin 
under section 25 of the Trustee Act, 1925, shall be accompanie 


by the statutory declaration required by that section as to the 
intention of the donor to remain out of the United Kingdom. 


See, also, Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), 
ss. 123-129; Law of Property (Amendment) 
Act, 1926 (c. 11), s. 7. 


Sect. 4.—-VERIFICATION OF EXECUTION OF 
INSTRUMENT. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—NECESSITY FOR. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXI4., r. 4. An instrument presented for filing 

shall not be filed unless the execution of the instrument has 

been verified in accordance with Rule 5 of this Order, and the 

instrument is accompanied by the affidavit, declaration or other 

pocument H documents (if any) by which the execution has 
een verified, 
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Sect. 4.—Verification of execution of instrument: 
Sub-sect, 2. Sects. 5 & 6. Part LXXXITII. 
Sects. 1,2 & 3: Sub-sect. 1.] 


SUB-SECT. 2.—MODE OF VERIFICATION. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXIA., r. 5. 
may be verifled— 

(a) by an affidavit or statutory declaration sworn or made by 
the attesting witness or some other person in whose 
presence the instrument was executed, or, if no such 
peon is available, by some impartial person who 

nows the signature of the grantor; or 

(b) it the instrument was executed abroad before a notary, by 
a notarial certificate complying with the provisions of 
paragraph (2) of this Rule; or 

(c) by any other evidence which, In the opinion of the Chief 
Master of the Supreme Court, is sufficient. 

(2) A notarial certificate of the cxecution of an instrument 
shall be annexed to the instrument, and the signature of the 
notary and the fact that he holds that office shall be verified by 
affidavit, or authenticated by a British Ambassador, Envoy, 
Minister, Chargé d’Affaires, Counsellor or Secretary of Embassy 
or Legation exercising his functions in any foreign country, or 
a British Consul-General, Consul, Vice-Consul, Acting Consul, 
Pro-Consul, or Consular Agent exercising his functions in any 
toreign country or place, 

(3) Where a notarial certificate is authenticated by one of the 
officers mentioned in the last preceaiis paragraph (other than a 
notary), judicial notice shall be taken of his seal and signature 
affixed, impressed or subscribed to or on the document without 
further proof. 


(1) The execution of an instrument 


Sect. 5.—CERTIFIED COPY PRESENTED FOR 
FILING. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIA., r. 6. (1) A certified copy of an instru- 
ment or of any portions thereot presented tor filing under 


Part LXXXII1.——Registrars 


SecT. 1.— ROTA OF REGISTRARS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIL, ro 1. Vhe Registrars of the Chanecry 
Division shall attend the Judges of the Chancery Division, and 
the Court of Appeal upon the hearing of appeals from the 
Chancery Division, in rotation as they may arrange amongst 
themselves, and in detault of arrangement week by week on 
alternate days. 


SECT. 2.—-CLERKS TO REGISTRARS MAY ATTEND 
COURT. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXIL, r. 14. If from time to time the state of 
business shall so require, the Clerks to the Chancery Registrars 
may attend the Court of Appeal or the Judges of the Chancery 
Jivision on the trial of actions with witnesses on such days and 
at such times as the Senior Registrar for the time being shall, 
with the approval of the Master of the Rolls in the case of the 
Court of Appeal, and with the approval of the Senior Judge of the 
Chancery Division, in the case of that Division, determine. 


SECT. 3.— ORDERS IN CHANCERY. 
SUB-SECT. ].—FILING. 


R. S. C,, Ord. LXIL, r. 2. (1) Every order which, according 
to the practice at the time when these Rules come into operation, 
would require to be entered in the office of the Chancery Regis- 
trars, shall for the future be filed under the direction of the 
Senior Registrar, An entry of the filing thereof shall be made 
in books to be kept for that purpose, and all orders made through- 
out any year shall be numbered consecutively in the order in 
which they are filed. Every order so filed shall be deemed to 
be duly entered, and the date of such filing shall be deemed the 
date of entry. In the case of procedure orders drawn up in 
chambers, no entry thereof shall be necessary before an attach- 
ment can be issued for disobedience thereof, 


PRACTICE. 


section 125 of the Law of Property Act, 1925, shall not be filed 
unloss the execution of the instrument has been verified under 
Rule 5 of this Order, and the certified copy is accompanied by 
the affidavit, statutory declaration, notarial certificate or other 
sufficient evidence which would be necessary under that Rule 
if the instrument itself were being presented for filing, and is 
also verified as to the signatures to the certified copy or otherwise 
as may be reasonably required. 

(2) In cases where the affidavit, statutory declaration, notarial 
certificate or other evidence is so bound up with or attached to 
the original instrument of which or of portions of which it is 
sought to file a certified copy, that they cannot conveniently be 
separated, it shall be sufficient to produce and show to the officer 
of the Filing Department the original affidavit, statutory declara- 
tion, notarial certificate or other evidence, and to file a certified 
or office copy thereof. 


SecT. 6.—SEARCH, INSPECTION, COPIES AND 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIA., r. 7. (1) An alphabetical index of the 
nales of the donors and of all instruments and certified copies 
deposited or filed in the Central Office under this Order shall be 
prepared and kept by the proper officer in the Filing Depart- 
ment of that Office, and any person may search the index upon 
pay ment of the prescribed fee, 

(2) Documents filed under this Order shall be open to Inspec- 
tion on payment of the prescribed fee, but no person shall take 
a copy of or an extract trom any document produced for Inspec- 
tion. Office copics of such documents shall be supplied on 
application and on payment of the prescribed fee, Copies may 
be presented at the Filing Department to be marked as office 
copies, 

(3) The fees payable for search and inspection and for office 
copies, and for marking copies as office copies shall be such of 


the fees prescribed by the Supreme Court Fees Order, 1924, 
or any Order amending or replacing that Order as may be 
applicable. 


of the Chancery Division. 


(2) A duplicate of every order shall, one clear day atter the 
same shall have been left at the Chancery Kegistrar’s office, or in 
urgent cases sooner, if x0 directed by the officer by whom the 
same has been drawn up, be supplied out of the said office 
without fee to the solicitor or person having the carriage of the 
order; and wherever any Rule or Order, or the practice of the 
Court, requires the production or service of the original order, it 
phall be sufficient to produce or serve the duplicate. 

(3) In the case of printed orders, a printed copy shall be 
marked as a duplicate and duly examined before sealing the 
rame. In the case of written orders, a duplicate shall be written 
without abbreviations, and caretully examined by writers 
specially selected for that purpose, under the direction of the 
Scrivenery Board, and the examination thereof certified in such 
manner as the Board shall direct; and no duplicate shall be 
sealed unless such examination shall have been so certifled. 
Every duplicate shall be sealed before being issued, and there 
shall be noted thereon the number of the order, the date of entry, 
and the amount of the stamp on the original order, 

(4) A further duplicate may at any time, with the sanction 
of the Senior Registrar, and on payment of the prescribed fee, 
be issued on the Senior Registrar being satisfied of the Joss 
of the duplicate, and that the person applying is properly 
entitled to it. 

(5) Calendars or indexes of the orders entered in pursuance 
of this Rule shall be made under the direction of the Senior 
Registrar, so that the same may be conveniently referred to 
when required, and the original orders made in each year when 
filed shall from time to time be bound up in volumes. Such 
volumes and calendars, or indexcs, shall from time to time be 
transmitted to the Filing and Record department of the central 
office, to be there preserved, and shall at all times during office 
hours be accessible to the public on payment of the usual fee, 

(6) An order shall not be amended except upon oe of 
the duplicate last issued, which shall, after the original order has 
been amended, be aJso amended in accordance therewith under 
the direction of the Senlor Registrar, and the amendment in the 
duplicate shall be sealed under the like direction, 

(7) For the purposes of this Rule ‘“‘ Order’’ shall include 
judgment; and the Senior Registrar and the Scrivenery Board 
respectively shall give such directions as may be necessary for 
carrying this Rule into effect. 


Part LXXXITI.—ReEqGIstRArRs 


Orders drawn up in chambers.]—See R. S. C., 
Ord. LV., rr. 74, 744A, p. 747, ante. 

Correction of order.]}—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXVIII., r. 11, p. 472, ante; Supreme Court Funds 
Rules, 1927, No. 27, Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

i R.S. C., Ord. LX., r. 2, p. 828, 
ante. 

3859. Consent order.]|—In a case where terms of 
compromise had been arranged, & were proposed 
to be scheduled to a consent order, the proposed 
minutes, so far as material, were as follows: ‘ & 
it is ordered that all further proceedings in this 
action, except such as may be necessary for 
enforcing this order, be stayed upon the terms 
set forth in the schedule hereto. Liberty to 





ap ly.”’ 

In future where an action is proposed to be 
stayed on agreed terms to be scheduled to the 
order, the minutes shall be drawn so as to read as 
follows: ‘‘ &, the pltf. & the deft. having agreed 
to the terms set forth in the schedule hereto, it is 
ordered that all further proceedings in this action 
be stayed, except for the purpose of carrying such 
terms into effect. Liberty to apply as to carrying 
such terms into effect ’’ (TOMLIN, J.).—PRACTICE 
Nore, [1927] W. N. 290. 

Proceedings under order before entry of order. |— 
See CONTEMPT, Vol. XVI., p. 51, Nos. 545, 546. 

3860. Parties bound by notice of order for in- 
junction. |—B., a trader, filed a liquidation petition 
on Aug. 3. 

On July 31 the sheriff of Hertfordshire had 
seized his furniture under a writ fi. fa. for a debt 
BreNs £50, & an auctionecr had been instructed to 
sell. 

On Aug. 4 the sheriff’s officer & the auctionecr 
received notice by letter from the debtor’s solicitors 
that the petition had been filed, & that application 
would be made to the court at its sitting on 
Aug. 4 for an injunction to restrain the sale. 
The injunction was granted, & before one o’clock 
on that day both the sheriff’s officer & the 
auctioneer received notice of it by telegram from 
the debtor’s solicitors. Nowithstanding this, the 
sale was commenced between 3 & 4 o’clock, & 
was continued until an office copy of the order for 
the injunction was served on the auctioneer at 
half-past five. By this time a great part of the 
furniture had been sold. On motion to commit 
the sheriff’s officer & the auctioneer for contempt 
of court, it was urged that the sheriff’s officer was 
not bound to attend to the notice by telegram :— 
Held: respondents having had knowledge of the 
order for the injunction, there had been a contempt 
of court; but, as a committal was not pressed for, 
& the sheriff's officer undertook to pay the pro- 
ceeds of sale to the trustee, respondents would 
only be ordered to pay the costs of the motion.— 
fe Bryant (1876), 4 Ch. D. 98; 35 L. T. 489; 
25 W. R. 230; [1876] W. N. 252. 

3861. Evidence entered as read in the order. ]— 
Where an objection is taken to evidence at the 
hearing of a cause, the decree ought to state the 
objection & the decision of the court upon it, & 
the evidence ought to be entered as read or not 
accordingly.— WATSON v. PARKER (1846), 2 Ph. 
5; 15 L. J. Ch. 400; 7 L. T. O. S. 425; 10 Jur. 
577; 41 E. R. 842. 

3862, ———.}—-Every decree, though it merely 
directs inquiries, ought to contain a statement 
of the evidence on which it is founded ; & therefore 
a decree reciting that certain evidence had been 
read, but that both parties consented that the 
entry of it should be without prejudice to its 
admissibility, & thereupon directing certain 
inquiries, was held irregular.—M‘MAHON v. BuR- 
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CHELL (1846), 2 Ph. 127; 1 Coop. temp. Cott. 
457; 8L. T. O. S. 289; 41 E. R. 889, L. C. 

3863. .J—Every decree, although it only 
directs issues or inquiries, ought to recite the 
evidence on which it is founded, & therefore 
where evidence is tendered & objected to, the 
court ought to decide at once upon its admis- 
sibility, & not to allow it to be entered as read 
de bene esse.—PARKER vV. MORRELL (1848), 2 Ph. 
453; 17 L. J. Ch. 226; 12 L. T. 0.8.1; 12 Jur. 
253; 41 E.R. 1018, L. C. 

3864. .]—It is not proper to enter in a 
decree evidence ‘‘ read de bene esse saving just 
exceptions.” If its admissibility be disputed, the 
point should be determined by the court.—DRAKE 
v. DRAKE (1858), 25 Beav. 641; 53 E.R. 781. 

3865. Documents included in admissions. | 
—By a paper of admissions signed by the solicitors 
of the pltfs. & defts., they undertook to admit, at 
the hearing of the cause, & in all ulterior pro- 
ceedings, certain documents referred to in the 
admission paper, which concluded with the usual 
clause, saving Just exceptions. At the hearing no 
exceptions were taken to the documents, but the 
counsel on all sides agreed that all the evidence in 
the cause should be entered as read, leaving it to 
the Vice-Chancellor to reject what he thought fit. 
No allusion was made to the evidence in the 
Vice-Chancellor’s judgment, which was in favour 
of the pltfs. The admission paper was afterwards 
handed to the registrar, & was filed by his 
authority, according to the usual practice. A 
question then arose as to the manner in which the 
admissions ought to be noticed in the decree; it 
being contended on one side by the registrar, that 
the saving clause in the admission paper ought to 
be struck out by consent of the pltfs. & defts., & 
that the admissions ought to be entered on the 
decree thus: ‘ Certain admissions signed by ”’ 
(the solicitors for the pltfs. & defts.), ‘‘ Dec. 16, 
1848, & the several documents therein referred to,” 
& no more; & it being maintained on the other 
hand (by the relators & pitfs.) that after the above 
entry the decree ought to proceed to enter the 
documents referred to by the admission paper 
as read, & that the saving clause ought not to be 
struck out. The defts. declined to consent to the 
saving clause being struck out. 

The saving clause ought not to be struck out, 
& the admissions ought to be noticed in the decree 
thus: ‘‘ Certain admissions signed by the solicitors 
for the pltfs. & defts., & the several documents 
therein referred to, namely,” then the documents 
referred to shvuld be entered in the decree, no 
notice being taken of the saving clause. Costs 
of the application to be costs in the cause (WIGRAM, 
V.-C.).—A.-G. v. MurvocH (1850), 14 Jur. 588, 
596, 597. 

3866. -—— »}+—In the course of argument 
certain letters were tendered in evidence which 
were not marked by the registrar, or specially 
noticed in the judgment as it was drawn up. 

No documents are evidence unless they are put 
in at the trial. The mere fact that they are 
admitted in the admissions docs not make them 
evidence. Every document which it is intended 
to use in evidence ought to be formally put in, & 
marked by the registrar (JAMES, L.J.).—WaATSON 
v. RODWELL (1879), 11 Ch. D. 150; 48 L. J. Ch. 
209; 39 L. T. 614; 43 J. P. 542; 27 W. R. 265, C. A, 

3867. Not necessarily admissible.}—Evi- 
dence received at the hearing of the cause, & 
entered in the decree, is not necessarily admissible 
as against all parties, on inquiries before the 
master, under the decree.—HANDFORD v. HAND- 
FORD (1846), 5 Hare, 212; 67 E. R. 891. 


OF THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
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Sect. 3.—Orders in Chancery: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A., 
B. & C.; sub-sects. 3, 4 & 5, A, BB. &C.; 
sub-sect. 6, A. & B.] 


3868. Evidence not actually used at trial.] 
—Where the bill is dismissed without hearing the 
defence, deft. is entitled to have entered upon the 
decree as evidence read whatsoever he could have 
put in as evidence upon the hearing. 

Office copies of old proceedings may be referred 
to as evidence in the cause without any previous 
order obtained. 

Answer also to be entered in the decree in general 
terms as read, though parts only have been read 
by pltf. at the hearing.—MaNBy v. BEWICKE 
(1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 685; 5 W. R. 867. 

3869. ——— -—-—.}—Affidavits in opposition to 
an application to the coun, notice of an intention 
to read which has been given to the other side, 
are to be entered as read, though the court decide 
in favour of the parties intending to use them 
without hearing such parties, & although such 
affidavits were not filed specially for the purpose of 
the application.—CATHOLIC PRINTING & PUBLISH- 
ING Co. v. WYMAN (1862), 9 Jur. N.S. 486; sub nom. 
CATHOLIC PUBLISHING & BOOKSELLING Co., LTD. v. 
WYMAN, 1 New Rep. 49; 32 L. J.Ch. 53; 11 W. R. 49. 

3870. -}-S. filed a bill, praying for 
an injunction against W. The court below made 
a decree dismissing the bill with costs, prefacing 
such dismissal with words which declared that the 
affidavits filed by the pltf., even if uncontradicted 
& unshaken by crvuss-examination, would not 
establish the pltf.’s title to relief; but ordered 
such affidavits to be considered as read, so that 
the pltf. upon any appeal might not be prejudiced 
by the omission thereof; & that the deft. had 
applied tv the court for liberty to adduce evidence 
in answer, but that the court being of opinion 
that it was not necessary to consider such applica- 
tion, etc. :—Held: this decree was irregular, as 
it appeared to express an opinion upon affidavits 
which did not seem to have been read, but were 
only to be considered as read, & the court had not 
heard the evidence tendered by the deft.— 
‘‘ SINGER ’? MACHINE MANUFACTURERS v. WILSON 
(1877), 3 App. Cas. 376; 47 L. J. Ch. 481; 38 
L. T. 303; 36 W. R. 664, H. L. 

3871. —— Court of Appeal.}—This was a 
motion on the part of pltfs. for directions that the 
whole of a bundle of correspondence admitted by the 
parties & laid before the judge at the trial should 














be entered as read in the order, though only some | 


of them were actually referred to. 
Instructions have recentl 


have been actually & specially referred to at the 
trial should be entered as read in the judgment. 
I have always understood that this is the correct 


practice (NEVILLE, J.).—MAINWARING v. CLARINA | 


(LORD), [1910] W. N. 14. 

3872. House of Lords.}—Upon an 
appeal against a decree the House can only look 
to the decree itself, & to what is stated & referred 
to in the decree, & not to any extrinsic matter.— 
FERNIE v. YOUNG (1866), L. R. 1 H. L. 63; 85 
L. J. Ch. 523; 14 L. T. 687; 12 Jur. N.S. 487; 
14 W. R. 714, A. L,. 

3878. —— Costs of affidavits bearing on merits 
of cause.|—A party having an objection of form 
to a petition, ought to be prepared to answer the 
merits, if the objection is overruled; & if it is 
necessary that the petition should stand over, to 
Page a oe anidavie he pays the costs.— 

D, £2 p. BELL 817), ¢ ‘ 
263; 56 E.R. 330. een pepe? 








been given by the — 
Court of Appeal that only documents which 


PRACTICE. 


3874. ——.}-—-The court will not, on a 
motion which has been disposed of on a question 
of parties, allow the costs of affidavite bearing on 
the merits of the cause, when it is still pending, 
if such affidavits have not been actually read.— 
CAMILLE v. DonaTo (1865), 11 L. T. 584; 11 Jur. 
N.S. 26; 13 W. R. 358, C. A. 

3875. Dating of order.J—The order [to amend 
writ & statement of claim] is on its face irregular, 
inasmuch as it bears date Nov. 6, & there is entered 
in it an affidavit of Nov. 25. It must be amended 
by dating it as of the day on which it was really 
made, i.e. the day on which the affidavit of service 
was filed, & by striking out the affidavit of service 
(FRY, J.).—ASHLEY v. TAYLOR (1878), 10 Ch. D. 
768; 48 L. J. Ch. 406; 39 L. T. 573; 27 W. R. 
228, C. A. 

8876. .}The provision of sect. 41 of the 
Trade Marks Act, 1905, by which a mark shall be 
taken to be valid in all respects seven years after 
the original registration ‘‘ in all legal proceedings 
relating to a registered trade mark,”’’ is not effective 
to prevent removal from the register in a@ case 
where the proceedings were begun within the 
period, although the hearing of a motion upon 
which the order for removal was made took place 
after the seven years had expired. 

In such a case it was not necessary for the judge 
making the order to antedate his judgment, 
under the discretion conferred upon him by 
Ord. XLI., r. 3, so as to bring it within the seven 
years, the initiation of the proceedings within the 
period being enough to give him jurisdiction.— 
Re KErystroneE KnitTrTiIna MIs’ TRADE MARK, 
[1929] 1 Ch. 92; 97 L. J. Ch. 316; 140 L. T. 9; 
45 R. P. C. 421, C. A. 

-}+-See, also, It. S. C., Ord. LIT., r. 13, p. 
676, ante. 











SUB-SECT. 2.—-DUPLICATES. 
A, Issue. 
See R. S. C., Ord. LXIL., r. 2 (2), p. 834, ante. 


B. Printed or Written, Sealing, ete. 
See KR. 8. C., Ord. LXII., r. 2 (3), p. 834, ante. 


C. Loss. 
See R.S. C., Ord. LXIL., r. 2 (4), p. 834, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—INDEXES. 
See R. 8. C., Ord. LXII., r. 2 (5), p. 834, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—AMENDMENT. 
See R. 8. C., Ord. LXII., r. 2 (6), p. 834, ante. 


Sus-sEcT. 5.—BESPEAKING ORDER. 
A. Deposit of Documents. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXIIL, r. 4. At the time of bespeaking a juda- 
ment or order, the party bespeaking the same shall leave with 
the Registrar his counsel’s brief, and such other documents as 
may be required by the Registrar for the purpose of enabling 
him to draw up the same. 


Part LXXXIII.—REGISTRARS OF THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


8877. Dispute as to terms indorsed on briefs— 
Whether affidavits allowed to elucidate terms.]— 
PEARSON, J., upon a dispute arising as to what 
was the order made by the court, & upon its 
appearing that there was a difference in the terms 
indorsed upon the briefs of counsel, made the 
folowing observation: that where an order was 
made by the court after argument any question 
which subsequently arose must be determined by 
reference to the registrar’s note taken at the time ; 
but where a case was settled by arrangement 
between the parties, & the court had nothing to 
do with the terms in which the order was made, 
he could not allow affidavits to be subsequently 
filed for the purpose of showing what the parties 
who differed as to the terms of the order made 
intended such terms to be. This course had 
frequently been the cause of considerable expense, 
& his Jordship desired it tu be understood in 
future that in this court he should allow no costs 
of such affidavits, but should treat the matter as 
if no order had been made.—PRACTICE NOTE, 
[1884] W. N. 91. 

3878. Endorsement of order on brief—Plaintiffs’ 
refusal to produce brief —Court order to produce. ] 
—-An application was made to PEARSON, J., for 
an order on the pltfs. to produce their brief to the 
registrar, to enable him to draw up the order of 
court which would in effect dissolve the injunction. 
Counsel for the deft. stated that, as the pltfs. did 
not draw up the order, the deft.’s solicitors applied 
to the pltfs.’ solicitors for their brief, in accordance 
with the requirement of the registrar of the court, 
& asked that the brief might be lent in order that 
the pltfs. might be saved the trouble & expense 
of attending by their solicitors, as the deft. was 
willing to draw up the order without any expense 
to the pltfs. A communication was then made 
to the clerk of the sanitary authority, the result 
of which was that the deft.’s solicitors were told 
they might take any course they pleased, but the 
pltfs.’ brief would not be handed over or produced. 
All amicable proposals having been exhausted, it 
became necessary to make an application to the 
court, & this summons had been issued. In reply 
to the judge, counsel for the deft. read the terms 
of the arrangement indorsed on his brief, & 
counsel for the pltfs. stated that the indorsement 
of his brief agreed, adding that he had an affidavit 
by the clerk to the authority, who said he under- 
stood no order was intended to be drawn up & 
that bygones were to be bygones. PRaArson, J., 
asked how an action could be dismissed without 
an order, &, after conferring with the registrar, he 
made an order requiring the pltfs. to leave their 
brief at the registrar’s office within one week, su 
that the order might be drawn up; & if this was 
not done the order to be drawn upon production 
of the deft.’s brief alone. He also directed the 
pltfs. to pay all the costs of the application.— 
Bristor CoRPn. v. Cox (1886), 80 Sol. Jo. 356, 

~,]— See, also, No. 3891, post. 


B. Time for Bespeaking. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXII., r. 5. Every judgment or order shall be 
bespoken, and the briefs and other documents mentioned in the 
last preceding Rule shall be left with the Registrar within three 
days after the judgment or order is pronounced or finally dis- 
posed of by the Court or Judge. 


C. Failure to Bespeak within Time. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LXII., r. 6. In case any judgment or order is 
not bespoken, and the briefs and other requisite documents are 
not left with the Registrar within the time prescribed by the 
last preceding Rule, the Registrar may decline to draw up the 
judgment or order without the leave of the Court or Judge. 
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SuB-secT. 6.—~DRAFT ORDER. 
A. Appointment to Settle. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXIL, r. 7. At the time of delivering out the 
draft of any judgment or order which requires to be settled by 
the Registrar in the presence of the parties, the Registrar shall 
deliver out to the party on whose application the draft has been 
peopereds an appointment in writing of a time for settling 

ne same. 


oe failing to attend.}— See Sub-sect. 6, F., 
post, 

Adjournment of appointment. ]—See R.S.C., Ord. 
LXITI., r. 13, p. 839, post. 


B. Service of Notice. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIJ., r. 8. A notice of the appointment shall 
be served on the opposite party one clear dav at least before 
the time fixed thereby for scttling the draft judgment or order, 
and the party serving the notice, and the party so served, shall 
attend the appom ment, and produce to the Registrar their 
briefs, and such other documents as may be necessary to enable 
him to settle the draft. 


3879. Motion to vary minutes—Production of 
copy of registrar’s note.|—On the hearing of a 
motion to vary minutes of an order the solicitor 
of the moving party ought to produce a copy of 
the registrar’s note of what took place when the 
order was made.—ROBINSON v. BARTON LOCAL 
BoarRpD (1882), 21 Ch. D. 621. 

8880. —-— Appeal.]—The minutes of an order 
made in the trial of an action as settled by the 
registrar did not mention certain documents which 
the pltf. contended were admitted during the trial. 
The judge refused to alter the minutes, & the 
pitf. appealed :—Held: (1) the Court of Appeal 
would not entertain an appeal from the decision 
of a judge with reference to the minutes of his 
order ; (2) the proper course for the pltf. was to 
give notice to the respondents that at the hearing 
of the appeal he would apply to the court for 
leave to read the documents.—JAMES v. JONES 
(1892), 67 L. T. 584, C. A. 3; subsequent proceedings, 
[1894] 1 Q. B. 304. 

3881. Fraud or mistake.]}—By consent, the 
registrar, in drawing up a decree, sometimes 
permits such alterations to be made in it, as he 
believes the court would sanction, & which are 
binding on the parties. 

Strict regularity requires that every word of a 
decree should be pronounced or dictated by the 
court, & that, without a subsequent order of the 
court or at least without personal communication 
with the judge, no alteration should be made. 
This becaine at first inconvenient, & at length 
impracticable, & now the registrars, upon consent, 
allow alterations, as the admission of assets & 
striking out the direction to take accounts, which 
would have been necessary if assets had not been 
admitted. The admission is usually stated to 
have been made by the party’s counsel. 

If a party has been induced, by fraud, to consent, 
or has, by mistake, consented to a decree, the court 
has the power to relieve him, & will do so, upon 
being satisfled that fraud or mistake existed, that 
the conduct of the party himself had not deprived 
him of the title to relief, & that the relief can be 
given, with due regard to the just interests of 
others. 

It is doubtful whether the form of proceedings 
in such cases is strictly settled, or whether the 
same form is exclusively applicable to all cases. 
If the application for relief is made immediately 
& before any proceeding of any kind has been had, 
& if the evidence be clear, rehearing, which places 
everybody in the same position as when the con- 
sent was given or supposed to be given, would 
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probably be sufficient. If the application be after 
the lapse of years, after a devolution of title & 
after various proceedings have been had, the 
parties may have done or omitted to do so many 
acts materially affecting their rights, as to make it 
in the highest degree unjust to place them in the 
same position as they were in at the time when 
the consent was given or supposed to be given. 
In such a case, a rehearing could scarcely be 
thought of itself sufficient. Again, there may be 
differences in this respect between cases of fraud 
& cases of mistake. In cases of fraud the party 
aggrieved may file an original bill for relief, & it 
may well be thought that he ought always to do so. 

A decree made in 1830 contained an admission 
of assets; a petition of rehearing & a special 
petition to be relieved from the admission were 
presented, which the court conceived to be 
grounded on a fraud committed :—Held: in 1845, 
that whether fraud or mistake had been com- 
mitted, yet, considering the circumstances of the 
case, the length of time that had elapsed, the 
transactions that had taken place, the absence of 
documents, & the imperfection of the evidence, 
justice could not be done upon a mere rehearing 
of the cause as it stood in 1830.—DAVENPORT v. 
STAFFORD (1845), 8 Beav. 503; 14 lL. J. Ch. 414; 
5L. T. O. 8. 428; 9 Jur. 801; 50 E. R. 198. 

3882. No notice of appointment given.]— 
Enrolment of a decree by the pltf. vacated, on 
the ground that it being the settled practice of the 
court that notice is to be given of passing & 
entering a decree, the omission to give this notice 
had under the circumstances of the case a surprise 
on the deft.—HARGRAVE v. HLARGRAVE (1851), 3 
Mac. & G. 3848; 42 BE. R. 295. 

3883. ——— Registrar must first complete 
minutes.]—Rule of practice as to varying the 
minutes of decrees. The registrar must first com- 
plete the minutes, & any party dissatisfied may 
then give notice of motion specifying the subject 
of complaint.—PRINCE v. Tlowarp (1851), 14 
Beav. 208; 51 E. R. 266. 

3884. Time for.]—When, at the hearing, 
liberty is given to mention the case again on the 
minutes, it must be done at least within a fort- 
night, otherwise the parties must give notice of 
motion specifying the alterations—Hoop v. 
COOPER (1859), 26 Beav. 373; 53 E. R. 941. 

3885. Party dissatished with order.]|—A 
party who is dissatisfied with the minutes of 
decree as prepared by the registrar may move to 
have them varied, but the Lord Chancellor will 
not allow a cause to be set down to be spoken to 
on the minutes.—TENNANT v. TRENCHARD (1869), 
4 Ch. App. 537; 38 L. J. Ch. 661, L. C.3 subse- 
quent proceedings (1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 779, I. C. 

3886. — -}—Where any party is dis- 
satisfied with an order as settled by the registrar, 
& desires to bring the matter before the court, he 
must, whether the order be an order of the Court 
of Appeal or of a court of first instance, give 
notice of motion to vary the minutes.—GENERAL 
SHARE & Trust Co. v. WETLEY BRICK & POTTERY 
Co. (1882), 20 Ch. D. 130; 51 L. J. Ch. 464; 46 
L. T. 70; 30 W. R. 695, C. A. 

8887. Questions arguable.]}—I wish to 
state for the information of the junior members 
of the bar, that on motion to vary minutes the 
only question which I can allow to be argued is 
what was the actual order made, & I cannot, on 
such a motion, allow the case to be reargued. 
The only exceptions are when both parties con- 


























PRACTICE. 


sented to something being added to the minutes, 
or as sometimes happens when it cannot be ascer- 
tained what order had been made, when I will 
allow the case to be put in the paper & argued 


a a aa M.R.).—-MEMORANDUM, [1876] 
3888. Costs of motion.]—In an action for 





infringement of a patent, judgment was given for 
an injunction against manufacture or sale. The 
registrar refused to insert in the minutes an order 
against importation or exportation. On motion 
to vary the minutes in this & other particulars :-— 
Held: the above refusal was right, but in some 
other particulars the minutes must be varied ; 
the pltf. to pay the costs of the motion, having 
failed on the substantial point at issue.—BRITISH 
DYNAMITE Co. v. KREBS (1877), 25 W. R. 846. 


C. Mode of Service. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXII.,r.9. Service of the notice of appointment 
shall be effected by leaving it at the place for service of the 
party to be served, or by transmitting it by post to such party 
at such place for service, 


D. Evidence of Service. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXII., r.10. At the time fixed for settling the 
draft the Registrar shall satisfy himself in such manner as he 
may think fit that service of the notice of appointment has 
been duly effected. 


E. Appointinent for Passing. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIIL., r.11. When the draft judgment or order 
has been settled by the Registrar, he shall name a time in the 
presence of the several parties, or else deliver out an appointment 
in writing of a time for passing the judgment or order, and in 
the latter case notice of the appointment shall be served on the 
opposite party in like manner as directed by Rules 8 and 9 of 
this Order, with reference to an appointment to settle the dratt 
judgment or order. 


3889. Notice served one day for next.]—A notice 
to draw up an order served one day for the next, 
is regular.—Fe CHRISTMAS (1851), 19 Beav. 519 ; 
52 E. R. 452. 

3890. Fixing time.]—Where it is intended that 
a time for the passing of an order should be fixed 
verbally under Consolidated Ord. I., r. 27 [see, 
now, R. 8S. C., 1883, Ord. LXIT., r. 11], the time 
should be named by the registrar personally (not 
by his clerk) in the presence of the parties. An 
application to the registrar’s clerk to fix a time 
for the passing of an order should be made only 
when it is desired to have an appointment in 
writing to be served on the opposite party in the 
way prescribed by the latter part of Ord. I., r. 27. 

In a case where the evidence did not show that 
the provisions of Ord. I., r. 27 [see, now, R. 8. C., 
1883, Ord. LXII., r. 11], had been complied with, 
leave was given to move to vary the minutes of 
an order which had been actually passed & 
entered.—Re LONDON & COUNTY GENERAL 
AGENcY Assocn., LTD., Ev p. PULBROOK (1869), 
211. T. 283; 17 W. It. 1075, C. A. 


F.. Parties Failing to Attend. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXII, r. 12. If any party fails to attend the 
Registrar’s appointment for settling the draft of or passing any 
judgment or order, or fails to produce his briefs and such other 
documents as the Registrar may require to enable him to settle 
such draft, or pass such judgment or order, the Registrar may 
proceed to settle the draft, or pass the judgment or order in his 
absence, and the Registrar shall be at liberty to dispense with 
the production of counsel's briefs, and to act upon such evidence 
as he may think fit of the actual appearance by counsel of the 
party failing to attend, or to produce such documents or papers 
as aforesaid, or may require the matter to be mentioned to the 
Court or Judge. 


8891. Solicitor refusing to produce documents, 
etc.]—Where on drawing up an order on a motion 
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made & consented to, the solicitor of a deft. 
refuses to produce his counsel’s brief, the court 
will order the registrar, on non-production of such 
brief, within a time specified, to draw up the 
order without such production. The costs of a 
motion asking such a production must be paid to 
the moving party.—YEATMAN v. REED (1865), 
35 L. J. Ch. 176; 13 L. T. 580; 14 W. R. 123. 
~.]—See also No. 3878, ante. 

8892. Lien for costs. |—A solicitor for a pltf. 
in a cause obtained an order, which he passed ; 
he was then discharged by the pltf., & a new 
solicitor was appointed in his stead. The dis- 
charged solicitor refused to produce the order to 
be entered, on the ground that he had a lien for 
his costs in the same suit, & other costs. Upon 
motion by pltf. for production, that the order 
might be entered :—Held: lien cannot be allowed 
to intercept the completion of an order of the court 
which has been passed, & the discharged solicitor 
was directed to produce the order for entry, upon 
payment of 208. costs.—CIIFFORD v. TURRILT. 
(1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 1; 12 Jur. 428; 64 FE. R. 1. 

3893. —-—— -]—The pltf. in a suit became 
bankrupt, & the suit was revived by his assignee, 
who employed a different solicitor. A decree was 
afterwards made :—Held: the solicitor of the 
original pltf. must produce the documents in his 
possession which were necessary for drawing up 
the decree, notwithstanding his lien on them for 
costs, even though the documents were not 
strictly in evidence in the cause.—SItMMONDS v. 
GREAT EASTERN Ry. Co. (1868), 3 Ch. App. 797 ; 
_ ie J. Ch. 87; 19 L. T. 235; 16 W. R. 1100, 

3894. --A solicitor having a lien on 
documents in his possession belonging to his client, 
party to an action, may not embarrass proceedings 
taken in the action by a third party by refusing 
to produce the documents if wanted by that third 
party for the purpose of his proceedings, even 
though the documents may have come into the 
solicitor’s possession before the commencement. of 
the action. 

At the time of the death of a testator his 
solicitor, (., had in his possession certain 
documents belonging to the deceased & on which 
he, (., had the ordinary solicitor’s lien. Subse- 
quently the executors of the deceased employed 
C. to institute an action for the administration of 
the estate, & the usual administration judgment 
was pronounced. The action after judgment not 
being prosecuted with due diligence, conduct of 
the proceedings was, by order, given to a creditor, 
the estate being insolvent. The executors, 
however, remained parties & C. continued to act 
for them :—Held: notwithstanding his lien, (. 
was bound to produce to the creditor the docu- 
ments in his, C.’s, possession, to enable the creditor 
to take steps for getting in a mortgage debt due 
to the estate.—Re HawkEs, ACKERMAN v. LOCK- 
HART, [1898] 2 Ch. 1; 67 L. J. Ch. 284; 78 L. T. 
336; 46 W. R. 445; 42 Sol. Jo. 381, C. A. 

















G. Adjournment of Appointment. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXII., r. 13. The Registrar may adjourn any 
appointment for settling the dratt of or passing any judgment 
or order to such time as he may think fit, and the parties who 
attended the appointment shall be bound to attend such 
adjournment without further notice. 


H. Settlement and Passing Without Appointment. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXIL, vr, 14. Notwithstanding the preceding 
Rules of this Order, the Registrar shall be at liberty, in any case 
in which he may think it expedient so to do, to acttle and pass 
the judgment or order without making any appointment for 
either purpose and without notice to any party. 
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SUB-SECT. 7.—DELAY IN DRAWING UP ORDERS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXII., r. 144. Every judgment or order shall 
unless otherwise ordered be drawn up and entered within four- 
teen days from the date thereof, and if any Judgment or order 
shall not have been drawn up and entered within the time 
aforesaid the Registrar responsible for the drawing up of such 
order shall report to the Judge in writing as to the reason why 
the provisions of this Rule have not been complied with and 
whether in his opinion any and which of the parties or their 
solicitors are responsible for the delay, and thereupon the Judge 
may direct such parties or solicitors to attend before him and 
may unless a satisfactory explanation be forthcoming make 
such order as to the payment of all or any part of the costs of 
drawing up and entering the judgment or order as he shall think 
fi He may also direct that as against any party responsible 
for such delay the time for appealing from such judgment or 
order shall run as from the date when the same ought to have 
been drawn up and entered in accordance with this Rule, 


3895. Duty of registrar.]—Under Ord. LXII., 
r. 14A, it is the duty of the registrar, if the order 
has not been drawn up at the end of the period 
of fourteen days from the date of the judgment, 
to report to the judge so soon as the fourteen days 
have elapsed since the order was made that the 
order has not. yet been drawn up & entered.—Re 
EMPIRE GUARANTEE & INSURANCE Co., Lrp. 
(1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 444. 


SuB-sEcT. 8.—ORDERS IN WITNESS ACTION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIL, r. 148. In all actions or matters tried 
in the Chancery Division with witnesses the Judgment or order 
shall unless the Judge for some special reason otherwise direct 
be drawn up without entering the evidence, 


SuB-SECT. 9.—SETTLING SCHEDULE OF EVIDENCE 
ON NOTICE OF APPEAL FROM ORDERS IN 
WITNESS ACTION. 

R.S. C., Ord. LXII, vr. 14¢e. If any judgment or order as last 
aforesaid be appealed, it shall be the duty of the appellant 
within four days after service of the notice of appeal to take an 
appointment before the Registrar tor the purpose of settling a 
schedule of the evidence used at the hearing. In settling such 
schedule the same procedure shall be followed as hereinbefore 
provided with regard to the drawing up of orders. If there 
shall be any dispute between the parties as to what evidence 
shall be entered as read, the matter shall be adjourned to the 
Judge before whom the action or matter was tried and he shall 
decide the question in dispute and may give such directions as 
to the costs of the adjournment as he may think fit. Subject 
to such direction (if any) the costs of settling the said schedule 
shall be costs in the appeal. The schedule of evidence shall be 
signed by the Registrar but shal] not be entered nor shall the 
judgment or order be amended so_as to Incorporate the same 
unless the Court of Appeal shall so direct. 


3896. What schedule to contain.]—Where after 
the trial of an action in the Chancery Division with 
witnesses the judgment is appealed against, the 
schedule of evidence required by Ord. LXILI., 
r. 14c¢, is a complete schedule of the evidence used 
at the trial & not merely a schedule of the evidence 
relative to the particular point under appeal. 
The schedule should contain a list of the documents 
used together with the names of the witnesses 
examined, the object of the rule being to put in a 
separate document: where there is an appeal the 
evidence which under the former practice was 
entered in the body of the order appealed from.— 
BRINSMEAD (JOHN) & Sons, Lp. v. BRINSMEAD, 
[1913] 1 Ch. 492; 82 L. J. Ch. 305; 108 L. T. 
BOL; 57 Sol. Jo. 478. 


SuB-sEcT. 10.—NOTICE OF DOCUMENTS INTENDED 
TO BE READ ON APPEAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXII., r. 14D. If at the trial of such action or 
matter the parties shall have agreed that any bundle of copy 
correspondence, or of other documents shall be taken as put in 
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subject to all just exceptions as to whether any of the documents 
in such bundle are evidence or otherwise such bundle shall be 
marked by tho Registrar for identification and entered as put 
in saving all just exceptions, without referring to the particular 
documents actually read. The appellant shall within ten days 
after the said schedule has been signed by the Registrar give 
notice to the respondent which of the said documents he intends 
to read on the appeal and he shall not be bound to supply copies 
for the use of the Court of Appeal of any documents not included 
in such notice unless as to any further document or documents 
some respondent shall by notice in writing specifying such 
document or documents and delivered at least ten days before 
the hearing of the appeal require him so to do The Court of 
Appeal may on the hearing of the appeal make such special 
order as they think fit in reference to any costs occasioned by 
any notice under this rule or thrown away by supplying copies 
of documenta which are not admissible in evidence or are un- 
necessary for the purposes of the appeal but subject to such 
special order, if anv, the existing power of the Taxing Master 
shall not be affected by this rule. 


3897. Note of agreement—Endorsement on docu- 
ments.j]—In this case judgment was pronounced 
on Dec. 12, 1912, dismissing the action with costs. 
The pltfs. gave notice of appeal, & took an appoint- 
ment before the registrar, in accordance with 
Ord. LXAITI., r. 14c, for the purpose of scttling a 
schedule of the evidence used at the hearing. 

A question arose as to the entry in the schedule 
of a bundle of copy correspondence agreed at the 
rae & the applicability of a new rule of July, 

O)1. 

In drawing up the schedule the registrar declined 
to enter the whole bundle of copy correspondence 
which the pltfs. alleged had been put in at the 
trial. He did not consider that r. 14D had altered 
the practice that only those letters which had 
been read in the court below should be put before 
the Court of Appeal. Some of the letters in the 
bundle in question had not been read at the trial. 
On behalf of the defts. it was said that the copy 
correspondence had been handed up for the 
convenience of the court, & not put in as an agreed 
bundle, & that r.14p did not apply at all. The 
pitfs. brought the matter before the court. 

It is clear that the rule in question [r. 14D] 
could only come into operation in a case where 
the parties had agreed that a particular bundle 
of letters or documents should be taken as put in. 

In future, for the guidance of registrars in like 
cases, if would be desirable that whenever there 
was such an agreement, a note of it should be 
endorsed on the bundle of correspondence or 
documents handed to the court & signed by the 
solicitors of the respective parties, & then in cases 
where there was no such endorsement the registrar 
would be entitled to conclude that only the letters 
& documents specifically referred to at the hearing 
were to be included in the schedule (Ev, J.).— 
PERRY & Co., Lrp. v. HEssin (T.) & Co., [1912] 
W.N. 76; 56 Sol. Jo. 345. 





Sct. 4.—CERTIFICATE OF SPECIAL ALLOWANCE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXIL, vr. 15. The Registrar shall, at the time of 
any attendance before him for the purpose of settling the terms 
of and passing any judgment or order or settling any schedule 
of evidence, if requested to do so by any party, on the ground 
that it is of a special nature or of unusual length or difficulty, 
certify, for the information of the taxing officer, whether in his 
opinion any special allowance ought to be made in taxation of 
costs in respect thereof. 


As to attendance upon registrar.]—See R. S. C., 
Ord. LXV., r. 27 (11), Part LXXXVI., Sect. 28, 
sub-sect. 15, I., post. 


PRACTICE. 


Srcr. 5.—ORDERS FOR THE PAYMENT, ETC., INTO 
OR OUT OF COURT. 

R. S. C., Ord. LXIL, r. 16. All orders for the payment or 
transfer of money or securities into Court to the account or 
credit of the Paymaster-General, and for payment or transfer 
of money or securities out of Court by the Paymaster-General 
shall be drawn up in conformity with such rules relating thereto 
as shall be from time to time made under the Court of Chancery 
Funds Act, 1872, or any Act amending the same. 

Funds in court.J|—See Supreme Court Funds 
Rules, 1927, rr. 4-27, Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice; Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolida- 

Payment out of funds in court.]—See R. S. C., 
Ord. LV., r. 2, p. 716, ante, Part LXXI., Sect. 2, 


ante. 


SEctT. 6.—CAUSE LISTS. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXII., r. 17. The Registrars of the Chancery 
Division shall keep distinct lists of the causes and matters sct 
down to be heard before each Judge of that division, 


SEcT. 7.—ANSWERING PETITIONS AND DRAWING 
UP ORDERS THEREON. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIL, r. 18. All petitions which require to be 
answered, shall be answered in the name of the Senior Registrar 
for the time being, and any orders on petitions which, according 
to the practice formerly prey ane in the Chancery Division, 
were drawn up, passed, and entered in the office of the secretaries 
of the Master of the Rolls, shall be drawn up, passed, and 
entered by or under the direction of the Registrars of the 
Chancery Division. 


3898. Drawing up order—Omission of material 
facts.J—A client of a solicitor who had acted in 
certain proceedings on behalf of this client and 
one hundred & twenty-four others obtained a 
common order to tax upon a petition of course, 
which omitted to state material facts, including 
the fact that the solicitor’s bill of costs in respect 
of the proceedings had been paid by a third party : 
«Held. : the order must be discharged.—He S. 
(1910), 55 Sol. Jo. 127. 

3899. Mistake at Record Office.|—In July, 
1896, the deft. was adjudicated a bankrupt, & in 
Oct. 1896 the pltf. obtained an order to carry on 
the proceedings against her & her trustee in bank- 
ruptcy. The order, on further consideration, was 
made in March, 1897, & consequent thereon the 
costs were fixed & paid, the creditors were paid in 
full, & a small balance to which the deft. was 
entitled was paid to her trustee in bankruptcy. 
On April 23, 1914, the deft. obtained an order of 
course that she should be at liberty to defend the 
action in formd pauperis, although there was really 
no action pending, & her husband’s estate had 
been realised. In Nov. 1914 she obtained her 
discharge in bankruptcy. By means of the order 
of April 23, 1914, the deft. obtained gratuitously 
from the Central Office & the Public Record Office 
copies of a number of documents in the action, & 
recently made an informal application to the 
master. The official solicitor now applied that an 
order might be made (1) discharging the order of 
April 23, 1914, & (2) directing that the deft. was 
not to be allowed without the leave of the judge 
in chambers to make any further application in 
the action. 

Deft. has apparently obtained the order of 
April 23, 1914, through some blunder at the 
Record Office, & has put the Government to some 
expense by obtaining copies of numerous docu- 
ments in the action. She cannot revive an action 
which has long since been wound up, & her further 

roceedings in that respect must be J eke an end to. 

he order asked for must be made (NEVILLE, J.).— 
Re SEDDON, BROAD v. SEDDON, [1918] W. N. 101 ; 
62 Sol. Jo. 504. 





Part LXXXIV.—SITTINGS AND VACATIONS. 
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Part LXXXIV.—Sittings and Vacations. 


SEcr. 1.—PERIODS OF SITTINGS. 


R.S.C., Ord. LX, r.41. The sittings of the Court of Appeal 
and the sittings in London and Middlesex of the High Court of 
Justice shall be four in every year, viz., the Michaelmas sittings, 
the Hilary sittings, the Easter sittings, and the Trinity sittings. 
The Michaelmas sittings shall commence on the 12th of October 
and terminate on the 21st of December; the Hilary sittings 
shall commence on the lith of January and terminate on the 
Wednerday before Easter; the Easter sittings shall commence 
on the Tuesday after Easter week and terminate on the Friday 
before Whit Sunday; and the Trinity sittings shall commence 
on the Tuesday after Whitsun week and terminate on the 
3lst of July. 


Notice of motion for day not in sittings.]|—See 
R. 8. C., Ord. LII., r. 5, p. 675, ante. 


Sect. 2..—_KING’S BIRTHDAY. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXE, r. 2. 1t shall not be necessary for the 
Court of Appeal or the High Court of Justice to sit on the day 
appointed to be kept as the King’s Birthday. 


Sect. 3.—SITTINGS OF OFFICES. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIIL,r. 3. The sittings of the several offices of 
the Supreme Court shill extend over the whole of the four 
periods between the vacations. 


SECT. 4.—VACATIONS IN COURTS AND OFFICES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—PERIODS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIIL, r. 4. (1) The vacations to be observed 
in the several Courts and offices of the Supreme Court shall be 
four in every year, viz., the Long Vacation, the Christmas 
vacation, the Easter vacation, and the Whitsun vacation. The 
Long Vacation shall commence on the Ist of August and 
terminate on the 11th of October: the Christmas vacation shall 
commence on the 24th of December and terminate on the 6th of 
January: the Easter vacation shall commence on Good Friday 
and terminate on Kaster Tuesday: and the Whitsun vacation 
khall commence on the Saturday before Whit Sunday and shall 
terminate on the Tuesday after Whit Sunday. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—DELIVERY, ETC., OF PLEADINGS IN 
LONG VACATION. 


See Part LXXXV., Sect. 4, post. 


SuB-sEcT, 3.—TRIAL OR HRARING DURING LONG 
VACATION. 


A. Application. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXIIL, r. 4 (2) Any party to any cause or 
matter in the King’s Bench Division may at any time after the 
26th July in any year, and before the close of the Long Vacation 
in that year, apply by summons to one of the Vacation Judges 
for the said Long Vacation, or in the absence of both such 
Judges from London, to the Judge in Chambers, for the trial or 
hearing of any such cause or matter during the said Long 
Vacation, and such Judge may make an order for the trial or 
hearing of such cause or matter during the said Long Vacation 
accord nely. and fix the date of trial. Provided that no such 
order shall be made (a) unless the Judge is satisfied that there 
is urgent need for the trial or hearing of the cause or matter 
during the said Long Vacation ; or (0) if the trial ls to be before 
a Judge and jury. 
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B. Urgency for Trial. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIIL, r. 4. (3) The Court or a Judge dealing 
with an application under Order 14, r. 8, may, if satisfied that 
there {s urgent need for the trial of the action during the Long 
Vacation, order that the trial shall take place in the Long 
Vacation, and thereupon the action shall be set down for trial 
in a special list of actions to be tried during the Long Vacation. 
Provided that no such order shall be made if the trial is to be 
before a Judge and jury. 


R.S. C., Ord. XIV., r. 8.] 





See p. 297, ante. 


C. Special and Supplementary Lists. 


R.S, C., Ord. LXIII., r. 4. (4) The trial of causes and matters 
in the King’s Bench Division entered before 1st August, 1921, 
in the Middlesex List for trial without a Jury shall be proceeded 
with during the last week of the Long Vacation, 1921, viz. :— 
October Sth till October 11th, both inclusive. 

A special st and if necessary supplemental lists of {he causes 
a Anecvers warned for trial during that week shall be pub- 
ished. 

Notwithstanding anything in these Rules contained all 
Summonses may be issued and applications made and pleadings 
may be amended, delivered or filed during the Long Vacation 
on and after September 12th in causes or matters included iu 
the said special Hst or supplemental lists. 


SuUB-SECT. 4.—INCLUSION OF DAYS OF COMMENCE- 
MENT AND TERMINATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIII, r. 5. The days of the commencement 
and termination of each sitting and vacation shall be included 
in such sitting and vacation respectively. 


Secr. 5.—OFFICES—WHEN OPEN. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIIL, r. 6. The several offices of the Supreme 
Court shall be open on every day of the vear, except Sundays, 
Good Friday, Easter Eve, Monday and Tuesday in Easter wech, 
Whit Monday, the first Monday in August, Christmas Day, and 
the next following working dav, and all days appointed by 
proclamation to be observed as days of general fast, humiliation, 
or thanksgiving, and the day appointed to be kept as the King’s 
birthday, and such days as the Lord Chancellor, with the con- 
currence of the Lord Chief Justice, the Master of the Rolls, and 
the President of the Probate, Divorce, and Admuralty Division 
shall direct. 


SrecT, 6.—CLOSING HOURS OF OFFICES ON 
SATURDAY. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXII., r. 8 The offices of the Supreme Court 
(including the Judges’ chambers) shall, save as herein-after 
mentioned, close on Saturdays at one o’clock. 


Sect. 7.—-OFFICE HOURS. 


R. S. o., Ord. LXIII., r. 9. lage hae in any Division of the 
High Court to any order by the President thercof, the office 
hours in the several offices of the Supreme Court other than the 
Summons and Order, Crown Office, and Associates departments 
of the central office, shall be from ten in the forenoon to four in 
the afternoon, except on Saturdays, when tho offices shall close 
at one in the afternoon, and in Vacations on days other than 
Saturday, when the offices shall close at two. 

Provided that in the Summons and Order Department and in 
the Crown Office and Associates’ Departments the hours during 
last week of the Long Vacation, 1921, viz. :—October 5th till 
October 11th, both inclusive (except on Saturday, October 8th), 
shall be from 10.80 in the forenoon till 4.30 o’clock in the 
afternoon. 

In the Summons and Order department the hours shall be 
from half-past ten in the forenoon to half-past four in the after- 
noon, except on Saturdays, when they shall be from half-past 
ten in the forenoon to half-past one in the afternoon, and In 
Vacations, when they shall’ be from half-past ten to half-past 


two, 
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Sect. 7.—Office hours. 
2,3,4 & 5. Sect. 10. 
1.2,3 &4: Sub-sects. 1 & 2. 
Sub-sect. 1.) 


In the Crown Office and Associates departments the hours 
shall be from eleven in the forenoon to five in the afternoon, 
except on Saturdays and in the Vacations, when the hours shall 
be from cleven in the forenoon to two in the afternoon, 


Sects. 8 & 9: Sub-sects. 1, 
Part LXNNXV. Sects. 
Sects. 5 & 6; 


SEcT. 8.—DISTRICT REGISTRAR’S OFFICE— 
WHEN OPEN. 

R.S. C., Ord. LXV, r. 10. The office of cach district registrar 
of the High Court shall be open on such days and during such 
hours as the Lord Chancellor may from time to time direct, 
and in the absence of any rcuch direction, shall be open on the 
days and during the hours when the offices of the County Court 
of the place in which the district registry is situate are required 
to be open, 


SEcT. U.—VACATION JUDGES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—- APPOINTMENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIIL, r. 11. Two of the Judges of the High 
Court shall be selected at the commencement of cach Long 
Vacation for the hearing in London or Middlesex, during 
vacation, of all such applications as may require to be im- 
mediately or promptly heard. Such two Judges shall act as 
Vacation Judges for one year from their appointment. In the 
absence of arrangement between the Judges, the two Vacation 
Judges shall be the two Judges Jast appointed (whether as 
Judges of the said High Court or of any Court whose jurisdiction 
was by the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, transferred 
to the said High Court) who have not already served as Vacation 
Judges of any such Court, and if there shall not be two Judges 
for the time being of the said High Court who shall not have 
so served, then the two Vacation Judges shall be the Judge 
(if any) who has not so served and the senior Judge or Judges 
who has or have so served once only aceording to seniority of 
appointment, whether in the said High Court or such other 
Court as aforesaid. ‘The Lord Chancellor shall not be liable to 
serve as a Vacation Judge. 


SUB-SECT. 2.-- -POWERs. 


R. S. C., Ord. LX, r. 12. The Vacation Judges may sit 
cither separately or together as a Divisional Court as oceasion 
Bhall require, and may hear and dispose of all causes, matters, 
and other business, to whichever Division the same may be 
assigned. No order made by a Vacation Judge shall be reversed 
or varied except by a Divisional Court or the Court of Appeal, 
or the Judge who made the order. Any other Judge of the 
High Court may sit in vacation for any Vacation Judge. 


3900. Vacation judge as Divisional Court—Rule 
nisi for mandamus.]—F'x parle application, for a 
rule mist for a mandamus, calling upon the 
stipendiary magistrate of Liverpool to state a case, 
& also for the issue of a writ of habeas corpus. 

If you can satisfy me that I have the jurisdiction 
to do so, £ should certainly grant a rule aisi. 
A vacation judge is not a Divisional Court 
(HAMILTON, J.). 

On counsel referring to R.S. C., Ord. LXIL., 
r. 12, the judge relying upon the rule granted the 
rule nisi.—Ex p. WISE (1909), 127 L. T. Jo. 39. 

3901. Reversing or varying order made by 
vacation judge.]—A court of first instance cannot 
discharge an order made by a vacation judge, but 
it will in certain circumstances direct that no 
proceedings be taken in respect of that order except 
with the sanction of the court of first instance or 
of the Court of Appeal. 

Until an order is drawn up, passed, & entered, 
the judge who has made it is dominus of it, & 
can alter it, discharge it, or make any other order 
that he pleases (FARWELL, L.J.).—HIPKIss v. 
FELLows (1909), 101 L. T. 701, 702, C. A. 

3902. Ex parte order.}—Ord. LXIII., r. 12, 
which provides that no order made by a vacation 
judge shall be reversed or varied except by a 

Divisional Court or the Court of Appeal or the 











PRACTICE. 


judge who made the order, does not apply to an 
ex parie order, & after the close of the vacation 
an application to discharge it must be made to the 
judge to whose court the cause is attached, & not 
to the Court of Appeal in the first instance. 

An order was made for substituted service in 
Ingland, of a writ & notice of motion for 
injunction, on a person resident abroad. He did 
not enter an appearance, but appeared by counsel 
on the motion for the injunction, filed affidavits 
& argued the case on the merits :—Held: the 
proper course for the deft. to have taken was to 
have applied at once to the judge to whose court 
the cause was attached to discharge the order for 
service, & that not having done so, but filed 
attidavits, appeared by counsel, & argued the case 
on the merits, he could not now complain of the 
order for service. 

Ord. LAIILI., r. 12, only applies to reversing or 
varying an order made by a vacation judge ; 
discharging an order is not the same thing as 
reversing or varying an order, it does not go on 
the ground that there has been an ecrroneous 
decision, but on the ground that the opposing 
party has not had an opportunity of being heard. 
1 am, therefore, of opinion, that an application 
to this court, not being an appeal from the court 
to which the application ought to have becn made, 
is irregular (COTTON, L.J.).—-BOYLE v. SACKER 
(1888), 39 Ch. D. 249, 251; 58 L. J. Ch. 141, C. A. 

3903. Appeal— Judge sitting as Divisional Court. | 
—Semble: the appeal from an order of a vacation 
judge sitting as a Divisional Court is not to a 
Divisional Court.— Re REGISTRATION OF A PICTURE, 
“Mis YouNdGd DUCHESS,’ UNDER THE Arr Cory- 
RiGnT Acr, 1862 (1891), 8 'T. Lb. RR. 41. 


SuB-sECT. U.-— IsSUE OF SUMMONSES FOR PURPOSE 
OF PROCEEDINGS AFTER VACATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXUJ., r. 13. Any Judge of fhe Chancery 
Division whose chambers may be open for business during any 
vacation, or ans Vacation Judge acting on bis behaly, may issue 
sidmmonses for the purpose of any proceeding betore any other 
Judge of that Division at chambers after the vacation, 


4.-- PROSECUTION OF JUDGMENTS OR 
ORDERS BETWEEN SITTINGS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIIL, vr. 14. In the interval between the 
close of any sittings and the commencement of the next sittings, 
the judgments or orders of any Judge may be prosecuted at the 
chambers of any other Judge ., nis permission ; and in case 
the prosecution thereof shall not be completed during such 
interval, the prosecution may be continued at the chambers of 
the same Judge if und so far as he shall think fit. 


SUB-y»ECT. 


ene ee et te ee ee 


SUB-SECT. 5.—INTERVALS BETWEEN SITTINGS NOT 
INCLUDED 1N VACATION. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXIIIL, r. 15. Any interval between the sittings 
of the High Court or any Division thereof, not included in a 
vacation, shall, s0 far as the disposal of business by the Vacation 
Judges is concerned, be deemcad to be a portion of the vacation, 


SEcT. 10.—SITTINGS OF OFFICIAL REFEREES. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXIII., r. 16. The Official Referees shall sit at 
least from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. on every day during the Michaelmas, 
Hilary, Easter, and Trinity sittings of the High Court of Justice, 
except on Saturdays, during such sittings, when they shall sit, 
at least, from 10 a.m, to 1 p.m.; but nothing in this Rule shall 
prevent their sitting on any other days. 


Trial before Official Referee.] — Sce 
XXX VITI., Sect. 9, sub-sect. 3, ante. 


Part 
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Part LXXXV.——Time- 


Sect. 1.—MONTH. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXIV., r.1. Where by these Rules, or by any 
judgment or order given or made after the 3ist October, 1875, 
time for doing any act or taking any proceeding is limited by 
months, and where the word “ month ’’ occurs in any document 
which is part of any Icgal procedure under these Rules, such 
time shall be computed by calendar months, unless otherwise 
expressed, 


See, generally, TimE, Vol. XLII., pp. 9380-934, 
946, Nos. 13-67, 188; BarMENT, Vol. III., p. 92, 
No. 240. 

Application of order to Revenue proceedings. |— 
See R. S. C., Ord. LXVIIL., rv. 2, Part LXXXIX., 
Sect. 2, post. 


SuCT. 2..-EXCLUSION OF SUNDAY, CHRISTMAS 
DAY, AND GOOD FRIDAY. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 2. Where any limited time less than 
six days from or after any date or event is appointed or allowed 
for doing any act or taking any proceedings, Sunday, Christmas 
Day, and Good Friday shall not be rechoned in the computation 
of such limited time. 


See Time, Vol. XLII, pp. 959, 960, Nos. 325- 
330, 336. 


SECT. J.—TIME EXPIRING ON SUNDAY OR ON 
DAY ON WHICH OFFICES CLOSED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 3. Where the time for doing any act 
or taking any proceeding expires on a Sunday, or other day on 
which the offices are closed, and by reason thereof such act or 
proceeding cannot be done or taken on that day, such act or 
procecding shal, so far as regards the time of doing or taking 
the same, be held to be duly done or taken if done or taken on 
the day on which the offices shall next be open. 


See TIME, Vol. XLITI., pp. 960, 961, Nos. 332 et 
sey. 


SECT. 4.—DELIVERY, ETC., OF PLEADINGS. 
SUB-SECT, 1.—WHEN ALLOWED IN LONG 
VACATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 4 In causes intended to be tried 
during the Autumn Assizes at any place tor which the Com- 
mission Day is fixed by Order in Council for a day prior to the 
Ist of December, and in Admiralty actions, and in causes or 
matters including any Special List such as is referred to in Order 
LXIII.. Rule 4 (3), or in the Special List or any of the Supple- 
mental Lists referred to in Order LXTII., Rule 4 (4), summonses 
may be issued and pleadings may be amended, delivered, or 
filed in the Long Vacation on and after the Ist day of October 
in any year, but pleadings shall not be amended, delivered, or 
filed during any other part of such vacation, unless by direction 
of the Court or a Judge. Notwithstanding this Rule a state- 
ment of claim specially indorsed on a Writ of Summons may, 
without any leave, be amended once during the Long Vacation, 
pursuant to Rule 2 of Order XXVIII. 


See TIME, Vol. XLII., p. 960, No. 331. 
Sittings & vacations—-R. S. C., Ord. LXIII.]— 
See Part LX XXIV., ante. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—LONG VACATION NOT RECKONED IN 
COMPUTATION OF ‘TIMES APPOINTED OR 
ALLOWED BY RULES. 

R. 8. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 5. Save as in the last preceding Rule 
mentioned, the time of the Long Vacation in any year shall not 
be reckoned in the computation of the times appointed or 


allowed by these Rules for amending, delivering, or filing any 
pleading unless otherwise directed by the Court or a Judge. 


Sittings & vacations—R. S. C., Ord. LXIII.J— 
See Part LXXXIV., ante. 


SecT. 5.—WHERE SECURITY FOR COSTS 
ORDERED. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 6. The day on which an order for 
security for costs {s served, and the time thenceforward until 
and including the day on which such security is given, shall not 
be reckoned in the computation of time allowed to plead, answer 
pee PUR abOE ICS, or take any other proceeding in the cause or 
matter. 


As to security for costs, see R. S. C., Ord. LXV., 
r. 6, Part LXXXVI., Sect. 20, post. 

As to security for costs on appeals, see R. S. C., 
Ord. LVIII., r. 15, p. 802, ante. 


SrEcT. 6.—ENLARGEMENT OR ABRIDGMENT. 
SUB-SECT. ].—POWER OF CoURT OR JUDGE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 7. The Court or a Judge shall have 
power to enlarge or abridge the time appointed by these Rules, 
or fixed by any order enlarging time, for doing any act or taking 
any proceeding, upon such terms (if auy) as the justice of the 
case may require, and any such enlargement may be ordered 
nithough the application tor the same is not made until after 
the expiration of the time appointed or allowed. Provided that 
when the time for delivering any pleading or document or filing 
any affidavit answer or document, or doing any act is or has 
been fixed or limited by any of these Rules or by any direction 
on or under the summons for directions or by any order of the 
Court or a Judge the costs of any application to extend such 
time and of any order made thereon shall be borne by the party 
making such application wnleas the Court or a Judge shall other- 
wise order. 


Appeals.|—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXIX., r. 4, 
p. 591, ante; Ord. LIITIA., rv. 4, p. 686, ante ; 
Ord. LIV., vr. 24, p. 708, ante; Ord. LVIIL., r. 15, 
p. 802, ante; Ord. LIX., r. 16, p. 823, ante. 

Application for trial by jury.]—See Rh. S. C, 
Ord. XX XVI., r. 6, p. 539, ante. 

Awards. ]—-See Sect. 10, post. 

Consent orders.|—Sce Part XLV., ante. 

Evidence—Filing.|— See EvipENCr, Vol. XXII, 
pp. 563, Nos. 6121 et seq. 

3904. Irreparable mischief resulting from ex- 
tension of time.J—When sitting at chambers Il 
have often heard it argued that when irreparable 
mischief would be done by acceding to a tardy 
application, it being a departure from the ordinary 
practice, the person who has failed to act within 
the proper time ought to be the sufferer, but 
that in other cases the objection of lateness ought 
not to be listened to, & any injury caused by the 
delay may be compensated for by the payment of 
costs. This I think a correct view (BRAMWELL, 
L.J.).—-ATWOOD v. CHICHESTER (1878), 3 Q. B. D. 
722, 723; 47 L. J. Q. B. 300; 38 L. T. 48; 42 
J.P. 341; 26 W. R. 320, C. A. 

3905. Licensing case—Non-renewal of old licence 
—Delivery of statement of grounds of appeal.]— 
Where the Commissioners of Inland Revenue have 
determined under sect. 20 of the Licensing (Consoli- 
dation) Act, 1910, the amount of compensation to 
be paid in respect of the non-renewal of an old on- 
licence, the delivery to the commissioners by a 
person aggrieved by the decision, & who desires to 
appeal therefrom to the High Court, of a written 
statement of the grounds of his appeal, as required 
by r. 1 of the Rules of Supreme Court (Finance Act), 
1895, is a matter of procedure or practice within 
the meaning of Ord. LXVIII., r. 1, of the Rules of 
the Supreme Court. When, therefore, the state- 
ment is not delivered within the prescribed period 
of one month the court has power under Ord. 
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Sect. 6.—Enlargement or abridgment: Sub-sect. 1.] 


LXIV., r. 7, to enlarge the time for its delivery.— 
Fe PLYMOUTH BREWERIES, Re PRINCE ARTHUR 
Pusiic Hovusr, PiymMoutnH, [1918] 1 K. B. 673; 
87 L. J. K. B. 1015; 119 L. T. 484. 

Motion for new trial.J—See R. S. C., Ord. 
AXXIX., r. 4, p. 591, ante. 

Motion to set aside judgment.]—Sce R. S. C.,, 
Ord. XXXVI. r. 33, p. 553, ante. 

3906. Notice of trial—Plaintiff failing to give. ]— 
The period of six weeks mentioned in Ord. 
XXAVI., vr. 12, is not a time appointed for doing 
any act or taking any proceeding within Ord. 
LAIV., r. 7, & consequently the court cannot make 
an order giving deft. leave to give notice of trial, 
if pltf. did not give such notice within a shorter 
period than six weeks from the close of the plead- 
ings. —SAUNDERS v. PAWLEY (1885), 14 Q. B. D. 
234; 54 L.J.Q. B. 199; 51 L. T. 903; 33 W. R. 
277; 1T. L. R. 206. 

3907. Order dismissing action.|—-When an order 
has been made in chambers dismissing an action 
unless the next step is taken by the pltf. within 
a specified time, & the pltf. does not take that step 
within the specified time nor appeal against the 
order, the order takes effect, & the time for taking 
the step cannot subsequently be extended, the 
action having become dead, notwithstanding that 
the order has not been drawn up or served upon the 
pltf. before it became operative.—ScrivT PHONO- 
oe Co., rp. v. GREGG (1890), 59 L. J. Ch. 

3908. Appeal against.|—A judge has juris- 
diction to enlarge the time for appealing against 
an order dismissing the action for want of prosecu- 
tion, even after the order has taken effect & the 
action has therefore become dismissed; & he has 
also jurisdiction when he has so enlarged the time 
for appealing to vary or amend the order dismissing 
the action, & in the exercise of such jurisdiction 
his discretion is not limited by any fixed or 
arbitrary rules. 

In all the cases the court looked at the sur- 
rounding circumstances, but in none of them did 
the court mean to lay down a positive rule, or to 
state absolutely all the kinds of cases in which, 
& in which only, the discretion of the judge or 
court should be exercised to enlarge the time for 
appealing (LORD SELBORNE, C.).—CARTER  v. 
STUBBS (1880), 6 Q. B.D. 116; 50L. J. Q. B. 161; 
43 L. T. 746; 29 W. R. 182, C. A. 

3909. ——— Notice of trial to be delivered within 
fixed time—Appeal against judge’s discretion. ]— 
By a master’s order an action was to be dismissed, 
unless notice of trial were delivered by a certain 
day. Through a mistake of the solicitor’s clerk 
ee of trial was not delivered within the required 

ime. 

A judge at chambers refused, in the exercise 
of his discretion, to extend the time fixed by the 
master’s order. 

On appeal, the court declined to interfere with 





the judge’s discretion.—G1LDER v. MORRISON 
(1882), 30 W. R. 815. 
3910. ——— Statement of claim to be delivered 


Within fixed time.]}—An order was made dis- 
missing an action for want of prosecution, unless 
a statement of claim should be delivered within 
a week. The week having expired, & no state- 
ment of claim having been delivered :—Held : 
the action was at an end, & there was no juris- 
diction to make an order subsequently extending 
the time for delivery of the statement of claim.— 
WHISTLER v. ILANCOCK (1878), 3 Q. B. D. 83; 47 
L. J. Q. B. 152; 37 L. T. 689; 26 W. R. 211. 


PRACTICE. 


3911. -}—On Nov. 2 an order was 
made dismissing an action unless a statement of 
claim was delivered within seven days, & on 
Nov. 9 this time was extended to three days. 
On Nov. 14 the pltf. delivered his statement of 
claim, & on the following day the deft. drew up & 
served the order of Nov. 2. On Nov. 17 the 
master, & subsequently a judge, made an order 
that the statement of claim do stand :-—Held: 
the time of appealing from the order of Nov. 2 
should be extended. 

Per Bowkn, J.: that an order does not take 
effect until it is drawn up & served, & that the 
action was not dead when the statement of claim 
was delivered._—METcCALFE v. BRITISH TEA 
Assocn, (1881), 46 LL. T. 3. 

3912. —— — Summons adjourned by con- 
sent.}—An order having been made on May 6 
dismissing the action for want of prosecution if 
the statement of claim were not delivered within 
fourteen days, on May 19 the plitf. took out a 
summons returnable the next day, the last of the 
fourteen days, for further time to deliver statement 
of claim. The summons was, on the 20th, 
adjourned, by the consent of the parties in writing 
indorsed thereon, till the 21st, & on the 21st a 
master made an order giving seven days more for 
delivery of statement of claim. PoLtock, 3L., 
having rescinded the order of the master on the 
ground that he had no jurisdiction, the action 
being at an end on May 20 :—JIeld: the decision 
of the judge was correct.—KING v. DAVENPORT 
(1879), 4 Q. B. D. 402; 48 1. J. Q. B. 6065 27 
W. R. 798. 

38918. Order in redemption action.]—In a re- 
demption action an order was made giving the 
pltf. leave to lodge the mortgage money in court, 
& that, ‘in default of such lodgment within two 
months from the date of this order, the action be 
dismissed with costs.”’> Under a bond fide mistake 
the pltf. failed to lodge the money in court until 
after the two months fixed by the order :—T/eld : 
notwithstanding the expiration of the two months, 
the action was not dead, but the court had juris- 
diction, at the instance of the pltf., to extend 
the time limited by the order so as to include the 
actual date of lodgment.—-COLLINSON v, JEFVERY, 
[1896] 1 Ch. 644; 65 L. J. Ch. 3753; 74 1. T. 78 ; 
44 W. R. 31135 40 Sol. Jo. 296. 

3914. Application to court of first instance. } 
—An order of the Court of Appeal reversed in 
favour of the pltf. the order of the court below on 
a question of priorities, & went on to make a com- 
plete decree for an account & for redemption on 
payment by the defts. within a fixed time, & in 
default of payment for sale by the pltf. out of 
court & application of the proceeds of sale in pay- 
ment of the amount due to him & costs. The 
defts., who intended to appeal to the House of 
Lords, applied in the court of first instance for an 
extension of the time fixed for redemption :— 
Held: the application was properly made to the 
court of first instance & not to the Court of Appeal. 
—MANKS v. WHITELEY, [1913] 1 Ch. 581; 82 
L. J. Ch. 267; 108 1. T. 4503; 57 Sol. Jo. 391. 

3915. Order to tax.]}—Re MACINTOSH & THOMAS, 
No. 4980, post. 

3916. Pleadings—Time for delivery.]—'The time 
for delivering a reply which would have expired 
on July 25 was extended to Aug. 22, & then to 
Sept. 19. On Sept. 26, no reply having been 
delivered, the deft. served notice of motion for 
judgment. On the same day the pltf., by leave 
of the judge, served notice of motion for the 
following day for leave to deliver a reply, & on 
the 27th the judge refused the pltf.’s motion on 
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the ground of unexplained delay :—Held: on 
appeal, the application ought to have been granted 
on the terms of the pltf.’s paying the costs of it. 

According to the usual practice of the court 
pltf.’s application ought to have been granted by 
the Vice-Chancellor. Pitf. was out of time, & 
in that case if a motion is made for judgment on 
admissions in the pleadings, or if the analogous 
step is taken of a motion to dismiss for want of 
prosecution, the usual course is to give pltf. time 
to take the next step upon his paying the costs, 
which is sufficient punishment, & will prevent the 
rules from becoming a dead letter. This course 
will not be departed from unless there is some 
special circumstance such as excessive delay 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—Earon v. STORER (1882), 22 
Ch. D. 91; 48 L. T. 204; 31 W. R. 488, C. A. 

3917. -|—The pltf. delivered his reply 
after three weeks had elapsed from delivery of the 
statement of defence {without having obtained an 
extension of time for replying], & subsequently the 
deft., treating the facts stated in the defence as 
admitted, by reason of the pltf.’s failure to reply 
in time, gave notice of motion for judgment :— 
Held: the reply having been actually delivered 
before the notice of motion was given, the deft. 
was not entitled to judgment.—-GRAVES v. TERRY 
(1882), 9 Q. B.D. 170; 51 iL. J. Q. B. 4643 30 
W. R. 748, D.C. 

3918. -]—Scripr PHONOGRAPHY CO., 
rp. v. Greaa, No. 3907, ante. 

——.]—See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XXVIT., 
r. 13; PLEADING, p. 132, ante. 

8919. Practice Masters’ Rules—Time prescribed 
by.J—A deft. who objects to the jurisdiction has 
an absolute right to appear under protest. The 
practice of the master in dealing with an 
appearance under protest of allowing the deft. a 
reasonable time for applying toset aside the writ, 
& then sealing the appearance with an entry that 
the appearance is to stand as unconditional 
unless the deft. makes the application within the 
prescribed time, has no statutory authority & 
cannot limit the power of the court to enlarge 
the time for objecting to the jurisdiction. The 
meaning of the practice, which is neccessary to 
prevent the hands of the court from being tied up 
indefinitely by a formal protest, is merely that the 
omission of the deft. to apply to set aside the writ 
within the prescribed time raises a presumption 
against him of waiver of the objection to the 
jurisdiction & entitles the officials of the court 
in ordinary course to treat the appearance as 
absolute. 

The argument is that the court cannot enlarge 
the time because the rule as to enlarging time 
(Ord. LXTV., r. 7) applies only to a case where 
the time is fixed under the rules of the court. 
That seems to me to be a fatal ar ent. It is 
inconceivable that the court should allow itself 
to be hampered in that way. It is said that the 
time cannot be enlarged by reason of the fact that 
the Practice Masters’ Rules have no statutory 
authority. I agree that the practice prescribed 
by those rules is convenient, but it is startling 
to say that the practice is so hidebound that it 
shall never be open to the court to say that an 
appearance which has become unconditional under 
those rules shall be treated as conditional or that 
the masters can deprive the court of jurisdiction 
(FARWELL, L.J.).—KEYMER v. REDpyY, [1912] 1 
K. B. 215, 221; 81 L. J. K. B. 266; 105 L. T. 
841, C. A. 

8920. Time limited & fixed for something to be 
done.}—The rule which enables a court to extend 
the time appointed by the rules . . . only applies 
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where a limited time is fixed for something to be 
done, not where it is ordered that some act must 
be done before another (JESSEL, M.R.).—Re 
Pincner, PILCHER v. Hinps (1879), 11 Ch. D. 905, 
907; 48 L. J. Ch. 587; 40 L. T. 882; 27 W. R. 
789, C. A. 

Time table prescribed by rules.}—See Time 
Table of Rules of Supreme Court, Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

3921. Writs—Indorsement of time of service.}]— 
The court has power to extend the time fixed for 
the making an indorsement on a writ of the date of 
service.—ITASTINGS v. HurLEY (1881), 16 Ch. D. 
734; 501.09. Ch. 577; 44 L. T. 1763; 29 W. R. 
440. 

3922. --——.}—Where, through inadvert- 
ence, the date of the service of a writ has not been 
indorsed upon the writ within the time prescribed, 
the court can extend the time, so as to make 
an indorsement made after the proper time, & 
all subsequent procecdings, valid.—SPROAT v. 
PECKETT (1883), 48 J. T. 755. ; 

3923. .}-On March 2, 1886, a writ 
was issued & an interim injunction was obtained 
restraining deft., a mortgagor, from damaging 
the mortgaged property, & on March 3 service 
of the writ & order with the notice of motion was 
effected on the deft. 

The deft. did not appear. ; 

In drawing up the order before the registrar 
on March 25, it was discovered that the writ did 
not bear any indorsement of service. 

Counsel applied under LR. 8. C., 1883, Ord. 
LXIV., r. 7, for an extension of time for indorse- 
ment of the writ in the action. The omission was 
wholly by inadvertence. He cited Hastings v. 
Hurley, No. 3921, ante; Sproat v. Peckett, No. 3922, 
ante, 

The judge, being satisfied upon the affidavits that 
{he case was one of inadvertence, made an order as in 
Sproat v. Peckett, No. 3922, ante, that upon reading 
the affidavits, & it appearing that the writ was duly 
served on March 3, the pltf. be at liberty to pro- 
ceed by default in the same manner as if the indorse- 
ment had been duly made within the time limited 
by the order.—SHEPHERD v. Simcock, [1886] 


W.N. 84. 
: e, further, R. S. C., Ord. IX., 
yr. 15, p. 828, ante. 

3924. Renewal.|—Semble: the time for 
renewing a writ of summons cannot be extended, 
where pltf.’s claim would, in the absence of such 
renewal, be barred by the Statute of Limitations 
(21 Jac. 1, ce. 16)—Doyvie v. KAUFMAN (1877), 
3 Q. B. D. 7, 340; 47 L. J. Q. B. 26; 26 W. R. 98. 

3925. —— -}—Under the Rules of Court, 
1883, Ord. VI., rr. 1, 2, the court has power to 
give leave for the issue of a concurrent writ for 
service out of the jurisdiction, although the 
original writ was issued for service within the 
jurisdiction & has been renewed, & although there 
is only one deft. to the action; & where the writ 
has been renewed such leave may be given, not- 
withstanding that the enlargement of time for 
issuing a concurrent writ may affect the operation 
of the Statute of Limitations—SMALPAGE v. 
TONGE (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 644; 55 L. J. Q. B. 518 ; 
55 L. T. 44; 34 W. R. 768; sub nom. Ee p. S., 
2T. L. R. 828, C. A. 

3926. —— .]—The rule of practice is not 
to extend the time for renewing a writ of summons 
after the expiration of the twelve months from the 
date of the writ, where the pltf.’s claim would, in 
the absence of such renewal, be barred by the 
Statute of Limitations. 

Semble: there would be a discretion to extend 
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Sect. 6.—Enlargement or abridgment: Sub-secis. 1, 
2&3. Sects. 7, 8, 9,10 & 11.] 


the time in such a case under exceptional circum- 
stances.—HEWETT v. BARR, [1891] 1 Q. B. 98; 
60 L. J. Q. B. 268; 39 W. R. 294, C. A. 

~.J—See, also, Part X., ante. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ENLARGEMENT BY CONSENT. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXIV., r.8. The time for delivering, amending, 
or filing any pleading, answer, or other document may be 
enlarged by consent in writing, without application to the 
Court or a Judge. 


3927. Application by letter—‘‘Step in pro- 
ceedings ’’ within Arbitration Act, 1889 (c. 49), 
s. 4.J/—An application by letter, under Ord. 
LXAIV., r. 8, for extension of time to put in a state- 
ment of defence, is not taking a ‘step in the 
proceedings ” within the Arbitration Act, 1889 
(c. 49), s. 4.— BRIGHTON MARINE PALACE & PIER, 
LTD. v. WOODHOUSE, [1893] 2 Ch. 486; 62 L. J. Ch. 
697; 68 L. T. 669; 41 W. R. 488; 37 Sol. Jo. 
424; 3 f. 565. 

Costs of application. ]|—See R. S. C., Ord. LXV., 
r,27 (24), Part LX XXVL, Sect. 28, sub-sect. 15 U., 
post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXIV., r.9. In Admiralty actions the Court or 
a Judge shall have power at any stage of the proceedings in any 
Auch action, upon a motion or summons by either party, for the 
trial to take place on an early day to be appointed by the Court 
or a Judge, to appoint that such trial shall take place on any 
day or within any time which the Court or Judge shall think fit ; 
and for such purpose the Court or Judge shall have power upon 
such motion or summons to dispense with the giving of notice 
of trial, or to abridge the time or times appointed by these 
Rules for giving such notice, for the delivery of pleadings, or 
for doing any other act or tahing any other proceeding in the 
action, upon such terms (if any) as the nature of the case may 
require. 





meme P10, The delays required by these 
Rules with respect to the taking of bail in Admiralty actions, 
may be dispensed with by consent of the solicitors in the action. 


See, generally, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I. 


SECT. 7.—HOURS OF SERVICE OF PLEADINGS, ETC. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 11. Service of pleadings, notices, 
summonses, orders, rules, and other proceedings, shall be effected 
before the hour of six in the afternoon, except on Saturdays, 
when it shall be effected before the hour of one in the afternoon. 
Service effected aiter six in the afternoon on any weekday except 
Saturday shall, for the purpose of computing any period of time 
subsequent to such service, be deemed to have been effected on 
the following day. Service effected after one in the afternoon 
on Saturday shall for the like purpose be deemed to have been 
effected on the following Monday. 


ae of writ of summons.]—See Part XI., 
ante. 

How service effected..—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LXVIL., r. 2, Part LXXXVIIL., post. 
_ 3928. Specially indorsed writ.j}—A_ specially 
indorsed writ is not a pleading within the meaning 
of Ord. LXIV., r. 11, & service thereof may there- 
fore be effected at any hour of the day.— MURRAY 
v. STEPHENSON (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 60; 56L. J. 
Q. B. 647; 56 L. T. 720; 35 W. R. 666. 

——.} See, generally, Part IV., Sect. 6, ante. 


PRACTICE. 


SEctT. 8.—RECKONING DAYS NOT EXPRESSED TO 
BE CLEAR DAYS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 12. In any case in which any par- 
ticular number of days, not expressed to be clear days, is pre- 
scribed by these Rules, the same shall be reckoned cxclusively 
of the first day and inclusively of the last day. 


See, generally, Time, Vol. XLII., pp. 934, 946, 
Nos. 69 et seqg., 187 et seq. 

‘* Rules of court ’’ includes forms. ]}—See Supreme 
Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), 
8, 225, p. 259, ante. 

Forms — Days inclusive.] 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

Act of bankruptcy—Allowing goods seized to be 
sold or held by sheriff for ‘‘ twenty-one days.’’]— 
See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 85, Nos. 786-767. 

3929. Day taken as a whole. |]—A day is taken as 
a whole, irrespective of whether an event happens 
actually at one particular hour of that day or at 
another.—MERCER v. OnciIvy (1876), 3 Pat. App. 
434. 

3930. .|—I think it is now well settled that 
in a statute such as this [Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908 (c. 69). 8. 16 (2)] ‘ from the date of in- 
corporation mentioned in the certificate,’? means 
(in the present case) ‘‘ from some part of Jan. 6” 
& not ‘from no part of that date but from the 
earliest part of the next day,’’ & that the law does 
not in this connection divide a day into hours & 
minutes, but means by a day, the date of which 
is given, the whole of that day (LORD SUMNER).— 
JUBILEE CoTToNn Mirus, Trp. (OFFICIAL RE- 
CEIVER & JTAIQUIDATOR) v. Lewis, [1924] A. C. 
958, 973; 938 L. J. Ch. 414; 40 T. L. R. 621; 68 
Sol. Jo. 663; (1925) B. & C. R. 163 sub nom. Re 
JUBILEE COTTON MILLS, ITpD., 131 L. T. 579, H. I. 


See Appendix A., 








SecT. 9.—WHERE PROCEEDINGS IN ABEYANCE 
FOR ONE YEAR--NOTICE OF INTENTION TO 
PROCEED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 13. In anv cause or matter in which 
there has been no proceeding tor one year from the last pro- 
ceeding had, the party who desires to proceed shall give a month’s 
notice to the other party of his Intention to proceed. A summons 
on which no order has been mnade shall not, but notice of trial 
although countermanded shall, be deemed a proceeding within 
this Rule. 


3931. ‘‘ Proceeding ’’—Meaning of. ]—HoulLsTon 
v. WOODALL, No. 3937, post. 

39382. Default of appearance by defendant. ]--— 
Where on default of ie pepe by the deft. the 
pltf. takes no step in the cause for a year, Ord. 
LXIV., r. 13, applies, & notice is necessary before 
judgment can be signed.—WERBSTER v. MYER 
(1884), 14 Q. B. D. 231; 5641. J. Q. B. 101; 51 
L. T. 560; 33 W. RR. 407, C. A. 

3933. -}--On Nov. 28, 1905, pltfs., being 
unable to serve T’. personally, owing to his dis- 
appearance, filed a notice of intention to proceed 
& move for judgment against him, & on Jan. 23, 
1906, they filed a fresh notice of motion for 
judgment. 

The motion come on on Feb. 3, & the only 
question was whether it was sufficient to file the 
notice of intention to proceed, or whether personal 
service was necessary. 

Where a deft. has been duly served & has not 
appeared, & there has been no proceeding for a 
year against him, the filing of a month’s notice to 
proceed is a sufficient compliance with Ord. 
LXIV., vr. 18, & f eaiec rp service is unnecessary 
(SWINFEN EaDy, J.).—MORISON v. TELFER, [1906] 
W.N. 31, 32. 

3984. Foreclosure action.]—The usual judgment 
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in a foreclosure action was given on April 9, 1884, 
directing an account, & payment within six months 
from the chief clerk’s certificate. 

The chief clerk made his certificate on Aug. 1, 
1884, the six months expiring on Feb. 1, 1885. 
The mortgagor made default in payment. 

The pltf., the mortgagee, now moved for fore- 
closure absolute. The question was whether, 
before moving for foreclosure absolute, the pltf. 
should have given the deft. notice of his ‘‘ intention 
to proceed,”’ under R.S. C., 1883, Ord. LXIV., r. 13. 

Counsel for the motion submitted that ‘“ pro- 
eceding,”’ in the rule, meant a proceeding 
“towards”? & not ‘after’? judgment. Here 
‘‘ judgment ”’ had already been pronounced ; fore- 
closure absolute would be directed by an ‘‘ order.”’ 

Anything that precedes the final judgment or 
order is, In my opinion, a “ proceeding ” in the 
action. You must give a month’s notice to the 
deft. before moving for an order for foreclosure 
absolute (KAY, J.).—-BLAKE v. SUMMERSBY, [1889] 
W.N. 39. 

3935. —-—.]—The public officer & estate trustecs 
of an insurance company brought a foreclosure 
action against a mortgagor & subsequent incum- 
brancers, & an order for foreclosure was made 
absolute in 1907. Two of the trustees died after 
that date, & new trustees were appointed in their 
places. W., one of the defts. to the action, desired 
to reopen the foreclosure, & presented a petition 
of course for an order of revivor. An order was 
made in chambers that all future proceedings 
should be carried on between W. as pltf., & the 
surviving defts. & all the present trustces as defts. : 
—Held: on a motion to discharge that order. 
under the modern practice there could not be a 
revivor, & W. should have applied to the trustees 
for their consent to the new trustees being added as 
plitfs., & that in the event of their refusal W. should 
have applied under Ord. NVI, 1. 4, to have 
them added as defts. 

Then amonth’s notice has been given of intention 
to proceed [under Ord. LATV., ». 18] & the applica- 
tion is to set aside the month’s notice, the objec- 
tion to that being that it is given in the action as 
constituted under the irregular order of revivor. 
The proper plan will be to discharge the order & 
set aside the notice... but the applicants are 
willing to accept the month’s notice of intention as 
if it were given in the action with the proper title 
(SWINFEN EADY, J.).—PENNINGTON v0. CAYLEY, 
[1992] 2 Ch. 236, 240; Sl L. J. Ch. 522; 107 
1. Tb. 116: 56 Sol. Jo. 550. 

3936. Notice of intention—When necessary. | — 
A pltf. who has not acted upon an order for judg- 
ment under Ord. XIV. for a year can only sign 
judgment after a month’s notice of his intention 
to proceed.—STAFFORDSHIRE JOINT Stock BANK 
v. WEAVER, [1884] W.N. 78; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 243. 

39387. ———-,. ]—'' Proceeding” in == Ord. 
LXIV., r. 13, means a proceeding towards & 
not after judgment ; therefore, when more than one 
year has elapsed after judgment, it is not necessary 
for a party who desires to issue execution to give 
a month’s notice to the other party of his intention 
to proceed.—LLOULSTON v. WOODALL (1884), 78 
L. T. Jo. 118, C. A. 

3938. ——.}—A motion was made in an 
action commenced in 1882 for leave, under Ord. 
XLIT., r. 23, to issue a writ of sequestration against 
the deft. for non-compliance with certain orders 
made in 1884 & 1885, directing accounts tw be 
brought in & the payment of costs to the pltf. 
No effective proceeding in the action had been 
taken since Aug. 1884, & it was objected that a 
month’s notice of the intention to proceed should 
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have been given by the pltf., under Ord. LXAIV., 
r. 13:—Held: the issue of execution as to costs 
was not a proceeding in the action of which notice 
was necessary under Ord. LXIV., r. 13, & leave 
was given to issue the writ of sequestration to 
enforce payment of the costs; but such leave was 
refused as to the accounts.—-TAYLOR v. RoE (1893), 
62 L. J. Ch. 391; 68 L. T. 253; 3 RK. 306. 

39389. - ~_--—,]—-Where, an order having 
been obtained for judgment under Ord. XIV., 
judgment is not signed until more than twelve 
months afterwards, the case does not come within 
Ord. LXIV., r. 13, & therefore it is not necessary 
that the notice of intention to proceed required 
by that rule should have been given before signing 
judgment. 

Sluffordshire Joint Stock Bank v. Weaver, No. 
3936, ante, overruled.— DEIGHTON v, COCKLE, [1912] 
1K. B. 206; 817. J. K. B. 497; 105 L. T. 802, 
CAG 





Src'r. 10.—APPLICATIONS TO SET ASIDE AWARD. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 14. An application to set aside or 
remit an award may be made at any time within six weeks after 
such award has been made and published to the parties. Pro- 
vided that the Court or a Judge may by order extend the said 
time cither betore or after the same has elapsed. 


Setting aside award. ]—Sve ARBITRATION, Vol. IT., 
pp. 545, Nos. 1786 et seq. 

Time for application.]—See ARBITRATION, Vol. 
Tl., pp. 556, Nos. 1870 et seq. : 

Enforcing award.|-——-Scee R. S. C., Ord. XLIT., 
r. BIA, p. 6388, antes ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 
5G7 et seq. 

3940. Proceedings in county court.]—By Ord. 
LXIV., vr. 14, R. S.C. SS An application to 
set. aside or remit an award may be made at 
any time within six wecks after such award 
has been made... .” By sect. 161 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, ‘‘ In any case not expressly by 
this Act or in pursuance thereof provided for, the 
general principles of practice in the High Court 
of Justice may be adopted & applied to actions 
& matters.”” In an arbitration under the Agri- 
cultural Holdings Act, 1908, the award was made 
on April 8, 1921, & on June 3 the appellant gave 
notice of motion to set aside the award on various 
grounds. There was no rule either under the 
County Courts Act, 1888, or under the Agricultural 
Uoldings Act, 1908, dealing with the time within 
which a notice of motion to set aside an award 
must be given :—/{feld: that the words ** principles 
of practice’ in sect. 164 of the County Courts 
Act, JS888, did not refer to specific rules of the 
High Court, & that the time limit of six weeks 
under Ord. LXTV., r. 14, was not a “ principle 
of practice”? within the meaning of sect. 164 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888. Therefore the only 
time limit applicable in the present case was under 
the Statute of Limitations & under the doctrine 
of laches, & the motion to set aside the award was 
made in time.—McCREAGH v. FREARSON (1921), 
911.7. K. B. 365; 126 L. T. 601. 


Sect. 11—ENLARGING TIME FOR AWARD. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 144. Where the time for making an 
award ia enlarged, the enlargement shall be deemed to be for one 
month unless a different time is specified in the order. 


See ARBITRATION, Vol. JL., pp. 419, Nos. 712 


et seq. 
‘* Month,’’? meaning jof.|--Sce Sect. 1, ante. 
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Sect. 12.—CAVEAT IN ADMIRALTY ACTIONS NOT 
a a IN FORCE FOR MORE THAN SIX 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., r. 15. 
whether against the issue of a warrant, the release of property, 
or the payment of money out of the Admiralty registry, shall not 
remain in force for more than six months from the date thereof, 


See, generally, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 163, 168, 
Nos. 721, 722, 786. 


In Admiralty actions a caveat 


PRACTICE. 


Caveat against issue of warrant.]—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XXIX., r. 11, p. 505, ante. 


Caveat against release of property. |—See R.S. C., 
Ord. XXIX., r. 8, p. 505, ante. 


Caveat against payment of money out of court.] 
—See R. 8S. C., Ord. XXII, r. 21, p. 498, ante. 


Part LXXXVI.—Costs. 


SrctT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r.1. Subject to the provisions of the Act 
and these Rules, the costs of and incident to all proceedings in 
the Supreme Court, including the administration of estates and 
trusts, shall be in the discretion of the Court or Judge; pro- 
vided that nothing herein contained shall deprive an executor, 
administrator, trustee, or mortgagee who has not unreasonably 
iustituted or carried on or resisted any proceedings, of any right 
to costs out of a particular cstate or fund to which he would 
be entitled according to the rules hitherto acted upon in the 
Chancery Division. 


See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925, ss. 25, 31 (1) (A), 50, 62; County 
Courts Act, 1919 (c. 73), ss. 11, 12. 

3941. ** Costs ’’ & ‘*‘ expenses ’’ distinguished.] 
—The term ‘‘ expenses” is not, as the term 
‘costs’ is, a term of art in English law. If a 
{axing master were directed to tax ‘‘ expenses ”’ 
he would not understand what he was to do 
(SCRUTTON, J.).—SIMPSON v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., [1914] 2 K. B. 842; 83 L. J. K. B. 1818; 
110 L. T. 909; 380 T. L. R. 436. 

3942. -}—While 1 think that a referee, if 
he gives ‘‘ expenses,’’ must settle the amount of 
those expenses, I am of opinion that he may, if 
he gives ‘ costs,’’ make a valid award, although 
he does not fix the amount of the costs, & when his 
order as to costs has been made a rule of court 
the taxing master will assess the amount of costs 
(SCRUTTON, J.).— MATTHEWS ?. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., (1914) 3 K. B. 192; 83 L. J. KK. B. 1552 ; 
110 L. T. 931, C. A. 

3943. Practice before Judicature Acts. ]—Before 
the Judicature Acts the costs at common law 
followed the event in this sense, that, while the 
party who had on the whole succeeded in the 
action got the general costs of the action & of any 
issues on which he had succeeded, the costs of any 
issue on which the other party had succeeded were 
recovered by him (LORD FINLAy, C.).—REID, 
HEWITT & Co. v. JOSEPH, [1918] A. C. 717 ; 88, 
a _ K. B. 1; 119 L. T. 688; 62 Sol. Jo. 715, 

3944. Effect of rule—Costs given by statute as 
matter of right.J—Ord. LXV., r. 1, does not 
apply to costs which are given by statute as a 
matter of right.—HASKER v. Woop (1885), 54 
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L. J. Q. B. 419; 33 W. R. 697; 17. L. R. 495, 
C. A. 
3945. Statutes giving costs in particular 





cases.|—The Rules of the Supreme Court do not 
overrule the provisions of special statutes giving 
special costs in particular cases (LORD ESHER, 
M.t.).—REEVE v. GIBSON, [1891] 1 Q. B. 652, 
660; 60 L. J. Q. B. 451, C. A. 

3946. Repeal of inconsistent enactment. |] 
—The effect of the Judicature Act, 1875, Ord. LV. 
(now Ord. LXV.), is to repeal the previous statutes 
as to costs, with the exception of such of the 
provisions of the County Courts Act, 1867, as are 





expressly preserved by sect. 67 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873.—PARSONS v. TINLING (1877), 20. P. D. 
119; 46]. J. Q. B. 230; 35 L. T. 851; 41 J.P. 
311; 25 W. RR. 255. 

3947. —- .]—An action was brought in 
the High Court for £180, damages for collision. 
The pltf. recovered £100, including £50 paid into 
court. The official referee refused costs, consider- 
ing that the action should have been brought in 
a county court :—Held: the official referee was 
wrong, on the ground that sect. 9 of the County 
Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868, on which 
he relied, had been repealed by implication by 
Ord. LXV., r. 1.—HROCKETT v. CLIPPINGDALE, 
[1891] 2 Q. B. 208; 60 L. J. Q. B. 782; 64 1. T. 
641; 77. L. R. 515, C. A. 

3948. Costs included in scope of rule—Costs of 
former trial in which plaintiff non-suited.|—A 
judge has power to order a pltf. who recovers a 
nominal sum to pay the deft.’s costs, even when the 
action is tried before a jury. In an action to 
recover a sum of £85 & also a sum of 6s. pitf. 
was non-suited ; a new trial having been ordered, 
at the second trial, which took place before a 
jury, he failed as to his claim for £85, but proved 
his claim for 6s. The judge ordered that the pltf. 
should pay the costs of both trials :—Held: the 
order was right, & could not be set aside.-— 
HARRIS v. PETHERICK (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 611; 
48 J. J. Q. B. 521; 28 W. R. 113 sub nom. 
HARRIS v. PATHERICEK, 41 Tu. T. 146, C. A. 

3949. Charges & expenses incurred by 
trustee.|—-A mortgagee of a share of the proceeds 
of a real estate devised in trust to sell & to invest 
the proceeds in government or real securities 
commenced an action against the mortgagor & 
the trustee of the will, alleging that the money had 
been invested upon improper securities. An order 
was made directing accounts & inquiries, & 
reserving further consideration. Shortly after- 
wards the trustec paid into court the amount of 
the mortgaged share, & paid to the other bene- 
ficiaries their shares. The certificate found these 
payments, & as to the mode of investment stated 
simply that the money had been invested on 
mortgage of leaseholds. On further consideration 
pltf. did not give notice to read the evidence used 
in chambers. The judge declined to hear the 
evidence taken in chambers, decided that on the 
finding in the certificate the investment was not 
shown to be improper, & that the action was 
unnecessary, & made an order giving the trustee 
his costs, & costs, charges & expenses out of the 
fund in court. On appeal :—J/eld: as the order 
gave the trustee costs, charges & expenses, not 
being costs of suit, it was not simply an order as 
to costs within the discretion of the court, & was 
subject to appeal. 

In my opinion an order is not the less an order 








Part LXXXVI.—Costs. 


as to costs only because it goes on to direct how the 
costs are to be paid, whether out of a fund, or by 
an individual, or by a corporation, or in any other 
manner. ‘The mode of payment is a mere incident, 
for no order as to costs would be of any use unless 
there were some mode or other of enforcing it 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—-Re CHENNELL, JONES vv. 
CHENNELL (1878), 8 Ch. 1D. 492, 502; 47 L. J. Ch. 
588; 26 W. R. 595; sub nom. Re CHANNELL, 
JONES v. CHANNELL, 38 L. T’. 494, C. A, 

3950. -+—Costs incurred by a trustee 
in an action respecting the trust estate are not 
costs in the discretion of a judge who did not try 
the action, within Ord. LXV., r. 1, but are charges 
& expenses in the execution of the trusts; & if 
such a judge acting in the administration of the 
estate makes an order as to such costs, his decision 
is subject to appeal. 

Real estates were devised to trustees in trust 
for S. during her life, in such terms as gave her the 
legal estate, & after her death in trust to sell. S. 
desired to sell the estates under the Scttled Land 
Act, & applied to the surviving trustee for the 
title-deeds. The trustee, acting under the advice 
of his solicitor, refused to give them up, & S. 
brought an action of detinue in the Queen’s Bench 
Division, & recovered judgment against him with 
costs. The trustee took out an _ originating 
summons in the Chancery Division, & obtained 
an order for payment of the costs incurred in the 
action out of the trust estate :—-Held: the costs 
of the action of detinue were not costs in the 
discretion of the judge of the Chancery Division 
within Ord. LXV., r. 1, & that his decision was 
subject to appeal :—Held, also: the trustee, not 
having shown reasonable cause for defending the 
action, was not entitled to retain out of the trust 
estate the costs of the action beyond the amount 
which he would have incurred by applying for 
leave to defend it.—Re Brppor, Downes ». 
CoTrTaM, [1893] 1 Ch. 547; 62 I. J. Ch. 2338; 
68 lL. T. 605; 41 W. R. 177; 37 Sol. Jo. 99; 2 
It, 223, C. A. 

3951. Costs incurred subsequently to order 
awarding costs—Costs of inspection.}—An order 
was made in chambers for the inspection of deft.’s 
property, the costs of the inspection to be paid by 
pitf. :—-Held: the judge had a discretion to order 
pitf. to pay the costs, & the order being made in his 
discretion pitf. had no right without leave to appeal 
from it. 

It was suggested in the course of the argument 
that a distinction might be drawn between costs 
incurred at the date of the order & costs to be 
incurred subsequently, but it is every day’s 
practice at chambers to deal with the costs of 
answering interrogatories or inspecting documents 
before answer or inspection, & it scems to us 
impossible to say that such costs are not incident 
to a proceeding in the High Court & that such an 
order is not made by the judge in the exercise 
of his diserction (CAVE, J.).—MITCHELL v. DARLEY 
MAIN COLLIERY Co. (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 457; 6&2 
L. J. Q. B. 394; 31 W. KR. 549, C. A. 

3952. ——— Costs ordered to be costs in the cause 
—At earlier stage of proceedings.}—Whiere on an 
application under Ord. X1V. the judge at chambers 
has made an order that the costs of the application 
should be costs in the cause, the judge at the trial 
has no jurisdiction to interfere with those costs.— 
KOOSEN v. RosE (1897), 45 W. R. 887; 76 L. T. 
145; 18 T. L. R. 257, C. A. 

8958. ——- Costs of action—What costs 
included.|—The costs of suit when given to a 
party are not confined to the costs of suit up to the 

earing, but include the costs of all accounts & 
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inquiries requisite for carrying out the decree 
(JAMES, L.J.). 

The rule which appears to be established is, 
that where costs of suit are given generally by 
the decree at the hearing, the subsequent costa 
of working out the directions of the decree will be 
included (MELLISH, L.J.).—HKREHL v. PARK (1875), 
10 Ch. App. 334; 44 L. J. Ch. 286; 33 L. T. 83; 
23 W. R. 475, C. A. 

3954, —— ——.]—How v. WINTERTON 
(EARL) (No. 4), No. 4055, post. 

3955. ——.]— Re LAVEY, 
COHEN & CoHEN, No. 4088, post. 

3956. ——— Expense of providing substitute for 
witness—Witness in employment of party.|— 
The expenses of a substitute to join a vessel from 
which a witness is necessarily taken are not allow- 
able on taxation as a matter of course. 

Quere: whether under Ord. LXV., r. 27, the 
expenses of such substitutes are under any cir- 
eimstances allowable as part of the costs of & 
incident to the proceedings.--THE MASSILiA, 
[1926] P. 180; 95 L. J. P.109; 185 L. T. 6713 42 
T. L. R. 551; 17 Asp. M. LC. 109. 





Kz p. 
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SrcT. 2..-WHAT PROCEEDINGS MAY BE 
INCLUDED. 


3957. Declaratory order giving no directions 
except as to costs—Appealable.|—An order de- 
claring that deft. had committed a breach of 
an injunction, but giving no directions, except 
that deft. should pay the costs of the application 
to commit, may be appealed from & is not within 
the rule against appeals for costs. 

Deft. says he has been guilty of nothing, & if the 
court had been of that opinion it could not have 
ordered him to pay the costs, any more than it 
could dismiss a bill & order deft. to pay the costs 
of the suit (JAMES, L.J.).—WITT v. CORCORAN 
(1876), 2 Ch. D. 69; 45 L. J. Ch. 603; 34 L. T. 
550; 24 W. R. 50L; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 115, C. A. 

3958. Examination of Judgment debtor—Subse- 
quent garnishee order.|—PIitf. having obtained 
judgment & being unable to obtain payment of 
his debt, obtained, under Ord. XLIL, r. 32, an 
order to have the debtor examined as to his 
means. The debtor on his examination admitted 
having a retiring pension & a balance at his 
bankers. TPltf. then obtained a garnishee order 
against the bankers, & by that means recovered 
part of his debt. He then applied for his costs 
of the examination proceedings & of the garnishee 
proceedings. The master refused to make any 
order, on the ground, as was stated by affidavit, 
that the practice in the Queen’s Bench Division 
was to treat such proceedings as a luxury, the costs 
of which the pltf. could not throw on deft. Pitf. 
appealed ; the judge in chambers dismissed the 
appeal, as was stated, on the same ground, & 
refused leave to appeal. Pltf. applied to the Court 
of Appeal, who gave leave, & he then appealed 
against the order in chambers :—Held: as by the 
express terms of the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 49, 
no appeal will lie from any order as to costs which 
are left to the discretion of the court except by 
leave of the judge making such order, & the costs 
in question were, by the terms of Ord. XLIT., 
r. 34, & Ord. XLV., r. 9, in the discretion of the 
judge, the appeal must be dismissed, though the 
court stated their inability to understand the 
practice alleged to exist in the Queen’s Bench 
Division that examination of a debtor as to his 
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means, & proceedings to attach debts due to him, 
were luxuries the costs of which the debtor ought 
not to be called on to pay.—-ADLINGTON v1. CONYNG- 
HAM, [1898] 2 Q. B. 492; 67 L. J. Q. B. 926; 79 
I. T. 232 C. A. 

3959. Examination under Companies Act.]—An 
examination under sect. 115 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, is a ‘* proceeding in the Supreme Court ”’ 
within the meaning of the Judicature Act, 1890. 
The court has, therefore, jurisdiction under the 
Act of 1890 to order the costs—as distinguished 
from the expenses—of a person examined to be 
paid by the person who procured the examination ; 
but, semble, not where the examinee is a mere 
witness, & not a person with whom litigation is 
pending or intended. 

A., a creditor of a company in winding-up, & 
B., a contributory, & other contributories took out 
a summons for liberty to issue a misfeasance 
summons against the directors of the company, 
& for liberty to examine such persons as they 
might be advised under sect. 115 of the Companies 
Act, 1862. On this summons an order was made 
giving liberty to examine W. & X., & to apply 
for leave to issue a misfeasance summons after 
the examination was concluded. A summons 
was then issued for the examination of W. & X., 
& at their examination they employed solicitors 
& counsel. A misfeasance summons was then 
issued by A. & B. against W. & X., who were 
officers of the company, but was dismissed with 
costs, which were taxed & paid. W. & X. then 
applied for an order that A. & B. should pay the 
applicants their costs incurred in connection with 
their examination & being represented thereat by 
counsel :— Held: that there was jurisdiction under 
sect. 5 of the Judicature Act, 1890, to make the 
order, & that, having regard to the object of 
the examination & the position of the applicants 
as intended litigants, the order must be made.—Re 
APPLETON, FRENCH & ScRAFTON, Lirp., [1905] 
I Ch. 749; 74 LL. J. Ch. 471; 98 L. TT. 8; 58 
W. R. GOL; 49 Sol. Jo. 483; 12 Mans. 335. 

3960. Order for inspection of property.]—An 
order was made in chambers for the inspection of 
deft.’s property, the costs of the inspection to be 
paid by pltf. :—Held: the judge had a discretion 
to order pltf. to pay the costs, & the order being 
made in his discretion pltf. had no right without 
leave to appeal from it.—MITCHELL v. DARLWY 
MAIN COLLIERY Co. (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 457; 52 
1. J. Q. B. 30435 31 W. R. 549, D.C. 

3961. Issue of writ of possession]}—The issue 
of a writ of possession, in pursuance of a judgment 
for possession of premises, is a proceeding in the 
Supreme Court, & the costs of & incident thereto 
are in the discretion of the court or judge.— 
DARTFORD BREWERY Co., Lrp. v. MOSELEY, [1906] 
1K. B. 462; 75 L. J. K. B. 279; 94 L. T. 268; 54 
ern 333; 22 T. L. R. 304; 50 Sol. Jo. 270, 

3962. Attachment.]—The costs of an attach- 
ment are no longer fixed, but by Ord. LV., r. 1 
(now Ord. LXV., r. 1), they are in the discretion of 
the court, & should be disposed of at the time of the 
application for the writ under Ord. XLIV., r. 1.— 
ABUD v. RICHES (1876), 2 Ch. D. 528; 45 L. J. Ch. 
649; 34 L. T. 7138; 24 W. R. 637; 3 Char. Pr. 
Cas. 371. 

3963. Dismissal of action for want of prosecu- 
tion.|}—The costs of a deft., where an action in 
the Chancery Division has been dismissed for want 
of prosecution, are in the discretion of the judge.— 
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SNELLING v. PULLING (1885), 29 Ch. D. 85; 52 
L. T. 335, C. A. 

8964. Judgment in default of defence.|—Where 
a pltf. moved for judgment in default of defence 
under Ord. XXVII., r. 11, the judge, in deciding 
the issues between the parties, must look to the 
statement of claim & nothing else; but he has 
the same discretion as to costs under Ord. LXV., 
r. 1, as in all other cases, with which the Court 
of Appeal will not interfere unless there has been 
a disregard of principle or misapprehension of facts. 
—YounNa v. THOMAS, [1892] 2 Ch. 184; 61 1. J. Ch. 
496; 66 LL. T. 575; 40 W. R. 468; 36 Sol. Jo. 
412, C. A. 

3965. Proceedings actually in Supreme Court.] 
—‘* The costs of & incident to all proceedings in 
the High Court ”’ (Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. LV.), 
means the costs of & incident to all proceedings 
that have actually come into the High Court.— 
Re BRANDRETH’S TRADE-MARK (1878), 9 Ch. D. 
618; 47 L. J. Ch. 816; 27 W. R. 281. 

3966. —-—-.]-—-The court has no jurisdiction to 
order an unsuccessful applicant for registration 
of a trade mark to pay the costs incurred by the 
opponent before the Comptroller.—Re AUSTRALIAN 
WINE IMPORTERS, LTD. (1889), 41 Ch. D. 278; 
58 L. J. Ch. 380; 37 W. R. 578; 5 T. L. R. 
338; 6 R. P. C. 311; sub nom. Re AUSTRALIAN 
WINE IMPoRTERS, Jitp. & Mason, Re TRADE 
MarRK ‘ GOLDEN FLEECE,” 60 L. T. 436, C. A. 

3967. Assessment of damages by jury under writ 
of inquiry.] —The costs of an action, in which 
judgment has been signed in default of defence & 
the damages have been assessed by a jury upon a 
writ of inquiry, do not follow the event, there 
having been no trial with a jury. 

I hold that there has not been a trial with a 
jury & that consequently the costs are in my dis- 
cretion (FreLtp, J.). -Gatn vv. LHowartnH, [18814] 
W.N. 993; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 29. 

Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845—Pro- 
ceedings under|.—See COMPULSORY PURCTIASE, 
Vol. XI... pp. 254, 255, Nos. 1599——1607. 

3968. Dispute as to distribution of fund—Applica- 
tion to Court of Appeal for directions—Statutory 
jurisdiction.|—By the Bombay Civil Fund Act, 
1882, jurisdiction was given to the Court of Appeal 
to determine questions arising between any sub- 
scriber to the Bombay Civil Fund & the Secretary 
of State for India as to any liability of the fund, 
nothing being said as to costs. TP. took proceedings 
to enforce a claim against the fund, which the court 
held to be not made out :—-HTeld: however the 
case might have stood if the question had been 
whether the court could give P. the costs of a 
successful claim, the court had inherent jurisdiction 
to order him to pay the costs of wrongly putting 
the court in motion, there being nothing in the 
Act to show that the legislature intended the court 
not to have such jurisdiction.—Re BOMBAY CIVIT. 
FunpD Act, 1882, PRINGLE v. SECRETARY OF STATE 
For INpnIA (1888), 40 Ch. D. 288; 58 J. J. Ch. 
815; 60 L. T. 796, C. A. 
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Admiralty actions—Release & warrant for 
arrest.|—See R. S. C., Ord. XXIX., rr. 7, 10, 18, 
pp. 505, 506, ante. 

Taxation of marshal’s expenses. ]—See 
R.S. C., Ord. LI., r. 16, p. 670, ante. 

References in.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LVI., 
rr. 7, 8, 10, p. 755, anie. 
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Admissions.]—See R. S. ©., Ord. XXI., r. 9, 
PLEADING, p. 179, anie; R.S. C., Ord. XXXII, rr. 
2, 4, 9, PLEADING, pp. 2138, 214, 219, ante. 

Affidavits—Prolixity & unnecessary matter.] 
See R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., rr. 2, 3, p. 587, 


ante. 
S. C., Ord. 








Improper form.]—See fk. 
XXXVITI., r. 7, p. 587, ante. 
Cross-examination of deponent.]— See 
R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 28, p. 590, ante. 

Amendment of pleadings, etc.j]—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XXVIII., rr. 1, 4, 6, 12, 13, Preapina, Part 
VII., ante. 

Appeals to Court of Appeal. |—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LVITI., rr. 4, 6, 12, 15, 19, Part LA XVIT., ante. 

Attachment of debts.]--See R.S.C., Ord. XLV., 
rr. 6, 9, Part L., ante. 

Chambers—Proceedings in.]|—See R. SS. C., 
Ord. LIV., rr. 6, 7, 12, Part LXV., ante. 
Chancery.|—See R.S. C., Ord. LV., 
rr. 2 (15), 104, 40, 42, 51, 58, Part LX X1., ante. 

Confession of defence.]—See RR. S. C., Ord. 
XXIV., r. 3, PLEADING, p. 176, ante. 

Damages—Inquiry as to.J—Sce RK. S. C., Ord. 
XXXVI., vr. 57, p. 573, ante. 

Delay in accounts & inquiries.]—See R.S. C., 
Ord. XX XILI., r. 9, p. 521, ante. 

Discovery. |—-See Rt. S. C., Ord. XXXI., rr. 3, 
15, 25, 26, 27, 27a, Part XX XII., ante. 

Discontinuance of action.|—See R. 8S. C., Ord. 
XXVI., rv. 1, 2, 38, Part XXVITT., ante. 

Dismissal in default of pleading.|—See R.S. C., 
Ord. XX VIT., r. 1, PLEADING, p. 132, ante. 

District registries.] - See R.S.C., Ord. XNANXY., 
rr. 4, 6A, Part XXXVIL., ante. 

Examiner of the court.|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXXVII., rr. 9, 50, 51, Part’ NX XIX., ante. 

Execution. |—See R.S. C., Ord. XLII., rr. 17, 
18, 30, 34; Ord. XLII, rr. 2, 8, 7, 13, Parts 
XLVIIL, XLVIIT., ante. 

Interpleader.|—See K.S. C., Ord. LVIT., rr. 13, 
15, 16, 16a, 17, Part LXXVI., ante. 

Joinder of parties.|—Sec Ik. S. C., Ord. XVLI., 
r. 1, p. 399, ante. 

Interrogatories.}—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXL, 
r. 3, p. 510, anie. 

Judgment—In default of appearance.]—Sce 
R.S. C., Ord. XIIL1., rv. 3, p. 385, ante. 

In default of pleading.|}—See R. S. C., 
Ord. XX VII., rr. 2, 7, PLEADING, pp. 152, 154, ante. 
Where’ duplicate indorsement.|]—See 
R.S. C., Ord. XITI., r. 7, p. 390, ante. 
For part claim.]—See R. S. (., Ord. 
XIV., vr. 4, p. 295, ante. 

~.j}—See R.S. C., Ord. XIV., vr. 3, p. 290, 
ante. 

Life Assurance Companies (Payment in Court) 
Act, 1896.]—See R. 8S. C., Ord. LIVe., rr. 1, 2, 
Part LXVIIT., ante. 

Motions—Order not requiring to be drawn up.| 
—See R. 8S. C., Ord. LII., r. 14, p. 678, ante. 

Official referee.|—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXVI., 
r. 558, p. 571, ante. 
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Payment into court.|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXII., rr. 6, 7, 8, 9, Part XX VIL., ante. 
Pleadings — Unnecessary matter in.] — See 


R.S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 27, PLEADING, p. 65, ante. 

Poor persons.]—See ht. S. C., Ord. XVI., 
rr. 24, 31, Part XIX., Sect. 18, ante. 

Printing documents ordered to be printed. |— 
See R.S.C., Ord. LXVI.,r.7 (0), Part LAX XVIT.. 
Sect. 6, sub-sect. 16, post. 

Prolixity—Writs.]|—See R.S. C., Ord. Il., r. 2, 
p. 265, ante. 

—— Pleadings.J—See R. 8S. C., Ord. ATX., 
r. 2, PLEADING, p. 208, ante. 
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Forms.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XIX., r. 5, 
p. 8, ante. 

Recovery of specific property other than land— 
ia for.J—See R. S. C., Ord. L., r. 8, p. 662, 
ante. 

Receiver defaulting.]—See R. S. C., Ord. L., 
r. 21, p. 666, ante. 

Registrar—Certificate for special allowance. ]-—— 
See R.S. C., Ord. LXII., r. 15, p. 840, ante. 

Revenue side of King’s Bench Division— 
Application of R.S.C., Ord. XLV.]—See R.S. C., 
Ord. LXNVITI., r. 2, Part LX X XIX., Sect. 2, post. 

Setting aside for irregularity—Summons dis- 
missed without order as to costs.]—See R. S. C., 
Ord. LXX., r. 4, Part XCI., Sect. 4, post. 

Solicitor—Application for taxation & delivery 
of bills of costs.]-See R.S. C., Ord. LV., rv. 2 (15), 
p. 717, ante. 

Solicitor’s costs—Where ordered to deliver account 
to client.}—See R. S. (C., Ord. LIL, r. 25, p. 680, 
anle. 

Special case.] --See KR. S.C, 
rr. 6, 10, 11, Part XN XV., ante. 

Stop orders.]—Sce Rh. S.C., Ord. NLVI., r. 12, 
p. 649, ante. 

Summons for directions.|—Sce Ih. S. C., Ord. 
XXX., rr. 2, 6, Part XXXI., ante. 

Third parties.]—See R.S. (., Ord. XVIA., r. 10, 
p. 158, ante. 

Will—Proving in solemn form.]—See Rt. S. C., 
Ord. X XI., r. 18, PLEADING, p. 163, ante. 

Writ of delivery.J—See R.S.C., Ord. XLVTITT., 
r. 2, p. 650, ante. 

Writ of possession. ]—See R.S.C., Ord. XLVIT., 
r. 3, p. 650, ante. 





Ord. NANIY.,, 





SrctT. 1.— DISCRETION OF THE COURT OR JUDGE. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


3969. Acts conferring discretion—Effect of— 
Repeal of inconsistent Acts.;}—Any Act which 
gives the judges power to exercise their judicial 
discretion in every case as to costs, of necessity 
repeals previous Acts which directed costs to 
follow certain rules & gave the judges no discretion 
whatever in the matter (LORD BLACKBURN). 
GARNETT v. BRADLEY (1878), 38 App. Cas. 914; 48 
L. J. Q. BL. 186; 39 1. TT. 261; 18 J. P. 20; 26 
W. RR. 698, IT. L. 

3970. Nature & extent of discretion.]—The 
meaning of Ord. LV. [now KR. 8S. C., Ord. LXV.) 
is that there should be an absolute discretion over 
all costs within the jurisdiction of the High Court, 
& that the jurisdiction of the High Court should 
be precisely what the jurisdiction of the Court of 
Chancery was before, & therefore that where deft. 
has absolutely succeeded no order can be made 
against deft. in favour of pltf. for any part of the 
costs of the litigation (Brett, J..J.). 

By the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, s. 28, 
a, discretionary power is given to a new tribunal ; 
but that tribunal was to exercise jurisdiction as 
between adverse litigants, & I think it must be 
held that Parliament intended to confer only such 
power as had been exercised by the Court of 
Chancery (CoTTon, J..J.).—He Fostrr v. GREAT 
WESTERN Ry. Co. (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 515, 521; 46 
L. T. 74; 30 W. R. 398; sub nom. Re Fosrer v. 
GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., Br p. GREAT WESTERN 
Ry. Co., 51 L. J. Q. B. 233; 4 Ry. & Can. Tr. 
Cas. 58, C. A. 

3971. Tribunal established by legislature.]—Re 
FOSTER v. GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., Nu. 3970, ante. 





852 


Sect, 4.—-Discretion of the court or judge: Sub-sects. 


3972. —- .}-—l have asecond object in citing that 
case [Re foster v. Great Western Ry. Co., No. 3970, 
ante}; it is that I may adopt for present use the 
general proposition on this part of the law laid down 
by the late Lord Bowen. He expressed himself in 
this language: ‘‘ It appears to us that in establish- 
ing an extraordinary tribunal of this kind the 
legislature have in plain terms conferred upon 
them a wide discretion as to the manner in which 
they should deal with all questions of costs arising 
before them, &, provided that their decisions 
on such matters are bond fide, it is not for a court 
of law to examine the principle on which such 
decisions are based.”’ I think this view entirely 
sound & that it applies a fortiori to the case of an 
arbitrator. ... 1 decline to import into the 
terms of a statute so plain & so comprehensive any 
restriction or limitation derived from the general 
law of England, or any analogy between the position 
of an arbitrator & that of a judge (LORD SHAW OF 
DUNFERMIINE).—GRAY v. ASHBURTON (LORD), 
[1917] A. CG. 26, 36; 861. J. K. B. 224; 115 L. T. 
729; 81J. P2173; 151. G. R. 9, H. L.; reveg., 
S.C. sub nom. ASHBURTON (LORD) v. GRAY, [1916] 
2 K. B. 353, C. A., & restg. [1916] 1 K. B. 452. 

3978. .J}—Where a person aggrieved by 
the decision of Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
as to the value of property for the purposes 
of estate duty appeals to a= referee under 
sect. 60 (3) of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910 
(c. 8), appellant is in the position of a pltf., &, 
notwithstanding that he is partially successful 
in his appeal, the referee has jurisdiction to order 
him to pay the costs of the appeal._—EKLLESMERE 
(KARL) v. INLAND REVENUE Comns., [1918] 2 
K. B. 785; 88 L. J. K. LB. 3837; 119 L. T. 568 ; 
31 T. L. R. 560. 

3974. -/—On an appeal to a referee under 
the Finance (1909-10 Act. 1910 (c. 8), 5s. 33, 
against an assessment in respect of excess mineral 
rights duty, the referee decided in favour of the 
appellants’ contention, but declined to make any 
order as to cosis. On appeal LusuH, J., affirmed 
the decision of the referee, but refused to interfere 
with his order as to costs. On appeal the Court 
of Appeal affirmed the decision of LusH, J., on 
the main point. On a cross-appeal by the respon- 
dents to the appeal as to the costs of the pro- 
ceedings before the referee :—eld : respondents 
jiad shown no special circumstances to justify 
the court in interfering with the discretion of 
the referee under sect. 33 (3) of the Act, which 
had been judicially exercised by him.—INLAND 
REVENUE CoMRS. v. LONSDALE (HARL) SETTLED 
ESTATES, [1919] 2 K. B. 183; 88 L. J. K. B. 778; 
121 L. T. 130, C. A. 

3975. -J—The claimant was the owner of 
certain land with regard to the acquisition of which 
an arbitration was held under the provisions of 
the Acquisition of Land (Assessment of Compensa- 
tion) Act, 1919. He claimed the sum of £17,362, 
&, before the hearing of the arbitration, the 
President of the Air Council made an uncon- 
ditional offer of £10,000. The sum awarded to 
the claimant by the official arbitrator in respect 
of his interest in the land & the consequential 
damage thereto was £11,415. In dealing with the 
costs the arbitrator directed the council ‘to 
pay the sum of £100 towards the costs of the 
claimant.” The claimant applied to the court 
by motion for the award to be remitted to the 
arbitrator on the ground that he had, in making 
the above order as tw costs, not properly exercised 
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the discretion conferred upon him by sect. 5, 
sub-sect. (4), of the statute :—Held: in awarding 
the lump sum of £100 the arbitrator had in terms 
awarded to the claimant part of his costs of the 
arbitration within the meaning of sect. 5, & that, 
as it seemed reasonably clear from the statute 
that, when a sum was awarded by the arbitrator 
in excess of the amount offered by the authority 
but less than the sum which the claimant had 
offered to accept, the arbitrator had an absolute 
discretion as to the costs, the motion to review 
the award failed.— BRADSHAW v. AIR COUNCIL, 
[1926] Ch. 329; 95 L. J. Ch. 499; 185 L. T. 538 ; 
42 T. L. R. 197; 70 Sol. Jo. 367; 24 L. G. R. 351. 

8976. Jurisdiction of Court of Chancery—Not 
fettered by Acts giving common law Jurisdiction. | 
—I donot think that the Acts which gave common 
Jaw jurisdiction to the Court of Chancery were 
intended to fetter the discretion of that court as to 
costs (BowEN, L.J.).—PARNELL v. MortT, LIDDELL 
& Co. (1885), 29 Ch. D. 325; 53 L. T. 1865; 33 
W. R. 481; Griffin’s Patent Cases (1884-1886), 
182, C. A. 

3977. No jurisdiction to award costs before 
Judicature Act—Whether discretion exercisable. | 
—Quore: whether Ord. LXV., r. 1, gives the court 
power to ordcr the payment of costs in a case in 
which there would have been no jurisdiction to 
do so before the Judicature Act.—Re Woop’s 
Estate, Le p. WoRKS & BUILDINGS Comrs. (1886), 
31 Ch. D. 607; 55 L. J. Ch. 488; 54 L. T. 145; 
34 W. R. 375, C. A. 

3978. Materials for exercise must be present. |— 
In the present case, so far as the evidence before 
me goes, I can see no materials whatsoever upon 
which the learned judge could exercise a discretion 
at all. The defts. were sued, & rightly according 
to law resisted the suit, & finally succeeded. In 
the judgment of Bigham, J., & in the judgment of 
this court, they are right; & it practically comes 
to this—that the learned judge has deprived the 
persons sued of what, primd facie, is their right 
to the costs of the litigation which has unsuccess- 
fully been brought against them because they will 
not submit to the learned judge himself as 
arbitrator to say what should be done. That is not 
exercising a discretion upon materials properly 
before the judge; but it is depriving a litigant of 
rights of which he is by law possessed, upon grounds 
which it is not competent for the judge to treat 
as grounds for the exercise of his discretion (LORD 
HALSBURY, C.).—CIVIL SERVICE CO-OPERATIVD 
SocIETY v. GENERAL STEAM NAVIGATION Co., 
{1903] 2 K. B. 756, 765; 72 L. J. K. B. 9383; 88 
L. T. 429; 562 W. R. 181; 20 T. L. R. 10; 9 
Asp. M. L. C. 477, C. A. 

3979. .}—Where a judge at the trial of 
an action without a jury deprives a successful 
party of costs, without having really exercised his 
judicial discretion at all in the matter, as, for 
instance, where there are no materials before him 
upon which he can exercise his discretion, an appeal 
will lie to the Court of Appeal without leave. 
In an action of waste by converting part of a 
dwelling-house into a shop & by building a stable 
at the back of the premises the judge, who tried the 
action without a jury, gave judgment for the deft., 
but he deprived her of costs upon the ground that, 
in his opinion, before doing what she had done she 
ought to have approached her landlord upon the 
matter :—Held: this was a matter which was 
irrelevant to the question to be adjudicated upon 
in the action, & therefore the judge had no power 
upon that ground to deprive the deft. of costs.— 

DMUND ¥. MARTELL (1907), 24 T. L. R. 25; 652 
Sol. Jo. 10, C. A. 
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3980. -+~-A workman having met with an 
accident in consequence of which he was ruptured, 
his employers admitted liability under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1906, & paid him 
compensation for thirteen weeks, when they dis- 
continued it on the ground that the incapacity had 
ceased. The workman applied for arbitration, 
alleging that the question which had arisen was 
‘as to the amount (or duration) of the com- 
pensation payable’”’ to him by his employers 
under the Act of 1906; & he claimed full com- 
pensation upon the ground that he was still 
partially incapacited & likely to be so for some 
months. The parties agreed to refer to a medical 
referee the questions as to his condition & fitness 
for employment, & whether his incapacity, if any, 
was due to the accident. The referee reported 
that the rupture was caused by the accident, but 
that the applicant was fit for his former work if 
he wore a belt. The employers thereupon filed 
answers in which they denied incapacity & their 
liability to pay further compensation. The 
applicant insisted that his incapacity still con- 
tinued. The matter came before the county 
court judge, who, at the applicant’s request & 
without objection on the part of the employers, 
granted to the applicant a declaration of liability 
but nothing more, & ordered the employers to pay 
his costs :—Held: under Sched. II., para. 7, of 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, the 
costs were in the discretion of the arbitrator 
just in the same way as costs in the High Court were 
in the discretion of the judge; but it was settled 
that to make this discretion effective there must: 
be materials on which the discretion could be 
exercised. Here there were no such materials 
& the employers had been successful throughout, 
so that there had been no judicial exercise of the 
judge’s discretion, & the order on the employers 
to pay the costs must be discharged.—LLIGGINs 
v. Hieeins (L.) & Co., [1916] 1 K. B. 640; 85 
L. J. K. B. 1224; 114 L. T. 59; 9B. W. GC. C. 
122, C. A. 

3981. Agreement between parties as to costs— 
Effect of.|—The parties to an arbitration under 
the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1923, agreed before- 
hand that the successful party should have costs 
on the High Court scale. The agreement was not 
communicated to the arbitrator. The arbitrator 
gave his award in favour of the landlord, & awarded 
that each party should pay its own costs. In an 
action by the landlord to enforce the agreement 
the county court judge gave judgment for the 
tenants on the ground that the Act gave dis- 
cretion to the arbitrator as to costs :—Held: 
allowing the appeal, the agreement was valid & 
enforceable.—MANSFIELD v. ROBINSON, [1928] 2 
K. B. 353; 97. J. K. B. 466; 139 L. T. 349; 92 
J.P. 126; 44 T. L. R. 618, D. C. 

3982. No jurisdiction to entertain application— 
Whether order as to costs can be made.j]—On an 
application by way of appeal from an interlocutory 
decision of the Comptroller-General of Patents 
directing discovery & production of documents, 
a preliminary objection was taken that the court 
had no jurisdiction to hear the application & 
this objection was upheld. On the question of 
costs, it was held that although there was no juris- 
diction to deal with the application an order could 
be made directing the applicant to pay respondent’s 
costs..—Re ROBERTSON’S APPLICATION FOR LETTERS 
PATENT, [1930] 1 Ch. 186; 99 L. J. Ch. 145; 
142 L. T. 807; 46 T. L. R. 17; 47 R. P. C. 215. 

3988. Award in form of special case—Juris- 
diction of Court of Appeal as to costs.}—The costs 
of a special case stated by an arbitrator are costs 
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incidental to the arbitration within the meaning 
of sect. 34 of the Land Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845, & therefore are costs over which the Court 
of Appeal has no jurisdiction —Re Hoiitipay & 
WAKEFIELD CORPN. (1888), 20 Q. B. D. 699; 57 
L. J. Q. B. 620; 59 L. T. 248; 52 J. P. 644, C. A. 

3984. -+-The Court of Appeal has 
power under the Arbitration Act, 1889, to deal 
with the costs of an appeal on an award stated 
in the form of a special case for the opinion of the 
court.—Re Gonty & MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD & 
LINCOLNSHIRE Ky. Co., [1896] 2 Q. B. 489; 65 
l. J. Q. B. 625; 75 LL. T. 239; 45 W. R. 83; 12 
T. L. R. 617, 620; 40 Sol. Jo. 715, C. A. 

3985. Power to modify High Court scale.]—The 
judge has power to moderate & modify the High 
Court scale if he does not think fit to give the full 
High Court costs (Fry, [..J.).—-NEAVES v. SPOONER 
(1887), 36 W. R. 257; 538 J. T. 164, C. A. 

3986. Power to fix lump sum.}—The court may 
say that £50 should be paid for the costs, whatever 
they might be, or any other particular sum, 
always, of course, below the full costs as between 
solicitor & client; the court has no power to 
increase the costs beyond that (LORD LLATHERLEY). 

: [ v. BRADLEY (1878), 3 App. Cas. 944, 
957, Li. 1. 

3987. Judge not bound to exercise discretion. ] 
—A judge is not bound to exercise his discretion 
as to costs (JEssEL, M.R.).— Re LEIGH, ROWCLIFFE 
v. LEIGH (1878), 26 W. R. 729, C. A. 

3988. Discretion cannot be  delegated.|-—A 
judge has no power to delegate to a master the 
discretionary authority given him with reference 
to allowing costs on the higher & lower scale.— 
CORTICENE FLOOR COVERING Co. v. TULL, GLAN- 
VILLE & Co. (1879), 27 W. R. 378, C. A. 

3989. —— .]}--Where a court or judge is 
expressly given a discretion as to costs, the exercise 
of such discretion cannot be delegated. -LAMBTON 
& Co, v. PARKINSON (1887), 35 W. R. 545, D. C. 

3990. What amounts to delegation of 
discretion— Direction that plaintiff pay costs un- 
necessarily incurred.J|—Upon an application 
under Ord. XXVI., r. 1, by the pltf. for leave to 
discontinue an action in which the defence was 
admitted, an order was made by the judge that all 
proceedings be stayed, each party to pay his own 
costs, except such costs of defts. as, in the opinion 
of the master, were occasioned by any proceedings 
unnecessarily taken by pltf., which pltf. was to 
pay :—/feld: the judge had jurisdiction to make 
the order. 

It is also contended by appellant that the order 
is bad because, as it is said, the learned baron 
delegated his discretion to the master. But I 
don’t agree that he did. What he said was that 
if any costs had been unnecessarily occasioned 
by pltf., he was to pay them. That matter he 
left to the taxing master, he could hardly have 
been expected to tax the costs himself, & ascertain 
what items were unnecessary ; he laid down a 
rule which the master could carry into effect 
(CAVE, J.).—MUSMAN v. BoRET (1892), 40 W. KR. 
352; 66 T. T. 171, D.C. 











SUB-SECT. 2.—MoODE OF EXERCISE OF 
DISCRETION. 


8991. Discretion must be judicial—Exercised 
according to principles of law.]—- YOUNG ov. 
THOMAS, No. 3964, ante.. 

3992. ~-—-The discretion must be a 
judicial one & must be exercised strictly according 
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to the principles of the law (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, 
]..3.).—LECKHAMPTON QUARRIES Co., LTD. v. 
BALILINGER & CHELTENHAM RURAL DISTRICT 
CouNCcTL (1905), 93 L. T. 93: 69 J. P. 377; 21 
T. L. R. 632; 49 Sol. Jo. 618; 3 I. CG. R. 940, 
C. A. 

3993. ——— Exercised according to merits.}— 
The judge has a discretion which he has to exercise 
judicially. The merits of the case have to be 
considered by h*m (JELF, J.).—MULLEN v. LONDON 
CouNTY COUNCIL (1906), 51 Sol. Jo. 82. 

3994. What amounts to judicial exercise— 
Not ordering successful party to pay costs.}—A 
workman who was in receipt of a weekly payment 
of 13s. 5d. from his employers as compensation 
for an accident within the meaning of the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1906, entered into an 
agreement to accept £100 in satisfaction of the 
employers’ lability. The workman applied to 
the registrar to have a memorandum of the agree- 
ment recorded. The registrar, being dissatisfied 
as to the amount of the commutation, referred 
the matter to the judge. Both parties appeared 
& supported the agreement. The judge overruled 
the objection as to quantum, & directed the memo- 
randum to be recorded, ordering the employers 
to pay the costs. The employers appealed from 
the order as to costs :—J/eld : assuming that the 
county court judge had a discretion as to costs, 
it was not a judicial exercise of that discretion to 
order a party who had been completely successful 
& against whom no misconduct was alleged to pay 
the costs of the proceedings.— KIERSON v. THOMP- 
SON (JOSEPH L.) & SONs, LTp., [1913] 1 KKK. B. 587 ; 
82 L. J. K. B. 920; 108 L. T. 236; 29 T. L. ih. 
205; 57 Sol. Jo. 226; 6B. W.C. C. 58, C. A. 








SUB-sECT. 3.— CONSIDERATIONS ALPECTING 
FOXERCISE OF DISCRETION. 


A. Jr General. 


3995. Conduct of parties.}—The right to costs 
does not, in most cases, merely depend upon the 
merits of the cause as finally decided, but may, 
to a very great catent, depend upon the mode in 
which it has been conducted by the partics 
(LORD WATSON).—METROPOLITAN ASYLUM I)IS- 
TRICT v. HILL (1880), 5 App. Cas. 582; 49 L. J. 
Q. B. 745; 43 1. T. 225, H. 1. 

3996. --—— During & previous to action.| 
In exercising his discretion to deprive a successful 
party of his costs under Ord. LV. [now Ord. LAV.], 
the judge is not confined to the consideration of the 
conduct of the party in the course of the litigation, 
but may consider his conduct previous to & 
conducing to the action. He must, however, 
assume the truth of the facts found by the jury.— 
HARNETT v. Vist (1880), 5 Ex. D. 307; 43 L. T. 
645; 20 W. R. 7, C. A. 

3997. Circumstances of each case.J—As by 
Ord. LXYV., r. 1, the costs of all proceedings are 
in the discretion of the court, the general rule of 
practice in the Admiralty Court as to the costs of 
reference, namely, that when more than a fourth 
is struck off a claim, each party pay his own costs, 
& when more than a third the claimant pays the 
other party’s costs, is wrong, & the court must 
exercise its discretion according to the circum- 
stances of each particular case.—THE FRIEDERERG 
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(1885), 10 P. D. 112; 54 L. J. P. 75; 52 1. T. 
837; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 426; 33 W. R. 687, C. A. 

3998. Conduct of defendant.}—A successful 
deft. cannot be deprived of costs on the ground of 
improper conduct— e.g. an attempt to deceive the 
public—not connected with the issue between 
himself & the pltf. 

In such a case no material exists for exercise 
of the discretion of the judge under Ord. LXYV., 
r. 1, & if in such a case a successful deft. has been 
deprived of costs he has a right to appeal. 

Defts. in an action for passing off their goods 
as those of the pltfs., had stated on the wrappers 
in which their goods were sold that they had 
obtained certain medals & awards at exhibitions. 
The defts. did not state that the medals & awards 
had been obtained for the goods to which the 
action related, & in fact they had been obtained 
for other goods manufactured by the defts. 
KEKEWICH, J., gave judgment for the defts., but 
deprived them of costs on the ground that they 
had acted dishonestly in making the statement 
wbout the medals & awards :—Held: upon the 
facts, the defts. had not acted dishonestly, but 
even if they had been guilty of misrepresent ation 
it had no relation to the pltfs.’ case, & was not 
therefore a ground on which the judge had a 
discretion to deprive the defts. of costs.— KING (1*.) 
& Co. vr. GILLARD & Co., [1905] 2 Ch. 7; 74 
J. J. Ch. 421; 92 L. T. 605; 53 W. R. 598; 21 
T. L. R. 308; 49 Sol. Jo. 401, C. A. 

3999. ~—On the whole, seeing that the 
action was founded on breach of contract, & that 
alone. & that no other case against deft. is alleged, 
1 think I ought not to treat matters altogether 
outside any question of construction, that is to 
say, deft.’s motives, as sufficient grounds for 
depriving him of costs (EVE, J.).— Rusu v. LUCAS, 
fi910f 1 Ch. 1373 79 dL. J. Ch. 172; 101 J. T. 
851; 54 Sol. Jo. 200. 

4000. -|--The cases show that if deft.’s 
conduct increases the litigation, & consequently 
the costs, that is a ground on which the discretion 
of the judge arises (HORRIDGE, J.).—DANN vw. 
CURZON (1910), 104 L. T. 66, D. C. 

4001. -}—The  pltfs., Jotel keepers in 
France, obtained from the deft., a young Enylish- 
man of twenty-two years of age, who had been 
staying at the pltfs.’ hotel, an Knglish cheque 
payable in England, by a threat of criminal pro- 
ceedings in France if it was not given, & a sug- 
gestion that no such proceedings would be taken 
if the cheque were given. The judge held that 
payment of the cheque could not in these circum- 
stances be enforced in an Iinglish court & gave 
judgment for the deft., but deprived him of costs 
on the ground that he had been very foolish 
throughout & that he had applied for two sub- 
stantial amendments at the trial :—Z/leld:; on an 
appeal as to costs, that though the foolishness 
of the deft. was an extraneous matter which the 
judge was not entitled to take into account in 
exercising his discretion as to costs, yet there were, 
apart from this, ample materials on which he was 
entitled to exercise his discretion by depriving the 
deft. of costs.—Sociérk pEsS HOTELS R&UNIS 
(SociETE ANONYME) v. HAWKER (1914), 30 
T. L. R. 428, 424, C. A. 

4002. J—The pltf. sued deft., a medical 
practitioner, for damages for negligence in attend- 
ing his wife on the occasion of her confinement 
when her child was still-born. Upon the charge 
being made against him deft., in the course of a 
correspondence which took place before action 
brought, wrote to the pltf. warmly repudiating 
it & fully explaining what took place at the con- 
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finement. Apart from the medical explanation, 
the letter was written in a tone of levity & in some- 
what insulting terms, & finally suggested that the 
parties should submit the case for the arbitration 
of professional experts to be nominated on either 
side, & that the loser should give £20 for charity. 
At the trial, without a jury, the judge found the 
jssue of negligence in the deft.’s favour & dismissed 
the action, but refused to give him costs on the 
ground, mainly, of the attitude taken by him in the 
correspondence :—Held: the correspondence did 
not afford ground for the exercise of the judicial 
discretion to refuse to award costs to a successful 
deft. It did not amount to conduct which Ied 
to the action being brought. 

Per ATKIN, L.J.: In exercising his discretion 
over costs a judge should be guided by the follow- 
ing principles. In the case of a wholly successful 
deft. the judge must give him his costs unless there 
is evidence (1) that the deft. brought about the 
Jitigation, or (2) has done something connected 
with the institution or the conduct of the suit 
calculated to occasion unnecessary litigation & 
expense, or (3) has done some wrongful act in the 
course of the transaction of which the pltf. com- 
plains.—R1trER v. Goprey, [1920] 2 K. B. 47; 
sv L. J. WK. B. 467; 122 L. T. 3896; 386 TP. L. RR. 
114, C. A. 

4003. —— Protracting trial.]—As, Jhowever, 
considerable portions of the four days which the 
case occupied were taken up by objections on 
which deft. failed, I direct the taxing master only 
to give the costs appropriate to an action lasting 
two days (ScruTtTon, J.).—- Forbes v. SAMUEL, 
[1913] 3 K. B. 706; 82 L. J. K. B. 11385; 109 
LT. 599; 29 'T. 1. R. 544. 

4004. Facts connected with litigation. }|—A suc- 
cessful deft. in a non-jury case has no doubt, in 
the absence of special circuinstances, a reasonable 
expectation of obtaining an order for the payment 
of his costs by the plti.; but he has no right to 
costs unless & until the court awards them to hit, 
& the court has an absolute & unfettered discretion 
to award or not to award them. This discretion, 
ike any otber discretion, must of course be 
exercised judicially, & the judge ought not to 
exercise it against the successful party except for 
sume reason connected with the case. If— 
to put a hypothesis which in our courts would 
never In fact be realised—a judge were to refuse 
to give a party his costs on the ground of some 
misconduct wholly unconnected with the cause 
of action or of some prejudice due to his race or 
religion or (to quote a familiar illustration) to the 
colour of his hair, then a Court of Appeal might 
well feel itself compelled to intervene. But when 
a Judge, deliberately intending to exercise his 
discretionary powers, has acted on facts connected 
with or leading up to the litigation which have 
been proved before him or which he has himself 
observed during the progress of the case, then it 
seems to me that a Court of Appeal, although it 
nay deem his reasons insufficient & may disagree 
with his conclusion, is prohibited by the statute 
{rom entertaining an appeal from it (LORD CAVE, 
C.).—-CAMPRELL (DONALD) & Co. 1. POLLAK, [1927 | 
A. C. 732, 812; 96 L. J. K. B. 1182; 137 L. T. 
650, H. L. 





B. Particular Cases. 


4005. Infringement of trade mark—Innocent 
infringer sued—Large quantity of spurious goods. ] 
—Deft., who was a china manufacturer, purchased 
abroad for his own private use a large number of 
cigars which were consigned to him at the docks 
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here in cases bearing a spurious brand, purporting 
to be that of pltfs., who were cigar manufacturers. 

Deft. was not aware that the brand was spurious, 
nor, except from seeing it on the invoice, that 
any such brand was in use. Immediately upon 
pitts. issuing their writ & serving deft. with notice 
of motion for an injunction to restrain him from 
selling the cigars, deft. stated that he had no 
intention of selling the cigars, & offered all the 
relief asked for by the writ, & afterwards at the 
motion agreed to an undertaking in the terms of 
the writ, the question of costs being reserved :—- 
Held: deft. must pay all the costs of the action.— 
UPMANN ». FORESTER (1883), 24 Ch. D. 281; 52 
L. J. Ch. 946; 49 L. 1. 122; 47 J. P. 807; 32 
W. R. 28. 

4006. ——-- -——- Small quantity of spurious 
goods.J—Defts. brought from I4., at a cost of 
7s. 6d., a box of 500 cigarettes bearing a label 
which was a very close imitation of the registered 
trade mark used by pltfs. upon boxes in which 
they sold cigarettes made by them.  Defts. 
bought the cigarettes under the belief that they 
were made by pltfs. Pltfs. served defts. with a 
writ & notice of motion for an injunction to restrain 
them from infringing their trade mark or selling 
the cigarettes. Defts. at once returned to KH. the 
greater part of the cigarettes, &, by their affidavit, 
submitted to abide by any order the court should 
make, but contended that they ought not to be 
made to pay the costs: Held: there ought to be 
no order as to costs. ~—AMERICAN TOBACCO CO. v. 
(iugesT, [1892] 1 Ch. 680; GL 1. J. Ch. 2425 66 
L. 'T. 257; 40 W. RR. 364; 8 T. L. R. 300; 36 
Sol. Jo. 254. 

4007. Misleading advertisements — Substances 
intended to deceive public—Defendants’ costs 
refused.|—A_ bill was filed by the manufacturers 
of a substance used instead of hops for brewing 
beer to restrain defts. from making & selling a 
substance intended for the samne purpose. As to 
some of the grounds for relief pltfs. had failed, «& 
as to others they were held to be too late in their 
application, & the bill was therefore dismissed: - 
Held: as the substances made by both pltfs. & 
defts. were intended to be used to deceive the public, 
no costs would be given to the defts. 

Moreover, many of the statements of defts. in 
their advertisements, where they put themselves 
forward as the original inventors, speak of them- 
selves as an old-cstablished firm, & caution the 
public against imitators & their inventions, are 
clearly intended to give the notion that defts. are 
the original inventors. These are, to say the least 
of it, statements which disentitle defts. to any 
favour from this court, & on this ground, as well 
as upon the higher ground which 1 have just 
mentioned, 1 think that the bill ought to have been 
dismissed without costs. There will, of course, 
be no costs of the appeal (LORD CAIRNS, C.).— 
Estcoury v. ESTCOURT Hor ESSENCE Co. (1875), 
10 Ch. pp. 276, 281; 44 L. J. Ch. 223; 32 L. T. 
$0; 23 W. BR. 318, LC. & L. JJ. 

4008. Offer of undertaking by defendant refused 
—Action for injunction & damages—Offer giving 
all relief claimed.j—An action was brought by 

Itf. against defts. M. & A. & Sons, for a manda- 
tae injunction to compel defts. to remove a wall 
& buildings erected by them between the houses 
of pltf. & deft. M. as having been erected contrary 
to the provisions of the Metropolitan Building 
Act, 1855, or at all events so far as the wall or 








- buildings obstructed the access of light to the 


skylight & front windows of pltf. He also claimed 
other relief, including damages for the obstruction 
& interference with the access of light, & damages 
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for the injury to pltf.’s buildings by reason of the 
negligent carrying on of defts.’ works, & costs 
Shortly after the commencement of the action 
deft. M. took out a summons to stay the action 
by offering to pull down the wall; to consent to a 
perpetual injunction; to consent to an inquiry 
as to damages; & to pay pitf.’s costs. This was 
refused by pltf., but deft. M., nevertheless, pulled 
down the wall & completed his building. On the 
question of light, KerKrEWICH, J., assessed the 
damages at 40s. for the damage by deft. M.’s 
building from the time it was erected to the time 
when deft. M. pulled it down, but without costs 
against him; & on the question of structural 
damage his lordship gave judgment for defts. 
with costs. Plitf. appealed. seeking to vary the 
judgment by declaring dcfts. A. & Sons liable 
jointly with deft. M. for the 40s. damages; & 
asking for damages for the injury to pltf.’s building 
by reason of the negligent carrying on of defts.’ 
works, & that defts. should be ordered to pay the 
costs of the action, on the ground that the court 
had no jurisdiction to deprive him of costs, inas- 
much as he, being awarded 40s. damages, was 
entitled to costs in respect of that part of the 
action :— Held: this was an action in which the 
costs were in the discretion of the judge, & that 
there was no appeal from the discretion, having 
regard to sect. 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873.— 
Hp tes de v. MALLINSON (1891), 65 L. T. 354, 
C. A. 

4009. ——— Action for infringement of copyright 
—Offer giving substance of relief claimed.]—Pitfs. 
sued to restrain infringement of an important 
literary newspaper article & three trivial news 
paragraphs. Defts. offered an undertaking with 
costs not to publish ayain the first article, refusing 
to undertake as to the others. Vltfs. proceeded 
with the action. They were disallowed costs 
subsequent to defts.’ offer. 

As to the other three matters, they seem to me 
trivial in themselves. . . . Having regard to what 
has been so notorious a practice for so many years, 
I think defts. should have had notice given or 
protest made to them before proceedings were 
commenced. It has never been the law, nor am 
I laying down any rule, that a deft. should always 
have notice of the intention to bring an action 
before it is brought. ... But, exercising my 
discretion, I am of opinion that, under the cir- 
cumstances of the case, adequate justice will be 
done by my requiring defts. to pay pltfs. all the 
costs of this action down to & including April 26 
{date of offer] (NortTu, J.).—WALTER  v. 
STEINKOPFF, [1892] 3 Ch. 489; 61 L. J. Ch. 521; 
67 L. T. 184; 40 W. R. 599; 8 T. L. RH. 683; 36 
Sol. Jo. 556, 

4010. Oppressive conduct—Several actions for 
small amounts—Judgment in default of defence.] 
~—An action was brought for the purpose of obtain- 
Ing a declaration that plitf. was entitled to an estate 
in fee simple to an undivided moiety of an undivided 
sixth part of certain hereditaments which had been 
in possession of deft., & for an account of the rents 
& profits. Four other actions were brought for 
a similar declaration against the same & other 
defts., as to other undivided shares of the same 
hereditaments. ‘The shares claimed in four of the 
actions were valued at Jess than £10 each, & in the 
fifth at, less than £15. No statements of defence 
being put in, pltfs. moved for judgment in default 
of defence under Ord. XXVIL, r. 11. The judge 
at the trial granted the relief prayed 
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being of opinion that so many actions for such 
small amounts were unnecessary & oppressive, 
& not being convinced that defts. would not have 
acceded to pltfs.’ demands without litigation, if 
properly applied to, refused pltfs. their costs up 
to the hearing & the Court of Appeal declined to 
review his discretion._YOUNG v. THOMAS, [1892] 
2 Ch. 184; 61 L. J. Ch. 496; 66 L. T. 575; 40 
W. R. 468; 36 Sol. Jo. 412, C. A. 

4011. Motion as to production of cestui que vie— 
Respondent’s right to require applicant to come to 
court.}—The court has no power to order a 
remainderman, expectant upon the determination 
of an estate pur autre vie, to pay to the tenant pur 
autre vie the expenses of producing the cestur que 
vie under the Act 6 Ann. c. 18.—Re Isaac (1838), 
4 My. & Cr. 11; 41 E.R. 5. 

4012. -}~A close of land was devised 
to M. A. T. in fee, but in case she should die without 
leaving lawful issue, to others. M. A. T. matried 
& left her husband, having had no issue. He died 
in May, 1888. Orders were made in June & Aug. 
1888, respectively that A. F., who had bought the 
interest of M. A. T., should produce her first at 
W. church door, secondly, in court ; she not having 
been produced, & A. . not having proved that she 
was alive, the court ordered that she should be 
taken to be dead. 

I do not give any costs, for this reason. The 
statute says nothing about costs. I do not go on 
that ground. But | think it is a case in which, 
luoking at the circumstances, the respondent was 
entitled to require the applicants to come before 
the court (NoRTH, J.).—Re PoPLE, Ev p. BAKER 
(1889), 40 Ch. D. 589; 58 L. J. Ch. 372; 60 L. T. 
668 ; 37 W. R. 554. 

4018. Defendants withdrawing defence—Plain- 
tiffs proceeding to trial—-Relief required not obtain- 
able on motion.|—in March, 1927, defts. for the 
purpose of making a new valuation list under the 
Rating & Valuation Act, 1925, s. 40, served a 
notice on pltf. requiring him to make a return of 
certain particulars, including “ gross takings & 
outguings”’’ of his licensed premises, & other 
particulars not contained inthe Schedule, Part II., 
of the Rating & Valuation Act (Returns) Rules, 
1926, 

On April 27, 1927, pltf. commenced this action 
for a declaration that the form of return required 
was illegal, unauthorised & ultra vires. 

Defts. thereupon withdrew all their notices, but 
later on put in a defence denying their invalidity. 
The action was then set down for trial, but shortly 
after defts. withdrew their defence by leave, stating 
that they did not propose to contest the action 
any further. 

As pltf. wanted a declaration as to the invalidity 
of the form of return under the Act, for which 
purpose both evidence & argument were required, 
he did not move for judgment in default of defence, 
but proceeded to trial & called evidence to prove 
that the offending requisitions were not ‘' reason- 
ably required for the purpose of carrying out this 
Act” within the meaning of sect. 40 :—Held: 
pltf. had proved his case & was entitled to the 
declaration he claimed; also, as the pltf. could 
not have obtained a declaration of this nature on 
a motion for judgment in default of defence, with- 
out evidence, & as he was clearly entitled to the 
declaration at the date of the writ, subject to his 
substantiating his case by proper evidence, he was 
entitled to proceed to trial for this purpose & 
obtain his declaration with costs.—GRANT v. 
KNARESBOROUGH URBAN District COUNCIL, [1928] 
Ch. 310; 97 L. J. Ch. 106; 188 L. T. 488; 92 








for, but, | J. P. 30; 44 T. L. R. 224; 26 L. G. R. 165. 
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4014. Resolution for alteration of objects of 
company—Petition for confirmation unsuccessfully 
opposed—-Shareholder’s opposition ‘‘ wholesome.’’ ] 
—A company, whose business had ultimately come 
to consist in the holding & management of large 
investments in two other companies, on the advice 
of its directors that the businesses of bankers & 
financiers might be conveniently & advantageously 
combined with the then existing business of the 
company, passed a special resolution by an over- 
whelming majority of its shareholders to alter the 
objects clause of its memorandum, so as to enable 
the aur trace to carry on such new businesses. 
Upon the petition of the company under 
sect. 9 (1) (d) of the Act of 1908, the court con- 
firmed the alteration, notwithstanding the new 
businesses were wholly different from & bore no 
relation to the company’s then existing business. 

As regards the costs of the opponents to the 
petition, I think that the court should be reluctant 
to prevent persons interested from appearing on 
these occasions. In fact, the advertisements issued 
invite persons to appear & oppose, if they think fit 
to doso. Unless the opposition is merely frivolous, 
J think the court ought not to penalise shareholders 
or other interested persons for attending in court 
to express their views. Iere, A. with his family 
has a very substantial holding in the com- 
pany. I think his opposition has been useful 
in preventing the court—possibly per incuriam— 
from passing so wide an alteration as is contained 
in the concluding words of the resolution. More- 
over, I think, opposition in these cases is whole- 
some & ought to be encouraged rather than 
discouraged. I, therefore, in the exercise of my 
discretion, order the company to pay the costs 
of the opponents to this petition (P. O. LAWRENCE, 
J.).—Re PARENT TYRE Co., [1923] 2 Ch. 222; 92 
L. J. Ch. 358 ; 129 LT. 244; 39'T. L. R. 426; 67 
Sol. Jo. 556. 

4015. Unnecessary action—Action to execute 
trusts of settlement.|—A tenant for life under a 
settlement brought an action for the administra- 
tion of the trusts of the settlement. The state- 
ment of claim contained charges of improper con- 
duct against defts., one of whom was a trustee of 
the settlement, & the other a tenant for life. 
At the trial these charges were withdrawn :— 
Held: though pltf. was entitled to a decree for the 
administration of the trusts of the settlement, 
yct the action having been really brought to remove 
the trustee, pltf. must pay the costs of the action 
down to & including the hearing.—FANnz v. FANE 
(1879), 18 Ch. D. 228; 49 L. J. Ch. 200; 41 L. T. 
551; 28 W. R. 348. 

4016. -/—Where a judgment has been 
given before 1913 against a married woman, 
execution being limited to her separate property, 
& no stay has been granted, & the judgment 
remains unsatisfied, it is open to pltf. to bring a 
fresh action on the judgment & to recover judg- 
ment thereon for the purpose of founding bank- 
ruptcy proceedings against the married woman 
under sect. 12 of the Bankruptcy & Deeds of 
Arrangement Act, 1913. 

Semble: sect. 12 of that Act is retrospective so 
as to make such fresh action unnecessary. 

It is not necessary for me to decide whether 
sect. 12 is retrospective or not, & anything I may 
say about it would be merely a dictum; but 
looking at it, I think there is strong ground for 
saying that it is retrospective. Pltf. has brought 
the action on the advice of the bankruptcy 
Officials, & if it should turn out that the section 
is not retrospective, a new judgment would be an 
advantage to him. Looking at all the circum- 
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stances, it is not a case in which pltf. ought to be 

made to pay deft.’s costs, so I will give pltf. 

the judgment now asked for, without costs 
iis J.).—SHAW v. ALLEN (1914), 30 T. L. R. 
31 


4017. Absence of notice before action—In- 
junction—Infringement of copyright. ]—Where 
pitf., in anticipation of a wrongful act on the part 
of deft., commenced an action & obtained an 
injunction to restrain the sale, etc., of piratical 
copies of pitf.’s works upon an ex parte applica- 
tion without previous notice to deft. not to com- 
mit the wrong :—Held: there was no misconduct 
on the part of pltf. to disentitle him to his costs.— 
RUSKIN v. ROBINSON (1885), 2 T. lu. R. 18. 

















4018. -}-—WALTER v. STEIN- 
KOPFF, No. 4009, ante. 
4019. Infringement of registered 


design.J—An innocent infringer of a registered 
design must pay the costs of a motion for an 
injunction to restrain him from infringing, though 
pltf. had given him no notice of the infringement 
before serving him with the writ in the action.— 
WITTMAN v. OPPENHEIM (1584), 27 Ch. D. 260; 54 
ju J. Ch. 56; 50 1. 'T. 713.35 sub nom. WILLMAN v. 
OPPENHEIM, 32 W. h. 766. 

4020. Injunction—Interference with ease- 
ment.]—The owners of a house had had for 
many years a supply of water by pipes passing 
through the adjoining land under circumstances 
which in the view of the court created an easement. 
The owner of part of the adjoining land proceeded 
to build a house over part of the line of pipes :-— 
Held: the owners of the house had a right to go 
on the adjoining land & repair the pipes when 
necessary, & by building the house their means of 
access to the pipes would be materially interfered 
with & rendered more expensive ; & an injunction 
was granted to restrain the building of the house. 

The fact that an action has been brought with- 
out a previous application to the deft. does not 
prevent the pltf. from getting his costs of the 
action.—-GOODHART v. HYETT (1883), 25 Ch. D. 
182; 53 L. J. Ch. 219; 50 L. T. 95; 48 J. P. 
293; 32 W. R. 165. 

4021. Use of trade name.]}—PIltf., 
proprietor of the business of N. & Co., an old- 
established & well-known firm of job & post 
masters, moved for an interim injunction to 
restrain deft. from. carrying on the business of 
job & post masters under the same name. Deft. 
purchased the business of one H. N., &, instead of 
carrying on business under that name, dropped the 
“1.’ & added ‘“‘ & Co.”; the effect, as alleged, 
being to lead the public to suppose that his business 
was a branch of pltf.’s. Pltf. then issued his writ. 

The judge, while observing that the court always 
discouraged exceedingly the practice of one party 
issuing a writ & proceeding to litigate in a peremp- 
tory sort of way without first giving the oPpe 
site party the opportunity of submitting to his 
demands, on the facts of the case ordered deft. to 
pay the costs of the action.—H1OLT v. SMITH (1888), 
47. L. R. 329. 

4022. Action for costs only.]}—UPMANN v. 
ForEsTER, No. 4005, ante. 

4023. Action compromised by parties. }— 
The mere fact that after action brought deft. has 
conceded to pltf. the principal relief sought does 
not disentitle pltf. to bring the action to trial for 
the purpose of getting his costs, except where the 
parties have compromised the action, so that 
everything is settled but the question of costs; 
in that case the court will refuse to decide the 
question of costs at the trial.—Srorr v. Maip- 
STONE CORPN., [1878] W. N. 219. 
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4024. -}+—This suit was instituted by 
the Landed Estates Company to restrain deft. 
from interfering with a road made by pltfs. across 
a small piece of common land giving access to 
a number of houses built by pltfs. on certain 
property of theirs called the Worcester Park Estate, 
situate at Cuddington & Malden, in Surrey. 
Since the bill was filed an Act of Parliament had 
been obtained by certain persons, some of whom 
were directors of pltfs.’ company, for the purpose 
of enabling the lord of the manor to confer a title 
to the piece of common land, & pltfs. having thus 
obtained a right to make the road the subject- 
matter of the suit was gone, & pltfs. now sought a 
declaration that the conduct of deft. had been 
unreasonable & vexatious in opposing pltfs.’ 
proceedings, & that he might be ordered to pay 
the costs of the suit. 

The Vice-Chancellor said it had been laid down 
that a cause could not be heard on a question of 
costs where the subject-matter of the suit had been 
settled ; but this principle only applied where the 
settlement of the matter had been eftected by the 
parties themselves, which was not the case here, 
& the suit must therefore proceed.—LANDED 
ESTATES Co. v1. WEEDING, [1871] W. N. 148. 

4025. Subject-matter of dispute settled by 
Act of Parliament./—LANDED EsTaTEs Co. v. 
WEEDING, No. 4024, ante. 

4026. Payment of debt after issue of writ.] 
—Where the debt has been paid to pltf.s clerk 
after writ) issued, but before service thereof, & 
the attorney is aware of the payment, he has no 
right to proceed further with the action, although 
he will be entitled to the costs of his writ.— 
WYLLIE v1. PHILLIPS (1537), 5 Dowl. 644; 3 Bing. 
N.C. 7763 4 Scott, 474; 61. J.C. P. 2243 182 
kK. R. 610. 

4027. ——.}/-—Where payment or tender 
of the whole or part of a debt 15 made after the 
issue of the wnt, but before service of it, & deft. 
refuses to pay the costs of the latter, pltf. may 
serve the writ, & if deft. does not appear may sign 
judgment for the costs in default of appearance.— 
CHARNET v. SNEYD (1906), Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 

4028. Writ for liquidated demand—Amount 
reduced by payment—Judgment signed in default 
of appearance—For whole amount./—When a 
writ of summons is indorsed for a liquidated 
demand, which is reduced by payment after writ 
issued, judgment on default of appearance ought 
only to be entered for the arnount actually due at 
the time when such judgment is entered, & deft. 
has a right to have any judgment entered for a 
larger amount set aside. 

We have to consider whether any terms should 
be imposed on deft. as to costs. Pltf. is only 
entitled to the costs up to signing judgment, & 
he cannot be entitled to the costs of signing an 
irregular judgment or to any subject costs. We 
therefore confitm the order to set aside the judg- 
ment ; but on the terms that pltf. is allowed his 
costs up to but not including signing judgment, 
& he must pay all the costs of the proceedings to 
set aside the judgment, deft. having undertaken 
that there shall be no action in respect of any- 
thing done under the judgment (Lornp ESHER, 
M.R.).— HvuGues +. Justin, [1894] 1 Q. B. 667, 
669, 670; 63 L. J. Q. B. 417; 70 1. T. 365; 42 
W. R. 339; 10 T. L. R. 291; 9 R. 212 3; sub nom. 
HODGES v. JUSTIN (No. 1), 38 Sol. Jo. 270, C. A. 

4029. Exaggeration by plaintiff’s witnesses. ]— 
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In the absence of misconduct a successful pltf. 
who has not failed wholly on one issue in the action 
will not, subject to the large discretion of the court, 
be deprived of costs because some of his witnesses 
have been guilty of exaggeration in their evidence. 
—LIPMAN v. PULMAN (GEORGE) & Sons, LD. 
(1904), 91 L. T. 1382. 

4030. Refusal to submit to judge as arbitrator. ] 
—Civin SERVICE CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETY v. 
GENERAL STEAM NAVIGATION Co., No. 3978, ante. 

4031. Statutory defence—Plea of Gaming Acts. ] 
—In an action tried with a jury the mere fact that 
the successful deft. has set up the Gaming Acts 
as an answer to pitf.’s claim is not good cause for 
depriving him of costs.—GRANVILLE & Co. v. 
Firty (1903), 72 L. J. K. B. 152; 88 I. T. 9; 
19 T, Ll. RR. 218, C. A. 

4032. -}—In an action for a sum due 
on a bet deft. pleaded the Gaming Act. On the 
case coming on for trial, pltf. admitted that, in 
view of the plea of the Gaming Act, he could not 
succeed, & he therefore consented to judgment for 
deft. Deft. applied for judgment with costs: - 
Held: the court had a discretion as to awarding 
costs, & inthe circumstances would refuse to award 
them in favour of deft. —- LEVY 7. JOHNSON (1913), 
29 T. L. R. 507. 

4033. -|}—This was an action for 
money won at cards. Deft. pleaded the Gaming 
Act, & counsel for pitf. submitted that deft. should 
not have his costs. The judge said there was 
nothing improper in setting up the defence & gave 
judgment for deft. with costs.— FRANKS v. KONODY 
(1914), 58 Sol. Jo. 225. 

4034. ——~ Plea of Statute of Limitations. |— 
This was an appeal from an order of a county 
court judge refusing costs to a deft. who had been 
successful in the action. The action was brought 
for money lent. Deft. pleaded the Statute of 
limitations & judgment was given for him, but 
he was refused costs on the ground that he had 
relied on the statute :—Held: it was not a good 
ground for depriving a successful deft. of his costs 
that he had availed himself of a defence which the 
law of the country allowed him to set up.—- 
KiMs v. LEDGES (1906), 95 L. TT. 145; 22 'T. lL. R. 
574. 

4035. Wrong party sued—Defendant neglecting 
to inform plaintiff of proper party.|—Semble : if 
in an action in the county court the judge finds 
that pltf. has sued the wrong party, it is not a 
ground for depriving the successful deft. of his 
costs that, having the necessary information to 
enable pltf. to ascertain who was the proper party 
to be sued, he neglected to give it to pltf.-- 
WESTUATE v. CROWE, [1908] 1 K. B. 243; 77 1. J. 
K. B. 10; 97 L. T. 769; 24 T. lL. R. 14; 52 
Sol. Jo. 13, D.C. 

4036. Letters written “ without prejudice.’’ |— 
Letters or conversations written or declared to 
be “ without prejudice ’’ cannot be taken into 
consideration in determining whether there is good 
cause for depriving a successful litigant of costs.— 
WALKER v. WILSHER (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 335; 
58 L. J. Q. B. 50L; 5645. P. 213; 37 W. R. 723 ; 
5 T. L. R. 649, C. A. 
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SILENT AS TO COSTS. 


4037. Jurisdiction conferred by Judicature Act. }]— 
It is now immaterial to consider whether any public 
or private statute passed prior to the Judicature 
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Act, 1875, has made or omitted to make any 
express provision as to the costs of the particular 
proceedings under any such statute, inasmuch as 
the combined effect of the Judicature Act & 
Ord. LV. [now Ord. XLV.], giving the judges of the 
High Court of Justice a discretion as to costs in 
all cases, with certain exceptions specified in the 
order, is to repeal all previous enactments directing 
costs to follow certain rules; & where a previous 
statute is silent as to the costs of particular pro- 
ceedings under it, to supply the omission.— 
Ex p. MERcERS’ Co. (1879), 10 Ch. D. 481; 48 
L. J. Ch. 384; 27 W. R. 424. 

40388. -/—-The court has now, under the 
Judicature Act, 1875 [now 1925], & Ord. LV. of 
R.S. C., 1875 [now Ord. LXV.], a discretion as to 
directing payment of costs where a provision as to 
costs is omitted in any public or private Act.-— 
Ex p. ST. KATHARINW’S HOSPITAL (1881), 17 Ch. D. 
378; 44 1.7.52; 29 W. R. 495. 

4039. -}+~—Where an Act enabling a public 
body to take land compulsorily contains no pro- 
vision as to costs of payment out of court of 
moneys paid in under the Act, the court has under 
sect. 5 of the Judicature Act, 1890 [now sect. 50 
of the 1925 Act], jurisdiction to order the public 
body to pay the costs of & incidental to a petition 
for payment out. 

When money is paid in under an Act of Parlia- 
ment which contains no express provisions as to 
the costs of payment out & an application for 
payment out, sect. 5 [now sect. 50] hits the blot & 
enables the court to award such costs (LINDLEY, 
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That [sect. 5, now sect. 50] means that if there 
be a provision in the Judicature Acts or in the 
rules of court, or an express provision in any statute 
which limits the discretion of the court, the Act 
is to be taken subject to that limitation ; but it 
also means that the court is to have a discretion 
where the former Acts are silent as to costs. . 

It is an enabling section enlarging the jurisdiction 
of the court, giving it jurisdiction where it had not 
jurisdiction before in respect of costs (KAY, L.J.).--- 
Re FisHEr, [1894] 1 Ch. 450; 63 1. J. Ch. 235; 70 
L. T. 62; 42 W. R. 241; 38 Sol. Jo. 199; 7 R. 
97, OC. A. 

4040. -l—Sect. 5 of the Judicature Act, 
1890 [now sect. 50 of the 1925 Act], did not alter 
the law with respect to the discretion of a judge as 
to costs, or with respect to the powers of the Court 
of Appeal in dealing with that discretion. It 
merely brought within the ambit of the diserction 
certain cases in which it had previously been con- 
sidered doubtful whether costs were in the 
discretion of the judge (LORD ALVERSTONE, C.J.).— 
CIVIL SERVICE CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETY v. GENERAT. 
STEAM NAVIGATION Co., [1903] 2 K. 13. 756; 
72 L. J. K. B. 933; 89 L. 1. 429; 52 W. R. 181; 
20 T. L. R. 10; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 477, C. A. 

4041. Special'Act excepting costs—Absence 
of “ express provision.’’]—Notwithstanding that 
in sect. 80 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845, certain cases are excepted from the power 
thereby given to the court to order costs to be 
paid by the promoters of an undertaking when 
money has been deposited in court, the court has 
now by virtue of sect. 5 of the Supreme Court 
of Judicature Act, 1890 [now sect. 50 of the 1925 
Act], a discretionary power to order payment of 
costs in the excepted cases. 

The sheriff’s costs of a warrant to give possession 
of land, incurred after payment of the purchase- 
money into court by the promoters, were ordered 
to be paid out of the fund in court. 
The question remains, is there in that section 
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[sect. 80] any ‘‘ express provision ’”’ which prevents 
the court from possessing the discretion which 
is in terms given to it by sect. 5 of the Act of 
1890? I think not (Cozens-Harpy, L.J.).— 
Re SCHMARR, [1902] 1 Ch. 326; 71 L. J. Ch. 219; 
86 L. T. 71; 50 W. R. 245; 18 'T. L. R. 270; 46 
Sol. Jo. 229, C. A. 

4042. -—An order was made under 
sect. 4 of the Railway Companies Act, 1867, upon 
the application of a judgment creditor, appointing 
a receiver & manager of the undertaking of a 
railway company, & directing the usual inquiries 
as to the debts of the company & the rights & 
priorities of the creditors. At the date of this 
order there was pending an action by the con- 
tractor of the line against the company for his 
remuneration. Subsequently an order was 
obtained by the contractor giving him liberty, 
notwithstanding the receivership order, to pro- 
ceed with the action, & giving the company liberty 
(according to the construction placed by the court 
upon the order) to defend the action on behalf of 
all persons interested in the assets of the company. 
The action resulted in a substantial reduction of 
the contractor’s claim, & cach party was ordered 
to pay his own costs:—Held: (1) the costs of 
defending the action were not “ proper outgoings 
in respect of the undertaking ” within sect. 4 of 
the Railway Companies Act, 1867; (2) notwith- 
standing the absence of any mention of costs in 
the Act. the court had jurisdiction to order pay- 
ment of the costs of proceedings thereunder ; 
(3) the costs of defending the action incurred since 
the date of the receivership order ought to be 
treated as incurred in prosecuting the inquiries 
directed by that order, & were incurred for the 
benefit. of the debenture-holders & other creditors 
of the company, & ought to be paid out of the 
moneys in the hands of the receiver & manager in 
priority to their claims. ete 

Any doubt there may be as to the jurisdiction 
of the court to order costs, in distributing funds 
under an Act of Parliament which says nothing 
about costs, is removed by that important section 
which was put into the Judicature Act, 1890 — 
s. 5 [now sect. 50 of the 1925 Act] (LINDLEY, 
M.R.).—Re WrReExnAM, Mop & CONNAH’S QUAY 
Ry. Co. (No. 2), [1900] 1 Ch. 261; 69 1. J. Ch. 
291; 821. 7.33; 48 W. R311; 16 T. LR. 169 ; 
44 Sol. Jo. 210, C. A. 

4043. ~—When the purchase-money of 
land, taken by a company under compulsory 
powers conferred on them by a special Act passed 
before the Judicature Act, has been paid into court 
by reason of the disability of the person entitled 
to the land, the court has, under the general 
discretion as to costs given to it by Ord. LV. [now 
Ord, XLV.], power to order the company to pay 
the costs of a petition for payment of the money 
out to a person absolutely entitled, even though 
the special Act contains no provision to that effect. 
—Re LEE & HEmINGway (1883), 24 Ch. D. 669 ; 
49 J..T. 155; 382 W. R. 226. 








SuB-SECT. 5.—DISCRETION OF MASTER. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LIV., r. 12, p. 703, ante. 

4044. Appeal from master’s order.]—The enact- 
ment in sect. 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
that no order by the High Court or any judge 
thereof as to costs only which by law are left to 
the discretion of the court shall be subject to any 
appeal, does not apply to the order of a master 
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or district registrar, & therefore a judge of such 
court has power to vary as to costs an order of 
a district registrar dismissing the action without 
costs.— FOSTER v. EDWARDS (1879), 48 L. J. Q. B. 
767. 

4045. Viva voce examination ordered by master 
—Costs made term of order.}—Where, in conse- 
quence of the party interrogated answering 
insufficiently, an order was made by the master for 
his examination vivd voce before a special examiner : 
—Held: there was power under Ord. XXXI., 
r. 10, & Ord. LV., r. 1, or the general practice of 
the court, to make it a term of the order that the 
costs of, & occasioned by, the application should 
be paid by the party interrogated ‘‘ in any event.”’ 
—VICARY v. GREAT NORTHERN Ry. Co. (1882), 
9Q. B.D. 168; 6117. J. Q. B. 462. 

4046. Setting aside agreement as to costs— 
Between solicitor & client.}—An application 
under sect. 8 of the Attorneys & Solicitors Act, 
1870, made in the Queen’s Bench Division, to 
set aside an agreement between a solicitor & his 
client as to costs, may be made at chambers upon 
a summons. Upon the summons coming on tor 
hearing before the master at chambers, the 
preliminary objection was taken that he had no 
jurisdiction to entertain the application to set aside 
the agreement, which application could only be 
made in open court. The master overruled this 
objection. The judge at chambers affirmed his 
decision, which was upheld on appeal.—Re 
THOMAS, [1893] 1 Q. B. 670; 42 L. J. Q. B. 674; 
68 L. T. 759; 41 W. R. 524. 

Proceeding commenced in High Court—Appro- 
priate in county court.]—See County Courts Act, 
1919 (c. 73), s. 11. 
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4047. Absent parties—Representation order. |-— 
On an adjourned summons for the decision of the 
court as to the construction of a will, three classes 
of issue were interested under the will, & representa- 
tion orders had been made in respect of each class : 
—Held: costs must be allowed as between solicitor 
& client. 

In a previous case an objection upon drawing up 
of an order was made by the registrar, that where 
parties are not actually before the court, but only 
by means of a representation order, costs as 
between solicitor & client cannot be allowed. So 
far as ] am aware it never has been the law of the 
court, & if it was, the result might be very 
pernicious, as persons might then be made parties 
unnecessarily, & costs might be increased for the 
mere purpose of inducing the court to allow costs. 
1 think that a representation order goes to this 
length, that the parties represented are before the 
court for all purposes of argument, & that one of 
the purposes of argument is to obtain a decision 
how the costs are to be paid (KEKEWICH, J.).— 
ee JENKINS v. DAVIES (1891), 64 L. T. 

4048. Action of review—Costs of former action.] 
-—A successful pltf. in an action of review, brought 
to set aside a judgment wrongfully obtained in a 
former action, is, if he has paid the costs of the 
former action, entitled in the action of review to 
recover the party & party costs of the former 
action, inasmuch as he is entitled to be placed in 
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the same position as if the former action had been 
brought to its legitimate conclusion in his favour.— 
STURROCK v. LITTLEJOHN (1898), 68 L. J. Q. B. 
165. 

4049. Adjournment from chambers to court.}— 
A party to a summons in chambers in the Chancery 
Division has a right to have the summons adjourned 
into court, but his right, in cases where the rules 
do not make an order by the judge in person 
necessary, is subject to the discretion of the court 
as to the costs of the adjournment, which will 
not be exercised against him merely because his 
appointment has failed. 

The words “ the court or a judge”’ in Ord. XX VI., 
r. 1, do not mean only the judge in person, & an 
order made by a master in the Chancery Division 
is an order made by the court or a judge.— 
LuLoypD’s BANK, Lip. v. PRINCESS ROYAL COLLIERY 
Co., Lrp. (No. 2) (1900), 82 L. T. 559; 48 W. R. 
427; 44 Sol. Jo. 409. 

Administration action.]—See ExrcutTors, Vol. 
XXIV., pp. 822-863, Nos. 8559-9017. 

Admiralty.]|—See Sect. 6, post. 

4050. Agreed costs—Waiver of taxation.]—It 
is not the practice to pay agreed costs to solicitors 
without the personal knowledge of the party 
interested in such payment; therefore upon an 
application, by consent of pltfs. & deft., for leave 
to alter an order of Nov. 30, 1897, by waiving 
taxation of costs thereby directed, & for payment 
out of a fund in court of an agreed amount of costs 
to the pltfs.’ solicitor, the court directed a letter 
to be written by the solicitor to the person 
interested in the fund, & held that, upon production 
to the registrar of a letter in reply waiving taxation 
& consenting to payment of the agreed amount of 
costs, the order might be amended as asked.— 
oe ae Hitt Bros. v. HUMPHREYS, [1898] 

1 Ne Ss 

Agricultural Holdings Act arbitrations.]—See 
ARBITRATION, Vol. II., p. 585, No. 2187. 

Appeal as to costs only. |—See Sect. 24, post. 

Appeal—Costs of.|—See Part LX XVII., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, L. (g), ante. 

Apportionment. ]—See Sect. 21, post. 

Arbitration. ]|—See ARBITRATION, Vol. IT., pp. 585, 
Nos. 2185 et seq. 

4051. Assessment of damages by jury—Writ of 
inquiry.}—The costs of an action, in which judg- 
ment has been signed in default of defence & the 
damages have been assessed by a jury upon a writ 
of inquiry, do not follow the event, there having 
been no trial with a jury.—GATH v. HOWARTH, 
[1884] W. N. 99. 

4052. Auxiliary proceedings.]—A pltf. seeking 
to discontinue an action upon terms of paying 
deft.’s costs in that action will not be compelled, 
as part of his bargain, to pay the costs incurred by 
deft. in auxiliary proceedings taken by pltf. before 
another tribunal arising out of the same case, & 
the result. of which caused pltf. to discontinue his 
action.—LLOYDs BANK, LTD. v. PRINCESS ROYAL 
COLLIERY Co. (No. 1) (1900), 48 W. R. 460; 44 
Sol. Jo. 361. 

Bankruptcy.]—WSee Sect. 7, post. 

Case stated — By Inland Revenue Commis- 
a as CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., p. 221, 

o. 98. 

Certiorarl.]—See CROWN 
478, Nos. 3582-3597. 

4053. Cesser of defendant’s interest.]—Under 
an order to strike out the name of one deft. & 
giving general liberty to amend, pltf. is not justi- 
fied in striking out the name of another deft. 
A deft. whose interest has ceased pending the suit 
cannot obtain payment of his costs.—WYMER v. 
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Dovps (1879), 11 Ch. D. 486; 48 L. J. Ch. 568 ; 
40 L. T. 420; 27 W. R. 676. 

Charging orders for solicitor’s costs.}|}—See 
Soricirors, Vol. XLII., PP. 290, Nos. 3250 et seq. 
See, also, R. 8. C., Ord. XLVI.,r. 1, p. 647, ante. 

Co-defendants. ]—See Sect. 11, sub-sect. 5, post. 

Companies.|—See Sect. 8, post. 

ra tA alee Copyricut, Vol. XIII., pp. 
227, 228, Nos. 666-687. 

4054. Costs in any event—Subsequent settlement 
that “no costs.’’]}—During the progress of an 
action several orders were made, upon interlocu- 
tory applications, that the pltf. should pay the 
defts.’ costs, in some cases ‘‘ in any event.’’ 

The action was subsequently settled upon the 
terms, indorsed on the briefs of counsel, ‘‘ Record 
withdrawn. No costs on either side,’”’ the question 
of the costs of the interlocutory procecdings not 
being present to their minds :—Held: after the 
settlement of the action the defts. were entitled 
to taxation & payment of their costs of the inter- 
locutory proceedings which the pltf. had been 
ordered to pay.—WALTER v. BEWICKE, MOREING 
& Co. (1904), 90 I. T. 409, C. A. 

4055. ——- Trustee—Whether allowed from 
estate.|—It is the duty of a taxing master to 
include in the ‘ costs of the action’’ all costs 
expressly disposed of in that way, & the costs of 
applications the costs of which are not expressly 
reserved by the order. Where costs are expressly 
reserved by any order (whether costs of a trustee 
or beneficiary or both), such costs must be expressly 
dealt with by the judge, & the effect is that the 
incidence of those costs, not only as between 
the pltf. & deft., is reserved, & it is the duty of 
the taxing master to see they are not included 
in the bill without further direction from the 
court. 

A trustee who makes an unsuccessful applica- 
tion which is dismissed with costs to the other 
party “in any event ’”’ cannot obtain reimburse- 
ment of his own costs under the order giving him 
costs, charges, & expenses properly incurred ; the 
result: being that the trustee must pay personally 
not only his opponent’s costs, but his own.—How 
v. WINTERTON (EARL) (No. 4) (1904), 91 L. T. 763; 
[1904] W. N. 204. 

4056. Costs of the action.]|—Iiow v. WINTERTON 
(EARL), (No. 4), No. 4055, ante. 

Costs reserved.|—See Nos. 4266-4283, post. 

4057. Costs thrown away—What costs included. | 
—Costs of execution & of garnishee proceedings 
are covered by the general words “all costs 
thrown away,” but the costs of bankruptcy pro- 
ceedings are not (BANKEs, L.J.). 

¥ costs thrown away ”’ do not include costs 
which have no direct reference to the action, & if 
such costs are to be paid there should be a specific 
order to that effect (YOUNGER, L.J.).—_ANDROMEDA 
HANDELSAKTIESELSKAB v. HOLME (No. 2), [1923] 
W.N. 250; 180 L. T. 829; 68 Sol. Jo. 119, ©. A. 

Counterclaim.]—See Sret-orr & COUNTERCLAIM, 
Vol. XL., pp. 434—489, Nos. 552-591. 

4058. County court—County court scale—Action 


commenced in district registry. }—This was an action ‘ 


in the Sheffield District Registry of the High Court 
to recover a sum due. pon an account being 
taken the district registrar certified that £3 in 
all was due to pitf. Pltf. accepted this sum in 
satisfaction, & applied at chambers for an order 
for costs upon the High Court scale. The judge 
made an order allowing pltf. costs upon the 
county court scale B.—NEAVES v. SPOONER (1887), 
36 W. R. 257; 58 L. T. 164, ©. A. 

Action transferred to.}—See County CouRTS, 
Vol. XIII., pp. 490-492, Nos. 403-420. 
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Crown costs—Actions by or against.}—See 
Sect. 10, post. 

4059. Courts (Emergency Powers) Acts, 1917- 
1919—Application to vary contract. |—<As pltfs. had 
come to the court for relief from their contractual 
obligations (under Courts (Emergency Powers) 
Acts, 1917 (c. 25), 8. 1 (1); 1919 (c. 64), s. 1 (1) (a@)), 
& as defts. had not acted unreasonably, it being 
their duty in the interests of their ratepayers & 
consumers to maintain the agreements, pltfs. 
were ordered to pay the costs of the application.— 
NortH METROPOLITAN HLECTRIC POWER SUPPLY 
Co. v. STOKE NEWINGTON CORPN., [1921] 1 Ch. 
455; 901.. J. Ch. 195; 124 L. 7. 382; 37 7T. L. R. 
196; 65 Sol. Jo. 240; 19 L. G. R. 23. 

4060. Debenture-holder —- Application under 
Companies Act, 1929, s. 173.]—Between the date 
of the presentation of a petition for the winding 
up of a company & the date of the order for its 
compulsory winding up a debenture was issued by 
the company to secure to the debenture-holder the 
repayment of £1,200 advanced to enable the 
company to pay wages due to the staff. A 
summons was taken out by the debenture-holder 
for an order validating his debenture, notwith- 
standing the provisions of sect. 205 (2) of the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. The de- 
benture-holder was, at the time of the issue of the 
debenture, aware that the petition for the winding 
up of the company had been presented :—Held : 
that, notwithstanding his knowledge of the 
presentation of the petition, he was entitled to a 
declaration that the debenture was valid; that 
the costs of his successful application might well 
be regarded as mortgagec’s costs, & must, there- 
fore, be added to his security ; & that the costs 
of the liquidator must be included in his costs of 
the liquidation.—Re Park Warp & Co., Lfp., 
[1926] Ch. 828; 95 T. J. Ch. 584; 135 L. T. 575 ; 
70 Sol. Jo. 670 ; [1926] B. & C. R. 94. 

-}/—See, also. Part LX XIT., Sect. 11, sub- 
sect. 2, ante. 

Defendant’s costs.]—-Sce Scct. 11, post. 

Divorce. |—See Matrimonial Causes, infra. 

Double or treble costs.}|—See Sect. 12, post. 

Executors. }|}—See Sect. 13, post. 

Full costs. |—See Sect. 14, post. 

4061. House of Lords—Appeals for costs only. |— 
Notwithstanding the general rule of practice of 
the House of Lords, that no appeal lies for costs 
only, the [louse will entertain an appeal from an 
order for the Court of Appeal as to costs, where 
it is alleged that the order is founded upon an error 
of law. 

By virtue of sect. 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873 ; 
sect. 5 of the Judicature Act, 1890, & Ord. LXV., 
r. 1, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, the costs 
in a non-jury action arc left to the discretion of the 
court or judge, & an order as to the costs is not 
subject to appeal except by leave of the court or 
judge making such order. Although a successful 
deft. in a non-jury case has, in the absence of special 
circumstances, a reasonable expectation of obtain- 
ing an order for the payment of his costs, the court 
has an absolute & unfettered discretion to award 
or not to award them to him. This discretion 
must be exercised judicially, & the judge ought not 
to exercise his discretion against a successful 
party on grounds wholly unconnected with the 
cause of action. Insuch a case, semble, the Court 
of Appeal might be compelled to intervene. But 
when the judge, intending to exercise his discretion, 
has acted on facts connected with or leading up to 
the ligitation, the Court of Appeal is prohibited by 
statute from entertaining an “ay Sage from his 
decision.—CAMPBELL (DONALD) & Co. v. POLLAK, 
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[1927] A. C. 732; 96 L. J. K. B. 1132; 137 L. T. 
656; 43 T. L. R. 787; 71 Sol. Jo. 803, H. L. 

Husband & wife—Separate actions by.]—See 
IlusBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 258, No. 2277. 
.}—See, also, Matrimonial Causes, infra. 

Indemnity—Costs under.]—See Part XX., Sect. 
12, ante, & AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 531-533, Nos. 
1886, 1899-1907; GUARANTEK, Vol. XXVL, 
pp. 235-240, Nos. 1832-1861; SHIPPING, Vol. 
X LIL, p. 684, No. 5130. 

4062. Indemnity Act, 1920 (c. 48), s. 1—Stay of 
proceedings under.}—On July 27, 1920, the pitfs. 
commenced an action to restrain the defts. from 
committing a nuisance & obstruction to a public 
highway by reason of the erection of a jetty for 
use in the river Swale. The defts. had erected the 
work complained of under the authority of the 
Admiralty & in good faith & for the defence of 
the realm, & had obtained a certificate from two 
commissioners of the Admiralty which was 
sufficient, under sub-sect. (3) of sect. 1 of the 
Indemnity Act, 1920, of the authority for executing 
the work. ‘The action came within sub-sect. (1) 
of sect. 1 of the Act, which was passed on Aug. 16, 
1920, & enacted that any such proceeding should 
be discharged & made void. Upon a summons 
by the defts. to stay the proceedings, & for their 
costs of action against the pltfs.:—Held: sub- 
sect. (1) of sect. 1 of the Act contemplated that 
some order discharging & making void the pro- 
ceedings would be necessary, & the court had juris- 
diction to make an order awarding the defts. their 
costs of action down to & including the order.— 
A.-G. v. COTTON POWDER Co., LITp., [1921] 2 Ch. 
305; 90 L. J. Ch. 463; 125 L. T. 759; 65 Sol, Jo. 714. 

Infants.}]—Sec Sect. 13, post. 

Information.|—Sce CONSTITUTIONAL LAw, Vol. 
XI, p. 583, No. 363; CROWN PRaActTICE, Vol. 
XVI., p. 221, Nos. 97, 98. 

4063. Inquiry as to damages.}—When an in- 
junction is granted to restrain the committing of 
a nuisance & an inquiry as to damages is directed 
in chambers, though plitf. is entitled to the general 
costs of the action, the costs of the inquiry will be 
reserved, in order that the judge may have com- 
plete control over them, & be able to sce that they 
are not unreasonably exaggerated.—SLACK v. 
MIDLAND Ry. Co. (1880), 16 Ch. D. 81; 50L. J. Ch. 
196; 43 L. T. 484; 29 W. R. 302. 

4064. -+—An auctionecr has not merely 
the custody of goods given him for the purpose of 
sale, but an interest in, & possession of, them. 

On the day before the sale of certain goods 
which had been delivered to him for the purpose 
by A., an auctioneer received a notice of a claim 
to the goods by B. & yet allowed the sale to take 
place. B. having established her claim :—Held: 
that the auctioneer was liable for the value at the 
time of receiving the notice, both for the goods sold 
- oe for the unsold portion which he had returned 

o A. 

No evidence having been tendered at the trial 
as to the value of the goods, & an inquiry being 
asked for to ascertain such value, the court directed 
an inquiry, but, being of opinion that the course 
taken tended to cause two trials of the same matter 
instead of one, directed the costs of the inquiry to 
be reserved.—DAvVIS v. ARTINGSTALL (1880), 49 
L. J. Ch. 609; 42 L. T. 507; 29 W. R. 137. 

4065. -}—By a consent order made in two 
actions by the pltfs. against the defts. for damages 
for subsidence of land, an inquiry as to damages 
before an official referee was directed in both 
actions, the costs of such inquiries to be in the 
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discretion of the official referee. A large amount 
for costs was incurred in carrying out orders made 
by the official referee for inspection & particulars ; 
but subsequently a compromise was arranged & 
an agreement was executed, under which all pro- 
ceedings in the two actions were stayed, & the 
defts. agreed to pay the pltfs.’ costs of the actions : 
—Held: that, under the circumstances, the pltfs.’ 
costs of the actions included their costs of the 
inquiries so far as they had proceeded.—STOKE- 
UPON-TRENT CORPN. v. STAFFORDSHIRE COAL & 
Inon Co. (1916), 85 L. J. Ch. 812; 115 L. T. 621; 
80 J. P. 278. 

4066. Inspection of property./—An order was 
made in chambers for the inspection of the defts.’ 
property, the costs of the inspection to be paid by 
the pltf.:—Held: that under Ord. LII., r. 3, the 
judge had a discretion tu order the pltf. to pay the 
costs, & the order being made in his discretion the 
pltf. had no right without leave to appeal from it.— 
MITCHELL v. DARLEY MAIN COLLIERY Co. (1883), 
10 Q. B. D. 457; 52 L. J. Q. B. 394; 31 W. R. 
549, D.C. 

Interest on costs.|—See JUDUMENTs, Vol. XXX., 
pp. 173, 177, Nos. 415, 448-455. 

Interlocutory proceedings.]—See Sect. 15, post. 

Interpleader. |—See Part LX XVI., Sect. 14, ante ; 
see, also, INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXIX., pp. 497 
Nos. 478 et seq. 

Land values references.|—See REVENUE, Vol. 
XXXIX., p. 226, Nos. 60-62. 

Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845.]—-See 
COMPULSORY PURCHASE, Vol. Xl., pp. 255, Nos. 
1582 et seg. 

4067. Legitimacy declaration—Petition opposed 
by person cited.|—In proceedings under the 
Legitimacy Declaration Act, 1858 (c. 93), the court 
has jurisdiction to order @ person who has been 
cited, & has appeared & oppused the petition, to 
pay the costs of the petitioner.—BAIN v. A.-G., 
[1802] P. 261; 61 L. J.P. 185; 67 1. 'T. 447; 40 
W. R. 505; 8 T. L. R. 466; 36 Sol. Jo. 397, C. A. 

4068. .}—In a legitimacy suit the Attorney- 
General neither receives nor pays costs, but the 
court in view of all the circumstances of this suit, 
although giving judgment in favour of the 
petitioner, ordered each of the other parties to 
pay his own costs.—SLINGSBY v. A.-G. (1915), 
31 T. L. R. 246; revsd. without affecting this point 
(1916), 32 T. L. R. 364, C. A.; 33 T.L. R. 120, H. LL, 

Libel.|—See LIBEL, Vol. XXXII., pp. 176-180, 
Nos. 2177-2215. 

4069. Licensing commissioners—Appeal sub- 
stantially successful.]—-The compensation payable 
under the Licensing Act, 1904, in respect of the 
non-renewal of a licence came to be determined 
by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue under 
sect. 2 (2) of that Act, & they fixed the amount. 
On appeal to the High Court by the persons 
interested, the amount fixed by the commissioners 
was substantially increased, the commissioners 
appearing on such appeal to support their decision 
in whole. A question as to the jurisdiction of the 
judge to order the commissioners to pay the 
appellants’ costs having arisen, counsel for the 
commissioners at the trial refused, though called 
upon, to give any evidence on the matter, or to 
produce any documents or reports which they had 
in reference to it, or to give the name of the 
person who would know what materials were 
before the commissioners, what inquiries they had 
made, & what information they had obtained. 
The learned judge being of opinion that the 
commissioners in refusing to give this information 
had acted unreasonably & that their conduct had 
led to the appeal, ordered them to pay the costs of 
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the appeal:-—Held: that there were proper 
materials before the learned judge upon which in 
the exercise of his discretion he could hold that the 
commissioners had acted unreasonably in reference 
to the appeal & could order them to pay the 
appellants’ costs, & that being so the court could 
not interfere with or review his decision.—fe 
HARDY’s CROWN BREWERY, LTp. & ST. PHILIP’S 
TAVERN, MANCHESTER (1910), 103 L. T. 520, C. A. 

Licensing justices.}—See INrox1caTING LIQUORS, 
Vol. XXX., pp. 64-66, Nos. 489-514. 

4070. Light railways—Promotion of—Taxation 
on Chancery scale.|—The costs of applications to 
the Board of Trade for provisional orders under 
the Tramways Act, 1870 (c. 78), are to be taxed 
on the Chancery & not on the parliamentary scale. 
—fte MORLEY (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 17; 32 L. T. 
524; 23 W. R. 582. 

4071. -+—The tost of obtaining 
an order under the Light Railways Act, 1806 
(c. 48), are taxable on the Chancery & not on the 
parliamentary scale-—Re Prererson, [1909] 2 Ch. 
398; 79 L. J. Ch. 63; 101 LL. T. 480; 73 J. P. 
4613; sub nom. Re P., 53 Sol. Jo. 735, C. A. 

Limitation actions—Shipping losses.]|— See SHip- 
PING, Vol. XLI., pp. 918, 926, 927, Nos. 8090, 
8159-8167. 

Locomotives Act, 1898.]—See Highways, Vol. 
XXVI., p. 474, Nos. 1867, 1868. 

Lunacy  proceedings.|—See LUNATICS, 
XXXITII., pp. 238-246, Nos. 1544-1669. 

Married women.]—See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., p. 572. 

Matrimonial causes.]|}—See Hussnanpn & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 444, 445, 462-479, Nos. 4577- 
4580, 4821-5066. 

——— Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) 
Act, 1895—Appeals under.|—Sce HusBAND & 
WIFE, Vol. XX VII., pp. 570, 571, Nos. 6290-6309. 

Merchant Shipping Acts—Appeal from court of 
inquiry—Liability of Board of Trade for.]— 
See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 234, Nos. 1602 1605. 

Mortgagees.]—See Sect. 13, post. 

Motions. |—WSee Sect. 16, post. 

National Health Insurance Act—Proceedings by 
society or committee.]—Sre NATIONAL ILEALTH 
INSURANCE ACT, 1924, s. 16 (3); Masrer & 
SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 384, 490, Nos. 3104, 
3105, 4059. 

New trial.]—See Part XLI., Sect. 5, anle. 

Next friend.|—See Part X1X., Sect. 15, ave. 

No order—Judge declining to make order.| 
See Courts, Vol. XVI., p. 188, No. 939; 
EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIV., 
p. 825, Nos. 8575, 8576. 

4072. Nominal damages.!—I_ reluctantly hold 
that pltf. is not legally entitled to judgment for at 
all events more than nominal damages... . 
Costs are in my discretion. In an ordinary case 
in which pltf. recovers ae by way of damages 
& has substantially failed 1 should make him 
pay deft.’s costs, but having regard to the attitude 
taken up by deft. & his agent throughout, & to the 
issues on which deft. has failed, I think justice will 
be done by ordering each party to pay his own 
costs (JELF, J.).—SAPWELL v. Bass, [1910] 2 
K. B. 486; 79L. J. K. B. 932; 102 L. T. 811; 26 
T. L. R. 452. 

4073. Nominal plaintiff.}—Where an action is 
brought by a pltf. suing on behalf of an unincor- 
porated body, the court in dismissing the action 
with costs will not insert words in the order 
relieving pltf. of his personal liability to costs.— 
COLLIS v. AMPHLETT, [1918] 1 Ch. 232; 87 L. J. Ch. 
216; 118 L. T. 466; 16 L. G. R. 229, C. A.; revad. 
without affecting this point, [1920] A. C. 271, H. L. 
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4074. Non-existent party.]}—Where the court of 
appeal held that in consequence of the decrees & 
orders of the Russian Republic the Russian bank 
had ceased to exist, & that with its extinction the 
authority of the manager of the London branch 
to bring the action in the bank’s name had lapsed, 
it further held that the judgment below should be 
amended by striking out so much of it as directs 
payment of costs either to or by pltfs., as a non- 
existent person can neither receive nor be ordered 
to pay costs.— RUSSIAN COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL 
BANK v. COMPTOIR 1”7ESCOMPTE DE MULHOUSE, 
[1923] 2 K. B. 630, 647; 92 L. J. K. B. 1053 ; 
129 Il. 'T. 706; 39 T. L. R. 5613 68 Sol. Jo. 12, 
(. A. 3 on appeal, [1925] A. C. 112, H. L. 

4075. -|—There can be no costs either in 
this court or in the court below, as the objection 
on which defts. succeed is that pltfs. have no 
existence and can therefore neither pay nor receive 
costs (BANKEs, L.J.).—BANQUE INTERNATIONALE 
DE COMMERCE DE PETROGRAD v. GOUKASSOW, 
[1923] 2 K. B. 682; 92 L. J. K. B. 1079, C. A. 

4076. Question of existence still open-— 
Interlocutory appeal.|—The third point [as to the 
existence of pltfs.] is one about which it is necessary 
to be careful, because of the decision in the ussian 
Commercial & Industrial Bank v. Comptoir 
d’Escomple de Mulhouse, No. 4074, ante. In that 
case one of the disputes between the parties was 
whether the pltfs. had any authority to commence 
the action or prosecute the action in the name of 
the Russian bank. Incidentally a point was taken 
as to whether or not that contention ought to have 
been raised by motion, & whether it was com- 
petent for the deft. to raise the contention by plea. 
That matter was discussed in this court, & on that 
point there was a difference of opinion, but 
ultimately the question was settled by the Llouse 
of Lords definitely deciding that the point ought 
to have been taken by preliminary motion in 
accordance with a decision given some time ago 
by Warrington, J., as he then was, & that it was 
not competent for the defts. to raise it by plea. 
In these circumstances it seems to mc that we 
ought to be careful to protect the right of the 
parties here, & although this question of authority 
cannot be raised by plea, it ought to be one of the 
matters to be decided upon the trial; & I think 
it is competent for us under those circumstances 
to refer so much of this motion as relates to the 
question of authority to the judge at the trial, so 
that he may be properly seised of the matter which 
the parties desire to raise on this point. All that 
I need say about the question is that I certainly 
do not think it is made so plain that this court 
ought to shut the pltfs. out from a full consideration 
of that question as well as the other matters which 
are to some extent connected & to some extent 
involve consideration of the Soviet legislation. 

I think, therefore, that the order of this court 
should be that so much of the appeal as relates to 
matters other than the authority of the pltfs. 
to maintain the action must be dismissed, & that 
so much of the appeal as relates to an application 
involving the authority of the pltfs. should be 
referred to the judge at the trial. 

The appeal will be dismissed. Pltfs.’ costs in 
any event (BANKES, L.J.).—-THE JUPITER (No. 2), 
[1925] P. 69, 76; 94 L. J. P. 59; 183 L. T. 85; 
16 Asp. M. L. C. 491, C. A. 

Notary public—Application for appointment of.] 
—Sce NOTARIES, Vol. XXXVI., p. 146, Nos. 8, 9. 

Official receiver—Liability of.}—See BANK- 
kuptcy, Vol. 1V., pp. 202, 203, Nos. 1868-1879 ; 
CoMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 871, 883, 885, Nos. 5908, 
6005, 6025. 
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Official referee.|—See Part XXXVII., Sect. 9, 
sub-sect. 3, J., ante. 

Partnership actions.|—Sec PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 
XXAVI., pp. 477, 478, 489, Nos. 1408-1422, 
1540, 1543 ; Soxicrrors, Vol. XLIT., pp. 301, 302, 
Nos. 3358, 3361. 

Patents—Application for—Appeal from Comp- 
troller.|—See .PATENTS, Vol. XXXVI., p. 609, 
Nos. 725-726. 

Amendment of specification—Creditor as 
to costs.}—See PATENTS, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 653-— 
654, Nos. 1272-1282. 
. —— Costs of.]—WSee Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 656, Nos. 1330-13387. 
Opposition to grant.|—See PATENTS, Vol. 
XXXVI... p. 667, Nos. 1506-1519. 
Extension of term.]—See PATENTS, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 718, 719, Nos. 2032-2054. 

~—— Revocation. ]}—See PATENTS, Vol. XX XVI., 

pp. 733, 738, Nos. 2213-2219, 2252-2254. 

Infringement.] — See PATENTS, Vol. 
AXXVI., pp. 808, 831-842, Nos. 2855-2857, 
3152 et seq. 

Penalty costs.}—See Sect. 17, post. 

Plaintiff’s costs.|—Sec Sect. 18, post. 

Possession—Writ of.]—See EXECUTION, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 586, 587, Nos. 1647, 1648. 

i official.]|—See Prisons Act, 1865 (c. 126), 
8. 49. 

4077. Prize court—Discretion as to costs.]— 
Assuming I have discretion in the matter of costs, 
it is obvious this was a proper case for investigation, 
& 1 shall exercise my discretion & say there shall be 
no costs at all (Str SAMUEL Evans, P.).—THE 
MIRAMICHI (1915), 84 L. J. P. 105. 

—— ——.}—See, also, Prize Law, Vol. 
XXXVII., pp. 670, 671, Nos. 1349-1361. 

4078. Probate action. |—The court is to approach 
with suspicion the consideration of a will procured 
& propounded by a person taking a large benefit 
thereunder, although the will may have been 
prepared by a solicitor, & although fraud is not 
pleaded by the person opposing the will; & where 
there was no testamentary incapacity on the part 
of the testator or the witnesses. 

Where a beneficiary, who had procured & sub- 
sequently propounded a will, failed, under those 
circumstances, to satisfy the court, by affirmative 
& conclusive evidence, that the testator did, in 
fact, know & approve of the contents of the will 
he had actually executed :—Held: probate of 
such will would be refused with costs.—BROWN v. 
FISHER (1890), 63 L. T. 465. 

4079. -]}—In a recent case it was laid down 
that where a charge of undue influence was made 
& not established those who made it must pay 
the costs, & I agree that it is not desirable to 
encourage charges of this sort being made in the 
hope that costs would come out of the estate... . 

have come to the conclusion that costs must 
follow the event (GORELL BARNES, J.).—BLACK 
v. copa (1895), 12 T. L. R. 638. 


Sect. 6.] 
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080. .]-—A testator made his will in these 
terms: ‘I leave all my money to A. B.”” There 
was no appointment of an executor. A. B. 


moved for administration with the will annexed. 
The estate consisted of cash in the house & at the 
bank, a mortgage debt, stocks & shares, furniture 
& an equity of the redemption of freehold roperty. 
The parties interested in intestacy resisted the 
application :—Held: that in the absence of any 
context, the will disposed of the whole estate 
except the equity of redemption & the furniture, 
but that the application failed, the persons entitled 


PRACTICE. 


in intestacy taking the grant in priority to a legatee 
or devisee under Non-contentious r. 119, geo: 
since Jan. 1, 1926, in the case of an estate no 
wholly disposed of. 

The motion therefore fails, & there will be a 
grant as in intestacy, & the costs of both parties 
as between solicitor & client will be paid out of the 
general estate rateably (LORD MERRIVALE, P.).— 
In the Goods of GaTss, [1928] P. 128, 1384 ; 97 
lL. J.P. 76; 188 L. T. 714; 44 T. L. R. 853; 72 
Sol. Jo. 172; varied, [1928] P. 178, C. A. 

.]—See, also, Sect. 13, post, & EXECUTORS 
& ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXITI., pp. 255-276, 
Nos. 3121-3385. 

4081. Public body—Costs incurred in perform- 
ance of duty.]—Whenever a duty is imposed on a 
public body, & costs incidentally & necessarily 
arise in reasonably endeavouring to uphold acts 
done in alleged ‘pursuance of that duty, or in 
questioning the propriety of acts done to enforce 
that duty, the public authority may defray such 
expenses out of its corporate funds (SCRUTTON, J.). 
—A.-G. v. THOMSON, [1913] 3 K. B. 198; 82 L. J. 
k. B. 678; 109 L. T. 234; 77 J. P. 287; 29 
tT. L. R. 510. 

Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893.]—See 
PUBLIC AUTHORITIES, Vol. XXXVIII1., pp. 131, 
132, Nos. 962-976. 

Railway & canal commission.]|—See MINES, 
Vol. XXXIV., p. 747, No. 1812; RAILways, 
Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 371, 372, Nos. 724-742. 

Railway rates tribunal—Jurisdiction as to costs.] 
——See Railways Act, 1921 (c. 55), 8. 22. 

Recovery of costs.|—-See Sect. 22, post. 

Remitted action.}—See Counry Courts, Vol. 
XIII., pp. 490, 492, Nos. 404-420. 

Rent Restrictions Acts.J— See LANDLORD & 
TENANT, Vol. XXXI., p. 585, Nos. 7344-7348. 

Representation order. |—See No. 4047, ante. 

4082. Representative action—Liabllity of parties 
represented. |—Where pltfs. sue on behalf of them- 
selves & others, the persons on whose behalf they 
sue are not liable to the costs of the suit.—ScoTrr 
v. PASCALL & ADAMS, PASCALL & ADAMS v. SCOTT 
(1847), 15 Sim. 559; 16 L. J. Ch. 827; 11 Jur. 
550; 60 E. R. 736; on appeal, 2 Ph. 390. 

40838. ——— -J}—Ord. XVI., r. 9, reads as 
follows: ‘‘ Where there are numerous persons 
having the same interest in one cause or matter, 
one or more of such persons may sue or be sued, 
or may be cathorised: by the court or a judge to 
defend in such cause or matter, on behalf or for 
the benefit of all persons so interested.’’ Nothing 
could be more striking than the contrast between 
the language of this rule & that of Ord. XVI., r. 1. 
The reason is obvious. In cases under r. 1 all the 
parties have the status & responsibilities of ordinary 
litigants, & the pltfs. are such by their own 
consent. In representative actions it is wholly 
different. The pltf. is the self-elected repre- 
sentative of the others. He has not to obtain 
their consent. It is true that consequently they 
are not liable for costs, but they will be bound by 
the estoppel created by the decision. The 
differences from the point of view of the deft. 
are equally striking. Those in whose behalf 
the action (so far as it is a representative action) 
is brought are not responsible for the costs, & are 
not subject to the ordinary liabilities of litigants 
in respect of discovery, etc. The language of the 
rule appears to me present no difficulties of 
construction & to make clear the limitations of 
its scope. They answer in all respects to what 
one would expect from the considerations to which 
I have referred. The essential condition of 4 
representative action is that the persons who are 
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to be represented have the same interests as the 
pltf. in one & the same cause or matter. There 
must therefore be a common interest alike in the 
sense that its subject & its relation to that subject 
must be the same (FLETCHER MOULTON, L.J.).— 
MARKT & Co., Lrp. v. KNIGHT S.S. Co., Lrp., 
SALE & FRAZAR v. KNIGHT S.S. Co., Lrp., [1910] 
2 K. B. 1021, 1038, C. A. 

4084. }#—This action was brought by 
Kk. P., suing on behalf of herself & fifty-seven other 
married women teachers, against the deft. council. 
On May 3, 1923, it was dismissed with costs, to be 
taxed & paid by E. P., & liberty was given to the 
defts. to apply as to whether the order for payment 
of costs should bind, not only the pltf., but all 
those persons on whose behalf she was expressed 
to sue. The costs were taxed at £1,200 J1e. 1d., 
but the taxing masters’ certificate had not been 
filed. All the teachers on whose behalf the pltf. 
sued had made contributions of £20 each towards 
the costs of the action. Their names & addresses 
had been given to the deft. council. They were all 
thus before the court, but had not been named as 
parties on the record. On July 13, 1928, the 
defts. moved for an order declaring that the order 
of May 3, 1923, for the payment of the defts.’ 
taxed costs, was binding on, not only the pltf. 
KE. P., but also those persons on whose behalf she 
was expressed to sue, & asking that such costs, 
when certified by the taxing master, be ordered 
to be paid by the last-mentioned persons ac- 
cordingly. 

Eve, J., said that the teachers whom the pltf. 
represented had actively supported the litigation 
brought by the pltf. on their behalf, & had con- 
tributed towards the costs of carrying on the 
action. They were thus before the court, & were 
bound by any decision which the court pronounced, 
but they were not in fact made parties to the action. 
In these circumstances the court had no juris- 
diction to make the ordcr for the payment of costs 
of them. The case came within the decision in 
Scott v. Pascall, No. 4082, ante, & the motion 
would be dismissed with costs. —PRICE v. RHONDDA 
URBAN DistTrRIicT COUNCIL, [1923] W. N. 228. 

4085. PlaintifY suing for unincorporated 
body—No words in judgment relieving from 
liability.J—-CoLLis v. AMPHLETT, No. 40738, ante. 

4086. Sequestrators — Property claimed not 
owned by person in default.]—A writ of sequestra- 
tion issued to enforce an order of court, the defts. 
being the sequestrators. Under the writ they 
claimed certain property which had been purchased 
by the pltf., they alleging fraud & mala fides in 
the pltf. On the trial of an issue the jury found 
in favour of the pitf.:—Held: that although the 
defts., as sequecstrators, had acted under the 
direction of the court that did not justify them 
in taking action as to property to which they had 
no right, & therefore that they were liable for the 
costs of the action.—WIEBALCK v. ToLp (1918), 
29 T. L. R. 741. 

Set-off.J—See KR. S. C., Ord. LXV., vr. 14, p. 
002, post; rv. 27 (21), Sect. 28, sub-sect. 15, R., post. 

Slander.|—See Linie., Vol. XXXII., pp. 176- 
180, Nos. 2177-2215. 

Solicitors’ costs.]—See Soxnicirors, Vol. XLII., 
pp. 309-319, Nos. 3439 ef seq.; & Scct. 19, post. 

Specific performance.]|—See SPECIFIC PERFORM- 
ANCE, Vol. XLII., pp. 585-592, Nos. 1510-1611. 

Stay of proceedings. ]—Sce Sect. 23, post. 

Third parties.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XVIA., r. 10, 
p. 458, ante. 

Trustees. ]— See Sect. 13, post. 

Vendor & purchaser. ]—See Specific performance, 
supra. 


P.P.—28 
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Workmen’s Compensation Acts.—Sec MASTER 
& SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 482-490, Nos. 
3979-4062. 

4087. Working out order.]—Where costs of suit 
are given generally by the decree at the hearing, 
the subsequent costs of working out the directions 
of the decree will be included. . . . It appears to 
make no difference that one of the inquiries so far 
turns out frivolous that no damages are given to 
pitfs. in respect of it. . . . On the other hand, if 
the party puts a wrong construction on the decree 
which he ae obtained, & brings into chambers a 
claim in respect of matters which, according to the 
true construction of the decree, he is not entitled 
to have inquired into, it would be an extraordinary 
thing if this court had no power to deal with the 
costs so incurred; & no doubt on general prin- 
ciples the court must be entitled to say that the 
parity who has wrongfully incurred & occasioned 
costs, who has brought forward entirely fresh 
claiins which are not within the decree, is not only 
not entitled to receive, but may be ordered to pay, 
the costs of that fresh litigation (MELLISH, 1..J.).—- 
KREHL v. PARK (1875), 10 Ch. App. 334, 339, C. A. 

4088. --—Upon a motion by a trustee in 
bankruptcy to which the bankrupt’s wife was 
respondent, a declaration was made that certain 
furniture which was upon premises occupied by the 
bankrupt & his wife formed part of the property of 
the bankrupt divisible among the creditors, & 
the court ordered the wife to account on oath 
before a registrar for the furniture & to pay the 
taxed costs of & incident to the motion. At the 
end of the declaration & order a provision was 
inserted, at the request of, & by way of indulgence 
to, the wife that, with a view to the furniture 
being bought by or on behalf of the wife from the 
trustee at a valuation by an independent valuer 
to be appointed by the parties or in case of 
difference to be appointed by the judge, & the wife 
undertaking not to part with or dispose of the 
furniture, execution should not issue except by 
leave of the judge. The furniture was valued by 
a firm of valucrs selected by the wife out of three 
firms suggested by the trustee, & bought by or on 
behalf of the wife at a price based upon the 
valuation. Upon the taxation of the trustec’s 
solicitors’ bill of costs, the taxing master disallowed 
as against the wife the fee paid by the trustee to the 
firm of valuers, upon the ground that the costs 
relating to the purchase of the furniture by or on 
behalf of the wife under the valuation did not 
come within the order, & were not costs of carrying 
out. On a motion by the solicitors to review the 
taxation :—-Held: that the taxation must be 
reviewed & the fee for the valuation allowed as 
against the wife, inasmuch as it formed part of 
the costs of carrying out the order & was therefore 
within the rule enunciated by MELLISH, I..J., in 
Krehl v. Park, No. 4087, ante, that ‘‘ where costs of 
sult are given generally by decree at the hearing, 
the subsequent costs of working out the directions 
of the decree will be included.’”’—Re LavrEy, Ex p. 
COHEN & COHEN, [1920]3 K. B. 625; 90 L. J. K. 3B. 
31; [1920] B. & C. R. 182; subsequent proceedings, 
[1921] 1 K. B. 344. 





Sect. 6.—ADMIRALTY. 


See, generally, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 186 et seq. 
4089. Collision—Both parties to blame.j—By 
the decree dated May 8, 1894, the President 
pronounced the collision to have been occasioned 
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Sect. 6.—-Admiralty. Sects. 7 & 8.] 


by the fault or default of the owners, masters, & 
crews of the respective vessels Englishman, 
Australia, & Ada, & he condemned the owners of 
the steamtug Englishman & their bail, & the 
owners of the barque Australia & their bail, in a 
moiety of Pa Itfs.’ claim in respect of the said 
damage ; so condemned the owners of the 
steamshi vida & their bail in a moiety of the 
counterclaim of the owners of the said steam- 
tug Englishman (some of the defts.) in respect of 
the said damage; & he referred the said damage 
to the registrar, assisted by merchants, to report 
the amount thereof, but made no order as to costs. 
——-THE ENGLISHMAN & THE AUSTRALIA, [1894] P. 
239, 246, n. 

4090. -]—If in Admiralty A. brings 
an action against B. for damages for injuries caused 
by negligence, & B. defends & is defeated, & is 
condemned in full damages & in costs, & it is 
adjudged, either in the same action or in an 
independent action, that the injuries were caused 
to A. by the joint negligence of B. & C., B. is not 
entitled to add to his damages or loss of division 
in moieties, or in any other proportion which may 
be determined, the costs of unsuccessfully defending 
the action brought by A.—THE CAIRNBAHN, [1913] 
W.N. 165; 29 T. L. R. 559; on appeal, 30T. L. R. 
309, C. A. 

4091. -}~-It has been held in very 
many cases that a vessel is not justified in carrying 
on in a position of danger up to the last moment 
expecting that the other vessel will do the right 
thing, especially when there has been an indica- 
tion that the other vessel is not doing the right 
thing. 

The result therefore, in my opinion, is that both 
these vessels were to blame & in equal degrees. 
The result of that will be according to the practice 
established in the Admiralty Court, that there 
will be no costs on either side here or in the court 
below (PICKFORD, L.J.).—THE RAVENNA, [1918] 
P. 297, C. A. 

4092. -}—On appeal in a collision 
action from a ‘‘ one to blame ”’ decision the Court 
of Appeal gave a decision finding both vessels 
equally to blame, with no costs either in the Court 
of Appeal or in the Admiralty Court.—THE 
OrpunaA, [1919] P. 381; 122 L. T. 610; 14 Asp. 


M. L. C. 574, C. A. 

ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 207, 209, 242, Nos. 1283-1286, 1308, 1692- 
1696. 


4093. Inevitable accident.|—The pltfs.’ & 
the defts.’ vessels, navigating without hghts = 
accordance with Admiralty directions, came into 
collision & both received damage. The court held 
that there was no negligence on the part of either 
vessel, & gave judgment for the defts. on the claim 
& for the plitfs. on the counterclaim. On the 
question of costs:—Held: as nearly eighteen 
months had elapsed before the pltfs. commenced 
proceedings, during which time the defts. had taken 
no steps to recover their damages from the tp 
it appeared that there would have been no litiga- 
tion if the pltfs. had not issued their writ, &, 
therefore, there must be judgment for the defts. 
on the claim with costs & for the plt{s. with costs 
on the counterclaim, & not, as contended by the 
pltfs., no costs on either side.—THE CARDIFF 
HALL, [1918] P. 56; 87 L. J. P. 113; 119 L. T. 


156; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 828. 
ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 


pp. 207, 208, 209, Nos. 1279, 1282, 1300~1307. 
4094, ——- Dismissal of claim & counterclaim. ] 
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— Where there is a claim & counterclaim for damage 
arising out of the collision & both claim & counter- 
claim are dismissed, the practice of the court, in 
the absence of special circumstances, is that the 
claim be dismissed without costs, & the counter- 
claim be dismissed with costs, by which is meant 
with such costs as are occasioned by the counter- 


foe NEwHOIM (1917), 86 L. J. P. 131, 
4095. Compulsory pilotage.|—By sect. 388 





of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. 
c. 104), ‘‘ No owner or master of any ship shall be 
answerable to any person whatever for any loss or 
damage occasioned by the fault or incapacity of 
any qualified pilot acting in charge of such ship 
within any district where the employment of such 
pilot is compulsory by law.’’ By the interpreta- 
tion clause (sect. 2) of the Act, the words ‘ quali- 
fied pilot ”’ shall ‘‘ mean any person duly licensed 
by any pilotage authority to conduct ships to which 
he does not belong.’’ By the 4th of the Regula- 
tions approved by, & annexed to, the Order in 
Council, May 1, 1855, ‘‘ No person licensed as a 
pilot for the London district . . . shall take charge 
as such of any ship drawing more than fourteen 
feet water, in the river Thames or Medway, or 
any of the channels leading thereto or therefrom, 
until such person shall have acted as a_ licensed 
pilot for three years, & shall have been after such 
three years, on re-examination approved of in 
that behalf by the said Trinity House, on pain of 
forfeiting £10 for every such offence, unless there 
shall be no qualified pilot to be obtained who has 
passed the said examination for ships drawing 
more than fourteen feet water.’ In an action of 
damage by collision the defts. denied that the 
collision (which took place in the London district) 
had been caused, or contributed to, by the 
negligent navigation of their vessel by themselves 
or their servants, & alleged that the negligence, if 
any, was that of the pilot, whose employment was 
compulsory, & they counterclaimed for damages 
for the alleged negligent navigation of the pltfs.’ 
vessel. The court found that the collision was 
caused solely by the negligence of the pilot of the 
defts.’ vessel. The pilot was not licensed to take 
charge of a vessel drawing more than fourteen feet 
water, & the draught of water of the defts.’ vessel 
exceeded that depth; but it was admitted that, 
when the pilot went on board, there was no pilot 
to be obtained licensed to conduct ships drawing 
more than fourteen feet :—Held: the Order in 
Council, taken in conjunction with the other 
enactments, qualified the pilot pro hac vice to 
conduct ships of a greater Saat than fourteen 
feet. The plea of compulsory pilotage was there- 
fore sustained, the pltfs.’ action dismissed, each 
party bearing their own costs; but the defts. were 
ordered to pay any costs occasioned by their 
counterclaim.—THE CARL XV., [1892] P. 132, 133; 
40 W. BR. 576; on appeal, [1892] P. 324, C. A 


—— ——.]—See, also, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 207-209, Nos. 1287-1294. 
4096. —— Co-defendants.|—-Where an unsuc- 


cessful deft., who was alone to blame, had done 
nothing tu induce pltf. to sue the successful deft., 
pltf. was given judgment with costs against the 
unsuccessful deft., & was ordered to pay the costs 
of the successful deft.—THE THEODOROS, THE 
BLIDENSOL, {1923] P. 26; 92 L. J. P. 30; 39 


T. L. R. 86. 
~.J—See, also, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
p. 208, Nos. 1295-1298. 
4097. Action in rem.}—Under the Ad- 
miralty practice before the Judicature Acts defts. 
in rem were liable personally for unpaid costs after 
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the full value of the res had been recovered by the 

ltf. So also, at the present time, they are 
iable for costs in addition to the full amount pay- 
able for damages by collision under the limitation 
enacted in the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, 
s. 503. 

As to the costs of the reference to the registrar 
& merchants to assess the pltfs.’ damages, the 
defts. tovk no part in the proceedings & the only 
matters contested were those which arose between 
the pltf. shipowners & the pltf. cargo owners. The 

Itfs. cannot recover the costs of this contest, 
ut are, I think, entitled to be paid such costs as 
are payable by defts. in damage actions when the 
amount of the pltfs.’ claim is not disputed. Under 
the Rules of the Supreme Court the sums due by 
the defts. for costs due & unpaid bear interest at 
4 per cent. from the respective dates on which 
they were decreed to be paid (Sir HENRY DUKE, 
P.).—-THE JOANNIS VATIS (No. 2), [1922] P. 213, 
225; 911. J. P. 106; 127 1L. T. 494; 38 T. L. R. 
566; 16 Asp. M. L. C. 13. 

4098. Action for pilotage dues—Action in rem.] 
—I hold that a pilot claiming pilotage remuneration 
has a right wn rem & can sue in this court. In 
general, he will be ill-advised to sue when he has 
a summary remedy, for he is not likely to be given 
costs if he neglects the cheaper & pursues the more 
expensive remedy. But in cases where the ship 
is already under arrest, & especially when the ship 
is foreign owned, it may be a proper thing to sue 
in this court. In the present case | hold that it 
was, & I give judgment for the pltfs. with costs 
(Witt, J.).—THE AMRBATIELOS, THE CEPHALONIA, 
[1923] P. 68, 75; 92 L. J. P. 45; 128 L. T. 699; 
39 T. L. R. 183; 16 Asp. M. L. C. 120. 

Salvage action.]—Sce ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 
210-212, Nos. 13822-1358. 


Secr. 7.—BANKRUPTCY. 


See Bankruptcy Act, 1914 (c¢. 59), s. 109; 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), ss. 31 (1), (A), 50 (1); BANK- 
RuptTcy, Vol. V., pp. 516-524, Nos. 4690-4790. 


Petition.J— See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 
162, 158, Nos. 1425-1442. 
Small bankruptcies.]—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 


IV., p. 507, Nos. 4573-4577. 

Proof of debts—Costs of.]—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., pp. 352-355, Nos. 3297-3330. 

Proof of costs as debts. |—-Sce BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., pp. 316-320, Nos. 2955-2995. 

Official receiver.}—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 1V., 
pp. 202, 208, 354, Nos. 1868-1879, 3322. 
Indemnity for costs.|—Sce BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., p. 200, Nos. 1839-1841. 

Trustee—Rights & Mliabilities.}—Sec LANK- 
RUPTcY, Vols. IV. & V., pp. 216-218, 990-992, 
996, 997, 1016, 1017, Nos. 20138, 2017-2020, 
2025-2033, 8095-8104, 8131-8133, 8295-8301. 

—— Indemnity & reimbursement.] — See 
eee Vol. IV., pp. 228, 229, Nos. 2131- 

150. 

ip con Re Bankruptcy, Vol. 1V., pp. 536, 
537, Nos. 4928-4941. 

Proceedings pending at time of bankruptcy— 
Bankruptcy of defendant.|/—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. V., pp. 1016, 1017, Nos. 8295-8301. 

Bankrupt guardian ad litem—cCosts of removal 
of.]—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 1008, No. 8224. 

Bankrupt trustee—Costs due to.}—See BANnk- 
RUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 675, No. 5969. 








867 


Sect. 8.—COMPANIES. 


4099. Alteration of objects—Opposition of peti- 
tion.J—As regards the costs of the opponents to 
the petition {by a company for the confirmation 
by the court of special resulution to expend the 
objects of a company], I think that the court 
should be reluctant to prevent persons interested 
from appearing on these occasions. In fact, the 
advertisements issued invite persons to appear & 
oppose, if they think fit to do so. Unless the 
opposition is merely frivolous, I think the court 
ought not to penalise shareholders or other 
interested persons for attending in court to express 
their views. Here, Mr. Adam with his family has 
a very substantial holding in the company. I 
think his opposition has been useful in preventing 
the court—possibly per incuriam—from passing 
so wide an alteration as is contained in the con- 
cluding words of the resolution. Moreover, I 
think, opposition in these cases is wholesome & 
ought to be encouraged rather than discouraged. 
1, therefore, in the exercise of my discretion, order 
the company to pay the costs of the opponents to 
this petition (P.O. LAWRENCE, J.).—Re PARENT 
TYRE Co., [1928] 2 Ch. 222, 229. 

Solicitors’ costs.}—See ComMPpaANtIges, Vol. IX., 
pp. 549-551. 815, Nos. 3629-3640, 5309. 

Legal proceedings by & against companies. ]— 
See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 680-684, Nos. 4533 
et eeq. 

Winding up.}—See Companies, Vol. X., pp 
857~—862, 882-886, Nos. 5733-5814, 5906-6026. 

—-—~ Payment out of assets.|—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 815, 952-055, 1001, 1050, Nos. 5309, 
6520-6549, 6949-6955, 73837-73438. 

—— Examination by official receivers. |—Sce 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 868, 871, 908, Nos. 5875, 
58908, 6208-6210. 

4100. Rectification of register—Liability of 
directors. |—The articles of association of a private 
company provided that no share should be trans- 
ferred to any person not already a member without 
the consent of the directors. There were two 
directors only, Hi. & P., EK. being the chairman & 
having in that character a casting vote. The 
quorum necessary for the transaction of business 
was two. E., without first having obtained the 
consent of the board, executed transfers of some 
of his shares to persons not already members of the 
company & sent the transfers to the company for 
registration. FP. purposely refused to attend 
board meetings summoned to consider the transfers 
in order to prevent a quorum being formed. On 
an application by the transferees under sect. 32 
of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, the 
court held that the articles did not require the 
directors’ consent to be obtained before the 
execution of the transfers & that the transfers 
therefore were not inoperative documents, though 
they had no legal effect till the consent of the 
directors had been obtained & registration effected. 
It further held that P. could not by wilfully refusing 
to attend board meetings prevent the transfers 
from being registered, & that the transferees under 
the circumstances were entitled to an order 
directing the company to register the transfers. 
Upon an originating motion by the transforees 
against the company, under sect. 32 of the Com- 
panies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, for rectification 
of the register of members by inserting their names 
as holders of the shares in the place of the name of 
E., P. at his own request, was joined as a respon- 
dent to the motion. 

In my opinion P. has taken up an attitude in 
this dispute which is untenable, &, bearing in 
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mind that he was added as a party to this motion 
at his own request, in making an order directing 
the company to rectify the register by giving effect 
1o these transfers, I must at the same time order 
him to pay the costs of the motion (Evz, J.).— 
Re CopaAL VARNISH Co., Urp., [1917] 2 Ch. 349, 
351, 355 ; 87 L. J. Ch. 182; 117 L. T. 508. 
-l—See, also, COMPANIES, Vol. IX., 
p. 220, No. 1395. 

4101. Application dismissed pending action. | 
—Where a holder of fully paid-up shares applied 
to have his name removed from the list of share- 
holders, alleging that he was induced to take shares 
by fraud, & the facts alleged by him were denied 
by the company, the court refused to make any 
order until the applicant had tried the question 
at law in an action to recover what he had paid on 
the shares. 

The Vice-Chancellor’s order must be discharged, 
& the motion will stand over, with liberty to the 
applicant to take such proceedings as he may be 
advised. The costs of this application will be 
dealt with when the motion is brought on again 
(JAMES, L.J.).—Re RuBy CONSOLIDATED MINING 
Co., ASKEW’S CASE (1874), 9 Ch. App. 664; 43 
L. J. Ch. 683 ; 31 L. T. 55, L. JJ. 

4102. ~-+-On an application under 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 (c. 69), s. 32, 
by summons or motion, for the rectification of the 
register, if there is some question in dispute requir- 
ing investigation the practice is for the judge not 
to make an order for rectification but to make an 
order dismissing the summons or motion & leaving 
it open to the applicant to bring an action. 

Where it is clear that there is something to be 
answered & something to be investigated, the 
ordinary course, as far back as the court has been 
able to trace, has been for the judge to dismiss the 
summons or motion, but to leave it open to the 
party to bring his action. . . . The appeal will be 
allowed, & the judge’s order varied by dismissing 
the original application with costs, but without 
prejudice to the applicant’s right to bring an action 
(Swirt, J.).— Re GREATER BRITAIN PRODUCTS 
DEVELOPMENT Corpn., Lrp. (1924), 40 T. L. R. 
488, D.C. 

}-—See, also, COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 221, 
Nos. 1412-1417. 

















SecrT. 9.—COUNTY COURT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Sce Counry Courts, Vol. XIII., pp. 518-524, 
Nos. 677-750. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ACTIONS COMMENCED IN HIG 
COURT. 
R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 28. The scale of costs prescribed 
pursuant to proviso (ii) to sub-section (1) of section 11 of the 
County Courts Act, 1919, as amended by section 20 of the 


Administration of Justice Act, 1925, shall be the scale in 
Appendix P., 


See County Courts Act, 1919, s. 11. 

4103. Action which could have been com- 
menced in county court—County court refusing 
to issue process.}—Where a pltf. recovers in a 
superior court a sum not exceeding £20 in an action 
of contract, it is not a ground for the exercise of 


PRACTICE. 


the discretion to allow costs, given to the court 
or a judge by the County Courts Act, 1867, s. 5, 
that he did not sue in the county court for the 
reason that he was misled by the registrar as to the 
jurisdiction of that court; nor that the expense 
& delay of the proceedings in the county court 
would have greatly exceeded those of the pro- 
ceedings in the superior court.—llOLBORROW uv, 
JoNES (1868), L. R. 4 C. P. 14. 

4104. Solicitor as plaintiff¥.J—Sect. 5 of the 
County Courts Act, 1867, which deprives pltfs. 
in actions commenced in the High Court of costs 
if less than £20 in contract or £10 in tort is 
recovered, applies to an action in which a solicitor 
is pltf.—_BLAIR v. EISLER (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 185. 

4105. ——— Amount claimed exceeding county 
court limit.]—An action is one ‘‘ which could 
have been commenced in a county court ’’ within 
the Count y Courts Act, 1888, s. 116, if it is an action 
of a kind which a county court can entertain, 
although the amount claimed by pltf. may exceed 
the limit of the county court jurisdiction.— 
SOLOMON v. MULLINER, [1901] 1 Q. B. 76. 

Action founded on contract or tort.}—wSee Tort, 
Vol. XLII., pp. 968-971, Nos. 8-28. 

4106. High Court costs ordered.J|—In an action 
upon a contract in the High Court judgment was 
given for pltf. for an amount to be ascertained 
on taking an account between the parties, with 
costs of the action. This judgment was dated & 
entered on April 8 The referee took the account 
& ascertained the amount to be £83 10s. & on 
Nov. 29 indorsed the order accordingly. On the 
next day & before final entry of the completed 
order, the judge, upon plitfs.’ application, ordered 
the costs to be taxed on the High Court scale. 
Against this order defts. appealed: —Held: in 
the circumstances the judge had jurisdiction under 
sect. 11 of the County Courts Act, 1919, to award 
costs on the High Court scale, for until the result 
of the account was ascertained the question of 
costs could not be finally determined.—LiIGur 1. 
WEsT & Sons, LTD., [1926] 2 K. B. 238, 








SUB-SECT. 3.—TRANSFERRED ACTION, 


Sce County Courts Act, 1919, s. 12; & CouNTy 
Courts, Vol. XIII., pp. 490-492, Nos. 403~420. 


Srectr. 10.—CROWN COSTS. 


4107. Right of Crown to pay or receive costs— 
Crown side of King’s Bench Division.]|—The 
ordinary practice [in the Crown side of the King’s 
Bench Division] is not to give costs against a 
respondent who does not appear, unless he is the 
party who has set the law in motion (DARLING, J.). 
—CHESTER v. BATESON, [1920] 1 K. B. 829; 89 
L. J. K. B. 387; 122 L. T. 684; 386T7.L. R. 225; 
18 L. G. R. 212; 84 J. P. 65; 26 Cox, C. C. 591. 

4108. -]—This was a petition to traverse a 
petition of escheat. On an application for leave 
to appeal it was submitted that the Crown was to 
be treated as pitf., & the traverser as deft., & 
therefore that the Crown was entitled to costs 
under the Crown Suits Act, 1855 (c. 90), s. 1. 
Leave to appeal was granted, costs to follow the 
event.—Re Ho Liipay, [1922] 2 Ch. 698; 127 
L. T. 585; 38 T. L. R. 709. 

4109. ig Seong having elected to 
take proceedings which the court was not in a 
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position to entertain, must pay respondents’ 
costs; both those of the Minister of Munitions & 
the Inland Revenue Commissioners, who were 
sued as statutory bodies & not as representatives 
of the Crown (EvE, J.).—Pratt (F.) & Co., Lrp. v. 
MINISTER OF MUNITIONS & INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., [1922] W. N. 261; 127 L. T. 814; 863. P. 


368. 
Admiralty proceedings.|—See ADMIRALTY, 
Vol. 1., pp. 156, 205, Nos. 648, 1260-1262. 
Legitimacy suits.}—See Basrarpy, Vol. 
III., p. 370, Nos. 119, 120. 
-_-— Charity proceedings. |—-See CHARITIES, Vol. 
VIIT., pp. 408, 409, 4183, Nos. 2452-2460 2530- 


2532. 
Prize proceedings.]|—Sce PRIz: 

Vol. XXXVII., pp. 588, 682, 652, Nos. 245, 828, 
1071. 

~J}—See, also, R. S. C., Ord. LXVIIT., r. 2, 
Part LX XXIX., Sect. 2, post ; & CONSTITUTIONAT. 
Law, Vol. XVI., pp. 530-5385, Nos. 341-878, & 
Supp.; CROWN PRAcTICcEH, Vol. XVI., pp. 491, 192, 
Nos. 3732-3744, 


Srcr. 11.—DEFENDANT’S COSTS. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—-IN GENERAI.. 


4110. Defendants’ right to costs—Debtor with 
notice of act of bankruptcy—Refusal to pay—Pay- 
ment into court.}—A creditor who had committed 
an available act of bankruptcy demanded pay- 
ment from his debtors, but they refused to pay 
upon the ground that they had notice of the act 
of bankruptcy. The creditor sued them & they 
at once paid the money into court under an order 
made upon their application. Pltf. issued a 
summons for judgment under Ord. XIV., which was 
adjourned until the expiration of three months from 
the date of the act of bankruptcy. After the 
three months expired pltf. obtained leave to sign 
final judgment & an order that each party should 
pay their own costs, except that defts. should pay 
pitf.’s costs of the application to pay into court :—~ 
Hleld: defts. were entitled to their costs of the 
action, including the costs of the application to 
pay into court. --MCCARTHY v. CAPITAL & COUNTIES 
Bank, [1911] 2 kK. B. 1088; S11. J. KK. B. 11; 
105 L. T. 327, C. A. 

4111. ———- Defendant wrongly brought before 
court.|—There is an essential difference between 
a pltf. & a deft. <A pltf. may succeed in getting a 
decree & still have to pay all the costs of the 
action, but the deft. is dragged into court & can- 
not be made liable to pay the whole costs of the 
action if the pltf. had no title to bring him there 
(JAMES, I..J.).—Dicks v. YATES (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
76; 50 L. J. Ch. 809; 414 L. T. 660, C. A. 

4112. —-—- Action for negligence—Finding that 
defendant negligent—Plaintiff suffering no damage. | 
—In an action claiming damages for the negligent 
preparation of a catalogue the jury found that 
defts. had been negligent but that pltfs. had 
suffered no damage in consequence thereof :— 
Held: pltfs. were not, & defts. were entitled to the 
costs of the action.—COLE v. CHRISTIE, MANSON 
& Woops (1910), 26 T. L. R. 469. 

4113. Application to Railway Commis- 
sioners—Applicant unsuccessful.}—The Railway 
Commissioners have no jurisdiction under the 
Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, s. 28, to order 
a railway company, in whose favour they have 
decided upon an application to them against 
such company, to pay costs to the unsuccessful 
applicant.—Re FosTeR v. GREAT WESTERN Ry. 
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Co. (1882),8 Q. B. D. 515; 46L. T. 74; 30 W. R. 
398 ; nom. fie FOSTER v. GREAT WESTERN 
Ry. Co., Ex p. GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., 51 
L. J. Q. B. 233; 4 Ry. & Can. Tr. Cas. 58, C. A. 

4114. Petition for payment out of court— 
Purchase-money of lands compulsorily taken. ]— 
Commissioners were incorporated by 3 & 4 Vict. 
c. 87 (1840), for the purpose of taking lands & 
carrying out thereon certain public works, & by 
9 & 10 Vict. c. 34 (1846), powers to construct a 
new street were conferred upon such commissioners, 
& it was enacted that all & singular the enactments 
& provisions of the Act of 1840 should extend to 
the new improvements as if they had been 
authorised by the former Act. Neither of these 
Acts contained any provisions for payment by 
the commissioners of the costs of application for 
payment out) of purchase-moneys in court in 
Ave of lands taken under the powers of the 

cts. 

On petition for payment out of court of pur- 
chase-money of Jands taken by the commissioners : 
—ITeld: the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845, could not be treated as incorporated with the 
Special Acts (3 & 1 Viet. ¢. 87, & 9 & 10 Vict. c. 34), 
so as to make the commissioners liable to pay the 
costs of the petition for payment out.—Re MILs’ 
Estatr, He pp. Works & PuRLIC BUILDINGS 
Comers. (1886), 381 Ch. D. 24; 561. J. Ch. 60; 55 
L. T. 465; 515.P.15t; 35 W.R. 65; 3°T. LR. 
61,C. A. 

4115. - -—— Costs of issues on which plaintiff 
non-suited.|—In an action tricd by a jury where 
plitf. succeeds upon some issues but is non-suited 
upon others, & no order is nade as to costs, deft. 
is entitled under Ord. LYV., r. 1, to the costs of the 
issues upon which plitf. was non-suited.—ABBOTT 
v. ANDREWS (1882), 2 Q. B.D. 618; 511.3. Q. 3B. 
641; 380 W. R. 779, D.C. 

4116. Where action dismissed.] — W:ttr 
v. CORCORAN. No. 3957, ante. 

4117. —--— Separate issues—Costs of issues on 
which successful.]|—In an action tried with a 
jury where there are separate issues, & pltf. obtains 
a verdict & judgment, but deft. is successful as 
to one of the issues, if the judge makes no order 
with regard to that issue interfering with the 
incidence of costs under Ord. LXV., r. 1, deft. is 
entitled to have the judgment drawn up so as to 
give him the costs of the issue on which he suc- 
cecds.—HoYES v. TATE, [1907] 1 K. B. 656; 76 
l. J. KK. B. 408; 23 'T. L. R. 2915 51 Sol. Jo. 245, 
C. A. 

4118. —-- — -- .|—A deed guaranteeing 
the repayment of a loan was executed by an 
attorney on behalf of one of the guarantors, & 
on the death of this guarantor the plitfs., who were 
parties to the deed, sued his executor upon it. 
Deft. pleaded that the power of attorney did not 
authorise the deed & that the attorney had been 
induced to sign it by a misrepresentation. 

The judge at the trial held that the power of 
attorney did not authorise the deed, & he gave 
judgment for the deft. on this ground without 
hearing the evidence as to the alleged misrepre- 
sentation, & he gave the deft. the general costs 
of the action, but he gave neither side the costs of 
the issue of misrepresentation :— Held: as the 
issues were distinct & as in the circumstances the 
judge was not bound to decide the issue of mis- 
representation, the mode in which he had exercised 
his discretion as to the costs of that issue was 
justified. —BROWNE & WHITEHEAD v. LEWIS 
(1916), 33 T. L. R. 1380; 115 L. T. 911, C. A. 

4119. Plaintiff discontinuing.}—Upon an 
application by a pltf. for leave, under Ord. XXVI., 
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r. 1, to discontinue an action the court or judge has 
no jurisdiction to make deft. pay any costs of a 
defence, which, if undisputed, or if it had been 
found in deft.’s favour, would have disentitled 
pltf. from maintaining his action. 

Where a court or judge is expressly given a dis- 
cretion as to costs, the exercise of such discretion 
cannot be delegated.— LAMBTON & Co. v. PARKIN- 
SON (1887), 35 W. R. 545. 

4120. Defendant successful. |—In the present 
case, so far as the evidence before me goes, 
I can see no materials whatsoever upon which the 
learned judge could exercise a discretion at all. 
Defts. were sucd, & rightly according to law resisted 
the suit, & finally succeeded. In the Judgment 
of Bigham, J., & in the judgment of this court, 
they are right; & it practically comes to this— 
that. the learned judge has deprived the persons 
sued of what, primd facie, is their right to the 
costs of the litigation which has unsuccessfully 
been brought against them because they will not 
submit to the learned judge himself as arbitrator 
to say what should be done. That is not exercising 
a discretion upon materials properly before the 
judge; but it is depriving a litigant of rights of 
which he is by law possessed, upon ground which it 
is not competent for the judge to treat as grounds 
for the exercise of his diserction (KARL oF LALs- 
BURY, C.).—CIvIJ. SERVICE CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETY 
v. GENERAL STEAM NAVIGATION Co., [1903] 2 
K. B. 756; 72 1. J. K. B. 9833; 89 1. T. 4295; 52 
Ne R. 181; 20 T. L. R. 10; 9 Asp. M. LC. 477, 

1, A. 

4121. ——.]—Pltfs. claimed an injunction 
to restrain defts. from selling dried soup prepara- 
tions not of pltfs.’ manufacture in packets only 
colourably differing from those used hy pltfs., 
& from passing off their goods as & for pltfs.’ 
goods. Pitfs.’ packets contained references to 
exhibition awards gained by pltfs. for their soups. 
Defts.’ packets contained references to gold medals 
awarded to them, which were anterior in date to 
the time when they commenced to sell soup 
preparations, & were in fact awarded for other 
goods. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH gave judgment for 
defts., but he deprived them of costs upon the 
ground that the reference to the medals on defts.’ 
packets was such as to lead to the inference that 
they had been gained in respect of the soup 
preparations. 

Upon appeal, the court affirmed the judgment 
for defts., but held that, even if defts. had made a 
misleading statement on their packets about the 
medals, it was not a ground upon which they could 
be deprived of costs; & further, that the state- 
ment on the packets as to the medals was not 
misleading.—Kina (F.) & Co. v. GILLARD & Co., 
[1905] 2 Ch. 7; 74 L. J. Ch. 421; 92 L. T. 605 ; 
. ie R. 598; 21 T. L. R. 398; 49 Sol. Jo. 401, 

4122. — —.]—-Where the judge at the trial 
of an action without a jury deprives a successful 
party of costs without having really exercised 
his judicial discretion at all in the matter, as, for 
instance, where there are no materials before him 
upon which he can exercise his discretion, an appeal 
will lie to the Court of Appeal without leave.— 
EDMUND v. MARTELL (1907), 24 T. L. R. 25; 52 
Sol. Jo. 10, C. A. 

4123. -}~In an action for damages for 
loss of pltfs.’ goods shipped on defts.’ chip & 
destroyed by fire on voyage, SCRUTTON, J., at the 
trial found on the facts that defts.’ ship was un- 
seaworthy at commencement of voyage & that 
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the unseaworthiness caused the loss; & decided 
as a point of law that sect. 502 of the Merchant 
Shipping Act, which in ordinary circumstances 
would have protected defts. from liability, was 
excluded by certain exceptions in the bill of lading, 
& gave judgment for pltfs. Defts. appealed on 
the point of law, but not on the facts. The Court 
of Appeal reversed Scrutron, J.’s, decision on 
the point of law & gave judgment for defts. with 
costs without giving any directions as to pltfs.’ 
costs of the issue of fact. On the taxation pltfs. 
claimed that the taxing master should tax their 
costs of the issue on which they had succeeded, 
& allow them. The taxing master refused, & 
on a summons to vary, BAILHACHE, J., held that 
the taxing master was not debarred by the order 
of the Court of Appeal from taxing these costs. 
Defts. appealed : —Held: the taxing master had 
no jurisdiction to go behind the order & divide 
the costs of separate issues where no direction as 
to the costs of such issues had been given by the 
order of the court.—INGRAM & ROYLE, LYp. v. 
SERVICES MARITIMES DU 'TrePOoRT, Lrp., [1914] 3 
K. B. 28; 838]. J. K. B. 1128; 110 1. T. 967; 
12 Asp. M. 1 C. 498, C. A, 

4124. J—Pitf. brought an action 
against a company & two of its directors claiming 
compensation under the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908, s. 84, for loss sustained by him by 
reason, as he alleged, of his having subscribed for 
shares in the company on the faith of a prospectus 
issued by the company which contained certain 
untrue statements. The director defts. admitted 
the issue of the prospectus, but they denied the 
other allegations. The jury found in favour of 
pitf. that the statements were untrue, & that 
pltf. subscribed for the shares on the faith of 
the prospectus 3; but they found further in favour 
of these defts. that they had reasonable ground 
to believe, & did believe, that the statements were 
true. The judge directed that judgment should 
be entered for pHf. against deft. company & for 
deft. directors against pltf., & that each party 
should have the costs of those issues on which they 
were successful :—Held: as between pltf. & the 
director defts., neither of the questions found in 
favour of pltf. was a separate ‘‘issue’’ within 
the meaning of Ord. LXV., rr. 1-2; as between 
these parties there was only one “issue ’’ in the 
action—namely, whether deft. directors had 
reasonable ground to believe, & did believe, that 
the statements in the prospectus were true, on 
which these defts. had succeeded—&, therefore, 
as between these parties pltf. was entitled to no 
costs, & these defts. were entitled to all their 
costs of the action.—Birp v. STANDARD OIL Co. 
OF CANADA (1915), 85 L. J. K. B. 9385; 114 L. T. 
316; 60 Sol. Jo. 189, C. A. 

4125. ——.}—Foster v. Great Western Ry. 
C'o., No. 3970, ante, is no authority whatever 
for the proposition that a pltf., though successful 
in a small degree, may not be made to pay the costs 
of the deft. Visiting a successful deft. with costs 
is an entirely different thing, because if he be 
successful he succeeds along the whole line (LORD 
ATKINSON),—GRAY v. ASHBURTON (LORD), [1917] 
A.C. 26; 861. J. K. B. 224; 115 L. T. 729; 81 
J.P.17; 15L. GR. 9, H. L. 

















4126. ———  ———..}—-CAMPBELL (DONALD) & Co. 
v. PoLLAK, No. 4061, ante. 
4127, —— -.|--LONDON WELSH ESTATES, 


Lrp. v. PHILLIP, No. 1706, ante. 








4128. Substantially successful.]}—In 
an ordinary case in which pitf. recovers nothing 
by way of damages & has substantially failed, 


I should make him pay deft.’s costs (JELF, J.).— 
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SAPWELL v. Bass, [1910] 2 K. B. 486; 79 L. J. 
K. B. 932; 102 L. T. 811. 

4129. ——— Mode of exercise of discretion.] 
—In exercising his discretion over costs a judge 
should be guided by the following principles. In 
the case of a wholly successful deft. the judge 
must give him his costs unless there is evidence 
(1) that deft. brought about the litigation, or 
(2) has done something connected with the institu- 
tion or the conduct of the suit calculated to 
occasion unnecessary litigation & expense, or 
(3) has done some wrongful act in the course of 
the transaction of which pltf. complains (ATKIN, 
L.J.).— RITTER v. GODFREY, [1920] 2 K. B. 47, 48; 
89 L. J. K. B. 4673; 122 L. T. 396; 36 T. L. R. 
144, CG. A. 

4130. ———- ——— Plea of contributory negligence 
— Finding that neither party negligent.) — In 
an action by the infant pltf. against the deft. 
for damages for injuries sustained by her owing 
to the alleged negligent driving of a motor-car 
by the deft., the latter pleaded that there had been 
no negligence on his part, & that the pltf. had been 
guilty of contributory negligence. The judge held 
that there had been no negligence on the part of 
the deft., & expressed the opinion that there had 
been no negligence by pltf. He declined, however, 
to make an order that the deft. should have the 
costs of the action. The deft. subsequently made 
an application for his costs on the ground that he 
was a “ wholly successful deft.’ within the mean- 
ing of the decision in Ritter v. Godfrey, No. 4129, 
ante, & that none of the grounds stated in that case 
as being the only grounds on which such a deft. 
could be deprived of his costs existed. For the 
pltf. it was submitted that the deft. was not a 
wholly successful deft. in that he had not been 
successful in regard to his plea of contributory 
negligence. DARLING, J., expressed the opinion 
that the deft. had wholly succeeded in the action 
on the ground that the question of contributory 
negligence was not a substantive issue in the case, 
since under the old system of pleading it could 
have been raised under the general plea of not 
guilty. He, however, declined to order that the 
deft. should receive the costs of the action, in 
order that the question, if necessary, might be 
considered by the Court of Appeal.—CoorEn v. 
Jlowarr (1922), 38 T. L. RR. 721. 

4181. —_—. ---_ - --- Finding that both parties 
negligent. |—A collision having taken place between 
the pltf.’s motor car & the defts.’ motor lorry, 
the pltf. brought an action in the county court 
against the defts., alleging that the collision & 
consequent damage to his car had been caused 
by the negligence of the defts. The defts. pleaded 
that there had been no negligence on their part, 
& alternatively that there had been contributory 
negligence on the part of the pltf. At the trial 
it was found that in fact both sides were to blame 
for the collision. The county court judge gave 
judgment for the defts., but directed that there 
should be no costs :—-Held: the decision of the 
judge, in so far as it deprived the defts. of their 
costs of the action, was wrong, & the defts. were 
entitled to these costs, inasmuch as they had been 
wholly successful in the action, & the case did not 
come within any of the exceptional classes in which 
the judge in the exercise of his discretion can 
deprive a successful deft. of costs.—JACKSON v. 
ANGLO-AMERICAN O1n Co., Lrn., [1923] 2 K. B. 
601; 92 L. J. K. B. 1000; 129 L. T. 792; 67 
Sol. Jo. 640, D. C. 

4132. ——— -———. One issue not tried out—No 
order as to costs.}—In an action brought for con- 
tribution against the executor of W. under a deed 
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of guarantee, signed by an attorney on behalf of 
W., the defences were set up—first, that the deed 
was signed by the attorney under a power of 
attorney which did not authorise that deed ; 
secondly, that the deed was entered into on a 
condition which was not fulfilled; & thirdly, 
that the signature of the deed was obtained by 
misrepresentations to the attorney; & the deft. 
counterclaimed for rescission of the deed. After 
hearing a great part of the pltf.’s evidence on the 
whole case, the judge trying the case decided to 
deal with the first defence separately, &, after 
hearing arguments in respect of it, decided in 
favour of the deft. on that defence :—Held: that he 
was entitled, in the exercise of his judicial dis- 
cretion, to exclude from the costs of the action 
given to the deft. the costs of the issues not tried 
out & to make no order with regard to those costs. 
— BROWNE v. LEw!Is (1917), 86 L. J. K. B. 326; 
115 L. T. O11, C. A. 

4133. ——- -—— Successful on claim but un- 
successful on counterclaim—Half costs.|—- The 
judge, at the trial of an action in which there was 
a claim & counterclaim, thinking both parties in 
the wrong, dismissed the action without costs, & 
also dismissed the counterclaim with costs, but 
ordered that if the costs of the counterclaim should 
not amount to half the whole costs of the action 
the deft. should pay the difference to the pltf. :— 
Held: the order as to costs was irregular, inasmuch 
as, after dismissing the action without costs, it 
imposed part of the costs of the action upon the 
deft. by way of penalty; but in substance the 
order was within the diseretion of the judge, as 
it amounted to dismissing the claim & counter- 
claim & directing the deft. to pay half the whole 
costs of the action.— WILLMOTT v. BARBER (1881), 
17 Ch. D. 772; 45 1. T. 229, C. A. 

4134, —-— -——--— Trial protracted by defendant. ] 
—In this case judgment was given for deft., but, 
as considerable portions of the four days which the 
case occupied were taken up by objections on 
which deft. failed, the judge directed the taxing 
master only to give the costs appropriate to an 
action lasting two days.—lorRES v. SAMUEL, 
[1913] 3 K. B. 7086; 82 L. J. K. B. 1135; 109 
1]. T. 599; 29 T. L. RR. 644. 

4135. Defendant successful to 
large extent.|—In an award stated in the form of 
a special case defts. had succeeded to a large 
extent, but they had failed on some heads of the 
award & several of their unsuccessful contentions 
had occupied a substantial measure of time. It 
was directed that their costs should be taxed & 
that they should receive two-thirds only of the 
total costs allowed.—KENSINGTON HLECTRIC 
LIGHTING Co. v. NOTTING HILL MLECTRIC LIGHTING 
Co. (1918), 118 L. T. 582. 

4136. -——,]—The secretary of a col- 
lege falsely & fraudulently represented to pltf. 
that he was in a position to undertake that if 
pltf. would give a donation of £3,000 to the college 
plitf. would receive a knighthood. Pltf. was 
thereby induced to make the donation to the col- 
lege, & he believed that the secretary was acting 
for & had the authority of the college in giving the 
undertaking. Pltf. did not receive the knighthood, 
& he brought an action against the college & against 
the secretary to recover the £3,000. The jury 
found (inter alia) that the secretary was held out 
by the college as authorised by them to give the 
undertaking & that he was so authorised :—Held : 
there was no sufficient evidence either of holding 
out or of actual authority, the contract was against 
public policy & therefore illegal, & as the contract 
had in it an element of moral turpitude & pltf. 
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& the secretary were in Fate delicto, pltf. could not 
rely upon the fraud of the secretary & recover 
damages against him or recover the money from 
the college as money had & received to the use of 
pitf., & the action failed against both defts. 

I must give judgment for defts. ; but as regards 
Harrison [the secretary], he has increased the costs 
of the litigation by denying the fraud, having a 
long cross-examination administered to pltf., & 
has not gone into the witness-box or called any 
witnesses to meet it. He has acted oppressively, 
& I make an order depriving him of his costs 
(LUSH, J.).—PARKINSON v. COLLEGE OF AMBU- 
LANCE, Lrp. & HARRISON, [1025] 2 K. B. 1; 93 
L. J. K. B. 1066; 13838 L. T. 1385; 40 T. L. R. 
886; 69 Sol. Jo. 107. 

4137. Defendant increasing costs of 
litigation.|—PARKINSON v. COLLEGE OF AMBU- 
LANCE, LTD. & HARRISON, No. 4136, ante. 

4138, —— Defendant bringing litigation on 
himself.]|—Whenever a deft. by his misstatements 
made under circumstances which impose an 
obligation upon him to be truthful, brings litiga- 
tion on himself & renders an action against him 
reasonable, there is *‘ good cause’? to deprive 
him of costs.—SuTchIFFE v. SMITH (1886), 2 
TT. L. R. 881, C. A. 

4139. —-— -J—Pltfs. bought a steamer 
from the first defts. through the second defts., 
who were brokers, there being a term in the con- 
tract that plitfs. were to take the risk of the ship’s 
being requisitioned. The steamer was at the time 
under requisition by the Admiralty, but had been 
temporarily released for one voyage only, & these 
facts had been disclosed on the telephone to pltfs. 
by the brokers, but pltfs. did not appreciate the 
true position. In an action for damages against 
the first defts. for breach of a contract to sell a 
free ship or for breach of a collateral written 
warranty by the brokers that the ship was free, 
& against the brokers for breach of warranty of 
authority or for breach of duty :—Held: (1) the 
above-mentioned term of the contract did not 
imply that the ship was a free ship, & (2) the 
brokers gave pltfs. the information required, & 
there was no collateral written warranty, & there- 
fore the action failed against both defts. 

Then it was alleged that Crosby, Ker & Co. [the 
brokers] had failed in their duty to pltfs., & the 
claim against them was based alternatively on 
that ground. A broker is in the first place the 
agent of the person who employs him, but when he 
comes in contact with another party he is under 
a duty to deal fairly & frankly with him. Lere 
Crosby, Ker & Co. might have saved themselves 
& every one else much trouble if they had worded 
their letters & telegrams in clearer terms, but 
on the whole 1 find as a fact that they gave pltfs. 
the information required. The result is that the 
action fails against both defts., but having regard 
to the circumstances there will be no order for 
pitfs. to pay the costs of Crosby, Ker & Cou. 
(BAILHACHE, J.).—Brys & GyYLSON, Lim. v. 
IMPERIAL STEAMSHIP Co., Lrp. & CROSBY, KER & 
Co. (1918), 34 T. L. R. 3003; affd., p. 536, C. A. 

4140. ——_- ——— ——— Failure to give correct 
information to plaintiff.}—At a sale of lands by 
public auction in lots the particulars stated that 
the tenancy of lot 3 would expire at Michaelmas, 
1919, when vacant possession might be had. The 
fifth condition of sale provided that if the pur- 
chaser should insist on any objection or requisition 
as to the title, which the vendor should ‘‘ be 
unable or on the ground of expense unwilling to 
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remove or comply with,’”’ the vendor might by 
notice in writing at any time & notwithstanding 
any negotiations or pending litigation rescind the 
Bal 


e. 

Lot 3 was held on a yearly tenancy determinable 
only by a year’s notice on either side expiring at 
Michaelmas in any year. The result of interviews 
which the vendor had some months previously 
to the sale with the executors of the deceased 
tenant & with their sub-tenant, was that the 
vendor, although no formal notice to quit was 
given on either side, had substantial grounds for 
believing that their tenancies would determine at 
Michaelmas, 1919. Pltf. purchased lot 3 at the 
sale, & then the question arose as to vacant pos- 
session being given of that lot, & eventually the 
executors declined to give up possession on the 
ground that no notice to quit had been given & 
their sub-tenant claimed to remain in possession 
until Michaclmas, 1921. On pltf. suing the 
vendor for specific performance with compensa- 
tion the vendor gave notice to rescind the con- 
tract under the 5th condition of sale :—Held: 
under the circumstances the vendor was not 
guilty of such recklessness in stating the termina- 
tion of the tenancy & the giving of vacant pos- 
session of lot 3 as disentitled him to exercise the 
power of rescission reserved to him by the 5th 
condition of sale, & consequently the notice to 
rescind was valid. 

As regards costs. Deft., in his defence, pleaded 
the notice to rescind & offered to return the 
deposit & to pay the costs of the action down to 
the date of the delivery of the defence. Notwith- 
standing the non-acceptance by pltf. of this offer 
& his failure to succeed in the action, I have come 
to the conclusion that in the circumstances pltf. 
should not be ordered to pay any costs to deft. 
One of my reasons for exercising my discretion in 
this manner is that when two days after the sale, 
& before pltf. had attempted to deal with lot 3, 
he expressly asked to be informed of the exact 
position as to vacant possession being given to 
him on Sept. 29, 1919, he was definitely informed 
by deft.’s solicitors that there was no question 
as to the land being vacant on Sept. 29. No 
inquiry was made by deft. or by his solicitors 
of the executors before returning this answer. 
Pltf. was encouraged by this answer to enter into 
arrangements for the re-sale of the property, 
which J] think I am justified in assuming he 
would not have done had he known the true 
facts, & was thus practically compelled to fight 
the matter out. The action will be dismissed with- 
out costs (P. O. LAWRENCE, J.).--MERRETT v. 
SCHUSTER, [1920] 2 Ch. 240; 89 L. J. Ch. 399; 
123 L. T. 405. 

4141. -+—An action claiming 
damages for breach of contract for the sale of a 
house was dismissed, but defts., house agents, 
were refused their costs on the ground that their 
method of business had misled pltf. into bringing 
the action.—MARKs v. BoAkD (1930), 46 T. L. I. 
424; 74 Sol. Jo. 354. 

4142, Defendant setting up stamp 
objection.]}—Deft. in the present case takes the 
course of insisting on a stamp objection, so that 
pitfs. are compelled to sue on the slip or covering 
note. . .. It is contended that this document is 
a contract to issue a policy of sea insurance & is 
enforceable as such; but, for the reasons which 
I have given, I have come to the conclusion that 
it is a contract of sea insurance, which by the terms 
of the statute is not enforceable. It is only binding 
in honour. The result is that my judgment must 
be in favour of deft., but as the objection which 
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has been raised is one entirely without merits, 
the judgment will be without costs (MATHEW, J.). 
—-HOME MARINE INSURANCE Co., LTD. v. SMITH, 
(1898) 1Q. B. 829; 67 L. J. Q. B. 554; 78 L. T. 
465; 14 T. L. R. 366; 3 Com. Cas. 172; 8 Asp. 
M. L. C. 386; on appeal, [1898] 2 Q. B. 351, C. A. 

4143. -l—With regard to the 
costs, there is a general view amongst under- 
writers against the setting up of a stamp objection 
in insurance cases, & I think that the court may 
properly adopt the same standard as has bcen 
adopted in practice by underwriters. . . . In these 
circumstances 1 have come to the conclusion that 
I ought not to order pltfis. to pay deft.’s costs of 
the action (HAMILTON, .J.).—GENFORSIKRINGS 
AKT. (SKANDINAVIA REINSURANCE Co. OF COPEN- 
WAGEN) v. DA Cosva, [1911] 1 K. B. 137; 80 1. J. 
K. B. 236; 103 L. T. 767; 27 T. L. R. 433 11 
Asp. M.L. C. 548; 16 Com. Cas. J. 

4144, —— Action for return of insurance 
premiums——Court dissatisfied with defendant’s 
conduct.}|—PItf. sued deft. insurance company & 
one J. L., a superintendent of the said company, 
& one W. LB. E., an agent of the said company, 
for the return of certain premiums on five insur- 
ance policies alleged to have been obtained from 
her by the fraudulent misrepresentations of defts. 
The jury found that the premiums were paid upon 
an assurance that thereby ‘‘ everything would be 
all right.’ The policies were void for lack of 
insurable interest under 14 Geo. 3, c. 48, & pltf. 
had no bond fide expectation that she would incur 
expenses in connection with the death or funeral 
of the assured within the Assurance Companies 
Act, 1909 (9 Edw. 7, c. 49), s. 36 :—Held: even if 
the premiums had been obtained by fraudulent 
misrepresentation, they were not recoverable. 

In the result, therefore, I find for defts. on the 
ground that the policy is prohibited by statute, & 
I do not think the court ought to enforce a claim 
for money paid under it, even 1f obtained by fraud. 
But as I am not at all satisfied with the conduct 
of defts. who had the premiums, I give judgment 
without costs (SCRUTTON, J.).— HUGHES v. LIVER- 
POOL VICTORIA LEGA, FRIENDLY SociETY (1915), 
144. 7.45; 317. L. R. 685 5; revsd. on grounds 
not affecting this point, [1916] 2 K. B. 482, ©. A. 

4145. —-—- Infringement of copyright of 
immoral novel—Film containing indecent inci- 
dents. )|—-Plitf. brought this action for the alleged 
infringement of her copyright in a novel by the 
sale & exhibition of burlesque cinematograph films, 
substantial parts of which were alleged to be 
reproductions of her novel. Pitf. claimed an 
injunction, damages, or alternatively an account 
of profits, & the delivery up of all infringing 
films :—Held: (1) the films did not constitute 
any infringement of plitf.’s copyright in the novel ; 
(2) pltf.’s novel, being of a highly immoral 
tendency, was in any case disentitled to the 
protection of the court, & on this ground also the 
action failed; (8) the films themselves contained 
incidents of an indecently offensive character such 
as would have equally disentitled them to the 
protection of the court, & inasmuch as pltf. in her 
action as framed was adopting & claiming the 
benefit derived from the films, on this ground also 
the action failed. 

Under ordinary circumstances the action is one 
which would be dismissed with costs, but this is 
a case in which, as it appears to me, the court owes 
it to its own self-respect to render no assistance 
whatever to either of the parties in respect of the 
subject of their litigation, & therefore I feel it my 
duty while dismissing the action to leave both 
parties to bear their own costs (YOUNGER, J.).— 
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GLYN v. WESTERN FEATURE Fitm Co., [1916] 
1 Ch. 261; 85 L. J. Ch. 261; 114 L. T. 354; 32 
T. L. R. 235; 60 Sol. Jo. 293. 

4146. Defendant making unfounded 
allegations of fraud.}—This was a bill for specific 
per ounce of agreements for the purchase of 
and. Left. filed a cross-bill for the delivery up of 
the agreements for cancellation, alleging that 
they had been obtained by fraud & misrepresenta- 
tion. The bill was dismissed with costs, except so 
much as were occasioned by deft.’s suggestions 
of fraud & misrepresentation which were altogether 
disproved, & these costs were ordered to be paid 
by deft. With respect to the cross-bill, the 
agreements were directed to be delivered up to be 
cancelled, but that decree was made without costs 
because of the disproved allegations of fraud & 
misrepresentation.—WRI1GHT v. LLOWARD (1823), 
1 Sim. & St.190; 11.J.0.8. Ch. 94; 57 BK. R. 76. 

4147. Action to restrain defendants 
Selling substance intended to deceive public— 
Plaintiffs selling similar substance.|—-A bill was 
filed by the manufacturers of a substance used 
instead of hops for brewing beer to restrain defts. 
from making & selling a substance intended for the 
same purpose. As to some of the grounds for 
relief pltfs. had failed, & as to others they were 
held to be too late in their applications & the bill 
was therefore dismissed; but:-—Held: as the 
substances made by both pltfs. & defts were 
intended to be used to deceive the public, no 
costs would be given to defts— EsTrcoukT v. 
Estcourt Liop EsseEncE Co. (1875), 10 Ch. App. 
276; 44 1. J. Ch. 223; 32 L. T. 80; 23 W. R. 
313, 1. C1. & L. JJ. 

4148. ——— Discretion to award costs must be 
exercised.|—In an action by a landlord against a 
tenant for rent, deft. brought a counterclaim 
against pltf. & third parties for illegal distress. 
The judge, before whom the case was tuied without 
a jury, gave judgment for pltf. on the claim & 
the counterclaim, but for deft. against the third 
parties for £2 5s. “ with such costs as deft. would 
be entitled to by law,”’: —Held: asthe case had been 
tried without a jury, the costs were by Ord. LXAV., 
r. 1, in the discretion of the judge, &, there having 
been no cxercise of such discretion in favour of 
deft. as against the third partics, deft. was not 
‘entitled by law ” to costs.— LEWIN v. TRIMMING, 
TRIMMING v. LEWIN & CHADWICK & Sons (1888), 
21Q. B.D. 230; 59 L. T. 511; 37 W. Rh. 16, D.C. 

4149. Defendant whose interest has ceased. | 
—A deft. whose interest has ceased pending the 
suit cannot obtain payment of costs.— WYMER 
v. Dopnps (1879), 11 Ch. D. 436; 48 L. J. Ch. 568 ; 
40 L. T. 420; 27 W. R. 675. 

4150. ——— Counterclaim by one of two defen- 
dants—Against plaintiff & other defendant— 
Counterclaim failing against plaintiff & succeeding 
against defendant.|—If one of defis. sets up a 
counterclaim against pltf. together with the other 
deft. & fails against pltf., he is entitled to recover 
from the deft. against whom he succeeds the costs 
which he has to pay plt{.— Tur SvEIN JARL (1923), 
129 L. T. 255; 16 Asp. M. L. C. 159. 

4151. Alleged right of way—-Action for 
trespass against individuals—District council de- 
fending action but neither claiming nor denying 
right of way.]—Plitf. claimed a declaration of 
title & an injunction to restrain certain persons 
from trespassing on his lands, & they pleaded 
a public right of footway over his lands. The 
district council then passed a resolution under 
sect. 3 of the Local Government Act, 1894, to 
defend the action. Thereupon pltf. added them 
as co-defts., & by his amended statement of claim 
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alleged that they threatened & intended to 
exercise the alleged right of way. The district 
council, with the view of avoiding liability for the 
costs of the action, by their defence denied that 
they threatened or intended to exercise the right 
of way & pleaded that they neither asserted nor 
denied the existence of the right of way :—Held: 
this defence did not infringe any rule of pleading 
& was not embarrassing, & the liability (if any) of 
the district council for costs would be determined 
at the trial of the action.—THORNHILL v. WEEKS 
(No. 2), [1913] 2 Ch. 464; 82 L. J. Ch. 485; 109 
L. T. 146; 11 L. G. R. 1182, C. A. 

f-An action was 
brought by certain landowners against private 
individuals for removing obstructions to an alleged 
public right of way. The district council having 
passed & acted on a resolution to defend the 
action under the Local Government Act, 1894, 
s. 26, were themselves made defts., & a declaration 
that there was no public right of way was asked 
against them. On an applicaticn by the district 
council to be struck out as defts., pltfs. were allowed 
to amend by alleging that the district council 
threatened & intended to use the alleged public 
right of way by their servants or agents. The 
district council then put in a defence stating that 
they neither claimed nor denied that the public 
right of way claimed by their co-defts. in fact 
existed, & they denied any threat or intention to 
use it by their servants or agents, but, though 
really innocent of any such threat or intention, 
they in fact conducted the whole defence on the 
main issue, namely, the existence of the public 
right of way, up to the trial, & failed to establish 
it :—Held: pltfs. were entitled to a declaration 
with costs against all defts., including the district 
council.— THORNHILL v. WEEKS (No. 3), [1915] 
1 Ch. 106; 84 L. J. Ch. 282; 111 L. T. 1067; 78 
J. 12.154; 12 L. G. lt. 597. 


SUB-SECT. 2.— DISCLAIMING DEFIENDANTS. 


4153. Right to costs.J—If a disclaiming deft. 
shows that he never had & never claimed any 
interest, or having an interest, that he had dis- 
claimed or offered to disclaim before the institution 
of the suit, he is entitled to his costs. But if, 
having an interest, he neither disclaims nor offers 
to disclaim till he puts in his disclaimer, he is not 
entitled. These rules prevail, though the pltf. 
never applied to the deft. to disclaim prior to the 
institution of the suit. 

In a foreclosure suit by second mortgagee, 
a subsequent judgment creditor, by his answer, 
disclaimed all interest, & stated that he had never 
been applied to by pltf. to disclaim, previously to 
the filing of the bill; but he did not add that, if 
he had been so applied to, he would have dis- 
claimed, or that he had never claimed an interest : 
~—Held: he was not entitled to his costs from pltf. 

Where, in consequence of a replication being 
filed, a disclaiming deft. is ponipeliod to go into 
evidence in support of his answer, pltf. must pay 
his costs, but not otherwise——ForpD v. CHESTER- 
FIELD (MARL) (1853), 16 Beav. 516; 22 L. J. Ch. 
630; 20 L. T. O. 8. 288; 1 W. R. 217; 61 E.R. 
878 ; subsequent procecdings (1856), 21 Beav. 426. 

4154. -]—Foreclosure bill against mortgagor 
& second mortgagee. After bill filed the second 
mortgagee stated that he had been paid off & 
offered to disclaim at pltf.’s cost. This was 
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refused, & the second mortgagee filed a disclaimer : 
—Held: he was entitled to his costs.—DAyY v. 
GUDGEN (1876), 2 Ch. D. 208; 45 L. J. Ch. 263 ; 
24 W. R. 426. 

4155. ———.]—Deft. to a foreclosure action, who 
was originally properly made a party, is entitled 
to his costs incurred subsequently to his making a 
proper offer to disclaim. 

After the commencement of a foreclosure action 
the solicitors of defts. (who were second mort- 
gagees) wrote to pltf.’s solicitors offering to consent 
to the dismissal of the action without costs, & 
to hand over a release at pltf.’s expense. Pltf. 
brought the action to a trial, insisting that he was 
entitled to delivery up by defts. of some deeds 
which affected only the title to the equity of 
redemption :—Held: the letter contained a proper 
offer to disclaim; defts. were entitled to their 
costs subsequent to its date; & pltf. was not 
entitled to the deeds which he claimed.—GREENE 
v. FOSTER (1882), 22 Ch. D. 566; 562 L. J. Ch. 
470; 48 L. T. 411; 31 W. R. 285. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—DPAYMENT INTO COURT. 


See, generally, Part X XVII, ante. 

4156. Plaintiff taking out money in satisfaction. ] 
—Ord. XXX. applies only to an action which is 
strictly brought to recover a debt or damages. 

If an account is claimed the order does not apply, 
&, even if pltf. accepts in satisfaction of his whole 
cause of action a sum paid into court by the deft., 
the court has a discretion as to the costs. 

The trustees, by their statement of defence, 
delivered June 10, 1882, denied the charges brought 
against them by the pltf. & paid money into court 
in respect of the other claims. 

On Nov. 23, 1882, the pltf. not having delivered 
a reply, her solicitors gave notice in writing to the 
defts.’ solicitor that the pltf. accepted the two 
sums paid into court ‘‘ in satisfaction of her entire 
cause of action.’’ 

On Nov. 29 the defts. took out a summons, 
asking that all further proceedings in the action 
might be stayed, & that the pltf. might be ordered 
to pay to the defts. respectively their costs of the 
action. 

1 think that the court has in the present case 
a discretion as to the costs. 

Then the question is, how ought I to exercise 
this discretion ? I think the pltf. ought to have 
her costs down to June 10 & that the defts. ought 
to have their costs since that date. The piltf. 
has accepted the money paid into court in satis- 
faction of allher demands. She herself has stopped 
the action by taking the money in satisfaction of 
more than that for which the defts. paid it in. I 
see no reason why she should not have accepted it 
in June. But I shall give no costs of this applica- 
tion, because the defts. asked too much (Fry, J.).— 
NICHOLS v. EVENS (1883), 22 Ch. D. 611; 52 L. J. 
Ch. 383; 48 L. T. 66; 31 W. RH. 412. 

4157. Plaintiff recovering less than sum paid in.] 
—Ifin an action for unliquidated damages the deft., 
while denying liability, pays money into court as 
sufficient to satisfy the pltf.’s claim, & the plti. 
proceeds with the action & obtains judgment for a 
sum less than the amount paid in, he is entitled 
to the costs of the action up to the time of payment 
in.—PowELL v. Vickrrs, Sons & Maxim, LTD., 
[1907] 1K. B. 71; 76 L. J. K. B. 122; 95 L. T. 
174; 28 T. L. R. 78; 51 Sol. Jo. 66, C. A. 

4158. .}-Ord. XXII., r. 2, of the Rules of 
the Supreme Court provides that payment into 
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court shall be signified in the defence, & that the 
claim or cause of action in satisfaction of which 
the payment is made shall be specified therein. 

In an action constituted under Ord. XVI., r. 1, 
brought by a number of pltfs. severally claiming 
relief in respect of the same transaction, the defts. 
paid a lump sum into court, saying in their defence 
that the amount paid into court was sufficient to 
satisfy the pltfs.’ claims, but without further 
specifying the claims or causes of action in satis- 
faction of which the payment was made :—Held : 
the payment into court was a good payment, & 
if the pltfs. were embarrassed by it their proper 
course was to apply by summons for particulars 
of the payment, 

I have come to the conclusion that the better 
view is that the payment made in this action was 
a good payment into court. It was open to the 
pltis. if they were embarrassed by it to apply for 
particulars ; but they did not do this. It is true 
that they took objection to the form of the plead- 
ing before the official referee & complained that 
particulars ought to have been & had not been 
given; but that is not the way in which to raise 
the point. They ought to have applied to have 
the sum apportioned before procceding with the 
reference. We cannot interfere at this stage. 
The payment into court was a good payment; 
it was more than enough to cover the whole 
amount recovered by the pltfs.; & the official 
referee was quite justified in treating it as a good 
payment, & in making the order as to costs upon 
that basis [costs to deft. from & after payment 
into court] (PHILLIMORE, J.).-—BENNING v. ILFORD 
Gas Co., [1907] 2 K. B. 290; 761. J. K. B. 681; 
97 L. T. 1023; 23 T. L. R. 485, D.C. 

4159. -}—By Ord. X XII., r. 6, ‘‘ A pltf. who 
does not accept money paid into court with a 
denial of liability but proceeds to trial & does not 
recover more than the sum paid into court shall 
not be allowed his costs of the issues as to liability 
unless the judge is satisfied that there were reason- 
able grounds for not accepting the sum paid in.”’ 

In an action to recover damages for personal 
injuries arising from the negligence of the defts., 
they denied the negligence & paid a sum of money 
into court with a denial of liability. The pltf. 
did not accept the money paid into court in satis- 
faction of his claim, & the action went on to trial 
& resulted in a verdict for a less amount. The 
judge directed judgment to be entered for the 
defts., & the judgment ordered ‘ that the defts. 
do recover against the pltf. their costs of this 
action subsequent to the payment into court to 
be taxed ”’ :—-Held: that, although the rule gave 
the judge power to deprive the pltf. of his costs 
of the issue as to liability, it gave him no power to 
make the pltf. pay the defts.’ costs of an issue on 
which the pltf. had succeeded, & that the judgment 
must be amended by the addition of the words 
‘‘ other than the costs attributable to the issue of 
liability.”’—-Davigs v. EDINBURGH LIFE ASSUR- 
ANCE Co., [1916] 2 K. B. 852; 85 L. J. K. B. 1662 ; 
115 L. T. 369; 60 Sol. Jo. 680, C. A. 

4160. ———.]—Three persons, a husband & his 
wife & daughter, brought one action against the 
owner of a motor van for the negligence of his 
servant in causing a collision between the van & 
a motor cycle having a side car attached thereto, 
which the male pltf. was driving & in which the 
other pltfs. were riding, whereby the wife & 
eae ee were injured, the wife severely & the 
child slightly, & the vehicle was damaged. The 
deft. denied negligence, alleged contributory 
negligence on the part of the mals pltf., & pleaded 
alternatively that without admitting liability he 
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brought a sum of money into court & said that 
it was enough to satisfy the pltfs.’ claims. The 
jury found that the deft. was negligent & that the 
male pltf. was guilty of contributory negligence, 
& they assessed the damages at £15 for the wife 
& £5 forthe child. The judge at the trial, although 
dissatisfied with the verdict of £15 as being 
inadequate, entered judgment for the wife for 
£15 & for the child for £5, with costs in each case 
up to the date of the payment into court. 

The Court of Appeal set aside the verdict for 
£15 &, assessing the wife’s damages with the 
consent of the parties, gave judgment for the wife 
for £60 & gave both the wife & the child their full 
costs of the action on the ground that there had 
been no valid payment into court.—SMITH v. 
SCHILLING, [1928] 1 K. B. 429; 97 L. J. K. B. 
276; 1388 L. T. 475; 44 T. L. R. 109, C. A. 

4161. J}—By r. 6 of Ord. XXII. of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court, ‘‘ A pltf. who does not 
accept money paid into court with a denial of 
liability but proceeds to trial & does not recover 
more than the sum paid into court shall not be 
allowed his costs of the issues as to liability unless 
the judge is satisfied that there were reasonable 
grounds for not accepting the sum paid in” :— 
Held: that the words, ‘‘ costs of the issue as to 
liability,’ are confined to the costs of the issues 
as to liability after the time of payment into court. 
Such a pltf. would normally be entitled to the 
costs (including the costs of the issues as to lia- 
bility) up to the time of the payment into court.— 
YALE v. LONGFORD WIRE Co., Lp. (1930), 142 
L. T. 483; 46 T. L. R. 212; 74 Sol. Jo. 154. 

4162. Plaintiff recovering sum equal to that 
paid in.]—Although the defts. had paid into court 
a sum equal to the damages recovered in the action, 
the pltfs. were in the circumstances entitled to 
costs.—PERFORMING RIGHT Society, LTp. v. 
CIRYL THEATRICAL SYNDICATE, Lrp. (No. 2), 
([1923]2 K. B. 146; 39 T. L. R. 1435 revsd. with- 
out affecting this point, [1924] 1 K. B. 1, C. A. 

4163. Several plaintifis—One taking out money 
in satisfaction—One recovering more than sum 
paid in—Others recovering less.|—In this case 
there were five pltfs. suing in respect of the same 
motor accident. The deft. has paid money into 
court, admitting liability but disputing the 
amount claimed for damages. One pltf. has 
accepted the money paid into court in respect of 
his claim. The other pltfs. have refused to accept 
the amount paid in. Three of the pltfs. have been 
awarded less than the amount paid in; one pltf. 
has been awarded an amount, which is more than 
the amount paid into court in respect of his claim— 
an amount which, if he were suing alone, would 
entitle him to costs. The joinder of the claims 
of these five pltfs. in one action is justified by 
Ord. XVI., r. 1, as amended in 1896. The pay- 
ment into court of the lump sum to meet all the 
claims appears to be regular. The question is— 
To what costs is the pltf. who has succeeded 
entitled ? The action was tried with a jury, & 
therefore, under Ord. LXV., r. 1, the costs ‘‘ follow 
the event,’’ unless for ‘‘ good cause ”’ I “* otherwise 
order.” Up to the time of the payment into court 
all the pltfs. are entitled to their costs. One pltf. 
has accepted the amount so paid in, & he may 
therefore be disregarded as to the subsequent 
costs. This leaves four pltfs. to be dealt with. 
The ‘‘event’’ is that one pltf. has succeeded & 
three have failed. The successful pltf. is entitled 
to judgment. The deft. is entitled to judgment 
against the three pltfs. who failed. One must 
assume, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, 
that all these four pltfs. are solvent, & that no 
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rae arrangement was made between them as to 
their liability to their solicitor for costs. On this 
assumption, although each of the four pltfs. may 
be liable to the solicitor for the whole of the costs 
common to all of them, still, as between them- 
selves, each is liable to contribute one-fourth. 
From this it follows that ultimately each of the 
pitfs. is only liable to pay one-fourth of the common 
costs, & that, therefore, as costs are given as an 
indemnity only, one-fourth is all that the deft. 
should be called upon to pay to one pltf. To 
order the deft. to pay to the successful pltf. more 
than that one-fourth would be to order him to 
pay an amount in relief of the amount that the 
unsuccessful pltfs. ought to pay (LORD DARLING). 
—-KEEN v. TOWLER (1924), 41 T. L. It. 86, 87. 

As to the effect of payment into court by one of 
several co-defendants.|—See Nos. 1710-1712, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—OFFERS OF SETTLEMENT. 


4164. Sufficiency of offer—Letter from defen- 
dant’s solicitor—Intimating intention to advise 
defendant to settle—Possibility of defendant reject- 
ing advice.}—The solicitors of a deft. wrote to the 
pitf.’s solicitors that they were prepared to advise 
the deft. to settle on certain terms :—Held: this 
was not such an offer as would free the deft. from 
liability to the subsequent costs of the action, 
inasmuch as he might have refused to follow the 
advice of his solicitors.—TROTTER v. MACLEAN 
(1879), 18 Ch. D. 574; sub nom. TROTTER v. 


MACLEAN, TROTTER v. VAUGHAN, TROTTER Vv. 
FLETCHER, 49 L. J. Ch. 256; 42 L. T. 118; 28 
W. R. 244. 

4165. — — ——— —-——— ——..]—After the letter 


of the defts. of March 5 offering the undertaking, 
each party paying their own costs, I consider 
that the pltfs. acted oppressively in peremptorily 
declining the offer without saying anything more. 
I order the defts. to pay the pltfs. their costs of the 
action up to that date, & the pltfs. to pay the 
defts.’ costs after that date. The solicitors of the 
defts. by their letter of Jan. 25, 1902, did not under- 
take not to use the words complained of, but 
only to advise their clients to alter them. Had 
that offer been more explicit I should have ordered 
the pltfs. to pay all the costs (BUCKLEY, J.). 

Counsel applied for leave to appeal on the 
question of costs, upon the ground that it had 
hitherto been the rule that a pltf. need not accept 
an offer unless the deft. offered to pay his costs. 
Leave was refused.—WRIGHT & GREEN v. RANSOM, 
Juuius & Co. (1902), 47 Sol. Jo. 92. 

4166. —— Action for infringement—Offer not 
to infringe again.}—A pltf. whose copyright is 
infringed has a right to an order of the court 
restraining the infringement, & is not prevented 
from exercising his rights by an offer of the in- 
fringer before action that he will promise not to 
do it again & will pay such damages as may 
be agreed upon. If such an offer is repeated after 
writ issued, with the addition of an offer to submit 
to an order & pay costs to date, the pltfs. may 
be epee of any subsequent costs.—SAVORY 
(E. W.), Lrp. v. WorLD oF GoLr, Lrp., [1914] 
2 Ch. 566; 83 L. J. Ch. 824; 111 L. T. 269; 58 


Sol. Jo. 707. 

& give all relief claimed. } 
In an action to restrain the infringement of a 
patent a deft., on being served with the writ, offered 
to undertake not to infringe, to give the other 
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relief claimed by the writ, & to pay the pitf.’s 
costs. Notwithstanding this offer the pltf. 
delivered a statement of claim & particulars of 
breaches. The deft. then delivered a defence ; 
& the pltf. moved for judgment in the terms of the 
statement of claim :—Held: pltf. ought to have 
accepted the undertaking offered; &, on the 
deft.’s giving the undertaking, the court declined 
to grant an injunction, giving to the pltf. costs 
down to the date of the offer & the costs of the 
day’s appearance, & to the deft. the other costs 
subsequent to the offer.—JENKINS v. HopE, [1896] 
1 Ch. 278; 65 L. J. Ch. 249; 73 1. T. 705; 44 
W. R. 358. 

4168. Offer of relief claimed—-Coupled with 
denial of right.J—An offer made after litigation 
has commenced, if it is to have the effect of 
avoiding the payment of costs by an unsuccessful 
party, must amount in substance to an offer of 
everything which the court eventually hold the 
successful party entitled to. 

By a letter of Dec. 14, 1886, the defts. offered to 
deal with the pltfs. on the footing of the three 
agreements, but would not admit that they had 
been extended or varied by any subsequent agree- 
ment, or that the pltfs. had, at the date of the 
defts.’ entry, any interest entitling them to com- 
pensation. They also offered to concur in having 
the question of compensation tried before a jury 
or by arbitration upon that footing, & to consent 
to a stay of proceedings on certain terms. This 
offer was not accepted. 

The rule which I have always adopted, & intend 
to adopt until corrected by a higher authority, 
is, that an offer made after litigation commenced 
must, if it is to have any effect to avoid costs by 
an unsuccessful party, amount in substance to an 
offer of everything which the court eventually hold 
the successful party entitled to. This letter of 
Dec. 14, 1886, which has been read on the question 
of costs, does not contain such an ofter. I am 
far from saying that it was not a very fair offer. 
It is quite possible the pltfs. would have done 
well to accept it, but I have nothing to do with 
that. They thought it right to bring the action 
to trial, & to ask the court for a declaration such as 
they have asked & obtained. That being so, 
they have just got that which the railway company 
said they were not entitled to, the railway company 
insisting in that Ietter that there was no interest 
entitling them to compensation. I think, there- 
fore, the offer does not fulfil the terms which I 
have always held an offer must fulfil, if it is to be 
used with effect. Therefore I think the railway 
company having failed, must also pay the costs 
(KEKEWICH, J.).—BIRMINGHAM & District LAND 
Co., Lrp. v. LoNDoN & NortTH WESTERN Ry. Co. 
(1887), 57 L. T. 185, 187. 

4169. —— Offer of all that successful party 
ultimately found entitled to.]—-A deft. having, 
pendente lite, offered to pay all that was ultimately 
found due from him, the pltf. was ordered to pay 
all the subsequent costs of suit.—REMNANT v. 
Hoop (1859), 27 Beav. 74; 54 E. R. 29. 

4170. & costs occasioned by defence. | 
—One of the defts. to an action for the recovery 
of land was allowed to withdraw his defence, after 
the action had been in the paper for trial but had 
been postponed till another action relating to the 
same property should be ready for trial, upon the 
terms of giving the pltfs. all the relief to which 
they sould be entitled at the trial, & paying the 
costs occasioned by the defence, & the costs of a 
summons for leave to withdraw. 

&, the deft. having offered in chambers what the 
court considered proper terms, the pltfs. were 
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ordered to pay the costs of an adjournment of the 
summons into court.—REAL & PERSONAL ADVANCE 
Co. v. McCartuy (1880), 14 Ch. D. 188; 49 
L. J. Ch. 615; 42 L. T. 48; 28 W. R. 418. 

4171. ——— Offer of all costs which plaintiff found 
entitled to.J—If a deft. desires to avoid the pay- 
ment of costs at the trial of an action should he be 
held to be unsuccessful, any offer he may have 
previously made with regard to the payment of 
costs must have been of substantially the whole 
of the costs which the court finds the pltf. to be 
entitled to at the trial. Short of that the offer 
may be evidence of good faith; but it is not such 
an offer as to interfere with the ordinary course 
with respect to costs.—SCHLESINGER v. TURNER 
(1890), 63 L. T. 764. 

4172. -}—It is said that the injury 
complained of is of so small an amount, that costs 
ought not to be awarded to a pltf. who prosecutes 
such a suit to a hearing. I admit that it would 
not have been fit for the pltf. to have prosecuted 
this suit, if the deft. had tendered to him the costs 
occasioned by his wrong-doing, & by the steps 
which that wrong-doing had caused the pltf. 
to take for his protection. But the deft. did not 
tender the costs; he must, therefore, be charged 
with costs. It is not reasonable that a party, 
whose copyright has been pirated, should sustain 
the further injury of having to bear the costs of 
obtaining protection (Sir JOHN JEACH).— 
FRADELLA v. WELLER (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 247, 
249; 39 E. R. 388. 

4173. —-—- Defendant claiming right to obstruct 
footpath—Abandoning claim but giving no notice 
—Offer to consent to claim on writ except as to 
costs.}—The deft. was in occupation of the farm 
under a lease for years granted to him in 1911 by 
the freeholder. 

In Nov. 1912, some of the farm buildings were 
repaired & a notice board was found which used 
to be erected at the entrance of the east footpath 
by the Old London Road. The notice was to 
the effect that there was no public footpath, & 
that trespassers would be prosecuted. The deft., 
under instructions from the steward of his landlord, 
set up the notice again. Thereupon the pltf. 
council wrote the deft. requiring him to remove the 
notice on the ground that the path was a public 
footpath. The deft. informed the pltf. council 
that he had passed on their letter to his landlord, 
as it was a matter that concerned him. In Sept. 
1913, the landlord’s solicitors wrote the pltf. 
council that he did not intend to contest the 
question. In the meantime the deft., in the 
belief that he was protecting his landlord’s interests, 
obstructed the footpaths with wires & posts, etc. 

In Sept. 1913, the deft. was warned by the 
landlord’s solicitors that he was not the landlord’s 
agent in the matter, & he abandoned his intention 
to continue the obstructions, but did not com- 
municate with the pltf. council nor remove the 
existing obstructions, which were demolished by 
the public on Oct. 13. On Nov. 7 the pltf. council 
issued the writ in the action, & the deft., through 
his solicitors, at once informed them that he did 
not propose to contest the action & offered to 
consent to the claim indorsed on the writ, except 
as to costs. Thereupon the pltf. council pro- 
hanes with the action, which now came on for 
Til t 

It was impossible to say that the pltf. council 
were not entitled to bring the action for the relief 
they claimed. There would be a declaration & 
Injunction as asked for with the costs of the action. 
——A.-G, v. BowkENn (1914), 78 J. P. Jo. 220. 

4174. Offer of certain sum in satisfaction 
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of damages—Plaintiff recovering lower sum.}— 
In a reference to assess damages, caused by col- 
lision, when one party has offered by letter to 
admit the claim of the other party at a certain 
sum with the view of saving the costs of the claim 
being proved, such an offer is not governed by 
rules as to tender, & the other party is not entitled 
to insist on the sum being paid into court; & if, 
after he has refused the offer, his claim is allowed 
at a lower sum than that offered, the other party 
ought to have the costs of the reference.—THE 
READING, [1908] P. 162; 771. J.P. 71; 98 L. T. 
590; 11 Asp. M. L. ©. 365. 

4175. Offer of undertaking, each party pay- 
ing own costs—Peremptory refusal by plaintiff— 
Costs to date of undertaking.|—WRriGHT & GREEN 
v. RANSOM, JoLIus & Co., No. 4165, ante. 








Sun-sEcT. 5.—CoO-DEFENDANTS. 


4176. One successful & other unsuccessful, ]— 
Under the Judicature Acts it is no longer neces- 
sary or proper to order a pltf. to pay the costs 
of a deft. & have them over against another deft., 
so that if the second deft. is insolvent pltf. loses 
them. The proper form of order now is to order 
deft. who is liable to them as between himself 
& his co-deft. to pay them to the co-deft. (JESSEL, 
M.R.).—Rupbow v. GREAT BRITAIN MUTUAL LIFE 
ASSURANCE SocreTy (1881), 17 Ch. D. 600; 50 
L. J. Ch. 5043 44 L. T. 638, C. A. 

4177. -}—In an action against two com- 
panies judgment was given against one company 
with costs & for the other with costs. One firm 
of solicitors represented both the companies. 
The successful company had agreed to pay the 
solicitors their costs incurred on behalf of the other 
company. On taxation of the costs of the action : 
—-Held: the successful company was entitled to 
only one-half of the items incurred for the benefit 
of both defts.—ELLINGSEN v. DET SKANDINAVISKE 
COMPANI, [1919] 2 K. B. 567; 121 L. T. 367; 
sub nom. ELLINGSEN v. DAT SKANDINAVISKE Co. 
& Harsem & Co., Lrp., 88 L. J. K. B. 956; 63 
Sol. Jo. 662; 35 T. L. R. 595, C. A. 

4178. ——.]—It was laid down in Rudow v. 
Great Britain Mutual Life Assurance Socvety, 
No. 4176, ante, that the proper form of order was 
to order deft. liable to costs as between himself 
& his co-deft. to pay them to co-deft. . . . I think 
the new practice ought to be adhered to wherever 
it is practicable to do so (STIRLING, L.J.).— 
SANDERSON v. BLYTH THEATRE Co., [1903] 2 
K. B. 533, 542; 72 L. J. K. B. 761; 89 L. T. 
159; 52 W. R. 33, C. A. 

4179. ——-.]—Where a pltf. sues two defts. 
who mutually throw the blame on deft. other than 
himself & especially in Admiralty cases such as 
the present, the unsuccessful deft. should pay the 
costs incurred by pltf. & by the successful deft. 
to them direct.—-THE Esrom & THE WILLS No. 
66, [1914] W. N. 81. 

4180. -J—I see no justification for saying 
that anything which the owners of the Blidensol 
did induced the owners of the Skagerak to sue the 
owners of the Theodoros, & accordingly I shall not 
order the unsuccessful defts. to pay the costs of 
the successful defts. (HILL, J.).—THE THEODOROS, 
THE BLIDENSOL, [1923] P. 26,30; 92 L. J. P. 30; 
39 T. L. R. 86. 

4181. —-—.|—-Pltfs., who were the owners of a 
steamship, sent her to first defts., a firm of ship 
repairers, for the cleaning of the condenser, which 
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was partly made of cast iron, & told them to use 
a cleaning fluid, known as the ‘‘ pluperfect liquid,”’ 
which was manufactured by second defts. This 
fluid, which was a secret preparation & had a 
property, unknown to pitfs. & to first defts., of 
giving off hydrogen if it was in contact with cast 
iron, was used & gave off hydrogen which made an 
explosive mixture in. contact with the air. A 
workman then went to the spot with a lighted 
candle, & an explosion occurred, doing damage 
to the ship. First defts. repaired the damage, & 
Itfs. claimed a declaration that they were not 
iable to pay for the repair, & damages for loss of 
use of the ship during the repair; & alternatively 
pitf. claimed damages against second defts. :— 
Held: on the facts first defts. were not liable, 
but as the “ pluperfect liquid ’’ was dangerous in 
itself & the instructions issued with it failed to give 
any adequate warning, plitfs. were entitled to 
recover as against second defts. 

Counsel for pltfs. submitted that pltfs. should 
also have the costs for which they were liable to 
first defts., for they had acted reasonably in pro- 
ceeding against first defts. Both sets of defts. 
had denied liability, & pltfs. could not safely omit 
to sue either. The judge said he did not think 
it was a case in which these costs should be paid by 
the unsuccessful defts.—ANGLO-CELTIC SHIPPING 
ee Lrp. v. ELLiotTr & JEFFERY (1926), 42 T. L. R. 
297, 

4182. ——— Judgment with costs in favour of 
one & against other—Right of successful de- 
fendant to half costs from plaintiff.}—Where two 
defts. are jointly represented by the same solicitor, 
& judgment with costs is given in favour of one 
deft. & against the other, the successful deft. is, 
in the absence of any agreement between him & 
his co-deft. as to how their costs are to be borne 
inter se, entitled to recover from the pltf. half the 
costs of the defence.—-BEAUMONT v. SENIOR, [1903] 
1K. B. 282; 72L.J.K.B.141; 88 L. T. 234. 

4183. Costs payable to successful defen- 
dant.J—A steamer which was insured by a marine 
policy containing the f.c. & s. clause, & by two 
policies covering risks excluded by the f.c. & 8. 
clause, met a semi-submerged object which the 
captain took to be a German submarine. He 
rammed the object in order to destroy it, & his 
ship was injured & sunk. In an action against 
the marine risks underwriters & against the war 
risks underwriters :—Held: whether the object 
was a German submarine or not, the captain 
honestly believing it to be a German submarine 
took the reasonable course, & his act was a warlike 
operation or @ consequence of hostilities & the 
action succeeded against the war risks underwriters 
& failed against the marine risks underwriters. 

_The costs of the successful defts., the marine 
risks underwriters, must be borne by pltfs. & could 
not be recovered by them from the unsuccessful 
defts. (BAILHACHE, J.).—HENRY & MACGREGOR, 
Lip. v. MARTEN & NoRTH OF ENGLAND PRo- 
TECTION & INDEMNITY Assocn. (1918), 34 T. L. R. 
504, 505. 

4184. ——- -——— Included in costs recoverable 
from unsuccessful defendant. }]—In an action in the 
King’s Bench Division, claiming relief against 
defts. in the alternative, the court has jurisdiction 
In & proper case to order the unsuccessful deft. to 
pay the costs of the successful deft., or to order 
the pltf. to pay the costs of the successful deft. & 
then to add those costs to the costs which the 
unsuccessful deft. is ordered to pay to the pltf.— 
SANDERSON v. BLYTH THEATRE &o. [1903] 2 K. B. 





PRACTICE. 


5388; 72L. J. K. B. 761; 89 L. T. 159; 52 W. BR. 
88; 19 T. L. R. 660, C. A. 

4185. -}—In an action of tort 
tried with a jury, in which relief is claimed against 
two or more defts. in the alternative, there is 
jurisdiction to direct that costs payable to a 
successful deft. should be included in the costs 
recoverable by pltf. from an unsuccessful deft.— 
BULLOCK v. LONDON GENERAL OMNIBUS Co., [1907] 
1K. B. 264; 76L.J.K.B.127; 95 L. T. 905; 23 
T. L. R. 62; 51 Sol. Jo. 66, C. A. 

4186. —— -— This action was 
originally brought by pltf. against the London 
County Council claiming damages for personal in- 
juries alleged to have been caused by the negligence 
of defts.’ servants. The County Council delivered 
their defence denying negligence & alleging that 
the accident was solely caused by the negligence 
of a servant in the employ of Messrs. Wardley 
& Barry. Pltf. thereupon obtained leave to join 
Messrs. Wardley & Barry as other defts., & they 
delivered a defence denying negligence & putting 
the blame on the county council. At the trial the 
jury found a verdict for pltf. with £400 damages 
against Messrs. Wardley & Barry & a verdict for 
the London County Council. The question was 
then raised for further argument whether pltf. 
should have an order enabling him to add to his 
costs against Messrs. Wardley & Barry the costs 
which he would have tu pay to the successful defts. 
(the London County Council). 

JELF, J., said that since the decision in Bullock 
v. London General Omnibus Co., No. 4185, ante, 
there could be no doubt that a judge had, in cir- 
cumstances such as these, jurisdiction to order 
an unsuccessful deft. to pay pltf. the costs of the 
successful deft. so that pltf. might hold them as 
trustee for the successful deft. Now the question 
was, did pltf., in continuing against the county 
council, act reasonably in the sense which made it 
right that the other deft. should pay the costs 
of the county council ? He did not think that the 
answer to this question turned much on the word- 
ing of the unsuccessful deft.’s plea—namely, that 
the accident was not their fault, but the fault of 
the London County Council. If the unsuccessful 
defts. had gone to their own servants & asked what 
had happened, they would reasonably have come 
to the conclusion that they ought not to defend 
the action. It would, however, have been danger- 
ous for pltfs. to have left out the council. In this 
case he was satisfied that Messrs. Wardley & Barry 
should be ordered to pay the costs of the county 
council, although in many cases it would be a 
matter of very nice calculation which of two parties 
had brought about the accident.—MULLEN v. 
LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (1906), 51 Sol. Jo. 82, 


83. 

4187. ——— ——.]— Pltf. sued a motor-cab 
company & an omnibus company for damages 
for personal injuries. Before action pltf. first 
applied to the omnibus company for compensation, 
but they denied liability & said that the accident 
was caused solely by the negligence of the motor- 
cab company’s servant. On the refusal of the 
omnibus company to admit liability pltf. applied 
to the motor-cab company, & they, while denying 
any liability on their part, did not throw the 
responsibility on to the omnibus company. At 
the trial the jury found that the accident causing 
the pltf.’s injuries was entirely due to the negligence 
of the motor-cab company’s servant, & judgment 
was accordingly entered against that company & 
in favour of the omnibus company :—-Held: pltf. 
was entitled to add to the costs which he could 
recover from the motor-cab company the costs 
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which he had to pay to the omnibus company.— 
MULHERN v. NATIONAL Motor Cas Co., Lin. 
(1913), 29 T. L. R. 677. 

4188. -J—Pltf. sued two deft. 
companies to recover damages for personal injuries 
sustained by him owing to the negligence of defts.’ 
servants or the servants of one of them. At the 
trial the jury found that the accident was solely 
due to the negligence of the servants of first defts., 
& they exonerated the servants of second deft. 
company from all blame :—Held: pltf. with his 
limited knowledge of the facts was entitled to bring 
his action against both defts., first defts. when 
they were applied to by pltf. ought to have said 
whether they alleged negligence against second 
defts. or not, & that as they had not done so, pltf., 
although he was liable to second defts. for costs, 
was entitled to recover those costs from first defts. 
—VINH v. NATIONAL MOTOR CAB Co., Lip. (1913), 
29 T. L. RR. 311. 

4189. -}—Pltf. who was injured 
in a collision between a motor cab & an omnibus, 
joined the owners of both vehicles as defts. in 
an action to recover damages for injuries systained. 
He obtained a verdict with damages against the 
motor-cab company, but the omnibus company 
obtained a verdict in their favour. The judge 
made an order for payment to pltf. by the motor- 
cab company of pitf.’s costs against the omnibus 
company & of the costs which the omnibus com- 
pany recovered against pltf.:—Held: the judge 
had a discretion to make the order, although before 
the issue of the writ the motor-cab company had 
not intimated to pltf. their intention to throw 
pea responsibility for the accident on the other 
defts. 

There is no rule to the effect that, in order to 
justify an order on an unsuccessful deft. to pay a 
successful co-deft.’s costs, the unsuccessful deft. 
must, before the issue of the writ, have given notice 
to pltf. that he is going to throw the blame on the 
other deft. ; it is a question in all cases whether 
it was a reasonable & proper course for pltf. to 
join both defts. in the action.—BESTERMAN v. 
British Motor Cas Co., LTp., [1914] 3 K. B. 181 ; 
83 L. J. K. B. 1014; 110 L. T. 754; 30 T. L. R. 
319 ; 58 Sol. Jo. 319, C. A. 

4190. ———.]—In an action by a dress- 
maker against a husband & wife, the claim was 
successful against the husband & unsuccessful 
against the wife. The husband was ordered to 
pay both sets of costs, pltf. to recover against him 
the costs payable to the wife.—SEYMOUR v. 
KINGSCOTE (1922), 38 T. L. R. 586. 

4191. ——— ———_ ——.. }+_Ieft. was in his motor 
car, with him, on his invitation, being two friends, 
K. & PP. E. drove the car, & owing to his negli- 
gence, it collided with another vehicle & P. sus- 
tained injuries from which he died. P.’s widow 
sued deft. under Lord Campbell’s Act for damages 
& joined the owners of the other vehicle as defts., 
but they were dismissed from the action on the 
ground that there was no evidence of negligence 
against their driver. Judgment was given against 
deft. with costs, to which were added the costs 
which pltf. was liable to pay to the successful 
co-defts.—PRATT v. PATRICK, [1924] 1 K. B. 488 ; 
03 L. J. K. B. 174; 130 L. T. 735; 40 T. L. R. 
227; 68 Sol. Jo. 387; 22 L. G. R. 185. 

41 .}—Pltfs. were farmers in 
the occupation of farms in the neighbourhood of a 
depot belonging to first defts., a railway company, 
to whom second defts., an oil company, entrusted 
a tank of ig for conveyance to the place where 
the depot was. On arrival at the depot the 
tank was leaking, & the oil found its way into a 
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watercourse on pltfs.’ farms & rendered the water 
unfit for the cattle to drink. The tank was 
defective when it was entrusted to the railway 
company. When the leakage was discovered at 
the depot, the railway company made every effort 
to stop it. In an action for damages for the 
nuisance cause by the pollution of the watercourse : 
—Held: the oil company were liable as they ought 
by the exercise of reasonable care to have dis- 
covered the defective condition of the tank before 
it started on its journey, but the railway company 
were not liable, as they could not be said to have 
permitted the continuance of the nuisance, since 
they could not by any reasonable means have pre- 
vented it, & as the damage was caused by the 
wrongful act of the oil company in sending the 
tank to the railway company’s premises in a 
condition in which it was bound to leak. 

I give judgment for pltfs. against the Anglo- 
American Oil Company with costs. I give judg- 
ment for the railway company with costs, but 
with the usual order that the costs paid by pltfs. 
to the railway company shall be added to the 
costs which have to be paid by the Anglo-American 


Oil Company (Avory, J.)—SMITH v. GREAT 
WESTERN Ry. Co. (1926), 185 L. T. 112; 42 
T. L. R. 391. 

4193. ——-- Costs of appeal by one 








defendant.|}—The action was brought by the 
occupier of a shop against the London General 
Omnibus Company & John Jackson & Co., Ltd., 
to recover damages for injury to his shop & the 
contents thereof caused, as alleged, by the joint 
negligence of defts., or alternatively by their 
separate negligence or by the negligence of one 
of them. Defts. delivered separate defences, 
each denying that they were guilty of negligence. 
While a motor omnibus belonging to first defts., 
the London General Omnibus Company, was 
travelling along the street on the side next to 
pltf.’s shop a motor van belonging to second 
defts., John Jackson & Co., overtook the omnibus 
& struck the off front wheel of the omnibus, 
thereby knocking the steering wheel out of the 
driver’s hands, & in consequence the omnibus 
came across the foot-pavement & damaged pltf.’s 
shop. The jury found for pltf. for £90 (agreed 
damayes) against both defts., & judgment was 
entered accordingly. First defts. appealed. 
Second defts. did not appeal, & they were not made 
parties to the appeal. [Pltf. gave second defts. 
notice that in the event of the appeal being success- 
ful he would ask the Court of Appeal for an order 
that he should be indemnified by second defts. 
against any costs which he might be ordered to 
pay to first defts. Second defts. did not apply 
for leave to take part in the appeal. Upon the 
hearing of the appeal the court held that there 
was no evidence upon which the jury could reason- 
ably find a verdict against first defts., & entered 
judgment for them with costs as against the 
pitf. ir the court below & on the appeal. 

Counsel for pltf. asked for an order against the 
second defts., as in Bullock v. London General 
Omnibus Co., No. 4185, ante. 

The court said that they ought to pronounce 
such judgment as should have been pronounced 
by the court below. In view of the notice which 
had been given to second defts. service of notice 
of appeal on them was not necessary. They came 
to the conclusion that in the circumstances of 
this case the proper order to make was that second 
defts., who were solely to blame for the collision, 
& who had appeared by counsel to oppose the order 
being made, should pay to pltf. the costs in the 
court below which pltf. had been ordered to pay 
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to first) defts. With regard to the costs of the 
appeal, no order would be made against second 
defts.— RICHES v. LONDON GENERAL OMNIBUS 
C'o., [1916] W. N. 86, 87; 60 Sol. Jo. 337. 

4194. ——— Second defendant wrongly added by 
plaintiff. }—The ratio decidendi of Bullock v. London 
General Omnibus Co., No. 4185, ante, does not 
apply to a case in which a second deft. is added by 
pltf. under a misapprehension of his Fis rights.— 
PovuLtTon v. Moore (1913), 83 L. B. 875; 
109 L. T. 976; 30 T. L. R. 155; 58 Sol. Jo. 156 ; 
77:«J. P. Jo. 591, D. C. 

4195. Joinder of several defendants—Separate 
defences—Separate issue.]—Pltf. brought an 
action against three defts., W., M., & G., to recover 
damages for an injury caused by the negligence 
of W. or his servant M. in driving W.’s motor car, 
or, alternatively, by the negligence of deft. G. in 
driving alorry. Deft. W. put in a separate defence 
admitting that the accident was caused by the 
negligence of deft. M., but denying that M. at the 
time of the accident was his (W.’s) servant or agent. 
The jury exonerated deft. G., & found that the 
accident was caused by the negligence of M., 
& that M. was the servant or agent of deft. W., & 
that W. was, therefore, liable in damages :—H eld : 
the costs which W. was liable to pay pltf. did not 
include the costs of the issue of negligence.— 
DONOVAN v. WALTERS (1926), 1385 L. T. 12, C. A. 

4196. Judgment against one defendant—Liablility 
for all plaintiffs’ costs.}—In an action against two 
defts. to restrain an infringement of copyright, 
pltfs. obtained an injunction with costs against 
one deft., G., but failed to obtain any order against 
the other deft., to whom, however, no costs were 
given. By the order as drawn up deft. G. was 
directed to pay to pltfs. ‘their costs of this 
action ’?: the taxing master allowed pltfs. all the 
costs of the action, including those incurred against 
the second deft. ; deft. G. objected that in this 
way he was unfairly made to pay the costs of 
plitfs.”. unsuccessful attempt to fix his co-deft. 
with liability. The taxing master overruled this 
objection, on the ground that the order did not 
direct him to make any deduction on account of the 
joinder of the second deft. On a summons to 
review :—Held: the order was clear, the taxing 
master’s view was correct, & deft. G. must pay all 
pitfs.’ costs of the action.—KELLY’s DIRECTORIES, 
Lrp. v. GAVIN & Lioyps, [1901] 2 Ch. 763; 70 
L. J. Ch. 786; 85 LL. T. 399; 45 Sol. Jo. 707. 

4197. Defendants severing — Action against 
builder & adjoining owner—lInterference with light 
— Costs of builder severing.|—In an action for an 
injunction against an adjoining owner & his 
builder to restrain an interference with light & 
for trespass, the builder severed in his defence 
from his employer & appeared separately at the 
trial, when an injunction was granted with costs 
against deft., the adjoining owner :—Held: under 
the circumstances, the builder was entitled to 
complete indemnity, & to an order for the payment 
of his solicitor & client costs by his co-deft.— 
Born v. TURNER, [1900] 2 Ch. 211; 69 I. J. Ch. 
593; 83 L. T. 148; 48 W. R. 697; 44 Sol. Jo. 502. 


Sects. 12, 


SEcT. 12.—DOUBLE OR TREBLE COSTS. 


See Limitation of Actions & Costs Act, 1842 
(c. 97), s. 1; puleue Authorities Protection Act, 
1893 (c. 61), 8. 


PRACTICE. 


4198. Nature of—Penal.]—With respect to those 
enactments as to double costs & treble costs, it 
will easily be perceived that they relate to quite 
a different subject-matter from that in which the 
discretion is to be absolute. Those costs are 
really penal (LORD HATHERLEY).—GARNETT v. 
BRADLEY (1878), 3 App. Cas. 944; 48 L. J. Q. B. 
186; 39 L. T. 261; 43 J. P. 20, H. L. 

4199. Calculation of double costs.}—On taxation 
deft. claimed double costs. The master allowed 
the claim & the costs being taxed at £200, pltf. 
was ordered to pay £300, the mode of arriving at 
double costs being to add one-half the taxed costs. 
—HAaAsKER v. Woop (1885), 33 W. R. 697; 1 
T. L. R. 495. 

4200. Indemnity as to costs—‘‘ In & about any 
action.’’]}—Where an action is brought in the 
county court for a matter in respect of which 
plitf., if successful, is entitled under the Limita- 
tions of Actions & Costs Act, 1842 (c. 97), to 
receive a ‘‘ full & reasonable indemnity as to all 
costs, charges & expenses incurred in & about 
any action,”’ pltf.’s costs, so far as they are incurred 
‘in the action,” ought to be taxed according to 
the county court scale ; but pitf. is further entitled, 
under the indemnity against costs incurred ‘‘ about 
the action,’’ to recover all costs reasonably in- 
curred by him as preliminary to the action, includ- 
ing the costs of taking counsel’s opinion as to 
whether an action would lie.—HOUSE PROPERTY 
Co. OF LONDON v. WHITEMAN, [1913] 2 K. B. 382 ; 
82 L. J. K. B. 887; 109 L. T. 43; 77 J. P. 319. 

Effect of Rules of Supreme Court.]—-See CouRTs, 
Vol. XVI, pp. 187, 188, Nos. 988-940. 


Sect. 13.—EXECUTORS, INFANTS, MORTGAGEES, 
TRUSTEES, E 


Executors & administrators—Costs of payment 
into & out of court. |—-See ExEcUTORS & ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, Vol. XXITI., pp. 590, 591, Nos. 6242- 
6257, 

Probate actions.|—See EXECUTORS & AD- 
MINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 255-275, Nos. 
3117-3385. 

—— Taxation of costs on application of persons 
interested.]—See SoLicirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 173, 
174, Nos. 1802-1819. 

Costs of solicitor 
EXECUTORS & ADMINISTRATORS, 
pp. 802-605, Nos. 6827-6538. 
Administration by the court.|—See IxEcu- 
TORS & ADMINISTRATORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. $23- 
863, Nos. 8559-9017. 

Solicitor as executor.]—See SOLIctITors, 
Vol. XLII., pp. 124, 125, Nos. 1198-1201. 

Trustees—-Appointment of new trustees. |—Sece 
Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., pp. 694-696, 
Nos. 1314-1337. 

Trustee acting as receilver—Right to re- 
muneration.|—See RECEIVERS, Vol. XXXIX., 
p- 79, Nos. 916-922. 

Costs of vesting orders.]|—See Trusts & 
TRUSTEES, Vol. XLITII., p. 751, Nos. 1913-1917. 
Right of reimbursement, indemnity, re- 
muneration, etc.|—See Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. 
XLIII., pp. 760-777, Nos. 2028-2182. 

——— Lodgment of trust fund in court—Costs of 
payment in & payment out.J—See Trusts & 
TrustTesrs, Vol. XLIII., pp. 806-808, 815-818, 
Nos. 2466-2490, 2577-2612. 

Costs of legal aie -}—See Trusts & 
Ei aa Vol. XLIII., pp. 818-836, Nos. 2613-— 





representative. |—See 
Vol. XXITTI1., 
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—— Costs in debenture-holders’ action.]—See 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 809, 810, Nos. 5164- 


5178. 

Representation of conflicting interests. ]— 
See Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., p. 842, Nos. 
2878-2881. 

—— Solicitor as trustee.]—See SOLICITORS, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 117-124, Nos. 1136-1197. 

——— Taxation of costs on application of persons 
interested.]—See Soxicirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 173, 
174, Nos. 1802-1819. 

Mortgage—Costs, charges & expenses.] — See 
er tea Vol. XXXYV., pp. 668-697, Nos. 4041— 

Settlements—Expenses incurred in execution of 
powers—Costs of legal proceedings.|—See SrTrir- 
MENTS, Vol. XL., pp. 769-771, Nos. 3005-3035. 
Rectification of settlement. |]—See MISTAKE, 
Vol. XXXV., p. 146, Nos. 449-453. 

Powers — Operation of appointment — Costs 
thrown on appointed funds.]—See Powers, Vol. 
XXXVII., pp. 481, 482, Nos. 777-7886. 

Infants—Legal proceedings on behalf of or 
against infant.]|—See INFANTS & CHILDREN, Vol. 
XXVIII., pp. 310-317, 326-328, Nos. 1712-1815, 
1947-1965. 











Stcr. 14.—-FULL COSTS. 


4201. Meaning of.J—In this case the statute 
gives full costs; but that cannot make any 
difference, for no distinction is known in the law 
between costs & full costs, & in point of practice 
there is no difference in the mode of taxation (per 
CUR.).—IRWINE 7. REDDISH (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 
7968; 1 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 418; 106 KE. R. 1382. 

4202. -}—The term ‘full costs’’ means 
ordinary costs as between party & party, & not 
costs as between attorney & client.—JAMIESON v. 
TREVELYAN (1855), 10 Exch. 748; 3 C. L. R. 702; 
24 L. J. Ex. 74; 1 Jur. N.S. 334; 3 W. R. 172; 
156 KE. R. 642. 

4203. ———.J—An action for infringement was 
dismissed ‘‘ with full costs to be taxed by the 
taxing master’ :—Held: this meant “ party & 
party costs ’’ only.— AVERY v. Woop, [1891] 3 Ch. 
115; 61 L. J. Ch. 75; 65 L. T. 122; 39 W. R. 
577; 7T. Ta KR. 612, C. A. 





SEcT. 15.—INTERLOCUTORY PROCEEDINGS. 


4204. Costs ordered on application under R.S. C., 
Ord. XIV.—Discretion of trial judge to interfere.] 
—Where a judge at chambers has ordered that the 
costs of an application under Ord. XIV. shall be 
costs in the cause, the judge at the trial, without 
a jury, has no power to order that the successful 
party shall not have those costs. 

One judge cannot interfere with an order of 
another judge of co-ordinate jurisdiction, unless 
that power has been given by some statute. No 
statute has given that power in a case of this hind 
(LORD EsHER, M.R.).—KOOSEN v. ROSE (1897), 
ue L. T. 145, 146; 45 W. R. 337; 13 T. L. RB. 207, 





«ds 

4205. Discretion of court as to costs—Party 
concerned subsequently dismissed from case. ]— 
The court has no pone to annul a direction in a 
J ene reviously delivered, that a third party 
shall pay the costs of the interlocutory proceedings 
taken to bring him before the court, although by 
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the judgment in the action it is ordered that he 
be dismissed from the action with costs to be paid 
by the defts.—-Brynon & Co. v. GODDEN & SON 
(1879), 4 Ex. D. 246; 48 L. J. Q. B. 80, C. A. 

4206. ——— Right to immediate taxation & pay- 
ment.]—An application by a deft. in an action in 
the Queen’s Bench Division, to strike out the 
statement of claim as embarrassing, having been 
refused by a Divisional Court, the deft. glares 
& the Court of Appeal made an order “ that the 
judgment of the court below be reversed with 
costs of this appeal & of the proceedings in the 
court below.’’ The deft. applied to the master 
to tax the costs, which he declined to do on the 
ground that they were costs of an interlocutory 
application, & that the taxation must stand over 
till the termination of the action:—Held: the 
practice of the Common Law Divisions to have 
only one taxation of costs in an action does 
not apply where costs are given by the Court of 
Appeal, & that under an order of the Court of 
Appeal directing payment of costs, without any 
intimation that the taxation & payment are to 
be postponed, the party to whom they are ordered 
to be paid is entitled to have them taxed & paid 
forthwith.—PHILIPPs v. PHILIPPS (1879), 5 Q. B. D. 
60; 28 W. R. 376, C. A. 

Costs reserved. |—Sce Sect. 16, sub-sect. 5, post. 

4207. Omission of order as to costs. |—On Jan. 31 
the defts. obtained, on motion er parte, an in- 
junction against the pltfs. until Feb. 4; & on 
Feb. 4 moved to commit the pltfs. for breach 
of this injunction. The order on the motion to 
commit, as drawn up by the registrar, recited the 
ex parte injunction & the affidavits in support of it, 
but contained no order as to costs, except that the 
pltfs. were to pay the costs of the motion; &, 
accordingly, the taxing master disallowed the costs 
of the ex parte motion :—Held: that the court 
had power, under the slip order (Ord. XXVIII., 
r. 11), to correct the order made on Feb. 4 by adding 
thereto a direction for taxation & payment by the 
pltfs. of the defts.’ costs of the ex parte motion of 
Jan. 31.—BLAKEY v. HALL (1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 
568; 56L. T. 400; 35 W. R. 592. 

Stay of proceedings. ]—See Sect. 23, post. 

4208. Further answers to interrogatories—Ad- 
ministration action. |—In an administration action 
the persons beneficially entitled have a right to 
call upon an executor deft. before the hearing or 
the close of the pleadings to answer interrogatories, 
by which he is required to make discovery on oath 
of the accounts of the estate. This rule has not 
been abrogated or altered by the Judicature Acts 
& Rules. 

Semble: that in such a case, if an account has 
been already rendered, it would be a sufficient 
answer tu verify such an account. 

An interrogating pltf. having succeeded in 
obtaining an order for further answers to two only 
out of twelve interrogatories, costs of the adjourn- 
ment into court ordered to be costs in the cause 
instead of being apportioned according to the 
relative success of the parties.—He SUTCLIFFE, 
ALISON v. ALISON (1881), 50 L. J. Ch. 574; 44 
L. 'T. 547; 29 W. R. 732. 

4209. Copies of pleadings for judges & counsel.] 
—Although as a general rule the costs of copies of 
pleadings supplied for the use of counsel & the 
judges are allowed only at the hearing of the cause, 
& not as an interlocutory application, such costs 
will be allowed where on an interlocutory applica- 
tion the court would not without such copies be 
able to understand the een raised. 

When a deft. had applied before the hearing of 
the cause to strike out a paragraph of an affidavit 
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filed by the pltf. on the ground of scandal, & the 
question of relevancy could only be decided after 
careful examination & comparison of the plead- 
ings & evidence, & the court ordered the paragraph 
to be struck out, & ordered the pltf. to pay the 
costs :—Held: that such costs must include the 
costs of copies delivered for the use of counsel & 
the judges.— WARNER v. MossEs (1881), 19 Ch. D. 
72; 45 L. T. 359; 51 L. J. Ch. 86, C. A. 

4210. Witnesses examined before  trial—Ex- 
penses. }—The effect of Ord. XX XVIII., r. 28, of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, which provides 
that the pee roe soe a deponent for cross- 
examination 8 not be entitled to demand the 
expenses thereof in the first instance from the party 
requiring such production, taken in conjunction 
with Ord. XXXVII., r. 22, which provides that 
the practice with reference to the examination, 
cross-examination, & re-examination of witnesses 
at a trial shall extend & be applicable to evidence 
taken in any cause or matter at any stage, is that 
the expenses of production of a witness for cross- 
examination upon affidavit before a trial must be 
borne in the first instance by the party producing 
such witness.— MANSEL v. CLANRICARDE (1885), 54 
L. J. Ch. 982; 53 L. T. 496. 


SEcT. 16.—MOTIONS. 
Sun-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LII., vr. 3, p. 673, ante. 

4211. Ex parte application—Costs of absent 
party.]—One of the Vice-Chancellors having made 
an order ex parte that a person ordered to attend 
as a witness should pay the costs, the order was 
discharged as irregular. 

The order as to costs was irregular, the court 
having no authority to give costs against an absent 
person upon an ez parle application (per CUR.).— 
CAST v. POYSER (1856), 26 L. J. Ch. 353. 

4212. —— -]}—The court has no authority 
to give costs against an absent person upon an 
ex parte application.— NoKEs v. GIBBON (1857), 
26 L. J. Ch. 208; 28 L. T. O. 8S. 262; 3 Jur. N.S. 
282; 5 W. KR. 216. 

Injunction.] — See INJuNcTION, Vol. 
XXAVITI., pp. 545, 549, Nos. 1524, 1561. 

4213. Costs of party without notice.]—A suit 
was compromised, & A., one of the defts., was to 
pay the pltfs.’ costs. The pltfs. obtained an 
order on motion, respecting the taxation of their 
solicitor’s bill of costs, which the solicitor moved 
to discharge. An order was taken by arrangement 
between the pltfs. & the solicitor; & A. was 
directed to pay the costs of the motion, although 
he had not been served with notice of it. A. 
afterwards obtained an order to discharge the 
former order altogether :—Held: the latter order 
was irregular, & it was discharged, with costs.— 
BEADLEs v. BURCH (1840), 9 IL. J. Ch. 348. 

4214. Issues disposed of.}—Where the demand 
of pltf. is submitted to & the only question between 
the parties is the costs of the suit, the cause ought 
not to be proceeded in, but an application ought 
to be made to the court to prevent the expense of 


further proceeding. 
Where everything had been submitted to, surely 
pltf. ought not to have gone on incurring further 


expenses—he ought to have applied to the court 
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_ as to the costs (LORD LANGDALE, M.R.).—SIVELL v. 


ABRAHAM (1846), 8 Beav. 598; 50 EH. R. 235. 
4215. -l1—The deft. innocently used the 
as trade marks, &, on being served with the 
ill, he removed the labels, & gave an undertaking 
not to sell any more, but refused to pay the costs. 
The suit was continued to a hearing, & the account 
of pene: which were very trifling, was waived :— 
Held: that the deft. must pay the whole costs of 








suit. 

It is said that, after the deft.’s submission, the 
pltfs. should have applied to the court to compel 
him to pay the costs; but it is clear that the 
pltfs. had no means of doing so. If they had given 
notice of motion, & the deft. had resisted it, the 
simple result would have been that the court 
would have refused the motion with costs. They 
had, therefore, no means of getting the costs, 
except by proceeding to a hearing. All the cases 
cited show that, up to the time when notice was 
given, the pltfs. were entitled to their costs, which 
being refused by the deft., it became necessary 
for the pltfs. to incur the further expense of bring- 
ing the cause to a hearing to obtain them (ROMILLY, 
M.R.).—Buraess v. Hints (1858), 26 Beav. 244, 
248; 28 L. J. Ch. 356; 32 L. T. O. S. 328; 5 
Jur. N.S. 233; 7 W.R. 158; 53 E. R. 891. 

4216. .}—After bill filed for an account, 
the deft., who had put in his answer, throwing part 
of the blame upon the pltf., paid the amount due 
from him, as agreed to by the parties, which was 
accepted by the pltf. expressly without prejudice 
to his right to costs. Wie then moved to stay pro- 
ceedings, & that the deft. might be ordered to pay 
all costs. 

Woon, V.-C., made an order accordingly, but, 
on appeal, their lordships discharged the order on 
the ground that the costs would depend upon the 
merits of the case, the time for deciding which 
had not arrived when the stay of proceedings was 
ordered. 

Queere: whether the pltf.’s right to costs was 
wholly gone by reason of the agreement to settle 
the dispute.— WILDE v. WILDE (1862), 4 De G. F. 
& J.348; 311. J. Ch. 558; 61. T. 275; 10 W. RR. 
503; 45 KE. R. 1218, C. A. 

4217. - -J—In a suit in which an order had 
been made for an injunction, the subject-matter 
of the suit was in fact disposed of ; but no direction 
was given as to costs. On motion by pltf. to stay 
the proceedings in the suit, & that pltfs. should pay 
the costs :--Held: as by yranting the injunction 
the court was satisfied that a case was made by the 
bill, defts. might carry the cause on to a hearing. 

At the time when the application was made to 
dissolve the injunction on terms, pltf. should have 
obtained the directions of the court as to the 
question of costs; not having done so, deft. is 
entitled to carry on the cause to a hearing, subject, 
of course, to any question of costs (WooD, V.-C.).— 
MORGAN v. GREAT EASTERN Ry. Co. (1863), 1 
Hem. & M. 78; 2 New Rep. 60; 8 L. T. 270; 11 
W. R. 662; 71 E. R. 385. 

4218. -}-—Where upon an _ interlocutory 
motion in an action the pltf. obtains the relief 
which he seeks, he is bound to make an applica- 
tion to the deft. to have the costs disposed of on 
motion, & unless he does so is precluded from having 
the extra costs occasioned by going on to trial. 
But if the deft. refuses to allow the matter to be 
disposed of on motion, or if there is any question 
remaining open between the parties to be decided, 
the case cannot be so dealt with.—_ SONNENSCHEIN 
v. BARNARD (1887), 57 L. T. 712. 

4219. Separate motions to discharge same 
order.]|—Two persons, an original allottee of shares 
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& a purchaser of shares, separately moved the 
court to discharge an order declaring them con- 
tributories in the matter of a company which was 
being wound up. Their motions were refused 
with costs, & the Vice-Chancellor’s order contained 
a direction requiring them (jointly in point of 
form) to pay costs to the liquidators :—Held: 
this form was erroneous; & each must be made 
answerable for the costs incurred in his own 

etition.—_OAKES v. TURQUAND & HARDING, 

EK v. 'TURQUAND & HARDING, Re OVEREND, 
GURNEY & Co. (1867), L. R. 2 H. L. 325; 36 
L. J. Ch. 949; 16 L. T. 808; 15 W. R. 1201, H. L. 

4220. Motion having two objects.}— Where the 
custody of papers was subject to the control of 
several persons, on motion before the Vice- 
Chancellor production was ordered in respect of 
such papers as were admitted by one of such defts. 
to be in his possession, pltf. being ordered to pay 
the costs of the application. On appeal :—Held: 
the application refused with costs, the rule being, 
when pltf. in the real substantial contest between 
the parties fails, the mere fact of succeeding in 
some small matters, with respect to which there 
was no resistance, should not affect the costs.— 
MURRAY v. WALTER (1839), Cr. & Ph. 1143; 3 Jur. 
719; 41 EK. R. 433, L. C. 

4221. -l—-Where the motion, which is for 
an injunction, which is refused, & also for inspec- 
tion of papers, the latter not being objected to at 
the bar, the court will give deft. the costs of the 
motion.— ROBERTSON v. EASTERN COUNTIES Iy. 
Co. (1841), 11 L. J. Ch. 101; 5 Jur. 1149. 

4222. -f—Where a notice of motion em- 
braces two objects, & the principal one fails, the 
party moving must pay the costs of the motion.— 
STURCH v. YOUNG (1842), 5 Beav. 557; 12 1, J. Ch. 
56; 49 FE. R. 694. 

4228. Motion resisted in toto by plaintiff— 
Defendant wrong in form.]—Where an action was 
brought in the Chancery Division to restrain a 
nuisance in Wales, & the pltf. had given notice of 
trial, the deft. moved under Ord. XXXVI., r. 3, 
to have specific issues of fact tried, before a judge 
& jury at the assizes. It was admitted at the bar 
that the issues specified were erroneous :—Held :— 
although the deft.’s notice of motion was more than 
is required under Ord. XXXVJ., r. 3, which only 
contemplates a simple notice out of court, & 
although the notice ought not to have required 
specific issues to be tried, yet the deft. was 
entitled to a trial with a jury, the pltf. not having 
shown anything which made it desirable, within 
r, 26, that the trial should be without a jury. 

It was referred ta chambers to settle issues in 
case the parties differed; &, as the deft. was 
wrong in form, & the pltf. had resisted the motion 
an toto, no costs were given on the motion.— 
POWELL v. WILLIAMS (1879), 12 Ch. D. 234; 40 
L. T. 679; 27 W. R. 796. 

4224. Costs in any event.]—During the progress 
of an action several orders were made, upon 
interlocutory applications, that the pltf. should 
pay the defts.’ costs, in some cases ‘‘in any 
event.”’ 

The action was subsequently settled upon the 
terms, indorsed on the briefs of counsel, ‘‘ Record 
withdrawn. No costs on either side,” the question 
of the costs of the interlocutory proceedings not 
being present to their minds :—Held: (dismissing 
the appeal) that after the settlement of the action 
the defts. were entitled to taxation & payment of 
their costs of the interlocutory proceedings which 
the pltf. had been ordered to pay.—WALTER v. 
BEWICKE, MorEtna & Co. (1904), 90 L. T. 409, 
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4225. J}—A trustee who makes an un- 
successful application which is dismissed with 
costs to the other party ‘‘in any event” cannot 
obtain reimbursement of his own costs under the 
order giving him costs, charges & expenses properly 
incurred ; the result being that the trustee must 
pay personally not only his opponent’s costs, but 
his own.—How v. WINTERTON (EARL) (No. 4), 
[1904] W. N. 204; 91 L. T. 763. 





SuB-sectT. 2.—Costs Not ASKED For IN NOTICE. 


4226. Whether granted.]}—Where the party 
against whom a motion was directed did not 
appear, no costs could be given, unless they were 
named in the notice of motion; but where the 
party appeared, the costs were, in such case, in the 
discretion of the court.—PORTARLINGTON (LORD) 
v. GRAHAM (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 241. 

4227. .]—Costs of a motion may be given, 
although the notice of motion does not ask that 
the order may be made with costs.—POWELL v. 
COCKERELL (1846), 4 Hare, 557, 572; 67 E. R. 
769. 

4228. .]—Costs of a motion may be given 
though not asked for by the notice of motion.—- 
CLARK v. JAQUES (1849), 11 Beav. 623; 50 E. R. 
957. 

4229. -]—Costs given, though not asked by 
the notice of motion.—BUTLER v. GARDENER 
(1850), 12 Beav. 525; 19 L. J. Ch. 473; 50 EB. R. 
1162. 

4230. -/—An order having been made by 
a Vice-Chancellor refusing a motion with costs, 
an order is made by the Lord Chancellor giving 
relief inconsistent with the first-mentioned order. 
That order, having been recited by the subsequent 
order, though not expressly discharged thereby, 
is no longer a subsisting order. 

The costs of the present application to stay 
proceedings under the Vice-Chancellor’s order 
were given, though not asked for by the notice 
of motion.— DAWSON v. JAY (1854), 2 W. R. 598. 

4231. ———.]—Where a notice of motion does 
not ask for costs, if is irregular, where the 
respondent docs not appear, to take an order 
for costs upon an affidavit for service.—PRATT 1. 
WALKER (1854), 19 Beav. 261; 52 EK. R. 349. 














SuUB-SECT. 3.—Costs OF APPEARANCKH. 


4232. Person served with notice.|—A party not 
interested in a motion who is served with notice 
is entitled to the costs of appearing. 

If you serve the party with notice of motion, 
you cannot object to his appearing. Is he not 
entitl-d to be indemnified for the expense 
occasioned by his prudence in appearing in con- 
sequence of your notice? (LorRD ELpon, C.),— 
HENEAGE v. AIKIN (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 377; 87 
BH. R. 419. 

4233. -}—A, party served with a notice of 
motion, though not interested in the subject- 
matter of the motion, is yet entitled to the costs 
of appearing.—TABUTEAU v. WARBURTON (1843), 
4 Dr. & War. 267. 

42384, ———-.]—After considerable delay in the 
prosecution of a suit, the solicitor of a deceased 
party was served with a notice of motion. A 
question arose as to the costs of his appearance :— 
Held: his duty to the court rendered it proper 
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for him to appear on the motion.—CHALIE v. 
GWYNNE (1846), 9 Beav. 319; 50 E. R. 367. 
4235. -}+~—Parties, though not formally 
served with a notice of motion, yet substantially 
made respondents, held entitled to their costs.— 
aad v. Forrest (1854), 20 Beav. 249; 52 BE. R. 
aati ——.}CAMPBELL v. HOLYLAND, No. 4242, 
post. 
4237. Notice bad.}—On Dec. 20, 1875, the 
pitfs. served on the defts. a notice that the court 
would be moved on the 22nd, or as soon after 
as counsel could be heard, to reinstate for argu- 
ment a demurrer in which judgment had been 
given for the defts. in the absence of the pltfs. 
On Jan. 11 & 12, 1876, the defts. appeared in court 
by their counsel to oppose the motion, but no one 
appeared for the pltfs.:—Held: the notice was 
bad on two grounds: (1) because, under the 
Judicature Act, 1875, Sched., Ord. LXI., r. 1, the 
Michaelmas sittings terminate on Dec. 21; & 
(2) because there were not two clear days between 
the 20th & 22nd, as required by Ord. LITI., r. 4; 
the defts. therefore were not bound to appear, 
& were not entitled to their costs of doing so.— 
DAUBNEY v. SHUTTLEWORTH (1876), 1 Ex. D. 538; 
45 L. J. Q. B.177; 34 L. T. 357; 24 W. R. 321. 
4238. Parties having no interest.}—Costs were 
refused to a party who appeared on a petition, 
with which he had been served, though having no 
interest in it.—TEMPLEMAN v. WARRINGTON (1819), 
1 Jac. & W. 377, n. 











4239. -+—HENEAGE v. AITKIN, No. 42382, 
ante. 
4240. -}—A party appearing on a motion 





without necessity, though served with notice, not 
allowed to have his costs from the party making 
the motion.— WORMALL 7. WILLIAMSON (1838), 2 
Jur. 440. 

4241. -}—Where a party is served with a 
petition or notice of motion, he is not bound to 
take upon himself the responsibility of deciding 
whether his interest in the matter is such as to 
render it unnecessary for him to appear; & he will 
not be deprived of the costs of his appearance, on 
the ground that he is not interested in the matter. 
A promise by a party to make no opposition to an 
application intended to be made by another is 
not, of itself, a sufficient ground for refusing him 
the costs of his appearance.—-BAMFORD v. WATTS 
(1840), 2 Beay. 201; 48 EK. R. 1157. 

4242. ——.]—A party who has been served with 
a notice of motion, but has no interest in the 
subject-matter, is not entitled to appear by counsel 
on the motion merely to ask for his costs. 

Thus, where the pltf. in a foreclosure action, 
who had parted with his interest, had been served 
with a notice of motion to reopen foreclosure 
absolute, & appeared by counsel on the motion & 
asked for his costs, he was held not to be entitled 
to his costs of appearance; but inasmuch as, 
upon his being served with the notice of motion, 
no intimation was given him that he need not 
appear, & no tender was made to him of his costs 
of being advised as to the effect of the motion, he 
was allowed 40s. costs.—-CAMPBELL v. HOLYLAND 
(1877), 7 Ch. D. 166; 47 L. J. Ch. 145; 38 L. T. 
128; 26 W. R. 160. 

4243, -|—A contingent legacy to an infant 
was paid into court by the executor of the will of 
a testatrix under the Legacy Duty Act. A 
summons was then taken out by the guardian of 
the infant, asking that the income of the legacy 
might be paid to him until the infant should attain 
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twenty-one. An originating summons was also 
taken out by the next-of-kin of the testatrix, 
claiming the income during the minority of the 
infant on the ground that it was undisposed of by 
the will. 

The two summonses were heard together before 
the judge in chambers, when he decided that the 
income until the infant should attain twenty-one 
was undisposed of, & that the next-of-kin were 
entitled to it. The executor’s solicitor asked that 
his costs of attendance, amounting to about £138, 
might be allowed out of the income. The judge 
considered the attendance of the executor’s solicitor 
unnecessary, & declined to allow more than a fixed 
sum for costs, to be determined by the chief clerk. 
The chief clerk, without attempting to tax the bill, 
but acting upon what the judge had said, allowed 
the sum of three guineas. The matter was again 
referred to the judge, who confirmed the order of 
the chief clerk. A motion was accordingly made 
to vary that order :—Held: r. 23 of Ord. LXV. of 
the Rules of Court, 1883, seemed to apply to the 
case; but, in any event, the court had power 
in such a case as the present to limit the amount 
of the costs to be allowed.—Re WALTERS, MOORE 
v. BEMROSE (1888), 58 L. T. 101. 

4244. Party promising not to oppose.|—BaAm- 
FORD v. WATTS, No. 4241, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—ABANDONED MOTION. 


4245. When costs allowed.]—-When the court is 
moved for the payment of costs, on account of a 
notice of motion which has been abandoned, such 
notice of the motion must be mentioned to the 
court, & must also be produced to the registrar 
before he draws up the order.—WITHEY v. HAIGH 
(1818), 3 Madd. 437; 56 EK. R. 565. 

4246. .}—Notice of a motion had been given 
at a former seal. The motion was not made & on 
an application by the other side costs were given. 
The motion was now renewed, but the costs of the 
former motion were not paid, & on counsel for the 
other side objecting that the motion could not be 
made until the costs occasioned by the former 
notice of motion were paid as directed, the judge 
concurred in the objection, & refused to hear the 
motion.—BELLCHAMBER v. GIANI (1819), 3 Madd. 
550; 50 E. R. 607. 

4247. .]—Orders were set aside because 
previous similar motions for the same orders had 
been refused, with costs, & those costs not paid.— 
KILLING v. KILLING (1821), 6 Madd. 68; 56 
EK. R. 1016. 

4248. -}~Where a deft. dismisses a bill for 
want of prosecution, without having made a motion 
of which he had given notice, the pltf. cannot 
afterwards obtain an order for the payment of 
the costs of that motion, as being a motion 
abandoned.—FARQUHARSON v. PITCHER (1828), 4 
Russ. 510; 38 EB. R. 897. 

4249. .}—If a pitf. gives a notice of motion, 
& dies before it is made & his executors revive, 
the court will not give defts. the costs as of a motion 
abandoned.—-WARNER v. ARMSTRONG (1831), 4 
Sim. 140; 58 E. R. 54. 

4250. .]—A party gave notice of a motion, 
& died before the motion was heard, & the suit was 
revived by his executors, who declined to proceed 
with the motion. The bill revived by the executors 
was dismissed with costs. The costs of the 
abandoned motion are not costs in the cause.— 
oe ARMSTRONG (1835), 3 My. & K. 69; 40 
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4251. -J—A motion which has been opened 
cannot be afterwards treated by the party moving 
as an abandoned motion; but the parties opposing 
are entitled to costs as on a motion refused.— 
Oh ies v. JOHNSON (1845), 5 Hare, 92; 67 E. R. 
841. 

4252. ———.]—The costs of an abandoned motion 
must be applied for on the next seal after that for 
which notice of motion was given.—Woopcock 
v. OXFORD, WORCESTER & WOLVERHAMPTON Ry. 
Co. (1853), 17 Jur. 88. 

42 -]/—Where counsel are not instructed 
to move on the seal day mentioned in the notice 
of motion, respondent is entitled to the costs 
of the motion as abandoned, & counsel for the 
motion, being afterwards instructed, cannot 
subsequently save the motion to the next seal.— 
AS eae SmIrH (1857), 23 Beav. 284; 53 EB. R. 
111. 

4254. -}—A pltf. had required the attend- 
ance of a deft. to be cross-examined on his affidavit. 
He attended, but it was held that he was entitled 
to his expenses as a witness. The pltf. then 
abandoned this course of proceeding, & filed inter- 
rogatories for the deft.’s examination :—Held: 
this could not be done until the costs of the former 
proceeding had been paid.—DAVEY v. DURRANT 
(1858), 24 Beav. 4113; 53 EK. R. 416; sub nom. 
DAVEY v. DURRANT, SMITH v. DURRANT, 27 L. J. 
Ch. 504. 

4255. -|—Where the pltf., after answer, 
gave notice of motion for a receiver, but filed no 
affidavits, & he ultimately abandoned it, the 
question of whether the deft. is entitled to more 
than 40s. costs depends on whether the pltf. has 
given notice to use the answer. 

Semble: where ona notice of motion no affidavit 
has been filed, it may be abandoned on payment 
of 40s. costs, although the motion has, on a 
former occasion, been reserved.—-GORELY t. 
GORELY (1858), 25 Beav. 234; 53 EF. R. 626. 

4256. —-—.|—Semblie: it is too late to ask for 
the costs of an abandoned motion at the hearing. 
Certainly too late on speaking to the minutes. 

Notice of motion having been given, the motion 
was ordered to stand over to a day named. In 
the interval the bill was amended, a new notice 
given, & the original motion was not again brought 
on :—Held: this was an abandoned motion.— 
EccLEs uv. LivERPOOL BorouGH BANK (1859), 
John. 402; 7 W. RK. 666; 70 E. R. 478; sub nom. 
ECCLES v. LIVERPOOL BANK, 33 L. T. O. S. 360. 

4257. -}—Where a motion for an injunction 
stands over from time to time on an undertaking, 
which is ultimately discharged on defts. doing 
what they professed their intention to do, the 
court will not treat it as an abandoned motion, 
but reserve the consideration of the costs till the 
hearing, & give no costs of an application to treat 
it as an abandoned motion.—FELKIN v. LEWIS 
(1863), 11 W. R. 981; 8 L. T. 788. 

4258. -}/—In this case notice of motion to 
rescind an order of the court was given on behalf 
of the deft. for June 29. The motion having been 
ordered to stand over until July 6, & not being 
then brought on or saved: Bush, on that day 
(July 6), after the seal had closed, & at the rising 
of the court, asked for the costs of the motion as 
abandoned. An objection having been raised 
that the seal was closed at the time when the 
application for costs was made: Bush, on this 
day (July 18), again asked for, & obtained, the 
costs of the motion as abandoned. In the course 
of the afternoon, & before the close of the seal: 

W. H. Terrell offered to move his motion, of 
which notice had been given for June 29. Mr. 
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Colville, the registrar, suggested that he was at 
liberty to do so up to the closing of the seal. 
Woop, V.-C., allowed the motion to be made, the 
order obtained by Mr. Bush being treated as made 
in the course of this seal, & therefore not absolute 
until its close —-WEDDERBURN v. LLEWELLYN 
(1865), 12 L. T. 824; 13 W. R. 939. 

4259. Where notice had been given of a 
motion before the court to rescind a judge’s order, 
& the parties giving the notice did not appear, the 
court ordered them to pay the costs of the other 
party appearing to show cause against the motion. 
—BERRY v. EXCHANGE TRADING Co. (1875), 1 
Q. B.D. 77; 451. J. Q. B. 224; 24 W. R. 318; 
3 Char. Pr. Cas. 403. 

4260. -|—In this action counsel] applied, 
at the close of the seal, for the costs of an abandoned 
motion, of which notice had been given for to-day. 
The seal closed before eleven a.m. Counsel, as 
amici curie, raised the question whether the 
application ought not to have been postponed till 
the opening of the next seal. 

HAL, V.-C., said that, subject to the case being 
mentioned by the other side in the course of the 
day, he should allow the costs.—YETTS v. BILES 
(1877), 25 W. R. 452. 

4261. ---—-.J—When a bankruptcy appeal has 
been set down in the ordinary course & is in the 
day’s paper for hearing, if the appeilant does not 
appear the respondent is entitled to have the appeal 
dismissed with costs without giving any proof 
that he has been served with a notice of appeal.— 
Re Lows, Ex p. Lows (1877), 7 Ch. D. 160; 47 
L. J. Bey. 24; 37 L. T. 583; 26 W. R. 229, C. A. 

4262. -J—When an action is called on for 
trial & the pitf. does not appear, the deft. appear- 
ing is entitled to have judgment in his favour with 
costs, without proving that he has been served 
with notice of trial—JAMES v. CROW (1878), 7 
Ch. D. 410; 47 1. J. Ch. 2003; 37 L. T. 74953 26 
W. R. 236. 

4263. -l—The costs of an application for 
the costs of an abandoned notice of appeal will not 
be allowed unless a previous demand for payment 
of them has been made & not complied with.— 
GRIFFIN v. ALLEN (1879), 11 Ch. D. 913; 28 
W. R. 10, C. A. 

4264. ———.}—On Dec. 20, 1880, C. gave notice 
of appeal, but did not set it down. On Jan. 11 
he sent a letter withdrawing his notice of appeal. 
On the next day the solicitor for the respondents 
wrote to C. saying that he had delivered briefs, & 
that unless (.. would undertake to pay the respon- 
dents’ costs of the appeal the usual proceedings 
would be taken to enforce payment of them. C. 
did not answer this letter. The respondents then 
moved that the appeal might be dismissed, & 
that C. might be ordered to pay the costs of the 
appeal & of this application, & an order was made 
accordingly.—CHAKLTON v. CHARLTON (1881), 16 
Ch. D. 273 ; 29 W. BR. 406, C. A. 

4265. .J—Pltf. having served defts. with 
a notice of motion for an injunction, afterwards 
gave them notice of abandonment, whereupon 
an order was made directing pltf. to pay defts.’ 
taxed costs of the motion. Questions arose in 
taxation as to the costs of preparing affidavits 
which had not been filed at the date of abandon- 
ment. Pitf. applied by summons to review the 
taxation. Questions as to practice were sub- 
mitted to the taxing masters, who certified as 
follows: ‘‘ We have always acted upon the 

rinciple that the costs of all work in preparing, 
beeing or otherwise relating to affidavits or 
leadings, reasonably & properly & not prematurely 
one, down to the time of any notice which stops 
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the work, is allowable & that the taxing master, 
having regard to the circumstances of each case, 
must decide whether the work was reasonable & 
proper & the time for doing it had arrived. We 
apply the same principle in taxing costs on dis- 
continuance of action or dismissal of bill.’’ The 
judge, having read the certificate, refused the 
application with costs.—HARRISON v. LEUTNER 
(LEUTNOR) (1881), 16 Ch. D. 559; 50 L. J. Ch. 264 ; 
44 L. T. 331; 29 W. R. 393. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—CoSTsS RESERVED. 


4266. Party unsuccessful on motion—Costs 
reserved.|—On a motion for an injunction being 
refused, the costs were reserved to the hearing of 
the cause; & at the hearing, the injunction was 
decreed, & the deft. was ordered to pay to the 
pitf. the costs so reserved, as well as the general 
costs of the suit relating to the injunction. But, 
on appeal, this course of proceeding was dis- 
approved by the Tord Chancellor, & the decree 
was altered by striking out the order for payment 
of the reserved costs. 

As a general rule the costs of a proceeding ought 
to be disposed of at the hearing of it; but at all 
events J cannot approve of the practice of reserving 
the costs of a proceeding for the purpose of 
eventually giving them to the unsuccessful party 
(LORD COTTENHAM, C.).—LEWIS v. SMITH (1849), 
1 Mac. & G. 417; 41 E. R. 1326, L. C. 

4267. Motion successfully opposed by defendant 
—By affidavits before answer.|—Where a pltf.’s 
motion was successfully opposed by a deft. on 
affidavits before answer, costs were reservcd.— 
WARING v. MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD & LINCOLN- 
SHIRE Ry. Co. (1849), 18 L. J. Ch. 450; 14 Jur. 
613 ; on appeal (1850), 2 H. & Tw. 239, L. C. 

4268. Reserve pending explanation of circum- 
stances affecting costs.}—On a motion for an in- 
junction to restrain the sale of certain mines, the 
pitf. offering to pay off what was due to the defts., 
the mortgagees, the court having refused the 
application: It., counsel for some of the defts., 
& W., counsel for others of them, asked for the 
costs of the motion. The Vice-Chancellor was of 
opinion that the costs could not be disposed of, 
without hearing from the defts. the explanation 
of circumstances in the case which might affect 
that question; & as those circumstances must be 
gone into at the hearing of the cause, it would 
be more convenient to reserve the question of 
costs until that time. R. & W. then suggested 
that, if the suit should not be prosecuted against 
all or any of the defts., or they should be obliged 
to apply to the court to dismiss it for want of 
prosecution, the defts. would be in a difficulty 
as to their costs of this application, which they 
alleged was unnecessary, & not justified by the 
circumstances. ‘The Vice-Chancellor said that 
the costs of the defts. of the motion, in the event 
referred to, ought to be provided for; & he made 
the following order: Refuse the motion, & reserve 
the costs until the hearing ; but, if the bill should 
be dismissed before the hearing against all or any 
of the defts., the costs of such defts. of such motion 
to be costs in the cause.—JONES v. BATTEN (1853), 
10 Hare, App. I., xi.; 1 W. BR. 275; 68 E. R.1119. 

4269. Action dismissed with costs—For want of 
prosecution.}—When on an interlocutory applica- 
tion the costs are reserved to the hearing, & the 
bill is afterwards dismissed, with costs, for want 


PRACTICE. 


of prosecution, the costs of such interlocutory 
application cannot be obtained. It is therefore 
sometimes useful, upon interlocutory applications, 
for the deft. to ask that the costs may be reserved 
to the hearing or further order, or else that they 
may be made costs in the cause.—RUMBOLD v. 
FORTEATH (1858), 4 Jur. N. S. 608. 

4270. Costs of adjourned motion.]—-On 
taxing costs under a judgment dismissing the 
action with costs, the costs of a motion by the 
pitf. which was adjourned or stood over to the 
hearing, & was then not brought on, would be 
included in the costs of the action.—GOSNELL v. 
BISHOP (1888), 38 Ch. D. 385; 57 L. J. Ch. 642 ; 
36 W. R. 505. 

4271. Motion to advance cause as short cause. }— 
An application to the Master of the Rolls, on the 
certificate of pltf.’s counsel, to advance a cause as 
a short cause, was refused on the deft.’s counsel 
stating that it was not a short cause, & the costs 
of the motion were reserved. The cause after- 
wards came on in its regular course, when the 
court, being of opinion that the cause was a proper 
one to be heard as a short cause, gave to the pltf. 
the costs of the motion.— ALDWORTH v. ROBINSON 
(1840), 2 Beav. 287; 48 E. R. 1191. 

4272. Motion standing over for trial—Whether 
costs reserved. ]|—-Where the court orders a motion 
to stand till the hearing of the cause, it simply 
reserves to itself the power of dealing with the 
costs of it differently from the costs in the cause.— 
SINGER v. AUDSLEY (1872), L. Rt. 138 Eq. 401; 41 
L. J. Ch. 229; 26 L. T. 238; 20 W. KR. 438. 

4278. ~}—If a motion stands over till 
the trial, it is not only unnecessary, but improper, 
specially to reserve the costs.—BOURNEMOUTH 
ComRs. v. HOLDEN, [1888] W. N. 205. 

4274. Costs follow event.] — Costs of 
applications ordered to stand over until trial, & 
costs reserved to be disposed of at the trial, should 
follow the event of the trial without any special 
directions.—HOobDGEs v. HopGEs (1876), 25 W, lt. 
162. 

4275. Cost of subsequent hearing reserved— 
Reserved costs of motion not dealt with.]—If the 
costs of @ motion are reserved until the hearing, 
&, at the hearing, no mention is made of those 
costs, but the costs of the suit are reserved until 
the hearing for further directions, that reserva- 
tion dues not include the costs of the motion; &, 
consequently, the court can make no order respect- 
ing them.—GARDNER v. MARSHALL (1845), 14 
Sim. 575; 9 Jur. 958; 60 E. R. 481. 

4276. Reference in Judgment or order—Omission 
of.]—Where the pltf.’s costs of two motions were 
reserved to the hearing, & were then by mistake 
omitted to be provided for by the decree, which 
had been enrolled, the court on petition made a 
separate order for their payment.—VINEY v. 
CHAPLIN (1858), 3 De G. & J. 282; 28 L. J. Ch. 
ae 32 L. T. O. S. 325; 44 BE. R. 1277, L. C. & 

4277. -}—Where interlocutory appli- 
cations have been ordered to stand to the trial & 
are not then mentioned to the judge, the costs of 
such applications are to be treated as costs in the 
action & taxed accordingly, & need not be 
mentioned in the judgment. Where interlocutory 
applications have been disposed of, but the costs 
have been reserved, such costs are not to be 
mentioned in the judgment or order, or allowed 
on taxation, without the special direction of the 
judge.—BRITIsH NATURAL PREMIUM PROVIDENT 
A8S800N. ¥. BYWATER, [1897] 2 Ch. 531; 66 L. J. 
Ch. 787; 77L. T. 22; 46 W. R. 28; 138 T. LR. 
572; 41 Sol. Jo. 715. 
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4278. Application for costs reserved—aAt trial 
of action.}—The Master of the Rolls said that the 
practice as to costs required alteration, as the 
effect of the present practice was that a successful 

arty often lost costs of interlocutory applications 

y forgetting to ask for them at the trial: Direc- 
tions would now be given to the registrars to insert, 
without any special directions of the court, in all 
orders made in this branch of the court awarding 
the costs of actions, these words: ‘“ Including 
costs of all applications ordered to stand over until 
trial, & all costs reserved to be disposed of at the 
trial.”,—Practick Nore, [1876] W. N. 271. 

4279. --—A motion for an interim 
injunction was adjourned to the trial of the action. 
No provision was made for the costs of the motion, 
& liberty to apply was not expressly reserved. 
At the trial judgment was given for the pltf. on 
the substantial question at issue, with the general 
costs of the action, less £10 for the costs of an issue 
upon which he had substantially failed. The 
pltf.’s counsel omitted to ask for the costs of the 
adjourned motion, & no express provision was 
made forthem. Liberty to apply to the court was 
expressly reserved. The judgment having been 
drawn up, passed, & entered, the taxing master 
refused to allow the pltf. the costs of the adjourned 
motion. The pltf. then applied to the court by 
motion, asking that the judgment might be varied 
or corrected by giving him the costs of the 
adjourned motion:—Held: either under the 
liberty to apply reserved by the judgment, or 
under the liberty to apply implied in the order 
adjourning the motion, or by virtue of Ord. 
XLIA., the court had jurisdiction to order the 
payment of the costs in question; & a separate 
order was made, directing the taxation & payment 
of the pltf.’s costs of the motion. 

In every order of the court liberty to apply to 
the court is implied, without its being expressly 
pe ne v. HOBSON (1880), 14 Ch. D. 542, 

4280. —— oJ—Bnritish NATURAL PREMIUM 
PROVIDENT AsSOCN. v. BYWATER, No. 4277, ante. 

4281. -}-—-Upon an action coming on 
as a short cause upon motion for judgment in default 
of defence, it was held that costs reserved upon an 
application for an interlocutory injunction might 
be given, although they were not claimed in the 
statement of claim.— BECKLEY v. COLLEY (1904), 
48 Sol. Jo. 261. 

4282. .}—Defts. in an action in respect 
of a right of way applicd for a commission to take 
evidence of witnesses resident abroad. Pltfs. 
opposed the application, but the commission was 
ordered. The costs of the application & com- 
mission were reserved. On the hearing of the 
action judgment was given for pltfs., & defts. were 
ordered to pay to pltfs. the costs of the action. 
Plitfs. subsequently moved that the reserved costs 
of the commission abroad should be made costs of 
the action & paid by defts. :—Held: costs of the 
action to include the costs of & occasioned by the 
application & order to take evidence abroad, 
pltfs. to pay the costs of the present motion. 

If the matter had been mentioned at the con- 
clusion of the trial, the court would have made 
those reserved costs costs in the action. The 
practice which it appears Byrne, J., has adopted 
18 worthy of respect, but 1 cannot find that his 
decision in British Natural Premium Provident 
Aassocn. v. Bywater, No. 4277, ante, has been treated 
as authoritative or followed in other cases. The 
court ought to do what justice demands. If the 

oint had been mentioned after the trial, I should 
ave awarded the costs to the pltfs. who made 
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a considerable concession when the evidence on 
commission was read to the court, & I see no reason 
for not doing that now (EVE, J.).—COBBOLD v. 
GARRETT, [1929] W. N. 16. 

4288. Incidence of costs reserved.}—I think 
that when costs are reserved it is necessarily 
implied, & the practice of the court sanctions the 
implication, that there is reserved the question 
of the incidence of those costs, quite apart from 
the question whether they are to be paid by the 
pltf. or the deft. It may turn out that they are 
to be paid by neither, & that the costs of both 
ought to come out of the estate, or be paid by a 
third party (KEKEWICH, J.).—How v. WINTERTON 
(EARL) (No. 4), [1904] W. N. 204; 01 L. T. 763, 
765. 


Sub-sect. 6.—Costs Not DEALT WITH IN 
ORDER. 


4284. Whether costs in the cause.|—On this 
day, April 13, 1823, the Vice-Chancellor said, that 
in Michaclmas term last he had stated to Mr. 
Walker, the registrar, certain questions, for the 
purpose of ascertaining in what cases the costs of 
a motion, where the court gave no direction as to 
the costs, became costs in the cause to a party to 
whom costs of suit were given upon the hearing. 
The information he had obtained was— 

Ist. That the party making a_ successful 
motion is entitled to his costs. as costs in the cause, 
but the party opposing it is not entitled to his costs, 
as costs in the cause. 

2nd. That the party making a motion which 
fails, is not entitled to his costs, as costs in the 
cause ; but the party opposing it is entitled to his 
costs, as costs in the cause. 

3rd. That where a motion is made by one 
party, & not opposed by the other, the costs of 
both parties are costs in the cause. 

The Vice-Chancellor added, that it was therefore 
the duty of the court, whenever by reason of special 
circumstances it was not the intention of the court 
that these rules should apply, to give particular 
directions with respect to the costs; but that the 
court very rarely gave any special directions with 
respect to the costs of a motion for the purpose of 
obtaining, continuing, or dissolving an injunction 
to stay proceedings at law, leaving the costs of 
such motion to abide the event of the suit.— 
PRACTICE NOTE (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 357; 57 E.R. 
143. 

4285. -}—A bill was filed to restrain the 
infringement of a patent, & an injunction was 
obtained, upon motion, the defts. appearing & 
opposing, & the pltfs. undertaking to bring an 
action to try their right at law. The pltfis. failing 
to establish their right at law, the bill was 
ultimately dismissed, with costs, for want of 
prosecution :—Held: upon appeal, that the defts. 
were entitled to their costs of resisting the motion 
for an injunction as costs in the cause.—STEVENS 
v. KEATING (1850), 1 Mac. & G. 659; 2H. & Tw. 
176; 19 L. J. Ch. 407; 14 Jur. 157; 41 EB. R. 
1420, L. C. 

4286. -l—If no direction is given by the 
court concerning the costs of a motion, they are 
costs in the cause.—HIND v. WHITMORE (1856), 2 
K. & J. 458; 25 L. J. Ch. 304; 27 L. T. O.S. 
55; 4 W. R. 379; 69 E. R. 862. 

4287. ~J—The usual rules as to the costs of 
motions do not always apply ; & where one of the 
parties is ordered to pay all the costs of a suit to a 
given time, the costs of motions made during that 
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time may be included in the costs of the suit.— 
WEBSTER v. MANBY (1869), 4 Ch. App. 372; 20 
L. T. 387; 17 W. R. 545, L. JJ. 

4288. -}—Where an order is made giving 
the pltf. the costs of suit, & nothing is said about 
the costs of a motion for an injunction, the pltf. 
is entitled to them under the liberty to apply, & 
must apply by petition, on the authority of Viney 
v. Chaplin, No. 4276, ante.—HARRIS v. HILLIARD 
(1869), 20 L. T. 216. 

4289. -+—In a suit to restrain the erection 
of a jetty in a river, a motion for an injunction was 
ordered to stand over till the hearing, but no 
declaration was made as to costs. The pltf. 
then amended the bill, & turned it into an informa- 
tion & bill. When the suit came to a hearing, a 
decree was made for a perpetual injunction, & the 
deft. was ordered to pay the costs of the suit ; but 
the costs of the motion were not mentioned in the 
decree :—Held: the motion was substantially 
a successful motion, & that the costs of the motion 
were costs in the cause.—-MOUNSEY 1. LONSDALE 
(IARL), A.-G. v. LONSDALE (EARL) (1870), 6 Ch. 
App. 141; 40 L. J. Ch. 198; 23 L. T. 7043 19 
W. R. 235, L. JJ. 

4290. ——.}—In a partnership suit pltf. moved 
for a receiver & injunction, & the motion, which 
was opposed by deft., was ordered to stand 
till the hearing, upon an undertaking by both 
parties to concur in transferring the partnership 
account to the bankers of the firm, & to pay to 
such account all assets of the firm that should reach 
their hands, & not to pay or apply any of the 
partnership assets except for partnership purposes. 
No directions were given by the court as to the 
costs of the motion. The common order dis- 
missing the bill for want of prosecution was sub- 
sequently obtained on deft.’s application, the 
court refusing to make any order as to the costs 
of the motion for a receiver :—Held: that these 
costs were costs of an unsuccessful motion, & as 
such, costs in the cause, payable by pltf.—-Cor- 
CORAN v. Witt (1871), L. R. 13 Eq. 53; 41 L. J. 
Ch. 67; 25 L. T. 653. 

4291. -}—It is the duty of a taxing master 
to include in the costs of the action all costs ex- 
pressly disposed of in that way, & the costs of 
applications the costs of which are not expressly 
reserved by the order. Where costs are ex- 
pressly reserved by any order (whether costs of a 
trustee or beneficiary or both), such costs must be 
expressly dealt with by the judge, & the effect is 
that the incidence of those costs, not only as 
between the pltf. & deft., is reserved, & it is the 
duty of the taxing master to see they are not 
included in the bill without further direction from 
the court.—How »v. WINTERTON (Ean) (No. 4) 
(1904), 91 L. T. 763; [1904] W. N. 204. 

4292. -+~In an action brought in the High 
Court the pltfs. applied for summary judgment 
under Ord. XIV. The deft. obtained leave to 
defend as to part of the claim on the terms of his 
paying the balance of £3 to the pltfs., & the action 
was remitted to the county court. The deft. paid 
the £3 to the pltfs., & the action proceeded. At 
the trial judgment was entered for the deft. with 
costs on the higher scale :—Held: that the court 
had a discretion under sect. 113 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, to order the pltfs. to pay to the 
deft. the costs of the proceedings under Grd. XIV., 
notwithstanding that the pltfs. had by those pro- 
ceedings succeeded in obtaining satisfaction of 
a portion of their claim. 

Another point arises on the order that if the £3 
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is not paid within two days the pltfs. shall be at 
liberty to sign judgment for that amount: this 
order is altogether silent as to costs. The result 
is that the costs become costs in the action 
(FARWELL, J.).—MENTORS, LTp. v. Evans, [1912] 
3 K. B. 174,179; 81 L. J. K. B. 1111; 107 L. T. 
82; sub nom. MENTORS, LTD. v. WHITE, 56 Sol. Jo. 
502, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—MOTION FOR RELIEF BY WAY 
oF INDULGENCE. 


4293. Liability for costs.}—An application to 
advance a cause having been granted, defts. applied 
for the costs of the motion, on the ground that it 
was an indulgence granted to pltfs.:—Held: 
costs to be costs in the cause.—CARTHEW v. BAR- 
CLAY (1839), 10 Sim. 273; 59 E. R. 619. 

4294. -]—Where a cause had been advanced 
on an application made by pltf. & opposed by 
deft. the Vice-Chancellor said that the advancing 
of a cause was in the nature of an indulgence to 
pltf. &, therefore, the costs of the application 
ought to be paid by him.—BROWNE v. LOCKHART 
(1840), 10 Sim. 420; 9 L. J. Ch. 167; 4 Jur. 167; 
59 EK. R. 678. 

4295. ——.]}—The court relieved a party from 
an undertaking to make an admission upon a 
trial at law, the law on the point having, since the 
undertaking, been placed in a state of uncertainty, 
by reason of conflicting decisions of different 
courts. 

It is not right that deft., in trying a legal right 
before a court of commen law, should be bound 
by an admission, made under such _ peculiar 
circumstances. I discharge deft. from his under- 
taking to the extent asked, upon payment of all 
the costs occasioned thereby (LORD LANGDALE, 
M.R.).— Cocks v. PURDAY (1850), 12 Beav. 451 ; 
50 HK. R. 1133. 

4296. J—A suit stood dismissed for want 
of prosecution, in consequence of the pltf. not 
serving a subpoena to hear judgment within the 
time limited by an order to speed. The pe 
moved to stay the taxation of the costs of suit :— 
Held: that the motion ought to have been to 
restore the bill; & that although the court would 
feel inclined to grant indulgence, in the case of a 
bond fide mistake, yet that it was not to be ex- 
tended to such an extent as to encourage parties 
in proceeding negligently with their suits. 

Ignorance of the practice held to be no sufficient 
ground for restoring the suit, nor the fact that the 
long vacation had _ intervened.— BARTLETT  v. 
IIARTON (1853), 17 Beav. 479; 2 W. R. 1; 51 
BE. R. 1119. 

4297. —-——.]—By inadvertence, an affidavit was 
not filed until after the evidence had closed, 
though prepared before. The court on motion, 
gave liberty to use it, on payment of the costs of 
the motion.—DouGLas v. ARCHBUTT (1857), 23 
Beav. 293; 29 L. T. O. S. 36; 5 W. RK. 393; 53 
BE. R. 115. 

4298. J} -Pitf. having omitted to file 
interrogatories for the examination of deft. within 
the time limited, now moved for leave to file 
interrogatories out of time with an affidavit that 
through press of business pltf.’s solicitor had 
neglected to file them in due time :—Held: pltf. 
must pay the costs of the motion, the general rule 
being, that whenever a party has by his own 
fault, however venial, occasioned expense, he 
must pay the costs of it—DAKINS v. GARRATT 
(1858), 4 Jur. N. 8. 579. 
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4299. -/—Where the time within which a 
printed copy of a bill should be filed had been 
allowed to expire by reason of forgetfulness & 

ressure of business on the part of pltf.’s solicitor, 
he court allowed the written copy of the bill to 
be restored, and a printed copy to be filed nunc 
pro tunc, pitf. paying the costs of the application. 
—Moss v. Svers (No. 2) (1863), 32 L. J. Ch. 713; 
9 Jur. N.S. 1219; 11 W. R. 1047. 

4300. -]—Where in a foreclosure action a 
mortgagee had obtained a foreclosure order nisi, 
& subsequently a judgment creditor in another 
action, who had obtained the appointment of a 
receiver by way of equitable execution of the 
property of the mortgagor, applied to be added as 
a deft. to the foreclosure action, & that the period 
for redemption might be extended, the court made 
an order adding the applicant as deft., but refused 
to extend the period for redemption. 

I think the proper order to make is that the 
applicant be added as a deft. to the action, & that 
the proceedings in the action be carried on between 
the pltf. & the original deft. & such new defts. as 
if he had been originally a deft. With regard tu 
the costs, the applicant comes in here for his own 
protection & asks for an order for his own 
advantage. In this he is only partially successful, 
& it is stated that the security is insufficient, & 
I think, therefore, he ought to pay the pltf.’s costs 
of this motion in any event (WARRINGTON, J.).— 
Re PARBOLA, Lrp., BLACKBURN ». PARBOLA, [-TD., 
[1909] 2 Ch. 437, 4389; 78 L. J. Ch. 782; 10) L. T. 
382; 53 Sol. Jo. 697. 








SUB-SECT. 8.—TAXATION OF COSsTs., 


4301. Motion treated as trial-—Solicitor’s re- 
muneration. |—-Where a motion is treated as the 
trial the taxing master should allow attendances 
at the trial under Appendix N., item 172 (Yearly 
Supreme Court Practice, Part J1.).-—DYER 1. 
LONDON Sctioo1. Boarp, [1903] W. N. 833° 19 
T. L. R. 413. 

4302. — -— Counsel’s fees.]—The pltf. moved in 
an action for an interim injunction & the court 
directed that the motion should be heard with 
witnesses & treated as the trial of the action. 
The pltf.’s solicitors delivered fresh briefs to 
counsel as for the trial of the action. On Feb. 24, 
1909, at the hearing the case was compromised on 
terms which included a stipulation that one of 
the defts. should pay the pltf.’s costs. The 
judgment, which embodied the terms of the com- 
promise, commenced as follows: ‘‘ Upon motion 
on Feb. 5 & 12, 1909, & this day made unto the 
court by counsel for the pltf. which motion was 
on Feb. 12, 1909, ordered to be set down for hear- 
ing on Feb. 18, 1909, as a motion with witnesses, 
to be treated as the trial of the action, & upon 
reading,’ etc. The taxing master allowed the 
fees marked on the briefs delivered on the motion, 
but disallowed half the fees marked on the fresh 
briefs of counsel for the pltf., & the pltf. took out 
this summons to vary his certificate :—Held : 
that, inasmuch as the motion was not disposed 
of till the hearing on Feb. 24, the taxing master 
was right. 

The pltf. has cited & relied on Dyer v. London 
School Board, No. 4801, ante, a case with reference 
to solicitors’ charges ; but that decision in no way 
governs the present case, for the remuneration 
to which solicitors are entitled is ascertained on 
an entirely different footing from that on which 
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counsel’s fees are fixed. It is true that as the 
motion was to be treated as the trial of the action 
it becarne of much greater importance than when 
it was only an interlocutory application; but 
that is met by the observation that it was open 
to the parties to pay & to the taxing master to 
allow higher fees than would be justified on an 
ordinary motion. The master has dealt with 
that; he has allowed an increased fee & he says 
that the fees he has allowed are sufficient. In 
my opinion he was right & the application must 
be dismissed with costs (WARRINGTON, J.).— 
Cookson v. CATToON, [1910] 1 Ch. 410, 413; 79 
L. J. Ch. 265; 54 Sol. Jo. 307. 

4303. Abandoned motion. |—IIARRISON v. LEUT- 
NER (LEUTNOR), No. 4265, ante. 

4304. Discharge of irregular order.J—An order 
“to discharge an irregular order with costs,” 
carries the costs of the application to discharge it. 
—WEbT v. SMITH (18141), 3 Beav. 492 ; 10 L. J. Ch. 
218; 49 H.R. 191. 

4305. Costs of & occasioned by an application. | 
—* The costs of & occasioned by the application ”’ 
include the costs of an interlocutory order made 
in pursuance of part of the application. Costs of 
the day can only be obtained by a special order 
at the time.—Re Llarnis, Ae p. GREEN (1822), 
1Gl. & J. 16, 188. 

4306. ~}—The pltf., having filed his bill, 
gave notice of a motion for an injunction, which 
stood over, at the request of the defts., that they 
might file affidavits. Before the motion was 
heard, the defts. put in a demurrer, which was, 
in the first instance, overruled, but was afterwards 
allowed upon appeal, & the pltf. was ordered to 
pay the costs of the demurrer, & the costs of the 
suit :—Held;: that the defts. were entitled to 
their costs oecasioned by the motion for an 





injunction.— FINDEN wv. STEPHENS (1848), 17 
Jad Che 842 3 OT df OF S025. 
4307, — -.|- \ bill was filed to restrain the 


infringement of a patent, & an injunction was 
obtained, upon motion, the defts. appearing & 
opposing, & the pltfs. undertaking to bring an 
action to try their right at law. The pltfs. failing 
to establish their right at law, the bill was 
ultimately dismissed, with costs, for want of 
prosecution :-- Held: upon appeal, that the defts. 
were entitled to their costs of resisting the motion 
for an injunction as costs in the cause.—STEVENS 
v. KEATING (1850), 1 Mac. & G, 659; 2 H. & Tw. 
176; 19 L. J. Ch. 407; 14 Jur. 157; 41 E.R. 
1120, 1. «, 

4308. Costs up to & including this day.]—-On 
July 23, 1889, a motion on behalf of W. to remove 
his name from the register of the company in 
respect of certain shares came on for hearing as 
an action with witnesses. W. was not present 
for examination, & the court, as an indulgence, 
allowed the motion to stand over till the Michael- 
mas Sittings, on condition that W. paid to the 
company “ all their costs of such motion incurred 
up to the present time, including the costs of the 
hearing of this motion this day.’’ On Dec. 16, 
1889, Kay, J., decided the motion in favour of 
W., & ordered the taxing master to tax the costs 
of W. of his motion, except the costs of the order 
of July 23, 1889, directed to be paid by him. The 
solicitors of the company sent in a bill of costs of 
the motion up to July 23, 1889, including the 
costs of the motion on that day. W. objected 
to pay any costs for items which were utilised at 
the postponed hearing. He also objected to pay 
the costs of an interlocutory application to attach 
the secretary of the company for non-compliance 
with an order for discovery, which costs had by 
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consent been made costs in the action; also the 
costs of an interlocutory application to postpone 
the trial, on which no order was made :—Held: 
that the taxing master had acted upon a wrong 
principle in including these interlocutory applica- 
tions in the costs of the motion, which W. was 
ordered to pay; but that the other items for 
subpeenas, etc., which were utilised at the post- 
poned trial, were in the discretion of the taxing 
master, & W. must pay them. No costs of the 
summons.—Re METROPOLITAN COAL CONSUMERS’ 
ASSOCN., WAINWRIGHT'S Cast (1890), 63 L. T. 
216. 


SrctT. 17.— PENALTY COSTS. 


4309. General rule — Costs not imposed as 
penalty.}—The general principle upon the subject 
of costs is... that the costs ought never to be 
considered as a penalty or punishment, but merely 
a necessary consequence of a parly having created 
a litigation in which he has failed (LORD CRrAN- 
WORTH).—-CLARKE & CHAPMAN v. HART (1858), 
6H. L. Cas. 633; 27 L. J. Ch. 615; 32 L. T. 0. S. 
380; 5 Jur. N.S. 447; 10 KF. R. 1448. 

4310. -l—The judge, at the trial of 
an action in which there was a claim & counter- 
claim, thinking both parties in the wrong, dis- 
missed the action without costs & also dismissed 
the counterclaim with costs, but ordered that if 
the costs of the counterclaim should not amount 
to half the whole costs of the action deft. should 
pay the difference to pltf.:—Held: the order as 
to costs was irregular, inasmuch as, after dis- 
missing the action without costs, it imposed part 
of the costs of the action upon deft. by way of 
penalty ; but in substance the order was within 
the discretion of the judge, as it amounted to 
dismissing the claim & counterclaim & directing 
deft. to pay half the whole costs of the action.— 
WILLMOTT v. BARBER (1881), 17 Ch. D. 772; 45 
L. T. 229, (. A. 








SECT. 18.—PLAINTIFF’S COSTS. 


4311. Plaintiff’s right to costs—Action to enforce 
legal right—Absence of misconduct. ]—As I under- 
stand the law as to costs, it is this, that where a 
pitf. comes to enforce a legal right, & there has 
been no misconduct, omission or neglect on his 
part, which should induce the court to deprive 
him of his costs, the court has no discretion & 
cannot take away the pltf.’s right to costs 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—CooPER v. WHITTINGHAM (1880), 
15 Ch. D. 501; 49 L. J. Ch. 752; 43 L. T. 16; 28 
W. lt. 720; 24 Sol. Jo. 611. 

4312. Absence of notice before action.] 
WITTMAN v, OPPENHEIM, No. 4019, ante. 

4313, ——. RUsKIN. v. ROBINSON, 
No. 4017, ante. 

4314. Defendant offering relief claimed. ]— 
As a general rule, the costs of the cause should 
follow the result of the cause; but an exception 
will be made where a party has established his 
object by means of an unnecessary degree of 
neation. 

hus, the pitfs. having filed a bill to restrain 
the defts. from using certain trade marks, & for 
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an account of the profits made by the sale of goods 
so marked, obtained an ex parte injunction. On 
the same day, the pltfs. received a letter from the 
defts.’ solicitor in which the defts. stated (through 
their solicitor) that they had never used the marks 
since they were aware they were private property ; 
& that they did not intend to use them again ; 
& they offered to compensate the pltfs. for any 
injury they might have sustained. The pltfs., 
however, prosecuted the cause to a hearing; & 
then, by their counsel, abandoned their title to 
the account, because it was so small as not to be 
worth taking. The Lord Chancellor, although he 
made the injunction perpetual, refused the pltfs. 
the costs of the suit.—MILLINGTON v. Fox (1838), 
3 My. & Cr. 338; 40 E. R. 956, L. C. 

4315. .}—Where a deft., having ren- 
dered himself liable to be sued, & pene. sucd, 
offers to submit to all the relief to which the pltf. 
is entitled, the court will not give the pltf. his 
costs of the subsequent prosecution of the suit.— 
COLBURN v. StmMs (1843), 2 Hfare, 543; 12 
L. J. Ch. 888; 1 L. T. O. 8. 75; 7 Jur. 1104; 67 
I. R. 224. 

4316. »}-—The deft., who was a china 
manufacturer, purchased abroad for his own 
private use a large nuinber of cigars which were 
consigned to himn at the docks here in cases bearing 
& spurious brand, purporting to be that of the 
pltfs., who were cigar manufacturers. ‘The deft. 
was not aware that the brand was spurious, nor, 
except from seeing it on the invoice, that any 
such brand was in use. 

Immediately upon the pltfs. issuing their writ 
& serving the deft. with costs of motion for an 
injunction to restrain him from selling the cigars, 
the deft. stated that he had no intention of selling 
the cigars, & oftered all the relief asked for by the 
writ, & afterwards at the motion agreed to an 
undertaking in the terms of the writ, the question 
of costs being reserved :—Held: jhe deft. must 
pay all the costs of the action——-UPMANN v. 
FORESTER (1883), 24 Ch. D. 231; 652 L. J. Ch. 
946; 49 L. T. 122; 47 J. P. 807; 32 W. R. 28. 

4317. -J—On June 12, 1886, one of 
the defts.’ travellers received an order from 
Nutting, of Lavender Hill, for sixty dozen card- 
board boxes, with labels bearing the words 
‘* Browne’s Satin Polish for ladies’ & children’s 
boots & shoes, travelling bags, trunks, etc., manu- 
factured by Browne, of Lavender Lill.’’ On 
July 6, 1886, the pltf., the owner of a registered 
trade mark, 14,127, bearing the words ‘‘ Brown’s 
Satin Polish,” issued a writ to restrain the in- 
fringement of his trade mark. On July 7, 1886, 
the defts. offered to compensate the pltf. without 
the necessity of legal proceedings, & to destroy 
the labels, & comply with any reasonable request 
of the pltf. On July 16 the pltf. moved for an 
injunction :— Held: notwithstanding the defts.’ 
offer, the motion was not an unnecessary proceed- 
ing, & the defts. must pay the costs caused by 
what they had done.—FENNESSY v. Day & 
MARTIN (1886), 55 L. T. 161. 

4318. ——,.]—FLORENCE v. MALLINSON, 
Bae a ante. 























‘ ~}—Where on a threat of pro- 
ceedings a deft., through his solicitor, writes a 
letter to the pltf. offering him oe he could 
obtain on an interlocutory motion, & there is no 
suggestion that the terms of the letter will not be 
carried out, & notwithstanding such letter the 

Itf. commences proceedings & moves for an 
injunction, such motion will be refused with 
costs.—-Snu@cs v. Sgeyp & KELLY’s ORHDIT 
INDEX Co., [1894] W. N. 96. 








Part LXXXVI.—Costs. 


4320, ——- ———.]—Pltf. whose copyright is 
infringed has a right to an order of the court 
restraining the infringement, & is not prevented 
from exercising his rights by an offer of the in- 
fringer before action that he will promise not to 
do it again & will pay such damages as may be 
agreed upon. If such an offer is repeated after 
writ issued, with the addition of an offer to submit 
to an order & pay costs to date, pltfs. may be 
deprived of any subsequent costs.—SaAavory 
(EK. W.), Lrp. v. WorLD oF GoLF, Lrp., [1914] 
2 Ch. 566; 83 L. J. Ch. 824; 111 L. T. 2693; 58 
Sol. Jo. 707. 

4321. -|—Where the pitf. in an action 
for the infringement of his registered design, or 
trade mark, or patent, is proceeding to obtain a 
judgment restraining theinfringement, it is desirable 
that some publicity should be given to the order; &, 
although the deft. has consented to the order, the 
pltf. is entitled to the costs of moving in open 
court, & not merely to such as would have been 
incurred by applying by summons in chambers.— 
Smit (J. T.) & JONES (J. E.), Lrp. vo. SERVICE, 
REEVE & Co., [1914] 2 Ch. 5763; 83.1. J. Ch. 876 ; 








111 L. T. 669; 30 T., L. R. 599; 58 Sol. Jo. 
687. 
4322. —— Offer of substance of plaintiff’s 





claim.]—WALTER v. STEINKOPFF, No. 4009, ante. 

4323. Defendant successful in part of 
action.|—In an action for breach of contract to 
put house drainage in proper order, pltf. made a 
claim for special damage consequent on illness 
which broke out in his family, acting on the 
opinion of his doctor that the illness arose from 
defective drainage. Pltf. succeeded in the action, 
but failed on this claim, & the judge gave deft. 
the costs of the items of special damage on which 
pitf. had failed :—Held: there was ‘‘ good cause ”’ 
for the order.—ForsTER 7. FARQUHAR, |1893] 1 
Q. B. 564; 62 L. J. Q. B. 296; 68 L. T. 308; 41 
W. R. 425; 9 T. 1. RR. 3388; 4 1. 346, C. A. 

4824. ——— Defendant successful in whole action 
—Power of county court Judge—Effect of defen- 
dant’s conduct.|—A county court judge has no 
power to order a successful defendant to pay the 
costs of pltf. 

I may add that the county court judge has 
power to order a successful deft. to pay such part 
of pltf.’s costs as has been caused by deft.’s mis- 
conduct in the action (CHANNELL, J.).—ANDREW 
v. GROVE, [1902] 1 K. B. 625; 71 L. J. K. B. 439; 
86 L. T. 720; 50 W. R. 5243; 18 T. LR. 4555; 46 
Sol. Jo. 380, D. Cy 

4325. ——--,|—LONDON WELSH ESTATES, 
Lrp. v. PHILLIP, No. 1706, ante. 

4326. Action tried with or without jury. ]— 
Where the courts have held that there is good 
cause for deprivation of costs after trial by jury, 
I think it clear that under similar circumstances 
after trial without a jury the exercise of the 
discretion in the same way must be justifiable 
(ATKIN, L.J.).—RITTER v. GODFREY, [1920] 2 
K. B. 47; 89 L. J. K. B. 467; 122 L. T. 396; 
36 T. L. R, 144, C. A. 

4327. ——— Declaratory order as to lessee’s right 
to assign—No relief claimed beyond declaration. |— 
The lessee of a hotel, who had covenanted not to 
assign without the lessor’s consent unless ‘‘ un- 
reasonably withheld,’ asked permission to assign 
to a certain brewery. The lease had twelve years 
to run. The lessor, who entertained a strong 
opinion that a brewery tie would depreciate the 
value of the hotel, gave an unconditional consent 
to the assi ent to a private person who would 
carry on the business as a free house, & added, 
“but if you desire to assign the tenancy to a 
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brewery firm, then the rent must be increased 
by twenty-five pounds (£25) per annum & the 
term extended from twelve to twenty-one years.”’ 
His sole object in imposing these conditions was 
to recoup himself for the depreciation that would 
be caused by the tie:—Held: (1) the demand 
of an increased rent as a condition for consenting 
to an assignment to a brewery was a demand of a 
‘‘ fine or sum of money in the nature of a fine,”’ 
&, being as such directly contrary to the proviso 
precluding any such demand imported into the 
lease by sect. 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, 
was unreasonable. The consent had _ therefore 
been “ unreasonably withheld,’ & the lessee was 
entitled to assign to the brewery without further 
consent ; (2) the lessee, having no cause of action 
against the lessor for unreasonably withholding his 
consent, was not entitled to the costs of an action 
to obtain the above declaratory judgment.— 
JENKINS v. Prick, [1907] 2 Ch. 229; 76 L. J. Ch. 
ae 23 T. L. R. 608; on appeal, [1908] 1 Ch. 
10,C. A. 

4328. --——.]--By a lease made in 
1901 a house was demised by defts. to the pre- 
decessors of pltf. for thirty-one years less fifteen 
days, at a rent of £450 a year. The lease con- 
tained some onerous covenants, including a 
covenant by the lessees that they would not, 
without the licence in writing of the lessors (such 
licence not to be unreasonably or arbitrarily with- 
held), assign, transfer, or underlet the demised 
premises. In 1905 pltf. purchased the residue of 
the term in the lease & desired to assign it to his 
wife. The lessors objected to an assignment to a 
married woman, & would only grant their licence 
to assign on condition that pltf. executed a 
covenant for himself, his executors & adminis- 
trators, at all times during the continuance of the 
lease of 1901 to pay the rent & perform all the 
covenants, agreements, & provisions contained in 
the said lease, as if he had been a party thereto. 
Upon a summons in an action by the lessee against 
the lessors, the lessee claimed a declaration that 
he was entitled to assign the lease without the 
licence of the lessors, & free from conditions :— 
Held: the condition sought to be imposed by the 
lessors was altogether unreasonable, & the declara- 
tion asked would be made; but as no relief was 
sought against the lessors the declaratory order 
would be made without costs, according to the 
principle laid down in Jenkins v. Price, No. 4327, 
ante.-—EVANS v. Levy, [1910] 1 Ch. 452; 79 
L. J. Ch. 383; 102 L. T. 128. 

4329, .]--Sect. 3 of the Con- 
veyancing & Jaw of Property Act, 1892, applies 
to all leases whether executed before or after the 
commencement of the Act, &, in the absence of 
express provision to the contrary, engrafts upon 
every covenant in any such lease against assign- 
ment or underletting without consent a proviso 
that no money shall be payable in respect of such 
consent. If a lessor refuses to give a consent 
except upon payment, the lessee is relieved from 
obtaining his consent & can make a valid assign- 
ment or underlease without it; but he is also 
entitled to bring an action for a declaration to 
that effect, in which costs will be given him 
though no relief is asked for beyond the declara- 
tion.—WEST v. GWYNNE, [1911] 2 Ch. 1; 80 
L. J. Ch. 578; 104 L. T. 759; 27 T. L. R. 444; 
55 Sol. Jo. 519, C. A. 

4330. Absence of unfairness or oppression. | 

~A successful pitf. can only be deprived of costs 
where there has been some unfairness or oppression 
in bringing or continuing the action.—POOL v. 
Crawcour (1884), 1 T. L. R. 165, C. A. 
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4331. -}—This was an appeal by pltfs. 








from the judgment of Mr. Justice Grantham at 
the trial with a jury as to costs. The action was 
for £85, the price of milk supplied to deft. from 
August to October, 1887. Deft. set up a defence 
that there was a breach of warranty that the milk 
was pure, alleging that the milk was adulterated 
with water, which rendered it of no value, & 
counterclaimed £150 for damages for loss of custom 
owing to the bad quality of the milk. At the 
trial pltfs.’ claim was admitted, & the jury gave 
a verdict for deft. upon the counterclaim for £20, 
some of the milk being proved to be adulterated. 
The learned judge gave judgment for pltfs. for 
£385 on the claim & for deft. for £20 on the counter- 
claim, but being of opinion that the real question 
which the parties came to try was whether the 
milk had been adulterated or not, & if so by whom, 
he gave pltfs. the costs of proving their claim & 
deft. the general costs of the action & the costs of 
the counterclaim. Pltfs. appealed :—Held: what 
deft. had done obliged pltfs. to bring the action. 
Bringing the action to recover what was due 
could not be said to be oppressive. Nor had pltfs. 
conducted the action in an oppressive way. There 
was, therefore, no ‘ good cause’? shown & costs 
must follow the ordinary rule.—-WILTsS, DORSET & 
SOMERSET DAIRY PRODUCE SUPPLY ASSOCN. ¥. 
HAMMOND (1889), 5 T. I. R. 196, C. A. 

4332. — -—In an action for breach of 
promise of marriage the jury, who were invited 
by counsel for pltf. & by the judge to award 
moderate damages, found a verdict for pltf. for 
£10. The judge deprived pltf. of costs. There 
was no suggestion of any oppression or misconduct 
on the part of pltf. in bringing the action or in the 
conduct of it:—Held: there was no ‘ good 
cause’ for depriving pltf. of costs.—TIPPING v. 
JEPSON (1906), 22 T. L. R. 743, C. A. 

4333. Defendants withdrawing defence — 
Plaintiff proceeding to trial—Relief required not 
obtainable on motion.}]—CGRANT v. KNAREs- 
BOROUGH URBAN District Counc, No. 4013, ante. 

4334. Frivolous & vexatious action.]— 
Pitf. had nothing but a formal assault for which 
he had chosen to bring the action. The assault 
was merely nominal, & he claimed £10,000 & got 
a farthing. Considering all the circumstances of 
the case there were grounds for thinking that the 
action was brought frivolously & carried on 
vexatiously, & therefore pltf. was deprived of his 
costs & directed to pay defts.’ costs.— MACGREGOR 
v. CLAY & CAMINADA (1888), 4 T. I. R. 715, C. A. 

4335. ——— Action for recovery of several closes 
of land—Defence that defendant in possession— 
Verdict for plaintifY for some closes claimed. ]— 
Where an action is tried with a jury the judge 
before whom it is tried has no jurisdiction under 
Ord. LXV., r. 1, to make an order by which the 
costs will not follow the event unless there exist 
** good cause’ within the meaning of that rule, 
& consequently there is an appeal with respect 
to the existence of the facts necessary to give the 
judge jurisdiction to make such order. To be 
‘good cause ’”’ within that rule there must be 
facts showing that it would be more just not to 
allow the costs to follow the event, as, for example, 
oppression or misconduct of either of the parties 
by which costs have been unnecessarily increased. 
The fact that the action is for the recovery of 
several closes of land, that the only defence is 
that deft. is in possession, & that the verdict is 
for pltf. for some only of the closes claimed, does 
nut by itself constitute ‘“ good cause” within 
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Ord. LXV., r. 1, since the verdict in such a case 
is distributive, & the costs if properly taxed, 
would be as on a finding by the jury on separate 
issues.—JONES v. CURLING (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 
262; 53 L. J. Q. B. 378; 50 L. T. 349; 32 W. R. 
651, C. A. 

4336. Plaintiff recovering nominal sum. |— 
The mere fact that the jury have given only a 
farthing damages to a pltf. in an action for libel 
is not conclusive to show that ‘‘ good cause ”’ 
existed for depriving pltf. of costs, but it is an 
element to be taken into account.—MvUORE uv. 
GILL (1888), 4 T. L. R. 738, C. A. 

4337. -]—This was an action for libel 
& a counterclaim for slander. The jury found a 
verdict for pltf. on his claim with one farthing 
damages. The judge ordered that on the claim 
pltf. should be deprived of his costs & deft. should 
have the costs of same.—MYERS v. FINANCIAL 
NrEws (1888), 5 T. L. R. 42. 

4338. -J—In an action for libel the 
jury found a verdict for pltf. with one farthing 
damages, & it was held that, as the smallness of 
the damages indicated the view of the jury that 
the action ought not to have been brought, there 
was ‘‘ good cause ”’ for depriving pltf. of costs.— 
Woop v. Cox (1889), 5 T. L. R. 272, C. A. 

43389. —-——_ ~-—.]—Pltfs. sued defts. for libel 
& obtained a verdict for one farthing damages :— 
Held: the conclusion to be drawn from the verdict 
was either that the jury thought that the charges 
were nearly true, or that they thought that pltfs. 
had suffered no commercial damage, & in those 
circumstances cach party should bear their own 
costs. — RED MAN’sS SYNDICATE, LTp. 7. ASSOCI- 
ATED NEWSPAPERS, LTD. (1910), 26 T. L. R. 394. 

4340. ——,|—Pltf. sued deft. for slander 
in respect of a statement that pltf. had at a 
parliamentary election voted twice in one division. 
Deft. admitted publication, & paid £10 10s. into 
court in respect of the words complained of with- 
out the meanings alleged in the innuendo, which 
he demed, & pleaded in mitigation of damages 
certain letters of apology which he had written. 
At the trial the jury found a verdict for pltf. with 
one farthing damages, & Daruina, J., held that 
pltf. was entitled to the costs of the action. On 
appeal :—Held: there was no reason shown for 
interfering with the exercise of the judge’s dis- 
cretion in making the order that he did.— KINNELL 
v. WALKER (1911), 27 T. I. 1k. 257, C. A. 

4341. — -—.]—In an action for slander the 
jury found the main issue in favour of pltf., but 
returned a verdict for one farthing damages only : 
—Held: pltf. was entitled to the costs of the 
action.—- MACALISTER v1 STEEDMAN (1911), 27 
T. LL. R. 217. 

4342, —-— -——-.]—A firm of wholesale news- 
paper agents which has distributed copies of a 
journal containing defamatory matter is not liable 
to pay damages in respect thereof if they did not 
know that the copies distributed by them con- 
tained the defamatory matter, & if their ignorance 
was not due to negligence, & if they neither knew 
nor were likely to know that the journal was 
likely to contain defamatory matter. In a libel 
action against the editor & the printers of a 
journal & against a firm of wholesale newspaper 
agents which had distributed the journal, the 
judge directed the jury to the above effect & ruled 
that there was no joint publication by the agents 
with the other defts., & the jury found that the 
newspaper agents had not acted innocently, & 
awarded ls. damages as against them. The 
court thereupon deprived pltf. of costs as against 
the newspaper agents on the ground that the 
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amount of damages showed that the jury con- 
sidered that there was no moral obliquity on their 
part.— HAYNES v. DE Beck (1914), 31 T. L. R. 
115. 

4343. ——.]J—Where an action for defama- 
tion is tried by a judge with a jury, & pltf. recovers 
nominal damages only, the judge, in deciding 
whether there is ‘“‘ good cause” for making an 
order under Ord. LXV., rv. 1, depriving pltf. of 
costs should take into consideration all the circum- 
stances of the case, both before & after the issue 
of the writ. ‘The smallness of the damages is only 
one element for consideration. The judge must 
exercise a discretion independent of any view 
expressed by the jury on the question of costs 
(McCARDIE, J.).—-MARTIN v. BENSON, [1927] 1 
K. B. 771; 961. J. K. B. 405; 137 I. T. 188; 
43 T. L. R. 247. 

4344. —-— Action brought out of spite.}— 
In an action for libel, in which pltfs. recovered a 
farthing damages, pltfs. were deprived of their 
costs, the judge saying that he thought the action 








was brought out of spite —MorcGan rv. WALLIS 
(1917), 83 T. L. R. 495. 
4345. ——- -——— Defendant recovering on 


counterclaim. |—Pltf. claimed damages from deft. 
in respect of an alleged libel & slander. Deft. 
counterclaimed in respect of statements made 
about him by pltf. At the trial of the action the 
jury found for pltf. on the claim with one farthing 
damages & for deft. on the counterclaim with 
48s. damages :—Held: pltf. should be deprived 
of his costs, & deft. was entitled to the costs of 
his counterclaim.—NICOLAS v. ATKINSON (1909), 
25 'T. L. It. 568. 

4346, ——--— Though claiming large sum— 
Effect of defendant’s conduct.}]—In my opinion, in 
an action founded on contract where, as in the 
present case, pltf. claims a large sum, & in the 
result, though he establishes his contract & proves 
the breach. recovers only nominal damages, there 
is good ground for a special order as to costs. If 
there is good cause then the court has discretion 
as to the mode in which the costs shall be dealt 
with. & I think it ought to be exercised in the 
present case by depriving pltf. of his costs. I 
have doubted whether we ought not to go further 
& order him to pay deft.’s costs, but I have come 
to the conclusion that the negligent conduct of 
deft. or of his partner has really brought about 
the action, & he cannot complain if he has to bear 
his own costs. The appeal involves an alteration 
of the judgment to some extent in appellant’s 
favour, but I think the proper course is to give no 
costs (WARRINGTON, J...J.).—-WELD-BLUNDELL v. 
STEPHENS, [1919] 1K. B. 520; 88 L. J. K. LB. 689 ; 
120 L. T. 494; 35 T. lL. R. 245, C. A. 5 on appeal, 
[1920] A. C. 956, H. L. 

4347. Plaintiff succeeding on part of claim. ] 
—In an action brought in the High Court pltfs. 
applied for summary judgment under Ord. XIV. 
Deft. obtained leave to defend as to part of the 
claim on the terms of his paying the balance of 
£3 to pltfs., & the action was remitted to the 
county court. The deft. paid the £3 to pltfs., & 
the action procecded. At the trial judgment was 
entered for deft. with costs on the higher scale :— 
Held: the court had a discretion under sect. 113 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, to order pltfis. to 
pay to deft. the costs of the proceedings under 
Ord. XIV., notwithstanding that pltfs. had by 
those proceedings succeeded in obtaining satis- 
faction of a portion of their claim.—MENTORs, 
Lrp. v. Evans, [1912] 3 K. B. 174; 81L. J. K. B. 
lll1; 107 L. T. 82; sub nom. MENTORS, LTD. v. 
Wuirts, 56 Sol. Jo. 502, C. A. 
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4348. .|—This is an instance in which 
pltf. is being deprived of his costs—a very different 
thing from making a deft. who has been com- 
pletely successful in resisting the action pay the 
costs. There is authority for saying that under 
the unwritten practice of the old court of chancery, 
& I should think of the old courts of common 
law, too, the courts did not treat themselves as 
having jurisdiction to order a completely successful 
deft. to pay the costs. But I know of no authority, 
& certainly Cooper v. Whittingham [No. 43811, 
ante}, which was cited, is not adequate authority 
upon the point, for saying that a pitf. may not be 
made to pay the costs of an action even though 
he succeeds in a part of his claim (VISCOUNT 
HALDANE).- GRAY v. ASILBURTON (LORD), [1917] 
A. C, 26, 33; 86 L. J. K. B. 224; 115 L. T. 729; 
81 J.P. 17, UO. L. 

4349. —-—. Appeal against assessment for estate 
duty.]—ELLESMERE (KARL) v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., No. 3973, ante. 

4350. —-—.  PlaintifY succeeding on technicality 
-——Action against local authority—-Failure to comply 
with bye-laws.]—A building bye-law provided that 
if work were begun or done in contravention of 
any bye-law, ‘‘ the person by whom such work 
shall be begun shall by notice be required to show 
sufficient cause why it shall not be removed.” 
A building was ‘‘ begun or done ”’ by pltf.’s father 
& it was erected in contravention of the bye-laws. 
He sold it) to one S., who, having added wheels 
upon which it could be moved but not turned, 
sold it to the pltf. No notice to show cause was 
served upon the builder who had ‘“ begun or 
done ’’ the work of erecting the building, but the 
local authority did serve notice to show cause on 
the pltf. & also on S.. They subsequently pulled 
down & destroyed the bungalow in purported 
exercise of their rights:—J/eld: inasmuch as 
defts. had not complied with their own bye-law 
by serving notice on the builder, they were liable 
to plif. in trespass. 

I think pltf. is entitled to judgment for £20, & 
inasmuch as he has shown the council was wrong, 
although he has shown it by what is in one sense a 
technicality, yet it is important that local authori- 
ties should comply strictly with any rights they 
have, & it is a technicality which certainly ought 
to be eftective, & I think pltf. is entitled to have 
his costs of the action in establishing that that 
which was done was wrong (ATKIN, J.).— 
ANDREWS v. WIRRAL RURAL DIstricr CouNcI.L 
(1915), 80 J. P. 29; 11 L. G. R. 565 on appeal, 
[1916] 1 K. B. $63, C. A. 

4351. Trading with the enemy—Action for 
declaration that contracts void—Defendants appear- 














ing.]—This was an action in which pltfs., an English 
company, asked for a declaration that contracts 
with defts.. German companies carrying on 


business in Germany, were void since the out- 
break of war with Germany. The declaration 
was miade as claimed & defts., who had appeared 
in the action, were ordered to pay costs.—-ELDERS 
& Fyrres, LTp. v.. HAMBURG-AMERIKANISCHE 
PACKETFAHRT AcT., ELDERS & FyYFFsEs, LTb. v. 
ILAMBURG-COLUMBIEN BANANEN AcT. (1917), 34 
T. L. R. 4; on appeal (1918), 34 T. L. R. 275, C. A. 

4352. Defendant innocently infringing trade 
mark.|—UPMANN v. FORESTER, No. 4005, ante. 

4353. -}+—-AMERICAN TOBACCO Co. v. 
GuEsT, No. 4006, ante. 

4354. Exaggeration by plaintiff’s wit- 
nesses.]—LIPMAN v. PULMAN (GEORGE) & SONS, 
Lrp., No. 4029, ante. 

4355. Judge dissatisfied with plaintiff’s 
witness.]—The fact that a judge in the county 
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court is dissatisfied with the evidence of a witness 
called on behalf of plitfs. in an action is no ground 
for depriving pltfs. of costs to which they are 
entitled as the result of succeeding in the action.— 
Hupsons, Lrp. v. DE HALPERT (1913), 108 L. T. 
416; 29 T. L. R. 257, D. C. 

4356. —-— ‘‘ Harsh & unconscionable trans- 
action °’—Appeal from county court.}—Where 
deft., in a claim by a moneylender, succeeds in 
getting the transaction reopened as ‘“‘ harsh & 
unconscionable’? &, in the result, the money- 
lender recovers judgment for an amount less than 
the amount claimed, it is within the discretion of 
a county court judge to refuse to give the money- 
lender his costs.—TEMPERANCE LOAN FUND v. 
ERwoop (1927), 137 L. T. 449; 43 T. L. R. 530, 
D.C 


4357. —— Plaintiff succeeding on claim—Defen- 
dant partly succeeding on counterclaim. |—Pltf. 
claimed £78 15s. in respect of a quarter’s rent of 
premises let furnished to deft. Deft. by his 
pleadings admitted the claim, but counter- 
claimed a larger amount as damages in respect of 
the msanitary condition of the demised premises. 
The action was tried by a jury, who found for deft. 
on the counterclaim with £17 16s. damages. The 
judge at the trial ordered that judgment should 
be entered for pltf. for the amount of the claim 
with costs down to the date of the counterclaim 
& that judgment should be entered for deft. for 
£17 168. on the counterclaim, with the costs of the 
counterclaim & subsequent thereto including the 
costs of the trial :—Held: the effect of the judge’s 
order as regards costs was to prevent them from 
following the “ event,’? & that in the absence of 
‘* good cause ”’ he had no jurisdiction to make such 
order. 

If 1 could have seen any way in which pltf. 
could have got the balance of his claim without 
going to trial it is possible I might have taken a 
different view. 1 think the learned judge must 
somehow have proceeded on the supposition that 
pitf. could have got his £60 without going to tnal 
(LINDLEY, L.J.).—WIGuHT v. SHAW (1887), 19 
Q. B. D. 396, 399 ; 36 W. R. 408, C. A. 

4358. ——— Plaintiff non-suited—Action for 
slander—No special damage.|—-In an action for 
slander pltf. was non-suited because there was no 
special damage, & judgment was given for deft., 
but without costs.—ARGENT v. DONIGAN (1892), 
8 T. L. R. 432. 

4359. ———  Joinder of plaintiffs—One set suc- 
ceeding & others failing.}—Two pltfs. joined in 
one action, claiming for separate & distinct causes 
of action. The case was referred, with power to 
the arbitrator to enter judgment, the costs of the 
cause to abide the event. The arbitrator found 
in favour of one pltf., & against the other, & 
entered judgment accordingly. On an applica- 
tion to review taxation of costs:—Held: the 
successful pltf. was entitled to recover from the 
deft. the whole of his general costs of the action, 
& the deft. was only entitled to recover from the 
unsuccessful pltf. the costs occasioned by joining 
such pltf.—GorT (VISCOUNT) v. ROWNEY (1886), 
17 Q. B. D. 625; 55 L. J. Q. B. 541; 54 L. T. 
817; 34 W. R. 696; 2 T. L. R. 782, C. A. 

4360. ~+—Where four pltfis. were 
rightly joined, only one of whom succeeded, the 
successful pltf. was entitled to only one-fourth of 
the common cvats from the deft. 

It [Gort v. Rowney, No. 4359, ante] must, I 
think, be treated as applicable only, if it is still 
applicable at all, to cases where the pltfs. ought 
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not to have been joined (LoRD DARLING).—KBHEN 
v. TOWLER (1924), 41 T. L. R. 86. 

4361. ——_—_ -——— Executors propounding will— 
Will pronounced against.J—In an action in the 
Probate Division two co-pltfs. propounded a will 
& codicil of a testatrix of which they were 
executors. The execution of the will & codicil 
was found to have been obtained by the undue 
influence of one of the pltfs. & a nurse, who both 
benefited largely under the will, the other pltf. 
being exonerated from all blame. The court 
pronounced against the will & codicil & declared 
in favour of an earlier will propounded by deft., & 
ordered that the costs of the innocent pltf. should 
be paid out of the testatrix’s estatc, & that the 
other pltf. should pay to deft. the costs of the 
action including the costs to be paid to the 
innocent pltf. out of the testatrix’s estate which 
deft. represented. On appeal by the pltfs. on the 
merits :—Held: the appeal must be dismissed, 
but the order as to costs in the court below was 
wrong & ought not to have been made; & as the 
co-pltfs. had failed in their action the proper 
course was to dismiss it with costs; & that order 
must now be made.—In the Kstate of BARLOW, 
HAYDON v. PRING, [1919] P. 181; 88 L. J. P. 
82; 120 L. T. 645; 35 T. L. R. 326, C. A. 

4362. One plaintiff withdrawing— 
Other party going on & succeeding.|—Two pltfs., 
a mother & daughter, brought an action for libel 
against defts., each making a separate claim for 
damages. Before the pleadings were closed, but 
after defence, the daughter, through her solicitors, 
gave notice to defts.’ solicitors, that she did not 
wish to proceed further with it, & that the action 
should proceed as if she had not been joined as 
pltf. The action resulted in a verdict in favour 
of the continuing pltf. for one farthing damages, 
& the learned judge declined to deprive her of 
costs :—Held: (1) the daughter was entitled to 
withdraw her claim without leave, but the judge 
had a discretion with regard to the costs ; (2) there 
must be judgment for the continuing pltf., the 
mother, with costs, including the general costs of 
the action, but defts. were to deduct one-half of 
pitf.’s costs up to the date of the receipt of the 
notice of withdrawal, & defts. were entitled to 
judgment against the daughter with such extra 
costs as they might have incurred by reason of her 
joinder as pltf. & they were to be at liberty to 
set off such extra costs against the costs payable 
to the continuing pltf., the mother.—KIna v. 
SUNDAY PICTORIAL NEWSPAPERS (1920), Lb. 
(1924), 1383 L. T. 397; 41 T. L. R. 229. 

4363. Joinder of defendants—One set suc- 
ceeding & others failing.|—Pltf. claimed damages 
for personal injuries against two sets of defts. who 
were separately represented. At the conclusion 
of pltf.’s case counsel for the {first defts. on the 
record opened the case & then called evidence on 
their behalf. Counsel for the second defts. then 
opened the case & called evidence on their behalf : 
—Held: counsel for the first defts. should sum up 
their case to the jury before counsel for the second 
defts. summed up the case on their behalf. 

Where the jury returned a verdict against the 
second defts., & in favour of the first defts., & 
judgment was given accordingly, the judge ordered 
that pltf.’s costs recoverable against the un- 
successful defts. should include the costs he might 
have to pay to the successful defts.—MEDLEY v. 
LONDON UNITED TRAMWAYS, Lip. & LONDON 
GENERAL OMNIBUS Co., Lrp. (1910), 26 T. L. R. 


316. 
-.}—See, further, Sect. 11, sub-sect. 5, 











anle. 


Part LXXXVI.—Costs. 


4364. ——— Separate actions by husband & wife 
—Infringements of several rights—Wife entitled to 
separate use.|/—Where defts. contemplated ercct- 
ing premises which would if completed, it was 
alleged, interfere with the ancient lights of two 
messuages, one of which belonged to a husband 
& the other to his wife, separate actions were 
brought by husband & wife claiming (inter alia) 
an injunction & damages. The title of the wife 
did not oEEeer On a motion for an injunction 
defts. admitted the right of pltfs., & had previously 
offered to amend their plans accordingly. ‘They 
objected, however, to paying two sets of costs :— 
Held: if it should turn out that the wife was not 
entitled to her separate use, the taxing master 
should disallow any extra costs occasioned by 
bringing two actions instead of one.—HEIMBS v. 


tee CO-OPERATIVE SocieTy (1897), 76 
. T. 109. 
4365. ——— Other plaintifY taking other action 


againstsame defendant—Arising out of same subject- 
matter— & employing same solicitor. ]—Lecause a 
pitf. is successful in his action he ought not to be 
deprived of some part of his proper costs thereof 
by reason of the fact that another pltf. who was 
employing the same solicitor had another action 

ending which related to the same subject-matter ; 
a fortiori when that other action was dismissed 
with costs. 

The court ought to be supplied with copies of 
all documents required for its use; & the costs 
thereof are properly allowed on taxation.— 
WALKER v. PROVINCIAL HomgEs INVESTMENT Co., 
Lrp, (1910), 101 L. T. 871, C. A. 

4366. ——— Partnership suit——Plaintiff’s claim 
refused — Costs out of funds in court.]|— By 
articles of partnership between three partners, on 
the death of any partner, the survivors were 
entitled to take his share at a valuation. One of 
the partners having died, his executrix brought 
her action to have it declared that the goodwill 
was to be included in the valuation, & to have the 
value of the deceased partners’ share in the asscts 
ascertained. A decree was made declaring that 
the goodwill must be valued as part of the assets, 
& directing accounts. The chief clerk made his 
general certificate, finding (inter alia) that two 
specified leaseholds Lag dan to the partnership 
were of no value. Pltf. took out a summons to 
vary the certificate by estimating these Icaseholds 
as worth a considerable sum. The summons was 
adjourned into court, & the judge refused to vary 
the certificate, but ordered the costs of both parties 
to be paid out of the estate. Defts. appealed :— 
Held: it was within the discretion of the court 
to order all costs reasonably incurred in ascertain- 
ing the fund to be paid out of the fund, & an appeal 
would not lie.—BUTCHER v. POOLER (1883), 24 
Ch. D. 273; 62 L. J. Ch. 930; 49 L. T. 573; 32 
W. R. 305, C. A. 

4367. —— Petition for payment out of fund in 
court—Plaintiff made respondent—Separate set of 
costs.}-—~Where five of the pltfs. in an old action 
commenced by bill of complaint in equity 
petitioned the court for payment out of funds 
tert | to the credit of that action, & made the 
sixth Poe & certain defts. to the bill & certain 
incumbrancers of the sixth pltf.’s share in the 
fund in court respondents to the petition, it was 
held that the pltf. respondent was entitled to have 
a gi kad set of costs of the petition EDWARDS 
Ae y (1915), 112 L. T. 1119; 59 Sol. Jo. 


4368. ——— Defendant’s bona fides questioned— 
Plaintiff falling on that issue—Half costs.]—The 
question of costs is a very serious matter. Of 
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course pltfs. are entitled to the general costs of 
the action. But a very considerable amount of 
time & moncy has been expended upon the 
question of the bona fides of deft., with respect 
to which pltfs. have failed although deft. has not 
been successful. Jt would be impossible for any 
taxing master to distinguish or apportion the costs 
with any approach to accuracy; & I think that, 
having heard the case, I can deal with them much 
better mysclf. I therefore take upon myself to 
direct that pltfs.’ costs shall be taxed, & order that 
deft. do pay to pltfs. half of the amount so taxed 
(NoRTH, J.).—-BRADFORD CORPN. v. PICKLES, 
[1894] 3 Ch. 53; 63 L. J. Ch. 587; 71 L. T. 319; 
42 W. R. 697; 10 T. L. R. 473; 8 R. 399; on 
appeal, [1895] A. C. 587, H. L. 

4369. —-— Plaintiff not claiming rellef definitely 
in writ—Ordered to pay costs up to delivery of 
statement of claim—Defendant ordered to pay 
costs thereafter.]—If the writ, when issued, had 
asked in clear terms for the delivery up of the 
deeds to a particular person, that, of itself, would 
have been a sufficient demand for the delivery up 
of the deeds to that person, but, unfortunately, 
the writ did not ask for that relief. The writ 
asked, in the alternative, for a declaration that 
pitf. was entitled to have delivery up to her, or to 
G. M. W. on her behalf, of the deeds in question 
& to an order that defts. should deliver them up 
accordingly. But when the statement of claim 
was delivered that did ask in definite & un- 
ambiguous terms for the delivery up of the deeds 
to G. M. W. It seems to me that from the time 
when the statement of claim was delivered defts. 
were in the wrong. I must therefore give to pltf. 
the relicf to which, upon the pleadings I think she 
is entitled, not, in form, striking out the allega- 
tions which are objected to, but treating them as 
irrelevant, as not raising any issue between pitf. 
& defts., & making the order on the admissions 
in the defence, namely, that defts. have these 
documents in their possession & that they are 
willing to deliver them up to any person duly 
authorised. Then my order that they should 
deliver them up to G. M. W. will be sufficient 
authority to them, if they require anything more, 
but from the time that the statement of claim was 
delivered, I think no further authority was 
necessary. 1 must therefore order them _ to 
deliver up the deeds & to pay the costs of the 
action as from the time when the statement of 
claim was delivered, but pltf. must pay the costs 
up to the time of the delivery of the statement of 
claim, with a set-off (WARRINGTON, J.).—RICH- 
MOND v. BRANSON & Son, [1914] 1 Ch. 968; 83 
L. J. Ch. 749; 110 L. T. 763. 

4370. Effect of plaintiff’s conduct.}—The 
executors of the sole executor of a deceased sole 
trustee whose sole executor had never acted in the 
trust, were applied to in April, 1883, to take steps 
to enable the tenant for life of a small sum of 
stock standing in the name of the deceased 
trustee to receive the dividends. In May, 1883, 
the executors handed to the solicitor of the tenant 
for life the probate of their testator’s will, that he 
might produce it at the Bank of England, which 
he did. After some correspondence, in the course 
of which the executors asked for evidence of the 
title of the cestuis que trust, which did not appear 
to have been produced, the solicitor of the tenant 
for life about the end of May sent a power of 
attorney to be executed by the executors to enable 
her to receive the dividends. The executors did 
not execute or return the power. In July the 
solicitor of the tenant for life applied to the 
executors to appoint new trustees under the 
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Conveyancing & Law of Property Act, 1881, to 
which the executors replied, stating their ignorance 
of the title of the cestuis que trust. Ultimately, in 
November, 1883, the cesfuis que trust presented a 
petition for the appvintment of new trustees & a 
vesting order. The judge held that the repre- 
sentative of a deceased trustee is not bound at 
the request of the cestuis que trust to exercise the 
power of appointing new trustees given by the 
Conveyancing & Law of Property Act, 1881; & 
that the refusal tu do so was not a sufficient reason 
for ordering the executors to pay the costs of a 
petition for the appointment of new trustees, but 
that the conduct of the executors. who on the 
materials before them appeared to have accepted 
the trust by taking a transfer of the stock into 
their own names, had been vexatious, & that they 
must pay the costs which would have’ been 
occasioned by a petition simply asking for pay- 
ment of dividends to the tenant for life, & that 
they could not be allowed any costs out of the 
fund. 

On appeal :—Held: (1) an objection that this 
Was an appeal for costs only was not sustainable ; 
(2) as the cestuis que trust had not taken proper 
steps tu satisfy the cvxecutors as to their title, the 
executors had not been guilty of any such mis- 
conduct as is necessary to deprive a trustee of his 
right to costs out of the trust fund, & they must 
have their costs below, but as the Court: of Appeal 
was not satisfied with their conduct they ought 
to have no costs of their appeal. 

Quare: whether under the Judicature Acts & 
Ord. LXAY., vr. 1. the court has jurisdiction to 
order a respondent to a petition under the Trustee 
Act, 1850, to pay costs.—Re KNIGHT’s WIL, 


(1884), 26 Ch. D. 82; 50 L. T. 550; 382 W. R. 
417, C. A. 
4371. --—— ——-- Evidence supporting extrava- 


gant & extortionate claim.|—In an action against 
a railway company for damages caused by their 
negligence tried by a judge with a jury pitf. 
recovered £50. Defts. having thereupon applied 
that pltf. should be deprived of costs under 
Ord. LXV.. vr. 1, the judge refused to exercise his 
discretion, but after sume weeks heard both sides 
& made an order depriving pltf. of costs on the 
ground that he had supported an extravagant & 
extortionate claim by fraudulent statements & 
dishonest acts & by evidence which the jury 
disbelieved :—Held: the judge was not functus 
officio when he refused to exercise his discretion 
at the trial; he had jurisdiction to make the 
order, & the ground on which it was made con- 
stituted “good cause’”’ within the meaning of 
Ord. LXYV., r. 1. 

The concluding words of Ord. LAY., r. 1, which 
give the judge or court a discretion as to costs 
‘‘for good cause ”’ in trials with a jury, embrace 
everything for which the party is responsible, 
connected with the institution or conduct of the 
suit, & calculated to occasion unnecessary litiga- 
tion & expense. So long as the judge or court 
deal with considerations of that kind, the suffi- 
ciency or insufficiency of these considerations as 
affording a reason for disallowing costs are matters 
of which they are constituted sole arbiters ; they 
are acting within their jurisdiction & their 
decisions are final & conclusive. On the other 
hand, if they give effect to considerations which 
do not constitute ‘ good cause” within the 
meaning of the rule, they exceed the limits of 
their jurisdiction ; & on that ground their decisions 
are not protected from review.— HUXLEY v. WEST 
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LONDON EXTENSION Ry. Co. (1889), 14 App. Cas. 
26; 581... J. Q. B. 305; 87 W. R. 625; 57. L. R. 
355; sub nom. HUXLEY v. WEST INDIAN ExX- 
TENSION Ry. Co., 60 L. T. 642, H. L. 

4372. ——— Conduct misleading plaintiff. }— 
The Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, 
s. 1 (6), which provides that, wherever in an 
action within the Act a judgment is obtained by 
deft., it shall carry costs to be taxed as between 
solicitor & client, does not take away the dis- 
cretion given to the judge at the trial by Ord. 
LXV., r. 1, to deprive the successful deft. of costs 
for good cause. 

I think that in this case there was evidence of 
conduct on the part of defts. such as to lead pltf. 
reasonably to think that he had a good cause of 
action against them, & which the judge was 
entitled to take into consideration as constituting 
good cause for depriving defts. of costs (A. I. 
SMITH, IL.J.).—Bosrock vv. RAMSEY URBAN 
CouNcIL, [1900] 2 Q. B. 616, 622; 69 L. J. Q. B. 
945; 83 L. T. 358; 64 J. PP. 660; 16 T. L. KR. 
520; 44 Sol. Jo. 642, C. A. 

4373. Action oppressively brought. ]— 
If from all the facts proved before a judge & jury 
it appears that the action was brought or con- 
ducted oppressively by pltf., that constitutes 
‘* good cause,’ within Ord. LXV., r. 1, so as to 
enable the judge to interfere & not only deprive 
a successful pltf. of his costs, but also to order 
that he shall pay deft.’s costs. 

If ‘‘ good cause ’”’ exists the court will decline 
to consider whether the judge has exercised his 
discretion rightly or not.—WILLIAMS v. WARD 
(1886), 55 L. J. Q. B. 566, C. A. 

4374. Costs on county court 
scale.]—This was an action against a collector of 
tarcs for damages for a wrongful & illegal distress 
for taxes, the taxes having been already paid. 
Deft. admitted that the taxes had been paid & 
said that the distress had been put in by mistake 
& paid £10 into court in satisfaction of pltf.’s 
clam. The jury found a verdict for pltf. for £5 
beyond the amount paid into court, & the judge 
made an order depriving pltf. of costs on the 
High Court scale & allowing costs on the county 
court scale only. On appeal :—Held: the action 
was unfairly or oppressively brought & persisted 
in; when deft. was told of his mistake he apolo- 
gised for it & offered £10 compensation ; & there 
was ‘“‘ good cause’’ for depriving pltf. of the 
ordinary costs.—BARNES v. MALTBY (1889), 5 
T. L. R. 207, C. A. 

4375. -J—Pitf. brought an action 
for damages for a libel published in the Star. The 
Times had published a letter signed by pltf., & 
in the same issue a leading article thereon, & a 
few days after a letter from some one else upon the 
subject of the letter. The Stur thereupon pub- 
lished the article complained of, commenting upon 
what had appeared in the Times, & making a 
personal attack upon pltf. Defts. pleaded that 
their article was fair comment upon a matter of 
public interest. The jury found a verdict for 
pitf. with one shilling damages. The court was of 
opinion that it was obvious that the letter was not 
really written by pltf., but that she had allowed 
her name to be used for the purpose of raising 
a political controversy & injuring political 
opponents :—Held: it was, under these circum- 
stances, oppression on the part of pltf. to bring 
the action, & there was, therefore, good cause for 
which the judge might, in the exercise of his 
discretion, deprive pltf. of costs.—O’CONNOR v. 
STAR NEWSPAPER Co., Lrp. (1893), 68 L. T. 146; 
9T. L. R. 233 ; 4 R. 271, C. A. 
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4376. Plaintiff improperly endeavour- 
ing to increase damages. ]—In an action to recover 
damages for personal injuries, pltf., in an on- 
deavour to influence the amount of damages, 
alleged that a rupture or hernia from which he 
was suffering was the result of the accident. PItf. 
claimed £600, & the jury awarded £50 damages, 
having stated that the rupture was not, in their 
opinion, caused by the accident, & plitf. was 
deprived of costs. On appeal :— Held: pltf. was 
improperly trying to obtain damages in respect of 
the rupture & there was ‘ good cause’ for 
depriving him of costs.—PEARMAN v. BURDETT- 
Coutts (BARONESS) (1887), 3 T. L. R. 710, C. A. 

4377. Defence of previous action 
brought by third party—-Contrary to request of 
present defendants.|— In this action pltf., A. S., 
claimed from defts., S. & W., Ltd., damages for 
breach of contract in relation to the sale of a 
motor car. On Sept. 22, 1928, defts. verbally 
agreed to sell to pltf. an Essex coach for £120, & 
the money was in fact paid by & the motor car 
delivered on Oct. 6, 1928. On Dec. 28, 1928, one 
B. wrote to pltf. that he was the true owner of the 
car, & he claimed delivery up of it from pltf. 
Pltf. sent that letter to defts., who requested him 
to take nu steps in the matter with a view to a 
settlement between B. & themselves. Defts., 
pltf. alleged, failed to settle the matter, & on 
March 8, 1929, B. issued a writ against him claiming 
delivery of the car. Pitf. compromised that action, 
which was stayed upon a consent order of May 7, 
1929, & whereby pltf. delivered up the car to b. 
& paid the taxed costs of the action. VItf. now 
said that at the time of the agreement & sale defts. 
had no lawful right or title to sell the car, & he 
claimed damages. IDefts., in their defence, ad- 
mitted that they had no lawful title tu the car at 
{he date of the sale, but said that they had acted 
in good faith, believing at the time of the sale 
that they had acquired a good title. The main 
question was whether the amount of the taxed 
costs incurred by pltf. in the stayed action could 
be included in the damages he was now entitlcd to 
recover, or whether he was disentitled to those 
costs by reason of his having acted unreasonably 
in defending the action brought by HB. :— Held: 
in the circumstances the difficulties of the position 
had really been initiated & continued by defts. 
themselves, & pltf. was not unreasonable in what 
he did. In the result there would be judgment 
for pltf. for £178 15s. 10d., being as to £120 the 
price paid for the car, as to £24 28. 6d. the taxed 
costs of the action by B., as to £30 3s. 4d. his own 
costs in the action & another small sum.—SLADE 
». SINCLAIR & WiILcox, LTD. (1930), 74 Sol. Jo. 
122. 

4378. —-—- Effect of conduct of plaintiff’s 
husband—-Plaintiff ignorant. |—This was an appeal 
by pltf. from. an order depriving her of costs. 
The action, in which pltf. was successful, was for 
trespass, wrongful entry, & detinue. Deft. had 
entered pltf.’s premises & seized her goods under a 
bill of sale which the judge held to be bad in form. 
The jury gave pltf. £10 damages for the detention 
of her furniture, but the judge deprived her of 
costs because it was proved at the trial that pltf.’s 
husband had sold part of the property assumed 
to be pledged by the bill of sale. The husband 
was called & swore that he did so without the 
knowledge of pltf. & that he thought that enough 
furniture was left to satisfy the security. 

Here the ground on which the judge had acted 
was the conduct of pltf.’s husband; but if pltf. 
did not know of or consent to her husband’s 
conduct it could not affect her (LORD ESHER, 

P.P.— 20 
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M.R.).—CANNING v. TURNER (1887), 3 T. L. R. 
684, C. A. 

4379. Action of review—Costs of former 
action—Party & party costs.]—A successful pltf. 
in an action of review, brought to set aside a 
judgment wrongfully obtained in a former action, 
is, if he has paid the costs of the former action, 
entitled in the action of review to recover the 
party & party costs of the former action, inasmuch 
as he is entitled to be placed in the same position 
as if the former action had been brought to its 
legitimate conclusion in his favour.—-STURROCK v. 
LITTLEJOUN (1898), 68 L. J. Q. B. 165. 

4380. ——-- Plaintif¥ selecting wrong place of 
trial. J—Pltf., who lived in Cheshire, sued deft., 
who lived in Flintshire, for a sum of £640.  Pltf. 
not naming a place of trial, the action was tried in 
Middlesex, deft. not having applied to change the 
venue. The jury found a verdict for pltf. for 
£200. 

Ordered, on an application on behalf of deft.., 
under Ord. LXV.,r. 1, that pitf. should be allowed, 
as against deft., one-third of his costs, such costs 
{o be taxed treating the trial as having taken 
place at Chester, & that deft. should be allowed, as 
against pltf., two-thirds of his costs, such costs to 
be taxed treating the trial as having taken place 
in Middlesex. 

Pitf., who carried on business at Halifax, in 
Yorkshire, brought an action against defts., a 
railway company, to recover damages for personal 
injuries & loss of trade sustained by him owing to 
a collision which occurred on their railway near 
Valifax, claiming £262 for injuries & £6,388 for 
loss of trade. Pltf. named Middlesex as the place 
of trial. Defts. applied to change the venue to 
Leeds, but the application was refused. The jury 
found a verdict for pltf. for £800. 

Ordered, on an application on behalf of deits., 
under Ord. LAYV., vr. 1, that pltf. should have his 
costs so far as related to the claim for personal 
injuries, such costs to be taxed treating the trial 
as having taken place at Leeds, & should pay to 
defts. all their costs so far as related to the claim 
for loss of trade, such costs to be taxed treating 
the trial as having taken place in Middlesex, & 
also the difference in the expenses of defts.’ 
medical evidence arising from the action having 
been tried in Middlesex instead of af Leeds.— 
ROBERTS 7. JONES, WILLEY v. GREAT NORTHERN 
Ry. Co., (1891J 2 Q. B. 194; 60 L. J. Q. B. 441 ; 
77. 1. R. 517. 

4381. -J—In an action for damages 
for personal injuries in which the jury gave a 
verdict for £250, such costs only were allowed as 
would have been payable if the action had been 
tried at assizes. The parties both resided at 
Weymouth, which was only eight miles from 
Dorchester, & the action could have been tried at 
Dorchester Assizes six months earlier.-—-HILL v. 
Mornis (1891), 6 I. L. RR. 55. 

4382. Action which could have been 
brought in county court.|—A highway authority, 
acting on the certificate of their surveyor, brought 
an action in the High Court to recover the expenses 
incurred by reason of extraordinary traffic for 
which deft. was responsible. The amount certified 
by the surveyor & claimed in the action exceeded 
£250, but the verdict of the jury was for £60, & 
judginent was entered for that amount with costs. 
The costs were taxed on the lligh Court scale. 
On appeal from the refusal of a Judge at chambers 
to order a review of taxation :—Held: the juris- 
diction of the High Court to try the action was not 
affected by the provision of sect. 12 (1) (a) of the 
Locomotives Act, 1898, that expenses not exceed- 
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ing £250 may be recovered in the county court, 
& the taxation of costs was rightly made on the 
High Court scale.—-CHESTERFIELD RURAL COUNCIL 
v. NEWTON, [1904] 1 K. B. 62; 73 L. J. K. B. 
24; 89 L. T. 466; 68 J. P. 33; 52 W. R. 129; 
20 T. L. R. 6; 48 Sol. Jo. 13; 2 L. G. R. 45, 
C. A. 

4383. ——— Separate issues—-Costs of issues on 
which success{ul.]}—I am of opinion in this case 
that plifs. should have the costs occasioned by the 
issues raised by the particulars of breaches, & that 
in respect of all the other costs the costs in the 
action should follow the usual result & be awarded 
to the successful party. It seems to me that, 
without laying down any hard & fast line, or 
trying to fetter our discretion at a future period 
in any other case, we are acting on a sensible & 
sound principle, namely, the principle that parties 
ought not, even if right in the action, to add to the 
expenses of an action by fighting issues in which 
they are in the wrong (BOWEN, I..J.).—BADISCHE 
ANILIN UND SODA FABRIK v. LEVINSTEIN (1885), 
29 Ch. D. 366; 53 L. T. 7503; GRIFFIN’s PATENT 
CASES (1884-1886), 34; 2 Kk. P. C. 73, ©. AL; 
BA on other grounds (1887), 12 App. Cas. 710, 
H. L. 

4384. —-— -+-This was defts.’ 
appeal from an order as to costs made by SWINFEN 
Kapy, J. It appeared that pltf. company owned 
about twenty-six acres of land from which they 
claimed to be entitled to exclude the public, & 
defts. asserted that there were four public rights 
of way over it. At the trial SWINFEN Eapy, J., 
held that deft. council had proved the public’s 
rights over three of the alleged ways, but had 
failed as to the fourth, &, holding that pitfs. had 
substantially succeeded in the action, allowed pltf. 
company the general costs of the action, except 
the costs of those issues on which they had failed, 
which were allowed to deft. council. "The appeal 
from the order was dismissed.— LECKIIAMPTON 
QUARRIES Co., Lrp. v. BALLINGER & CHELTENHAM 
RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL (1905), 93 L. T. 93; 69 
J.P. 377; 21 T. L. BR. 632; 49 Sol. Jo. 6183 3 
L. G. R. 940, C. A. 

4385. ——— Action for infringement—Defendant 
consenting to order—Plaintiff entitled to costs of 
moving in open court.|—Where pltf. in an action 
for the infringement of his registered design, or 
trade mark, or patent, is proceeding to obtain a 
judgment restraining the infringement, it is 
desirable that some publicity should be given to 
the order; &, although deft. has consented to the 
order, pltf. is entitled to the costs of moving in 
open court, & not merely to such costs as would 
have been incurred by applying by summons in 
chambers.—SMITH (J. T.) & JONES (J. E.), Lrp. 
v. SERVICE, REEVE & Co., [1914] 2 Ch. 576; 88 
L. J. Ch. 876; 111 L. T. 669; 30 T. L. R. 599; 
58 Sol. Jo. 687. 

4386. Application by special motion— 
Proper procedure petition or motion of course. ]— 
If an application be made by special motion for 
what is properly obtained on a petition or motion 
of course, the order will still be made on payment 
of costs.— KELSEY v. LARKIN (1839), 3 Jur. 767. 

4387. ——— Application by petition instead of 
by summons.}—In this suit a petition was pre- 
sented praying a vesting order under the following 
circumstances :— 

The bill was filed for foreclosure by the repre- 
sentatives of a certain deceased mortgagee, & an 
order for sale was made. The purc r under 
the sale, which took place accordingly, required 
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the concurrence of numerous parties interested in 
the estate of the mortgagor (who, like the mort- 
gagee, had died before the institution of the suit), 
or that a vesting order should be obtained for 
the purpose of conveying their interests. An ap- 
plication for the latter purpose was, in con- 
sequence of this requisition, made to the court by 
petition. 

STUART, V.-C., said that the application ought 
certainly to have been made in chambers. The 
order in question was imperative. He would, 
however, make the order, but the petitioners must 
pay all extra costs occasioned by the matter having 
been brought into court. He could not allow such 
extra costs to be costs in the foreclosure suit.-— 
oa v. WARD (1865), 18 L. T. 624; 14 W. R. 

4388. .J—It was said that the appli- 
cation should have been by summons & not by 
petition. That is well founded. ... I think that 
&® mere irregularity has been committed, & that 
the authorities do not require me to dismiss the 
petition, but I can impose terms, & that will be 
sufficiently done if I direct that any extra costs 
caused by the application being by petition 
instead of by a summons shall fall upon the 
petitioners in any event (STIRLING, J.).—He 
KELLOCK (1887), 66 L. T. 887; 35 W. KR. 695. 

4389. -}—A_ petition was presented 
for the transfer to the official trustees of charitable 
funds of three sums of stock which had respectively 
ariscn from the investment of the purchase-moneys 
paid by three railway companies for land belonging 
to a charity which they had taken under their 
statutory powers. The three sums of stock 
respectively amounted to £1,244, £44, & £36 :— 
Held: the costs payable by each of the two 
companies, whose purchase-moneys were repre- 
sented by the two smaller sums of stock, must be 
limited to the amount which the company would 
have had to pay in case the application had been 
inade by summons.—A.-GQ. v. ST. JOHN'S 
HospiraL, Bath. [1893] 3 Ch. 151; 62 1. J. Ch. 
707; 42 W. R.172; 3K. 601. 

4390. e}—When a judgment creditor 
in possession had proceeded by petition instead of 
originating summons under 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112, 
s. 4, as aniended by Ord. LXV., r. 9 (6), the costs 
of proceedings initiated by summons were only 
allowed.—He MARTIN & VARLOW (1804), 43 W. R. 
247; 39 Sol. Jo. 151; 18 R. 189. 

4391. —-——.]— A petition was presented 
by a trustee & some of the bencficiaries under a 
will for payment out of court of part of a sum of 
over £1,000 paid into court by the railway com- 
pany, & transfer of the balance to the credit of a 
partition in which an order had been made declar- 
ing the rights of the parties interested :—Held: 
the case fell within the provisions of Ord. LYV.. 
r. 2 (1), & the railway company must pay the costs, 
such costs not to be greater than those properly 
incurred on @ sumimons adjourned to a judge in 
chambers & attended by counsel._—Re LANCA- 
SHIRE & YORKSHIRE Ry. Co., SLATER v. SLATER 
(1895), 72 L. T. 627; 64 L. J. Ch. 688; 39 Sol. 
Jo. 485. 

4392. ——— Proceeding by action—Rellef obtain- 
able by summary process or summons.]—-The Pro- 
bate Division having made a decree absolute for 
the dissolution of a marriage on the husband’s 
petition, made also an order that the trustees of 
the marriage settlement should pay an annual sum 
out of settled real property of the wife to the 
husband for the maintenance of the infant child 
of the marriage. The husband having died, 
whereupon the widow became absolutely entitled 
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to the settled property, a further order directed 
that the settlement trustees should pay the 
annuity to the guardians of the infant, & that the 
settled property should stand charged with the 
annuity. here were, in fact, at that time no 
trustees of the settlement. The annuity was 
subsequently declared to be perpetual. The 
guardian brought an action in the Chancery 
Division against the widow, whose whereabouts 
was then unknown, claiming an account of the 
annuity ; a declaration that the same was a charge 
on the settled property, & that it might be raised 
by sale or mortgage ; appointment of new trustees 
of the settlement; an order that deft. might 
execute all necessary instruments for giving effect 
to the charge; & a receiver. At the trial it 
appeared that the parties had agreed that deft. 
should execute a deed securing the annuity on the 
settled property, & pltfs. did not press for further 
relief. The court ordered execution of the deed, 
but under the circumstances allowed no costs on 
either side, as the order now made might have 
been obtained by summary process in the Probate 


Division.—BLACKETT v. BLACKETT (1884), 51 
L. T. 427. 
4393. -——_ —--—,]—In an action to re- 





strain the publication of a trade circular defts. 
by their statement of defence offered to submit 
to a perpetual injunction (in the terms of an 
interim. injunction which had becn previously 
granted), ‘‘ to be obtained on a summons issued 
for that purpose.”’ Vltfs. set the action down for 
trial on motion for judginent on the admissions 
in the pleadings, & delivered to defts. a copy of 
minutes of the proposed judgment, which was 
identical with the judgment to which defts. had 
offered to submit :—//eld: under the circum- 
stances, pltfs. ought to have proceeded by summons 
In chambers, & consequently they would only 
be allowed the costs which they would have 
properly incurred if they had proceeded by 
summons.—LONDON STEAM DYEING Co. v. DIGBY 
vo) 57 L. J. Ch. 505; 58 L. T. 724; 36 W. R. 
4394. Application by originating summons 
—Instead of petition of course.|—Pltf. issued an 
originating summons against deft., instead of 
proceeding by an ordinary petition of course, & 
the summons did not contain the submission by 
pltf., which would have been contained in a 
petition of course, to pay what should be found 
due on taxation. An order, however, was made 
on the summons, upon an undertaking of pltf. to 
pay any additional costs caused by the form of the 
proceeding, that pltf. should pay to deft. such 
additional costs, such costs to be taxed.—CURWEN 
v. MILBURN (1589), 42 Ch. D. 424; 62 L. 'T. 278; 
38 W. R. 49; on appeal, 42 Ch. D. 482, C. A. 
4395. Proceeding by motion instead of 
summons. |—This was an action to restrain deft. 
from building so as to obstruct pltf.’s ancient 
lights, & for damages. Deft. paid £275 into 
court in satisfaction of the claim for damages, & 
by his statement of defence offered to undertake 
not to carry his buildings higher than they were 
at the commencement of the action, to consent to 
an order embodying this undertaking & for pay- 
ment to pltf. of the £275, & to pay pltf.’s costs. 
Pltf. accepted these terms, & prepared minutes 
which he sent to deft.’s solicitors with a notice 
that he should set down the action on motion for 
judgment as a short cause. Deft.’s solicitors 
wrote that the matter could be concluded at 
much less cost on a summons in chambers, & deft. 
wished that course adopted. Pitf., nevertheless, 
proceeded with his motion :—Held: the letter of 
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deft.’s solicitors made the submission in the plead- 
ings equivalent to that in The London Steam Dyeing 
Co. v. Digby, No. 4893, ante, where the offer of 
defts. in the pleadings was expressly to submit to 
an order for an injunction to be obtained in 
chambers, & plitf. was only entitled to such costs 
of his motion as would have been incurred on a 
summons in chambers. Pltf. was allowed the 
costs of preparing minutes, & for the guidance 
of the taxing master the judge intimated that he 
should have allowed counsel in chambers.—ALLEN 
v. OAKEY (1890), 62 L. T. 724. 

4396. Redemption action instead of 
originating summons.|—PIitf. obtained judgment 
in a redemption action where deft. denied the 
tender, & disputed pltf.’s title to redeem :—Held- 
pltf. was entitled to such costs only as he would 
have been entitled to on an originating summons 
contested by deft., & attended by counsel, such 
costs to include the costs of the witnesses examined 
in court to prove tender & pitf.’s title —JOHNSON 
v. EVANS (1888), 60 LL. T. 29. 
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See, generally, Souicirors, Vol. XLII, pp. 125, 
Nos. 1202 et seq. 

4397. Discretion of court — Equitable & 
common law jurisdiction-—Discretion of arbitrator 
to whom reference made. |—An arbitrator, to whom 
the matters at issue in a suit, including the costs 
of the cause, have been referred by the Court of 
Chancery, has power to award costs as between 
solicitor & clicnt. 

The common law courts have no power to give 
custs between solicitor & client, &, therefore, 
where there is a reference, the arbitrator cannot 
give any other than costs between party & party. 
But it is otherwise with courts of equity, & I, 
therefore, think that, when a reference as to costs 
is made by a court of equity, the court gives the 
arbitrator jurisdiction to award costs as between 
solicitor & client if he shall think fit (Sir G. 
MeuusH, L.J.).—MorbDUE v. PALMER (1870), 6 
Ch. App. 22; 40 L. J. Ch. 8; 23 L. T. 7525 35 
J.P.196; 19 W. BR. 86, LJ. 

4398. -}—The Court of Chancery 
formerly had, and the High Court of Justice now 
has in matters of equitable jurisdiction, a general 
discretionary power to give costs as between 
solicitor & client. Quere: whether the High 
Court has the same power in matters of common 
law jurisdiction. 

An action was brought by the vicar & church- 
wardens of a parish to recover from the defts. a 
fund of small amount which had been handed over 
to them upon trust for a charitable purpose con- 
necteu with the parish, but, as pltfs. alleged, upon 
a condition which had become incapable of ful- 
filment. Pltfs. failed to make out their case. 
The court, in dismissing the action, being of 
opinion that it had been brought wholly without 
justification, ordered pltfs. to pay the costs of 
defts. as between solicitor & client; & the Court 
of Appeal refused to interfere with the Judgment.— 
ANDREWS v. BARNES (1888), 39 Ch. D. 1333; 57 
L. J. Ch. 694; 58 L. T. 748; 53 3.P.4; 36 W.R. 
705; 4T. L. R. 609, C. A. 

4399. Difference between solicitor & client & 
party & party costs—Not given as damages. ]—The 
difference between solicitor & client costs & party 
& party costs in an action cannot be given by way 
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of damages in the same action, the latter costs 
heing all that pltf. is entitled to. Costs in another 
action stand on quite a different footing (COTTON, 
L..J.).—-COCKBURN v. Epwarps (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
149; 51 L. J. Ch. 46; 45 L. T. 500; 30 W. R. 
446, C. A. 

4400. -+—It is contrary to the prac- 
tice of the court to give as damages the difference 
between party & party costs & solicitor & client 
costs (PEARSON, J.).— HARRISON v. MCSHEEHAN, 
[1885] W. N. 207. 

4401. Persons before the court by representation 
orders.|—-On an adjourned summons for the 
decision of the court as to the construction of a 
will, three classes of issue were interested under 
the will & representation orders had been made in 
respect of each class :—J/eld: costs must be 
allowed as between solicitor & client.— Re DAVIKEs, 
JENKINS ». DAVIES (1891), 64 L. T. 824. 

4402. Motion for administration with will 
annexed— Costs paid rateably out of assets.}— 
Testator made his will in these terms: ‘‘ I leave 
all my money to A. B.”? There was no appoint- 
ment of an executor. A. B. moved for adminis- 
tration with the will annexed. The estate con- 
nisted of cash in the house & at the bank, a mort- 
gage debt, stocks & shares, furniture & an equity 
of the redemption of freehold property. The 
partics interested in intestacy resisted the applica- 
tion :— eld: in the absence of any context, the 
will disposed of the whole estate except the equity 
of redemption & the furniture, but the application 
failed, the persons entitled in intestacy taking the 
grant in priority to a legatee or devisee under 
Non-contentious Rule 119 operating since Jan. 1, 
ak in the case of an estate not wholly disposed 
v 








The inmotion therefore fails, & there will be a 

grant as in intestacy, & the costs of both parties 

as between solicitor & client will be paid out of the 

general estate 1ateably (LORD MERRIVALE, P.).— 

In the Goods of Gatus, [1928] P. 128; 97 L. J. P. 

Ke 188 L. T. 714; 44 T. L. R. 358; 72 Sol. Jo. 
(a. 


SUB-sSECT, 2.—FLEs. 
A. Lower Scale. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 8. In causcs and matters commenced 
after these Rules come Into operation, solicitors shall be entitled 
to charge and be allowed the fees set forth in the column headed 
“lower scale ’’ in rg anus N. in all causes and matters, and 
no higher fees shal] be allowed in any case, except such as are 
by this Order otherwise provided for; and in causes and matters 
pending at the time when these Rules come into operation, to 
which the higher scale ot costs previously in force was applicable, 
the samme scale shall continue to be applied. 


Appendix N.}—Sce 
Practice. 


Yearly Supreme Court 


B. Higher Scale. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 9. The fees set forth in the column 
headed “higher scale’’ in Appendix N. may be allowed, either 
generally in aby. cause or matter, or as to the costs of any par- 
ticular application made or business done, in any cause or 
matter, if, on ope grounds arising out of the nature and 
importance, or the difficulty, or urgency of the case, the Court 
or a Judge shall, at the trial or hearing, or further consideration 
of the cause or matter, or at the hearing of any application 
therein, whether the cause or matter shall or shall not be brought 
to trial or hearing or to further consideration (as the case may be), 
80 Order ; or if the taxing officer, under directions given to him 
for that purpose by the Court or a Judge, shall think that such 
eesti ought to be so made upon such special grounds as 


PRACTICE. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r.10. Upon any reference to a taxing 
officer to tax a bill of costs of a solicitor for the purpose of 
ascertaining the amount due to such solicitor in respect thereof 
from the person to be charged therewith, if such bill shall include 
charges for business done in any cause or matter, the taxing 
officer may allow the fees sct forth In the column headed 
‘** higher scale ’? in Appendix N. in respect of such cause or matter, 
or in respect of any garter application made or business 
done therein, if on such special grounds, us are in the last pre- 
ceding Rule mentioned, he shall think that such allowance ought 
to be so made. 


4408. When ordered -—— Special grounds. |— 
Where on an application under the Settled Land 
Act, 1882 (c. 38), counsel asked that the costs of 
the application might be allowed on the higher 
scale, not on account of the value of the property, 
but on account of the difficulty of the question, 
such costs were allowed.—/?e CHAYTOR’s SETTLED 
EstaTe Act (1884), 25 Ch. D. 651; 53 L. J. Ch. 
312; 50L. T. 88; 32 W. R. 517. 

4404. -}—Costs on the higher scale 
will only be allowed under exceptional circum- 
stances.-—- CARDIFF S.S, Co. uv. BARWICK, THE 
RaIspy (1885), 53 1. T. 56. 

4405. ——.|—Costs ought to be allowed 
on the higher scale in any case in which witnesses 
are properly examined in court, & a Jong time is 
necessarily occupied in the argument.— LYDNEY 
& WiGreooL IRoN OnE Co. v. Brrp (1885), 31 
Ch. D. 328; 55 L. J. Ch. 883; 64 L. T. 2425 3t 











oJ- An action for the estab- 
lishment of a right of great pecumary value, & 
involving difficult questions of fact & law, war 
heard at great length on five days betcre BACON, 
V.-C., who gave judgment in favour of the pitf. 
The principal deft. appealed. The appeal was 
argued on four days & judgment reserved. 
UMimately, the decision was reversed, & the 
action dismissed with costs :-—e/d: although the 
case was important & difficult, the court could 
not say that there were special grounds arising 
out of its importance & difficulty which would 
warrant yviving costs on the higher scale. — 
WILLIAMSON v. NORTH STAFFORDSHIRE Ry. Co. 
(1886), 32 Ch. D. 399; 55 LL. J. Ch. 9353; 55 
L. T. 452, C. A. 

4407. ——-,|—Although uw case as pre- 
sented to the court may not be of special * diffi- 
culty ’” within the meaning of Ord. LXYV., r. 9, 
leave will be given to the taxing master to tax all, 
or any part of the costs on the higher scale, if it 
appears on such taxation that the difficulty was 
removed by the expenditure of time, money, & 
learned industry.—FRAsER v. PROVINCE OF 
BRESCIA STEAM TRAMWAYS Co. (18387), 56 L. T. 
771; 37. L. R. 687. 

44.08. -}+--f am now dealing with a 
case which is certainly a special one as regards 
its nature & importance. It necessarily occupied 
a considerable time, many witnesses were called, 
& the oral evidence was of a special character. It 
involves large questions of the highest importance 
to the parties concerned, & is important also to 
others. It was presented to the court in such a 
manner that I have been able to discuss the real 
questions in issue without wasting time on oral 
or documentary evidence touching matters not 
really in dispute, or for some other reason not 
immediately relevant. Without wishing or in- 
tending the slightest injustice to counsel, who 
have rendered me invaluable assistance, I think 
that this is in great measure due to the way in 
which the case was prepared for trial on both sides, 
the labour & responsibility falling mainly on the 
pitfs., & it seems to me to be essentially a case to 
which Ord. LXV., r. 9, applies (KEKEWICH, J.).— 
Davigs v. DAviss (1887), 36 Ch. D. 359, 374. 
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4409. ~}—The costs will be upon the 
higher scale. This case was one requiring special 
knowledge on the part of those concerned in it, 
& I think it is one of those exceptional cases in 
which costs on the higher scale ought to be 
allowed (Cuirry, J.)—MoseLey v. VICTORIA 
RURBER Co. (1887), 67 L. T. 142. 

4410. .|—Pltfs. were ordered to pay 
the costs of the action on the higher scale on the 
ground that the case was of the greatest im- 
portance. —TURTON v. TURTON (1889), 42 Ch. D. 
128; 58 L. J. Ch. 677; 61 3.. T. 571; 54 J. P. 
151; 38 W. R. 22; 57. L. R. 645, C. A. 

4411. ——— --—.]—_I do not think that the 
mere Jength of the case, & certainly not the fact 
that it has ultimately fallen to be determined on 
questions of fact as distinct from questions of 
scientific opinion disentitles the defts. to the costs 
they are asking for on the higher scale. It seems 
to me that I must pay regard to the whole nature 
of the case, & here was a case on which the defts. 
have, as I have pointed out in my judgment, 
been working a mine for upwards of twenty years, 
& they were challenged as to what had been 
discovered during these operations some twelve 
or sixteen years ago. In those circumstances it 
became obviously necessary for them to examine 
into the whole matter with a view to reconstructing 
if they could what then existed in such a manner 
as to make it intelligible not only to the counsel 
who were to be instructed but with the assistance 
of counsel making it intelligible to the court. I 
cannot imagine a case in which a solicitor pre- 
paring a case was faced with greater responsibility 
or more difficulty—responsibilities & difficulties 
which, it seems to me, have been abundantly 
shown in the course of the trial. 

I do not myself believe that the length which 
this trial occupied was an excessive time, having 
regard to the enormous mass of detail which it 
was necessary to examine & discuss, & in these cir- 
cumstances I think the nature of the case was such 
as to justify, if ever a case did, the court in directing 
that the costs should be taxed on the higher scale. 

I therefore make that order, &, as nobody 
could possibly object to it, I will also certify that 
it is a proper case in which three counsel were 
retained (Evk, J.).—AMALGAMATED PROPERTIES 
OF RHODESIA (1913), Lrp. v. GLOBE & PHONIX 
GOLD MINING Co., Lrp. (1916), 116 L. T. 111,114 ; 
61 Sol. Jo. 158. 








~.]}—Ser, also, ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
p. 225, Nos. 1511, 1512; Insuncrion, Vol. 
XXVIII, p. 551, Nos. 1578-1582; MIsrEpnre- 


SENTATION, Vol. XXXV., p. 57, Nos. 516-518 ; 
Sonicrrors, Vol. XLII., p. 249, Nos. 2798-2800. 

4412. Costs payable by trustee personally.] 
—Costs payable by a trustee personally were 
ordered to be on the higher scale.—POOoLEY’s 
TRUSTEE v. WHETHAM (1886), 38 Ch. D. 111, C. A. 
Election petition.}—See ELECTIONS, Vol. 
XX., p. 174, Nos. 1492, 1496. 

4418. No substantial difference of fact 
between parties. |—An application that costs might 
be taxed on the higher scale was refused on the 
ground that there was no substantial difference 
of fact between the parties.—A.-G. v. EDWARDS, 
[1891] 1 Ch. 194. 

Petition to appoint new trustees.}—See 
Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. X LITI., p. 695, No. 1334. 

4414, Patent actions.|—In an action as 
to the validity of patent & for infringement :— 
Held: defts. had infringed the patent, & pltf. was 
entitled to all the relief he sought, with costs on 
the higher scale——MosELEY v. VICTORIA RUBBER 
Co. (1887), 57 LL. T. 142. 
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4415. -J—In an action for infringe- 
ment of patent costs on the higher scale were 
refused, as the evidence was not scientific but only 
evidence of fact.—AMERICAN BRAIDED WIRB Co. 
v. THOMSON (1890), 44 Ch. D. 2743; 7 R. P. C. 


152, C. A. 
: e, also, PATENTS, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 656, 7383, 841, 842, Nos. 1321, 2213, 3282-3287. 


~—-—— Trade mark infringement.]}—See TRADE 
MARKS, Vol. XLIII., p. 228, No. 722. 
4416. Appeal—As to existence of special 


grounds.}—-The jurisdiction to make an order for 
costs on the higher scale under Ord. LXV., r. 9, 
depends on the existence of ‘ special grounds 
arising out of the nature & importance, or the 
difficulty or urgency of the case.”” Consequently, 
an appeal will lie against such an order on the 
question whether any facts existed which could 
constitute such special grounds.-—PAINE v. (CHTS- 
TIOLM, [1891] 1 Q. B. 5381; 60 LL. J. Q. B. 418; 39 
W. R. 353; 77. LL. R. 866, (. A. 

As to exercise of discretion.]|—-See Supreme 
Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 
(ce. 49), s. 81 (1) (hk). 





SUB-SECT. 8.—ADDITIONAL REMUNERATION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r.10B. The total in any Dill of costs of 
the fees prescribed by this Order (as distinct from payments) 
shall in respect of business done in any cause or mattor in the 
Supreme Court after the 31st day of August, 1019, be increased 
by 83} per centum, and such increase shall be allowed upon any 
taxation of costs in respect of any such business as well between 
party and party as between solicitor and client, and In taxations 
under or pursuant to the Solu itors Act, 1843. 

This Rule shall apply to all references to arbitration and to 
vl proceedings on the Crown side and to all proceedings assigned 
to the Crown Office Department, and to all criminal proceedings 
tn the King’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice 

The increase hercby authorised shall not affect the question 
whether a bill of costs when taxed is or is not Iess by one sixth 
part than the bill delivered, sent, or 1 ft 

Provided that this Rule shall not (a) affect the power to direct 
payment of a sum in Heu of costs under Order LXV, Rule 23, 
or the power to allow a fixed sum for costs under Order LXV., 
Rule 27 (38), or a gross sum under Order LXV., Rule 27 (38a) ; 
or (b) apply to bills of costs which have, at the date on which 
this Rule comes into operation, already been delivered to the 
cHent sought to be charged thorewith or to the person chargeable 
therewith or liable therefor or to bills then already taxed and 
certified or allowed. 

Order LXV , Rule 104, Is hereby revoked except in respect of 
business done before the Ist day of September, 1919, and ads 
as regards those bills of costs which are excluded from the 
ee of this Rule by the last preceding proviso to this 

ule, 


4417. Right to increase.]|—A solicitor who has 
omitted the 334 per cent. increase allowed by 
Ord. LXYV., r. 108, from his bill of costs can claim 
to have it allowed after his bill of costs has been 
taxed. 

The court, in taxing the bill, is bound to allow 
the 334 per cent. increase if asked for, even 
although no claim to it is made in the actual bill 
of costs (LUXMOORE, J.).—Re Loucn, [1930] 2 Ch. 
63; 99 L. J. Ch. 421; 143 1. T. 469; 74 Sol. Jo. 
387; [1930] W. N. 115. 

4418. Application to matrimonial causes. |-— 
The provisions of Ord. LXYV., r. 108, shall be 
applied on taxation of costs in Divorce & Matri- 
monial Causes so long as such rule shall remain in 
force.—PRACTICE NoTEX, [1923] W. N. 344. 


Sup-sect. 4.—Sonicrror APPOINTED GUARDIAN 
Ap LITEM. 
R. S. C., Ord. eae 18. Where the Court or a Judge 


appoints one of the solicitors of the Court to be guardian ad 
item of an infant or person of unsound mind, the Court or Judge 
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Sect. 19.—Solicitors: Sub-sects. 4 & 6, A. & B.; 
Sub-sect. 6. Sect. 20: Sub-sect. 1.] 


muy direct that the costs to be incurred in the performance of 
the duties ot such office shall be borne and paid either by the 
parties or some one or more of the parties to the cause or matter 
in which such appointment is made, or out of any fund in Court 
in which such infant or person of unsound mind may be 
interested, and may give directions for the repayment or 
allowance of such costs as the justice and circumstances of the 
case nay require, 


See FlusBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 477, 
No. 5045; INFANTS & CHILDREN, Vol. XXVIII., 
pp. 323, 828, Nos. 1900, 1964, 1965; LUNATICS, 
Vol. XXXIII., pp. 232, 242, Nos. 1457-1466, 
1606. 


SuB-SECT. 5.—- LIABILITY FOR COSTS, 


A. Trial Impeded by Neglect to Attend, etc. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 5. Where upon the trial of any cause 
or matter it appears that the same cannot reasonably procecd 
by reason of the solicitor for any party having neglected to 
attend personally, or by some proper person on his behalf, or 
having omitted to deliver any paper necessary for the uso of 
the Court or Judge, and which according to the practice ought 
to have been delivered, such solicitor shall personally pay to 
all or any of the parties such costs as the Court or Judge shall 
think fit to award. 


See Sontcrrors, Vol. XLITI., pp. 348-352, Nos. 
3953-4010. 

4419. Dismissal of action.J}—On this action 
being called on for trial, the registrar stated that 
no papers had been delivered. No one appeared 
for the pltf. Counsel for deft. asked, under Ord. 
XXXVI., r. 19, for judgment dismissing the action 
with costs. The application was granted.— 
FARRELL Vv. WALE (1877), 36 T.. T. 95. 


B. Costs Improparly or Fruitlessly Incurred. 


R. S. C., Ord. UXV., r. 11. If in any case it shall appear to 
the Court or a Judge that costs have been improperly or without 
any reasonable cause incurred, or that by reason of any undue 
delay in proceeding under any judgment or order, or of any 
misconduct or default of the solicitor, any costs properly incurred 
have nevertheless proved fruitless to the person incurring the 
same, the Court or Judge may call on the solicitor of the person 
by whom such costs have been so incurred to show cause why 
such costs should not be disallowed as between the solicitor 
and his client, and also (if the circumstances of the case shall 
require) why the solhcitor should not repay to his chent any 
costs which the chent may have been ordered to pay to any 
other person, and thereupon may make such order as the justice 
of the case may require. The Court or Judge may, if they or 
he think fit, reter the matter to a taxing officer for inquiry and 
report; and direct the solicitor in the first place to show cause 
before such taxing officer, and may also, if they or he think fit, 
dircet or authorise the official solicitor of the Supreme Court to 
attend and take part in such inquiry. Such notice (if any) of 
the proceedings or order shall be given to the client in such 
manner as the Court or Judge may direct. Any costs of the 
official solicitor shall be paid by such parties, or out of such 
funds as the Court or a Judge may direct; or, if not otherwise 
paid, mav be paid out of such moneys (if any) as may be provided 
by Parhament. 


4420. Application of rule— Petition unduly 
Jong.}—On a petition for payment out of court 
of a small sum of money to which petitioner was 
entitled upon attaining twenty-one the court 
allowed the solicitor only a limited sum for costs, 
on the ground that the petition was unduly 
lengthy, although the client raised no objection 
to payment of the costs.—BuLL ». JonrEs, EccLEs 
v. WALKER, [1880] W. N. 65. 

4421. Prolixity of affidavit.]—Although 
there is no rule of court specially giving power to 
the court to take pleadings or affidavits off the 
file for prolixity, yet the court has an inherent 
power to do so in order to prevent its records 
from Dene made the instruments of oppression. 

Where, however, an affidavit of documents was 
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of oppressive length but it appeared to the court 
that delay & expense would be caused by filing a 
fresh one, the court permitted it to remain on the 
file, but ordered the party filing it to pay the 
costs of it. 

There is another point to which 1 wish to allude. 
By Ord. LXV., r. 11, the court has power to call 
upon a solicitor to show cause why costs which 
have been improperly incurred should not be 
disallowed, & to order the solicitor to pay to his 
client any costs which may have been improperly 
incurred if he has been ordered to pay them to the 
opposite party. At present the court will make 
no such order in the present case. This will be a 
matter between the pltfs. & their own solicitor 
(Corton, 1..J.).—HILL v. LLART-DAVIS (1884), 26 


Ch. D. 470, 473; 538 L. J. Ch. 1012; 51 L. T. 
279, C. A. 
4422. Multiplication of documents.|—We 





wish public notice to be taken of this, that if a 
sohicitor, by the unnecessary multiphcation of 
documents, manifestly & unnecessarily increases 
the costs which he makes his own client pay, he is 
guilty of misconduct, for which he may be made 
answerable to the court under Ord. LXV., r. 11 


(Lorp ESHER, M.R.).—PRACTICE Notr (1891), 
05 Sol. Jo. 200. 
o|—See, also, ExrcutTors, Vol. XXITV., 





pp. 838, 839, Nos. 8711-8724; NSouicrrors, Vol. 
XLITL, pp. 252, 337-355, 369, Nos. 2829, 2830, 
2836, 3810~4037, 4190. 


SUB-SECT. U.—SET-OFF NOTWITHSTANDING 
SOLICITORS’ J.dAIEN. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 14. A set-off for dumages or costs 
between parties may be allowed notwithstanding the solicitor’s 
lien for costs in the particular cause or matter in which the 
set-off {s sought. 


4423. Set-off for damages.]—An order may be 
made allowing a judgment debtor to set-off against 
the damages due from him damages due to him 
from the judgment creditor on a judgment in 
another action, notwithstanding the existence of 
an order under the Solicitors Act, 1860, s. 28, 
charging the first-mentioned damages with a 
solicitor’s costs.—GOODFELLOW v. GRay, [1899] 
2Q. 5.498; 68 L. J. Q. B. 1082; 811. T. 314. 
.|—See, also, SOLICITORS, Vol. XLIIL., p. 804, 
Nos. 3381, 3382. 

4424. Set-off for costs—Interpleader proceed- 
ings.]—Pltfs. having recovered judgment against 
two defts. the judgment was set aside as against 
one deft. with costs. The same deft. having 
claimed goods taken in execution by pltfs. under 
the same judgment, the sheriff interpleaded, & an 
order was made barring the claim with costs to 
be paid to pltfs.:—/eld: the master in taxing 
the costs of such deft. could not order the costs 
payable by him under the interpleader proceedings 
to be set-off against the costs due to him in the 
original action from pltfs.—BARKER & Co. v. 
HEMMING (1880), 5 Q. B. D. 609; 49 L. J. Q. B. 
730; 43 L. T. 678; 28 W. R. 764, C. A. 

4425. Administration proceedings.) — 
Legatees, who were also next-of-kin of the testator, 
brought an action against the executor, seeking a 
revocation of the probate, but failed, & were 
ordered to pay the executor’s costs of the action. 
While the action was pending, some of pltfs. 
assigned & others mortgaged their shares whether 
under the will or on an intestacy. Afterwards, 
the legatees commenced an action against the 
executor in the Chancery Division for the adminis- 
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tration of the estate :—Held: the executor was 
entitled to set off the costs in the probate suit 
against the legacies, notwithstanding the assign- 
ments & incumbrances.—Re KNAPMAN, KNAPMAN 
v. WREFORD (1881), 18 Ch. D. 300; 50 L. J. Ch. 
629; 45 1.7. 102; 30 W. RB. 395, C. A. 

4426. Divorce proceedings.]— Where a 
wife’s petition is dismissed, the facts that sccurity 
for the wife’s costs has been ordered, & that the 
conduct of the wife’s solicitor is not open to 
censure, do not: deprive the court. of its discretion 
to give costs or to refuse them to the wife or to 
give costs against the wife. 

I give the husband the costs of the wife’s petition, 
& the wife the costs of the husband’s petition for 
judicial separation on the ground of cruelty, & 
there must be no set-off. 1 do this, instead of 
saying that there shall be no costs on either side, 
for the protection of the wife’s solicitor (1lina, J.). 
—BALDWIN Raper v. BALDWIN RAPER & METz, 
BALDWIN RAPER v. BALDWIN RAPER (1926), 42 
T. lL. R. 619. 

———.}—-Sce, also, SoLicttors, Vol. XT1L1., 
pp. 275, 276, Nos. 3087, 3107. 

4427. Winding up of partnership. ]—Where 
a limited partner was joined as respondent to a 
petition to wind up & did not oppose, & his costs 
were ordered to be paid out of the assets of the 
limited partnership, & he was subsequently placed 
on the list of contributories & incurred costs pay- 
able to the liquidator on an application to have 
his name removed from such list:—Held: the 
liquidator could not set-cff such two sets of costs 
one against the other, because the costs of the 
winding up stand on different footing from other 
costs, as being incurred for the benefit of everybody 
concerned.—f#e Berr, BREWER & BOWMAN (1915), 
1138 lL. T. 990; 59 Sol. Jo. 510. 

-—— Bankruptcy  proceedings.}— See BANK- 
RUPTCY, Vol. [V., pp. 528, 524, Nos. 4784-4790. 
Appeal to House of Lords.]}—See PaAnia- 
MENT, Vol. XXXVI., p. 270, No. 153. 

-|}—See, also, Srer-orr, Vol. Xu. p. 431, 
No. 5875; So utcirors, Vol. XLT1., pp. 282-287, 
Nos. 3175-3219. 

















SEcT. 20.—SECURITY FOR COSTS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—APPLICATION FOR SECURITY. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 86. In any cause or matter in which 
security for costs is required, the security shall be of such amount, 
and be given at such times, and in such manner and form, as the 
Court or a Judge shall direct. 


4428. When made.]-——-Security for costs was 
ordered on an application made after statement of 
defence denying the allegations of pltf., & after 
pltf. filed interrogatories.—ARKWRIGHT v. NEW- 
BOLD, [1880] W. N. 59. 

4429. ~}+—The old rule in chancery that an 
application that a next friend should give security 
for costs must be made before the next material 
step in the cause is taken, & the old rule at common 
law that the like application must be made before 
issue Joined are abrogated by the new Judicature 
Rules ; & under Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. XVIJ., 
r. 8, the court has a judicial discretion to direct 
security for costs to be given at any time.— 
MARTANO v. MANN (1880), 14 Ch. D. 419; 49 
L. J. Ch. 510; 42 L. T. 890, C. A. 

4430. -}-The old rule of the Court of 
Chancery, that an application for security for the 
costs of an action must be made promptly, is 
inconsistent with the provision of Ord. LXV., 
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r. 6, that security for costs may be given “‘ at such 
time or times ”’ as the court may direct, & must be 
taken to have been abrogated :—Held: therefore, 
an application by a deft. for security for the costs 
of an action brought against him by a limited com- 
pany might be made after reply & notice of trial.— 
LYDNEY & WIGPOOL TRON ORE Co. v. BIRD (1883), 
23 Ch. D. 358; 52 TL. J. Ch. 640; 48 1. T. 893. 

4431. ~}—The court has under Ord. LXYV., 
r. 6, a discretion to order security for costs to be 
given at any stage of the proceedings, & there is 
no hard & fast rule that the application for security 
must be made before any material step is taken 
in the action. Accordingly, an application by a 
deft. for security to be given by pltf. is not too 
late merely because it is made after the delivery 
of the defence.—Re Smitty, BAIN v. BAIN, [1896} 
W. N. 88; 75 3. T. 46; sub nom. Re SMITH, 
BAIN v. SmuITH, 40 Sol. Jo. 700, C. A. 

4432. -—— On motion to set aside writ & 
service.|-—On a motion by the deft. to set aside 
the writ & the service thereof, on the ground that 
the true address of the pltfs. was not indorsed 
thereon, the plitfs. being an American company 
out of the jurisdiction, & the deft. not being able 
to find them at the address given in England :— 
ITeld: the proper order to make was, that the 
pltfs. should give security for costs & pay the 
costs of the motion.-—PITrsBURGH CRUSHED 
STEEL Co., imp. v. Marx (JAcoR) & Co., [1897] 
W. N. 36. 

4433. — —- Proceedings after judgment.}]— A 
summons for directions taken out under Ord. 
XXX. of the Rules of the Supreme Court ceases 
to operate with the trial of the action, so that an 
application for security for costs for subsequent 
proceedings—for example, the taking of an 
account before an official referee ordered at such 
trial—must be made by separate summons, & 
cannot be made on notice under r. 5 of Ord. XXX. 

But the court has jurisdiction under Ord. LXV., 
r. 6, to order security for such costs in a proper 
case on a proper application. -~BRrown v. HATG, 
[1905] 2 Ch. 379; 74 L. J. Ch. 591; 983 L. T. 99 ; 
54 W. R. 26; 49 Sol. Jo. 650. 

- Admiralty. ]— See Sinppina, Vol. XLT., 
p. 188, No. 275. 

4434. How made—In chambers—-By summons. | 
——A pltf. who has gone to reside abroad, after the 
bill is filed, will be ordered to give security for 
costs; but the application shonld be made by 
summons in chambers.~-VALE v. OFFERT (1874), 
30 L. T. 457; 22 W. R. 629; subsequent proceed- 
ings, sub nom. VALE v. OPPERT (1877), 5 Ch. D. 
633, C. A. 

4435. ——— On summons for directions. |— 
Brown o. Jag, No. 4433, ante. 

J—WSee, also, No. 4462, post. 

4436. Limitation of jurisdiction on.|]~- The 
court cannot, upon an application for security for 
costs to be given by pltf., go into the merits of 
the sction.—CrozaT v. BROGDEN, [1894] 1 Q. B. 
30; 638 L. J. Q. B. 325; 70 L. T. 522; 42 W. R. 
353; 10 T. L. R. 38615 9 R. 296, C. A. 

4437. Effect of application—Waiver of objection 
to service of writ.J]—In an action against a foreign 
bank, service of the writ of summons on the head 
manager of the London ‘‘ Agency ” of the bank~ - 
the agency being ostensibly & in fact a bank with 
the usual offices, managers, W& stalf of clerks--- 
held to be good service on the defts :-~Held: also, 
an application made by the defts. for security for 
costs constituted a waiver of any objection as to 
service.—LHONEUX, Limon & Co. v. Hona Kone 
& SHANGHAL BANKING CorPpn. (1886), 33 Ch. D. 
446; sub nom. De LHOoNEUX, Limon (A.) & Co. v. 
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Hona Kona & SHANGHA] BANKING Corpn., 55 
I. J. Ch. 758; 64 L. T. 863; 34 W. R. 753. 

4438. Renewal of application.}—- Where a 
limited company which was in course of being 
wound up was plitf., it was ordered to give security 
for costs for a limited sum until the defts. apply- 
ing for security had put in their answers, with 
liberty to them, when their answers were put in, 
to renew the motion in order to obtain further 
security.— WESTERN OF CANADA OIL, LANDS & 
Works Co. v. WALKER (1875). 10 Ch. App. 628 ; 
45 J. J. Ch. 165; 283 W. R. 738, 1. JJ. 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—WHOo MAY BE ORDERED TO GIVE 
SECURITY. 


4439. Whether defendant.]|—The court will not 
compel a deft. resident abroad to give security 
for costs, as the price of compelling pltf., resident 
abroad, to give deft. security for costs.— BAXTER 
ve. MORGAN (1815),6 Taunt 879; 2 Marsh. 80; 128 
E. BR. 108). 





4440. ——-.J]— Ite PeRcy & Kriiy NICKEL, 
CoBaLT & CHROME IRON MINING Co., No. 4499, 
nost. 

4441, — —.|—A motion was made by a pltf. 


for an order to stay payment out of court of a 
sum payable under an order of the court to deft.’s 
solicitors as taxed costs, until a pending summons 
by deft. to review taxation should be disposed of. 
The grounds of the motion were deft.’s impecuni- 
osity, & also the absence of any liability on deft.’s 
part to her solicitors for any further sum than 
taxed costs. The motion was refused, as being an 
unprecedented attempt to extend the practice 
as to requiring security to be given for costs.— J’e 
BARBER, BURGESS v. VINNICOME (No. 2) (1886), 55 
LJ. Ch. 624; 541. T. 728; 34 W. RB. 578. 

4442, Plaintiff in cross-action.] —A. filed 
an original bill against B., & B. filed a cross-bill 
against A. & others. They all moved that B. 
nught give security for the costs of the cross-suit. 
Motion refused. But leave was given to the co- 
defts. with A., who were not parties to the original 
suit, to move that BK. might give security for the 
costs of the cross-suit.—-SLOGGETT v. VIANT (1842), 
13 Sim. 187; 60 Ki. R. 72. 

4443, -}—DPItf. in a cross-suit (im- 
peaching an instrument which the original suit 
seeks to enforce) although residing out of the 
jurisdiction, is not bound as against pltf. in the 
original suit to give security for costs.— VINCENT 
v% JIUNTER (1816), 5 Hare, 320; 67 EK. R. 935. 

4444, -}—The practice in the case 
of uw deft. at Jaw filing a bill to restrain an action 
1s similar to that in the case of bill & cross-bill, & 
security for costs cannot be required. 

A foreigner, not residing in England, filed a bill 
{o restrain an action brought against him by deft. 
inequity. Deft. moved that pltf. in equity might 
give security for costs. Motion was refused with 
costs.— WATTEEU v. Bittam (1849), 3 De G. & 
Sm. 516; 18 L. J. Ch. 455; 141. T. 0.8. 63; 14 
Jur. 165; 64 E. R. 686. 

4445. -}—Pltf. in a cross-suit is not 
required to give security for costs on the ground 
of insufficient description of residence. 

A suit instituted for the purpose of defence 
against the deft. moving, who was pltf. in a 
previously existing suit will, upon a motion for 
security for costs, be considered as a cross-suit as 
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regards deft. moving, whatever might be the case 
as regards other defts. to the second suit. 

Quere: as to the result of such a motion by 
other defts. to the second suit not being parties 
to the first.—Witp ». Murray (1854), 18 Jur. 
892; 241. T. O. S. 52. 

4446. .}—Sect. 69 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, makes no alteration in the principle 
upon which the court refuses to allow a deft. in a 
cross-suit to call upon pltf. in the cross-suit to 
give security for costs; the principle being—not 
that deft. by suing pltf. originally has admitted 
the jurisdiction, & cannot afterwards question it, 
but that a person who, though nominally pltf., is 
actually a deft. will be allowed to defend himeelf. 

Where a company is defending itself, it must be 
regarded as, in substance, a deft., &, therefore, is 
not to be called upon to give security (PAGE 
Woop, V.C.).—ACCIDENTAL & MARINE INSURANCE 
Co. v. MercaATI (1866), L. R. 8 Eq. 200; 16 L. T. 
3473; sub nam. Re ACCIDENTAL & MARINE INSUR- 
ANCE Corpn., 15 W. KR. 88. 

4447. Intervening defendant.) — VAVAs- 
SEUR v. Krupp, No. 4543, post. 

4448. »}—APOLLINARIS Co. v. WIL- 
SON, No. 4538, post. 

4449 .}— This was a motion by a 
foreign company, having no address for service in 
this country, asking for an order that they might 
be added as respondents to a motion, of which 
notice had been given by Messrs. Henry Brooks 
& ('o., of London, to rectify the Register of 
Trade Marks by expunging therefrom a trade mark 
registered by the foreign company :—Held: the 
foreign company appearing & submitting to the 
jurisdiction were entitled to be added as respon- 
dents to the motion without giving security.—Re 
SociéTr ANONYME DES VERRERIES DE L’HTOILE, 
[1893] W. N. 119. 

4450, —- - -——.]-In the case of a petition 
for the revocation of a patent, the patentee was 
out of the jurisdiction, but on his attention being 
called to the proceedings, he issued a summons 
for further & better particulars of objections, & 
for directions that the petition should be heard 
onoral evidence. The petitioner issued a summons 
that the patentee be ordered to give security for 
costs :—-Held: the principle upon which the 
court acted in requiring security for costs, was 
that a person resident out of the jurisdiction is 
not allowed under ordinary circumstances to 
institute proceedings in the Supreme Court here 
without reasonably satisfying the opposite party 
that if the application fails there will be an 
opportunity of recovering the costs of it; here 
the patentee was brought before the court as a 
deft. to defend his right ; he had made no applica- 
tion to the court whatever, & could not be ordered 
to give security for costs.— He M1LLER’s PATENT 
ee) 63 L. J. Ch. 324; 70L. 7.270; 11 RP. 0. 

5. 

4451. -/—Under various agreements 
in writing made abroad but to be deemed to be 
English contracts & to be construed & to operate 
according to English law, certain royalties on 
shipments & sales of petroleum became due to one 
D., a Dutch subject residing in England, from a 
Dutch company. The payment of the royalties 
was guaranteed by an Knglish company & other 
English guarantors. 

D. purported to assign his interest to another 
Dutch company. After the alleged assignment a 
third Dutch company recovered judgment against 
D. & obtained an order of a competent court in 
Holland attaching debts due to D. from the first- 
mentioned Dutch company. The second Dutch 
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company & D., their assignor, brought an action 
in England against the first Dutch company & 
their deel eoa to recover royalties admittedly 
payable under the agreements. The third Dutch 
company obtained leave to intervene as & be 
made defts. in the action. The pltfs. applied that 
these defts. should be ordered to give security for 
costs :—-Held: that security for costs ought not 
to be ordered. 

By BANkKEs, L.J., on the ground that in the 
circumstances, including the fact that the pltfs., 
themselves foreigners & claimants, were not 
offering security, the court ought to exercise its 
discretion by refusing to order security. 

By ScRvuTTON, J..J., on the ground that the 
added defts. were really defending themsclves 
against attack & therefore ought not to be required 
to give security; especially in view of the fact 
that the pltfs., a foreign company, were raising 
in an English court questions concerning the effect 
of foreign legal proceedings & of a forvign assign- 
ment which could be more conveniently decided 
in the foreign courts. 

By Younaer, I.J., on the ground that the 
application for security was premature, for that 
until the added defts. had delivered their defence 
it was not clear that they intended to assume the 
position of claimants; but that if & when they 
should do this, the application might be renewed. 
—MAATSCHAPPIT VOOR FONDSENBEZIT v. SHELL 
TRANSPORT & TRADING Co., [19238] 2 KK. B. 166; 
02 L. J. K. B. 685; 129 L. T. 257; 39 TT. J. R. 
383 ; 67 Sol. Jo. GL7, CL. A. 

4452. Defendant in replevin residing out of 
jurisdiction.]-- A deft. in replevin residing out of 
the jurisdiction of the court is liable to give 
security for costs. 

The practice of compelling parties to give 
security for costs has already been extended from 
the case of foreigners to that of natives, & a 
line must somewhere be drawn. Lut it must be 
drawn where in justice & reason it ought. There 
is no principle on which deft. in replevin, as to 
this matter at least, can be distinguished from an 
ordinary pltf. (per Cur.).—SELBY v. CRUCLILIEY 
(1820), 1 Brod. & Bing. 505; 4 Moore, C. P. 280; 
129 KK. RR. 817. 

4453. —-—- Defendant having conduct of cause. | 
—Qne of several defts. after decree obtained leave 
to have the conduct of the cause. Le lived out 
of the jurisdiction. Ile was ordered to give the 
security for costs.-MYNN v. Harr (1845), 5 
LL. T. O. 8S. 388; 9 Jur. 860. 





Company as plaintiff..—Sec ComMPANIMS, Vol. 
IX., pp. 680, Nos. 45388 ct seq. 
Corporation as plaintiff.|.—See CORPORATION, 


Vol. XILI., p. 428, Nos. 1518, 1519. 

Plaintiff suing in forma pauperis.|—Sce SoLici- 
TORS, Vol. XLII., p. 258, Nos. 2918-2920; Part 
NITX., Sect. 18, ante. 

Interpleader. j— Sce INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXLX., 
pp. 481, 482, Nos. 314-3158. 

Counterclaim. |—See Smt-orr & COUNTERCLALM, 
Vol. XL., pp. 4382, 483, Nos. 539-547. 

Probate actions. |—See lixecuTors, Vol. NNIY., 
pp. 2738, 274, Nos. 3371-3375. 


SUB-snEcT, 3.—ORDER FOR SECURITY. 
A. In General. 


_ 4454, Duty to inform officers of court. ]—After 

judgment had been pronounced on Jan. 21 the 

Lord Chief Justice said that the case had been in 
20% 
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the list with a note appended, ‘‘ Security ordered.”’ 
It was ordered on April 14, 1913, & was paid in 
on April 28, 1913, but. it was not until Jan. 19, 1914, 
that information of this was given to the officers 
of the court. It was the duty of the solicitor to 
have informed the court as soon as the order had 
been complied with & the appeal became effective, 
so that those responsible for the list would know 
if the appeal would come on, & the court would be 
informed exactly as to how the matter stood.— 
REEVES v. POPE, PopxK v. REEVES, [1914] W. N. 32. 

4455. Effect of order-——-On right to apply for 
dismissal. ]—Pltf. was ordered to give security for 
costs, the action being stayed in the meantime, 
but he failed to do so. Deft. applied to dismiss 
the action for want of prosecution, under Ord. 
XXIX.. rn. 1:- Meld: the judge had a diserection 
to make an order dismissing the action, though 
deft. had not abandoned the order for security for 
costs. —-LA GRANGE v. MCANDREW (1879), 4 
Q. B.D. 210; 48 lL. J. Q. B. 8153) sub nom. 
De LA GRANGE v. MCANDREW, 39 1. T. 5005 27 
W. R. 418. 

4456. —--— On subsequent costs—-Proceedings 
stayed until security given.|—An order was made 
dismissing an action with costs because the pltfs. 
failed to comply with a previous order that they 
should give security for the costs of the action. 
That order contained the usual stay of proceedings 
by the pltfs. until the security should be given. 
Immediately before the order for security was 
made, the pltfs.’ motion for an injunction had been 
ordered to stand over for a fortnight, the deft. 
undertaking to deliver to the pltfs. copies of his 
affidavits within ten days. In pursuance of this 
undertaking the deft. prepared his affidavits during 
the stay of proceedings by the pltfs. On the 
taxation of costs under the order dismissing the 
action, the taxing master held that the deft. ought 
not to be allowed the costs of his affidavits, on the 
ground that they ought not to have been prepared 
during the stay of proceedings :—Held: — the 
taxing master had acted on a wrong principle, & 
the costs of the affidavits ought not to have been 
disallowed upon that ground.—-W1IUTELEY HxXrk- 
CISER, LTp. v. GAMAGE, [1898] 2 Ch. 4053; 67 
I. J. Ch. 560; 79 1. T. 20; 47 W. R. 2063 5 
Mans, 240. 

4457. .] ~-Where in an action 
on & marine policy an order is made for the filing 
of an affidavit of ship’s papers, & security for 
costs, & for a stay of proceedings meanwhile, 
this stay does not operate to paralyse the activities 
of either party & prevent him preparing his case ; 
& on a taxation of costs it is for the taxing master 
to determine, having regard to the stay & all other 
material factors, whether the costs were reasonably 
or prematurely incurred.—PECHERIES OSTEN- 
DAISES (Soc. ANON.) v. MERCHANTS’ MARIN IN- 
SURANCE Co., [1928] 1 K. B. 750; 97 [. J. K. B. 
145; 135 L. bP. 682; 44 T. LR. 270; 72 Sol. Jo. 
102; 17 Asp. M. 1. C. 404, (. A. 

—--~ On time for pleading.]—Sre R.S. C., Ord. 
LXLV., 3. 6, p. 843, ante. 

4458. Fallure to comply with order.|] — A_ pltf. 
having been ordered to give security for costs 
guve an insuiticient security ; he was ordered to 
give other security within a month, & having made 
default, he was ordered to give security within a 
limited period, & in default, that the bill should 
stand dismissed with costs.—GIDDINUS v. GINDINGS 
(1847), 10 Beav. 20; 16L. J.Ch. 183; 9L.T. 0.8. 
1; 11 Jur. 549; 50K. R. 492. 

4459. o}—Where a pltf. resided in Australia, 
& a deft. obtained the usual order that he should 
give security for costs, the court allowed four 
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months for the pltf. to find such security, & ordered 
dismissal of the bill with costs, unless the security 
should be perfected within that time.—GRANT v. 
INGRAM (1869), 20 L. T. 70. 

4460. -]— Where an appellant has been 
ordered to give security for costs & fails to do so, 
the respondent is entitled to have the appeal dis- 
missed for want of prosecution after a reasonable 
time has clapsed, although no time was fixed by 
the order for completing the security for costs.— 
VALE v. OPPERT (1877), 5 Ch. D. 6338, 969; 25 
W. Tt. 610, C. A. 











4461. -}—LA GRANGE v. MCANDREW, No. 
1455. ante. 
-}+-—See, also, HusBaAnn & Wir, Vol. 





XXVII., pp. 442, 443, Nos. 4541-4560. 

4462. Application to dismiss — Where 
made.]|—H., ” foreign resident out of the juris- 
diction, applied for the registration of a trade mark. 
‘The summons was opposed by the A. Co., & on 
the application of the conipany an order was 
made that Il. should give security for the com- 
pany’s costs of the opposition, & that until the 
security should be given, Ll. should not take any 
further proceeding in the matter against the com- 
pany. The security was not given & the company 
yvave notice of motion for an order that the security 
should be given within seven days & that in default 
the summons might be dismissed with costs with- 
out further order. NortTs, J., made the order, 
but said that the application ought to have been 
made by summons in chambers, & he should only 
allow the company the costs which would have been 
incurred if the application had been inade in that 
way. --Re LIURTER’s TRADE MARK, [1887] W.N. 71. 








B. When Order May be Made. 
(a) Particular Cases. 


Admiralty actions.]—Sce ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., 
pp. 188-190, Nos. 1020-10483; SnHippina & 
NAVIGATION, Vol. XLI., p. 814, Nos. 6755, 6756. 

Appeal.|—See R. S&S. C., Ord. LVIII1., r. 15, 
Part LA XVII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, V., & R.S. C., 
Ord. LIX., r. 17, Part LXXVITI., Sect. 7, sub- 
sect. 8, ante. 

4463. Arbitration—Submission by agreement.] 
—An arbitrator under a submission by agreement 
out of court has no power to make an order for 
security for costs.—Re UNIONK STEARINERLE 
LANZA & WIENER, [1917] 2 K. B. 558; 117 L. T. 
337; sub nom. LANZA v. WEINER, 86 1. J. K. B. 
1236; 61 Sol. Jo. 526. 

4464. Arbitration Act, 1889, s. 5.]—On 
an application under sect. 5 of the Arbitration Act, 
1889, 0 appoint an arbitrator the court has a dis- 
cretion & may in a proper case refuse to make an 
appointment except upon terms. 

_A contract between British shipbuilders & 
foreign shipowners for the building & purchase of 
certain ships contained a clause referring disputes 
& differences to the decision of a single arbitrator 
in accordance with the Arbitration Act. Disputes 
having arisen the foreign firm duly gave notice to 
the British shipbuilders to appoint an arbitrator. 
&, on their refusal to do so, applied to the court 
under sect. 5 of the Act to appoint an arbitrator. 
The judge in chambers having made an appoint- 
ment, the court, on appeal by the shipbuilders, 
ordered that, if within a specified time the foreign 
firm gave security for the costs of the arbitration 
& of the appeal, the order under appeal should 
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stand, but that otherwise it should be discharged.— 
Re BsyornstaD & Ovusk SHIPPING Co., [1924] 2 
K. B. 673; sub nom. BIORNSTAD v. OUSE SHIPPING 
Co., 98 L. J. K. B. 977; 1381 L. T. 663; 40 T. L. R. 
636 ; 68 Sol. Jo. 754 ; 30 Com. Cas. 14, C. A. 
4465. Special case.]—The government of 
an independent State made with a company a 
contract containing an arbitration clause. An 
arbitration took place & was divided into two 
parts, the first being as to whether the govern- 
ment had committed a breach of contract. The 
result of this part of the arbitration was that an 
award was given in favour of the company & the 
government. was ordered to pay costs. The 
second part of the arbitration, as to the amount 
of damage, then began, & when the evidence had 
been closed the government asked the arbitrator 
to state an advisory case for the opinion of the 
court, but the arbitrator refused to do so. The 
government then issued a summons asking that 
the arbitrator might be ordered to state a case, 
& thereupon the company applied that all further 
proceedings might be stayed until the govern- 
ment (1) had paid the costs which it has been 
ordered to pay, & (2) had given security to answer 
the costs of this matter & of the arbitration :— 
Held: that so far as concerned the summons for 
a case to be stated the government was in the 
position of a pltf., & therefore it could not rely 
on its foreign sovereignty, & being out of the 
jurisdiction must give security for the costs of the 
summons, but that the rest of the company’s 
application must stand over to be dealt with on 
the hearing of the summons.—DuFF DEVELOP- 
MENT (C'o., Lrp. v. KELANTAN GOVERNMENT (1925), 
41 7T. I. R. 875-876 3; sub nom. Re DUFF DEVELOP- 
MENT Co., Trp. & KELANTAN GOVERNMENT, 69 


Sol. Jo. 491. 

Companies.]|—See Buinpina Societies, Vol. 
VI1., p. 509, No. 335; ComMPpaNi«s, Vol. IX., 
pp. 680, Nos. 4538 ef seqg.; Vol. X., pp. 886, 982, 
999, Nos. 6026, 6026a, 6786, 6787, 6937; Com- 
panies Act, 1929 (c. 23), s. 371. 

4466. Convict.]—'The mere circumstance of 
pltf. being imprisoned docs not entitle deft. to 
call for a security for costs.— BADDELEY v. TIARD- 
ING (1821), 6 Madd. 214; 56 KH. RR. 1873. 

4467. -}—PItf., who is in prison undcr 
sentence of transportation, is bound to give security 
for costs.—BARRETY v. PowrrR (1854), 9 Ixch. 
338; 2C.L. R. 488; 23 L. J. x. 162; 22 L.'T. OLS. 
2613; 18 Jur. 156; 2 W. R. 220. 

Counterclaim.]—Sve ADMIRALTY, Vol. J., pp. 
188-190, Nos. 1020-1043 5 Srt-oFr & COUNTER- 
CLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 482, 433, Nos. 539-547. 

4468. Declaration of Title Act, 1862 (c. 67), 
s. 9.}—-A certificate of the petitioner’s title having 
been made by the chief clerk upen petition under 
the Declaration of Title Act, 1862, the court, 
pursuant to sects. 8, 9 & 11 of the Act, ordered 
the declaration establishing the petitioner’s title 
to be made at the end of three months; security 
to be given by the petitioner, to the amount of 
£40, for payment of the costs of any person who 
might successfully oppose the declaration of title ; 
& notice of the order to be given by advertising it 
three times, at three days’ interval, in each of 
three London newspapers.—fe RoBEertrs (1870), 
L. R. 10 Eq. 402; 39 L. J. Ch. 888; 22 L. 'T. 699. 

Divorce, etc.|—Sce HusBaAnD & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., pp. 421-424, 571, Nos. 4270-4307, 6299, 

EXicurors, 


6300. 

Executors.}—Sec Vol. XXIV., 
p. 727, Nos. 7545-7549. 

Infants.|— See INFANTS, Vol. XAVIII., pp. 310, 
311, Nos. 1712-1729. 
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is aa Sect. 20, sub-sect. 3, B. (6), 
post. 

Interpleader proceedings.|—See INTERPLEADER, 
Vol. XXIX., pp. 480-482, Nos. 304-320. 

4469. Lunatic.]— The court will not compel 
security for costs in error on the ground of pltf. 
in crror being a lunatic.—STEEL v. ALLAN (1801), 
2 Bos. & P. 437; 126 I. R. 1371. 

4470. Married women. |—Where the next. friend 
of a feme coverte had taken the benefit of the 
Insolvent Debtors Act, but was detained in prison 
& had obtained an order upon the husband for 
payment of his groats after the answer was filed, 
& before any other proceeding was taken in the 
cause a motion by one of the defts. that the next 
friend might be removed & another appointed 
was refused as being improper in form; but leave 
was given to apply to stay proceedings until the 
next friend should be changed or security given for 
costs.— PENNINGTON v. ALVIN (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 
264: 11. J. 0.8. Ch. 202; 57 &. R. 107. 

4471. -}—The old rule in chancery that an 
application that a next friend should give security 
for costs must be made before the next material 
step in the cause is taken, & the old rule at common 
law that the like application must be made before 
Issue joined are abrogated by the new Judicature 
Rules; & under Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. XVI., 
r. 8, the court has a judicial discretion to direct 
security for costs to be given at any time.— 
MARTANO v. MANN (1880), 14 Ch. D. 419; 49 
J..J.Ch. 510; 42 L. T. 890, C. A. 

4472. .J—An action was commenced in the 
name of a inarried woman by her next friend 
against her husband & the trustee of a separation 
deed to enforce payment of an annuity under the 
deed. The defts. moved that the action might 
be dismissed, or that the next friend might he 
ordered to give security for costs. This was sup- 
po by an affidavit of the husband that he 

elieved that his wife had given no authority to 
commence the action. The husband’s solicitors 
Joined in the affidavit, & deposed to the facts that 
the next friend was not a householder, & had no 
visible means of paying costs. The next friend 
replied by affidavit that he had sufficient means to 
pay any costs that he might be ordered to pay, 
but said nothing as to his having authority from 
the married woman to commence the action, & 
did not produce any authority :—Held: by 
Bacon, V.-C., that the next friend of a married 
woman will not be called upon to prove his 
authority on the mere allegation of a deft. that he 
has no authority :~ Held: also, that the next 
friend could not be ordered to give security for 
costs on the ground that he was not a householder 
when he deposed that he had sufficient means to 
pay costs :—Held: by the Court of Appeal, that 
the action must be dismissed with costs, to be paid 
by the solicitors of the next friend, as he, when 
challenged to show his authority to commence the 
action, did not show any.—ScHJOTT v. ScHJOTT 
(1881), 10 Ch. D. 94; 51 0. J. Ch. 368; 45 1. T. 
333; 30 W. R. 329, C. A. 

-J—See, also, HuspaANnpdD & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., pp. 249, 250, Nos. 2191-2198. 

Misdescription of plaintiff’s residence.]—Ser 
Sect. 20, sub-sect. 3, B. (d), post. 

4473. Mortgagor—Actions by.]—Where, in an 
action brought by a mortgagor & a second mort- 
gagee, as co-pltfs., impeaching a proposed sale by 
the first mortgagee under his power of sale, the 
second mortgagee subsequently transfers his 
interest to the proposed purchaser, who is also a 
deft. along with the first mortgagee, & the mort- 
gagor applies for leave to strike out the name of 
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the second mortgagee as a co-pltf. & to add him as 
a deft., leave will only be granted on the terms of 
the mortgagor giving to the original defts. security 
for the costs.—VioLA uv. IltcKMAN, [1912] W. N. 
109. 

~.J—See, also, Law of Property Act, 
1925, s. 91 (8). 

PlaintifY ordinarily resident out of jurisdiction. ]— 
Sce Sect. 20, sub-sect. 3, B. (c), post. 

Temporarily within jurisdiction.]—Sce 
R. 8S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 6A, p. 908, post. 

4474. Privileged persons—Foreign ambassador 
—- Servant of.]—If an ambassador’s servant brings 
a bill he must give security to answer costs, as 
being a person privileged.— GooDWIN v. ARCHER 
(1727), 2 P. Wms, 452; 24 I. Lt. 809. 

4475. Person under protection of.}]— 
Plitf., under the protection of a foreign ambas- 
sador was ordered to give security to answer costs. 
— ADDERLY v. Smira (1768), L Dick. 855; 21 
kK. R. 306. 

4476. ~--The court will not compel 
a foreign ambassador to give security for costs.-— 
Dir MONTELLANO (DuKic) v. Cumistin (L816), 5 
M. & S. 503; 105 Ki. R. 1135. 

4477. Foreign sovereign.j|——-A foreign 
prince resident abroad, being pltf. in an action 
upon a charterparty in this court, was directed to 
give security for costs.—BRAZzIL (HMPEROR) v. 
ROBINSON (1837), 6 Ad. & El, 80L: 5 Dowl. 522 ; 
1 Nev. & P. K. B. 8173 Wail. Wolk. & Dav. 278 ; 
6L. J. K. B. 168; 112 I. R. 308. 

4478. —-——.J—If an independent foreign 
sovereign seeks to enforce the performance of a 
commercial contract in the Enghsh courts he 
will be liable to give security for costs.--GREECK 
(KING) v. WRIGHT (1887), 6 Dowl. 12; Will. Woll. 
& Dav. 594; 1 Jur. 044. 

4479. - ——~—.]—The court has jurisdiction 
by 24 Vict. c. 10, s. $4, to order a pltf. in an action 
for damage by collision to give security for damages 
to a deft. who brings a counterclaim. The court 
can exercise this power when such pltf. is a foreign 
sovereign whose ship cannot be arrested.-—Tle 
NEWRATTLE (1885), 10 P. D. 33; 54 L. J. P. 165 
52 1. 1. 15; 33 W. R. 318; 5 Asp. M. J. C. 356, 
CoA : 

-.J—See, also, Nos. 4511-4548, post 

Probate.]—See KxrecutTors, Vol. XXIJII., pp. 
272-274, Nos. 3358, 3371-38375. 

Prize court.|—See Prize Law, Vol. NXXXVIL., 
p. 671, Nos. 1358-1361. 

Relator in action by Attorney-General. ]|—See 
(‘HARITIES, Vol. VIII., p. 409, Nos. 2461, 2462. 

Trustees. ]—See TRUSTS & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIILI., 
pp. 834, 835, Nos. 2802, 2803. 





























(b) Poverty or Insolvency of Party. 


4480. Poverty of plaintiff.|—A pltf. will not be 
compelled to give security for costs merely on the 
ground of his poverty.—Ross v. JACQUES (1841), 
8 M. & W. 135; 9 Dowl. 737; 10 L. J. Ex. 306; 
sub 20m. JACQUES v. Ross, 5 Jur. 345. 

4481. -}—The rule is clear that poverty 
is no ground for ordering security for the costs of 
an action.—Le MESURIER v. FERGUSON (1903), 20 
T. L. R. 32, C. A. 

4432, .|—The fact that a pitf. is a defaulter 
on the Stock Exchange is not a sufficient reason 
for requiring him to give security for costs.— 
HINDE v. HASKEW (1884), 1 TI’. L. R. 94, D. C. 

4488. Poverty of defendant.]— The pane are 
or insolvency of a deft. is not per se a ground for 
ordering him to give security for costs.—Re 
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°- (c), 4.] 


Emery, Emery v. Emery, [19238] P. 184; 92 
L. J. P. 138; 39 T. L. R. 7133 sub nom. In the 
Goods of EMERY, EMERY v. EMERY, 130 L. T. 127. 

Persons suing or defending in formd pauperis, 
see Part XIX., Sect. 18, ante. 

Security for costs on appeal to Court of Appeal, 
see Part LX XVI11., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, V., ante. 

Insolvency.]—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 288, 
No. 1020; BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 1005, 
1006, 1012, Nos. 8196-8206, 8254-8256 ; Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., p. 862, No. 5811. 

Proceedings by insolvent trustee. |—Sec 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 990, 991, 1098, Nos. 
8095-8007, SY7TO. 

4484. Unregistered company.|]— Where 
a company registered as an unlimited company 
is being wound up, & an action is brought in the 
name of the company, under the directions of the 
official liquidator, against a debtor of the company, 
the court will not make an order that the pltfs. 
give security for deft.’s costs.—UNITEN PoRTS 
INSURANCTE Co. v. Hitt (1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 395 ; 
30 1. 5. Q. B. 2273; 231. T. 14; 18 W. R. 980. 

4485. Nominal plaintiff.]—- Where in trespass 
against parish officers for distraining for poor 
rates it appeared that the pltf. refused to pay the 
rates by the desire of his landlord, who was also 
the attorney in the cause, the court stayed the 
proceedings until he gave security for the costs.— 
TENANT v. BROWN, JONES v. BROWN (1826), 5 
B. & C. 208; 108 BE. 1. 78. 

4486. -——.]—-A suit instituted for the purpose 
of regulating & apportioning a rate levied on the 
inhabitants of a parish under an Act of Parliament 
ought to be by information & bill, & not by bill 
only, therefore, a person who had filed a bill for 
this purpose on behalf of himself & all other 
the rated inhabitants of the parish, upon affidavits 
being made of his insolvency, was ordered to give 
secunity for costs.—TREDWELI. v. ByrRcH (1835), 
1Y.&C. Ex. 476.; 160 EK. R. 104. 

4487. .|-—Pltf. assigned all his effects to N., 
for the benefit of his creditors, with power to sue 
in his name; afterwards he became insolvent & 
also bankrupt, & had not obtained his certificate, 
& had no means of paying the costs of an action. 
N. having commenced an action in pltf.’s name, 
& without his authority (except under the assign- 
ment), the court stayed the proceedings till N. 
should give the deft. security for costs. 

The trustees choose to proceed in the action in 
the name of a party who, for their benefit, has 
divested hinmaisclf of all means of paying the costs. 
1 think they should give sccurity to the deft. 
(LORD DENMAN, ©.J.).—ELLIoT v. KENDRICK 
(1840), 12 Ad. & I). 597, 508; 4 Per. & Dav. 306 ; 
10 L. J. Q. B. 42; 113 E.R. 9388. 

4488, ——-.]—Where a pltf. is bankrupt or 
insolvent, & has assigned the debt for which the 
action is brought, & is suing for the benefit of the 
assignee, the court will require security for costs.— 
PERKINS v. ADcocK (1845), 14 M. & W. 808; 38 
Dow. & L. 270; 15 L. J. Ex. 7; 153 E. BR. 703. 

4489, -|— Where a pltf. is insolvent, & 
has assigned the debt for which the action is 
brought, & is suing for the benefit of the assignee, 
the court will compel him to give security for 
costs.—GOATLEY v. Emmott (1854), 15 C. B. 291; 
24L. J.C. P. 38; 24. T. 0.8.98; 3 W. BR. 64; 
139 E.R. 484, 

4490. ——.J—An executor is not a nominal 
pitt. within the rule that where a mere nominal 
pltf. is insolvent security for costs will be ordered. 
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—SykEs v. SYKES (1869), L. KR. 4 C. P. 6453; 38 
L. J.C. P. 281; 20 L. T. 663; 17 W. R. 799. 

4491. -—A nominal pltf. who is a pauper 
will be compelled to give security for costs, & the 
fact that the action is brought under the direction 
of the Court of Chancery to try an alleged right 
will not exempt him from doing so. 

The pltf. in such an action may be compelled to 
give particulars of the nature & extent of his 
claim, although the pleadinys in the chancery suit 
to which the deft. was a party contain a full state- 
ment of the grievances complained of.—-MACNEAL 
v. BIGGART (1870), 18 W. R. 470. 

4492. -}+—The court has jurisdiction to 
make a deft. who is appealing give security for the 
costs of the appeal, & will, where deft. is not a 
man of substance, & is merely a nominal deft.. 
stay the appeal until security is given. —HASTINGS 
COoRPN. v. IVALL (1874), 9 Ch. App. 758; 18 
lL. J. Ch. 728; 81 L. T. 262; 22 W. KR. 783. 

4493. ~+--The pltf., being insolvent & 
having brought an action against the defts., 
executed a deed whereby he assigned to a trustee 
for the benefit of his creditors all his property, 
estate, & cffects (with one insignificant exception), 
consisting of the goodwill & assets of his business 
of a tile & mosaic merchant, including the stock 
& book debts of the business, & also all the 
beneficial interest & property in the action brought 
by him against the defts., but the right, property, 
or interest of the trustee therein was not to arise 
until judgment has been obtained or the pltf. 
had effected terms of settlement. The pltf. 
covenanted with the trustee to prosecute the 
action diligently against the defts. & not to arrange 
terms of settlement without the trustee’s consent in 
writing, & also to settle the action, if occasion 
should arise, upon such terins as the trustee should 
consider fair & reasonable :—Held: that the 
pltf. was merely a nominal pltf. suing for the bene- 
fit of third persons, &, therefore, that he must give 
security for the defts.’ costs of the action.— 
Lioyp v. HATHERN STATION Brick Co., LTb. 
(1901), 85 L. T. 158, C. A. 

4494. ——.|—-Where _ trustees, to whom, by a 
covenant in a separation deed, a husband had 
covenanted to pay an annuity in trust for his wife, 
sued for arrears under that covenant :—Leld: the 
pltfs. were not mere ‘ nominal pltfs.’”? within 
the rule as to giving security for costs, &, there- 
fore, an order for security for costs could not be 
made against them on the ground that they were, 
if unsuccessful, without means of paying costs.— 
WHITE v. ButTT, [1900] 1K. B. 50; 7s L. J. K. B. 











65; 99 L. T. 823; 25 T. lL. R. 25; 53 Sol. Jo. 
12, C. A. 
4495. oJ|-—Pitf., who is an administrator, 








even although the letters of administration arc 
only granted to him as the attorney of a person 
who is abroad & until that person obtains letters 
of administration, & although he is shown to be 
insolvent, will not be ordered to give security for 
deft.’s costs of the action. RAINBOW v. KITTOE, 
[1916] 1 Ch. 813; 85 L. J. Ch. 468; 114 L. T. 
606; 60 Sol. Jo. 338. 
See, also, Nos. 3730-3741, ante. 


(c) Plaintiff Ordinarily Resident Out of the 
Jurisdiction. 
i. In General. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 6A. A plaintiff ordinarily resident out 
of the jurisdiction may be ordered to give security for costs, 
though he may be temporarily resident within the jurisdiction. 


r.6B. In actions brought by person 
resident out of the jurisdiction, where the Plaintiff’s claim is 


Part LXXXVI.—Costs. 


founded on a {Ace menk or order or on a Bill of Exchange or 
other negotiable instrument, the power to require the Plaintiff 
to My security for costs shall be in the discretion of the Court 
or Judge. 


4496. Number of applications.}—There is no 
rule that the court will not grant more than two 
applications by a deft. for security to be given for 
costs by a plitf. who is resident abroad.—MERTON 
v. TIMES PUBLISHING Co., tp. (1931), 48 T. L. R. 
34, C. A. 

4497. When security ordered—General rule.]— 
A pitf. is not compellable to give security for 
costs unless he himself state that he is resident 
or going to reside abroad, or the fact be distinctly 
sworn to,—-GREEN v, CHARNOCK (1791), 3 Bro. 
C. C, 371; 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 284; 1 Ves. 8396; 29 
KE. R. 6893; sub nom. Vv. » 2 Dick. 775, 


i. CO. 
-]—The simple fact that pltf. 














4498. 
is gone abroad is not a sufficient ground to 
compel him to give security for costs.—HopBy 


v. Hrrencock (1800), 5 Ves. 699; 31 KE. R. 
812. 
4499. -]—A. shareholder of a com- 








pany who resides out of the jurisdiction & 
appears to oppose a petition for winding up the 
company cannot be required to give security for 
costs. 

The principle is well established that a person 
instituting legal proceedings in this country, & 
being abroad, so that no adverse order could be 
effectually made against him if unsuccessful, is by 
the rules of the court compelled to give security 
for costs. That is a perfectly well-established & 
a perfectly reasonable principle ; but it does not 
apply to a deft. or respondent who is brought here 
to defend himself. If the person who institutes 
procecdings chooses to bring here people out of 
the jurisdiction, he must, in the first) instance, 
consider whether or not it is worth his while to do 
so, even if he does not get costs. He must take 
upon himself the risk of being unable to recover 
his costs, & cannot be allowed to say that the 
deft. whom he has chosen to bring here is not to 
defend himself (J&ssEL, M.R.).—Re Preroy & 
KELLY NICKEL, COBALT & CHROME IRON MINING 

10. (1876), 2 Ch. D. 531, 5382; 45 L. J. Ch. 526 ; 
24 W. R. 1057; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 408. 

4500. -J—Where a person resident 
out of the jurisdiction brings an action in this 
country, the fact that the action is brought on a 
foreign judgment, recovered in proceedings in 
which the deft. appeared, does not aflect the right 
of the deft. to security for costs. 

It was admitted that there is no authority to be 
found, either in the reports or in any text-book, 
for the refusal by the court of an order for security 
for costs by a person resident abroad, suing in 
these courts, except in the well-known exceptions 
of either cross-actions, or of an action against a 
deft. who has money of the pltfs. in his hands, so 
that he can repay himself if necessary, or (if may 
be) if the pltf. has substantial property within the 
jurisdiction. JI should be surprised if there had 
been any authority, because, in my opinion, it is 
well established the other way, adopting as I do 
the language which has been quoted from the 
judgment of the late Master of the Rolls (DAvEy, 
L.J.).—CROZAT v. BROGDEN, [1894] 2 Q. B. 30, 
36; 63 L. J. Q. B. 325; 70 L. T. 522; 42 W. RK. 
353; 10 T. L. R. 361; 9 R. 296, C. A. 

4501. -l—Where a creditor residing 
out of the jurisdiction applies in a voluntary 
winding up for a declaration that he is entitled to 
prove in the winding up, the court has jurisdiction 
to require him to give security for costs. &, 
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semble, wherever a person out of the jurisdiction 
comes forward as an actor in a winding up, whether 
voluntary, or under supervision, or by the court, 
the ordinary practice of the court as to ordering 
security for costs applies. 

It is well settled as a general rule that if a person 
resident abroad is an actor or pltf. in proceedings 
in an English court (not being a deft. in an action 
who is pltf. in a cross-action, nor being a piltf. 
suing a deft. who already has money of the pltf. 
in his hands which in fact gives him security), & 
has not assets within the jurisdiction which can be 
reached, he may, except in special circumstances, 
be ordered to give security for costs (BUCKLEY, J.). 
—Re PRETORIA PIETERSBURG Ry. Co. (No. 2), 
[1904] 2 Ch. 359, 861; 73 L. J. Ch. 704; OL L. T. 
285; 53 W. R. 74; 48 Sol, Jo. 605. 

4502. Plaintiff resident in Scotland.J—A_ pltf. 
residing in Scotland is not required to find security 
for costs.—RAEBURN v. ANDREWS (1874), L. R. 
9Q.B.118; 431. J.Q. B. 73; 30 LT. 15; 22 
W. R. 489. 

4503. Or Northern Ireland.|—Re Hownr 
MACHINE Co., FONTAINE’S CASE, No. 4513, post. 

4504. Plaintiff resident in Irish Free State. |— 
A pitf. resident in Southern Ireland & suing in this 
country stands in the position of a foreigner, & 
may be ordered to give security for costs, inasmuch 
as the Judgments Extension Act, 1468, ceased to 
operate in Southern Ireland on Dec. 5, 1022.— 
WAKELY v. TRIUMPH CYCLE ©o., [1924] 1K. B. 214; 
983 L. J. K. B. 3381; 180 L. T. 269; 40 T. L. R. 
15; 68 Sol. Jo. 117, C. A. 

~.}—Compare No. 3845, ante. 

4505. Admission of liability by defendant. |— 
It is an equitable rule that where a pltf. who 
resides out of the jurisdiction sues a deft. within 
the jurisdiction, inasmuch as the party who is 
within the jurisdiction may succeed in the action 
& would have to go abroad to recover his costs, 
the pltf. shall give security for the costs before 
they are incurred. But in the present case it 1s 
said that it is impossible that the pltf. can have 
to pay costs, because a direct admission by the 
defts. of their liability is produced. The reason 
for the rule does not therefore apply here; & 
the only question is whethcr I have any discretion 
as to making an order. I think that I have, & 
that I ought to exercise it in this ease by relieving 
the pltf. from giving security (FIELD, J.).—DkE 
St. MARTIN v. DAvIsS & Co., [1884] W. N. 86; Bitt. 
Rep. in Ch. 53. 

4506. “* Temporarily resident within the juris- 
diction ’’—-Foreigner with no present intention of 
returning to own country.]—Where pltf., a French- 
man, who had come to England for the purpose of 
producing an opera, declared that he was residing 
at an address in London, was entirely engaged 
here on his musical work, had no present intention 
of returning to France or of leaving England, & 
that his engagements alone would prevent his 
leaving England for nearly twelve months even 
if he desired to do so, the court refused to order 
security. 

The words in the rule, ‘‘ temporarily resident 
within the jurisdiction,’’ have an clastic meaning. 
The real object of the rule is to cover a case in 
which a foreigner ordinarily resident out of 
jurisdiction would not be here when he was 
wanted. In the ordinary case of an Englishman 
who could not pay, he would not be ordered to 
give security for costs, & there is no reason why 
a foreigner in a similar position should be ordered 
to give security (per Cunt.).—MICHIELS v. EMPIRE 
PALACE Oo., [1892] W. N. 38; 66 L. TI. 132; 8 
T, L. R. 378; 36 Sol. Jo. 327, C. A. 
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Sect. 20.—Security for costs : Sub-sect, 3, B. (c), i., 
417., 1V., V. & V1] 


ii. Property Within Jurisdiction. 


4507. Whether security ordered.}—Pltfs., an 
Irish company, whose concerns were al] carried 
on in Jreland, were compelled to give security 
for costs, notwithstanding an affidavit that they 
had money in a banker’s hands in London, & that 
many of the members resided in England.— 
LIMERICK & WATERFORD Ry. Co. v. FRASER (1827), 
4 Bing. 894; 1 Moo. & P. 23; 6L. J. 0.8. C. P. 
9; 1380 E. R. 819. 

4508. .}—A foiecign railway company is 
bound to give security for costs, notwithstanding 
it has personal property in England, & some of its 
shareholders reside in England, who are responsible 
to the extent of their unpaid capital. 

Persons out of the jurisdiction, whether 
individuals or a corporation, suing in the courts 
here, must give security for costs, unless they have 
real property in this country, or at least property 
of a permanent nature, for personal property is 
sufficient (PoLLock, C.B.).—-KILKENNY & GREAT 
SOUTHERN & WESTERN Ry. Co. v. FEILDEN (1851), 
6 Exch. 81; 2L.M. & P. 124; 6 Ry. & Can. Cas. 
785; 20 L. J. Ex. 141; 16]. T. O. S. 418; 15 
Jur. 191; 155 E. RR. 462. 

4509. .}—-If a person is permanently resident 
without the jurisdiction, but has property within 
it, no security will be 1equired (THESIGER, L.J.).— 
REDONDO v. CHAYTOR (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 453; 48 
L. J. Q.B. 697; 40 L. 1. 797; 27 W.R. 701, C. A. 

4510. .}—A_ pltf. who resides abroad will 
not be called upon to give security for costs if he 
has substantial property in England, whether 
that property be real or personal.— HAMBURGER v. 
PorrTrine (1882), 47 L. T. 249; 30 W. R. 769. 

4511. -+-An action was brought by a 
mercantile firm, all the members of which were in 
America, against a firm at Manchester. The defts. 
put in a defence & counterclaim, & then applied 
to the judge for an order for the pltfs. to give 
security for costs. The pltfs. filed an affidavit 
stating that they with other persons carried on 
business at Manchester, & that the firm there had 
assets amounting to £2,000. The judge refused 
the application. On the appeal the pltfs. pro- 
duced an affidavil stating that since the order one 
of the pltfs. had come to Manchester for the pur- 
pose of carrying on the action: —-Held: the 
affidavit as to the property of the pltfs. in England 
was ambiguous & was not sufficient to support 
the order in the court below; but as one of the 
pitfs. had come to England since the order was 
made, although for a temporary purpose, the 
defts. were not entitled to security for costs, & 
therefore the order must be affirmed.— EBRARD v. 
GASSIER (1884), 28 Ch. D. 232; 54 LL. J. Ch. 441; 
52]. T. 635; 33 W. R. 287, C. A. 

4512. -J—It is admitted that pltf. is 
permanently resident in Russia & was there when 
the cause of action arose. There is an affidavit 
of asscts in the business, but what they are & 
whether they can be removed or not does not 
appear, & this is not sufficient to exempt pltf. 
from the ordinary liability to give security for costs 
to satisfy deft. if he should succeed. For the 
object is to get property which will be available 
to deft. on an execution for costs, & it does not 
uppear that there is such property in the present 
case (per CuUR.).—SACKEK v. BESSLER & Co. 
(1887), 4 T. L. R. 17. 

4518. -}—Security for costs will not be 
required of the pltf. in an action in any division 
of the High Court who is resident in Scotland or 
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Ireland, inasmuch as the judgment can be enforced 
in Scotland or Ireland, but an order made on a 
claim in a winding up is not a judgment enforce- 
able in Scotland or Ireland under the Judgments 
Extension Act, 1868, & therefore a claimant in a 
winding up resident in Scotland must give security 
for costs. 

On appeal the claimant adduced evidence that 
he had a large amount of property in England 
available for costs, & the order for security was dis- 
charged, the court declining to give any opinion 
on the questions, whether an order in a winding up 
can be enforced in Scotland or Ireland under the 
Judgments Extension Act, 1868, or whether, hav- 
ing regard to the Companies Act, 1862, s. 122, 
a claimant in a winding up who resides in Scotland 
or Ireland ought to be ordered to give security.— 
Re TIOWE MACHINE Co., FONTAINE’S Casr (1889), 
41 Ch. D. 118; 61 L.T. 170; 37 W. R. 680, C. A. 

4514. -|}-—Pltf. resident abroad was ordered 
to give security for costs notwithstanding his 
having property in this country, where the property 
was not of such a nature as to provide a good 
security.— CLARKE tv. BARBER (1890), 6 T. I. R. 
256. 

4515. -—The court, being satisfied that 
the petitioner had, as a fact, assets in this country 
upon which, if defeated in his suit, execution for 
any costs ordered to be paid by him could be levied, 
refused the application of one of the co-respondents 
that the petitioner be ordered to give security 
for his costs. 

Semble: the count, if well assured that there is 
real necessity for it, will make an order, upon a 
co-respondents’ bond fide application, that)’ the 
petitioner give security for the costs of such co- 
respondent.— REDFENN vt. REDFERN & HERBERT 
(1890), 68 IL. 'T. 780. 

4516. -}—A French company appealed 
from an order. The respondents applied for 
security for costs. The appellants showed that 
they had a branch business as mineral water 
merchants in HKngland, which they carried on in 
leasehold premises, where they had a stock-in- 
trade worth £12,000, plant, horses, & vans worth 
about £1,200, & a large amount of book debts. 
The respondents contended that this was floating 
property easily removable, & did not excinpt the 
appellants from giving security :—Held: there 
was no reasonable doubt that the respondents, if 
the appeal was dismissed with costs, would find 
ainple goods on which execution could be levied, 
& security ought not to be ordered.-—Re APOL- 
LINARIS Co.’5s TRADE Marks, [1891] 1 Ch. 1; 63 
1. T. 502; 39 W. R. 309, C. A. 











iii. Plaintiff Entering Jurisdiction. 


4517. After security ordered—-Whether order 
discharged.}—When security for costs has been 
given by a pltf. residing out of the jurisdiction, the 
court will not order the bond to be delivered up 
to be cancelled before the end of the suit, on the 
alleged ground that the pltf. has since returned 
to England, with the intention of permanently 
remaining.—BADNALL v. HAyuay (1838), 4 M. & 
W. 585; 7 Dowl. 19; 1 Horn & H. 359; 8 L. J. 
Ex. 46; 2 Jur. 992; 150 KE. R. 1541. 

4518. -}—A pltf. having gone abroad 
on matters connected with the suit, was ordered 
to give security for costs, but having returned to 
this country the order was discharged.—O’CONNER 
v. SIERRA NEVADA Co. (1857), 24 Beav. 435; 53 
EK. R. 426. 

4519. -l—Pltis., resident abroad, 
being ordered to give security for costs, afterwards 
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came to reside within the jurisdiction. The order 
was thereupon discharged, the pltfs. paying the 
costs of the application.—MATHEWS v. CHICHESTER 
(1861), 830 Beav. 185; 54 EF. R. 840. 

4520. -l—Pending a reference, the 
Itf., a foreigner whose domicile was in Holland, 
ut who for some years had occasionally resided 

at a furnished lodging in London, went abroad. 
During his absence from this country, the deft. 
obtained an order for security for costs. 

The court refused to rescind the order, upon an 
affidavit that the pltf. had returned to ingland, 
& intended to remain there until the final settle- 
went of the action.—WESTENBERG v. MORTIMORE 
Oe aes R.10€. P. 438; 447. 5. C. P. 289; 32 
lL. VT. 102. 








iv. Co-plaintiffs Resident Within Jurisdiction. 


4521. Whether security ordered.]—Defts. had 
obtained the common order for the pltfs. to give 
security to answer costs; application to discharge 
it, for that one of the pltfs. lived in England, whom 
the defts. might always follow for the costs: -— 
Held: as one of the pltfs. lived in England, who 
would be always liable to the costs, & as there was 
no evidence of the inability of such pltf. to answer 
them, the order was improper; & therefore the 
order should be discharged.—WINTHORP v. ROYAL 
EXcTHIANGE ASSURANCE Co. (1755), Dick. 282; 21 
hh. RR. 277. 

4522. o-—Tf one of the pltfs. reside within 
reach of the process of the court, security will not 
be required for the costs, though the other pltf. 
he a foreigner residing abroad, & though the first- 
mentioned pltf. be a bankrupt in execution for 
debt.—M ‘CONNELL & VARLETT v. JONUNSTON (1801), 
1 Mast, 431; 102 I. R. 167. 

4523. -I—No order, that a pltf. residing 
abroad shall give security for costs, where there 
are co-pltfs. residing in Kngland.—WALKER v. 
HASTERRY (1802), 6 Ves. 612; 31 KE. R. 1221. 

4524. -J}—In an action by husband & wife 
for a personal injury to the wife, if the husband be 
resident abrvad, he must give security for costs, 
although the wife be resident in Hngland. 

An allegation, in an affidavit to obtain security 
for costs, that the pltf. is residing abroad, is primd 
facie a sufficient statement that he is not abroad 
for a mere temporary purpose.—I]ANMER  v. 
MANGLES (1843), 12 M. & W. 313; 1 Dow. & I. 
394; 13.L. J. Ex. 84; 27. T.0.S. 1713; 7 Jur. 
1116; 152 E.R. 1218. 

4525. -+-Where the owners of a foreign 
ship which has sunk, & the owner (a British 
subject) of the cargo laden on board her, join as 
pltfs. in an action against another ship for damages 
sustained by collision, the court will order the 
claim by the owner of the ship to be dismissed, 
unless security for the counterclaim is given, but 
will allow the owner of cargo to proceed without 
security.—TNWE CARNARVON CASTLE (1878), 38 
Tl. T. 786; 26 W. R. 876; 8 Asp. M. lL. C. 607, 
C. A. 

4526. ——.]—An action was brought against 
the deft. as a common carrier by two pltfs., one 
residing abroad. The statement of claim alleged 
a contract by the deft. with the pltfs. jointly, & 
in the alternative with each of the pltfs. separately : 
—THeld: pltf. residing abroad could not be ordered 
to give security for costs.—D’HORMUSGEE & 
Isaacs v. GREY (1882), 10 Q. B. D. 13; 52 
L. J. Q. B. 192. 

4527. - Irregular joinder.]}—Where pltf., 
resident in Vancouver, had joined as co-pltf. his 
solicitor in Kngland, the court being of opinion 
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that the solicitor’s name was improperly joined 
with the purpose of escaping security for costs, 
ordered the solicitor’s name to be struck out & that 
pltf. should give sccurity for costs.—JONES & 
SALDANHA v. GURNEY, [1913] W. N. 72. 


v. Public Officer. 


4528. In service of the Crown.]—Pltf. was 
consul abroad: deft. applied, that he might give 
security to answer costs, according to the course 
of the court.: —47eld : pitf. must be considered as 
a land or sea officer in the service of His Majesty, 
& therefore security would not be ordered.— 
oe v. JONES (1751), Dick. 154; 21 KB. RR. 
227. 

4529. -/—If an lnglishman is not perma- 
nently abroad, but is absent for temporary pur- 
poses in the service of His Majesty, he stands in 
the same situation as if he were compulsorily 
abroad, & therefore ought not to be compelled to 
find security for costs (PATTESON, J.).—NUGENT 
(LORD) »v. HARCOURT (1834), 2 Dowl. 578. 

4580. -}—Motion that the pltf.. a naval 
officer on half-pay, who had resided 16 years in 
Barbadoes, where he held the office of Captain of 
the Port, under the appointment of the Crown, 
might give security for costs, refused. —HVELYN v. 
CHIPPENDALE (1839), 9 Sim. 197; 8 lL. J. Ch. 252 ; 
59 i. R. 4495 sub nom, MvERING v. COIFFENDEN, 
7 Dowl 536; 1 Will. Woll, & Hf. 5605) sub nom. 
IVELYN v. CHIFFENDIEN, 3 Jur. 288, 

4531. - e]—-PItf. resident abroad & engaged 
in the civil service of the East India Company as 
a civil & sessions judge is not exempt from the 
rule requiring pltfs. fo give security for costs.--- 
PLOWDEN v. CAMPBELL (L854), 23 T. J. Q. B. 384 ; 











23 LL. T. O. S. 1713; 18 Jur. 910; 2 W. R. 
553. 
4532. ~}+—Where the bill described pltf. 





as a Jieutenant in Her Majesty’s ship Gladiator now 
on service, the court refused to compel him to give 
security for costs. —CLARK »v. FERGUSSON (1859), 
1 Giff. 184; 5 Jur. N.S. 1355; 65 E. R. 878. 

4533. In service of foreign power.|—A British 
officer scrving abroad under a foreign power, not 
compellahle to give security for costs.— O’ LAWLER 
v. MACDONALD (1819), 8 Taunt. 736; 129 K. R. 
570. 


vi. Other Cases. 


4534. Winding up of company—Shareholder 
opposing petition.|—/?e Percy & KELLY NICKEL, 
CoBALrT & CHROME TRON MINING Co., No. 4499, 





4535. Creditor claiming in.|]—Re Lown 
MACHINE Co., FONTAINE’S CASE, No. 45138, ante. 

4536. -—— oJ—Re PRETORIA PlETERSBURG 
Ry. Co. (No. 2), No. 4501, ante. 

4537. Petition by foreign company.]—A 
foreign company presented a petition for the com- 
pulsory winding-up of an English company, which 
was in voluntary liquidation, & the whole of whose 
assets had been taken possession of by debenture- 
holders :—Held: although the debt to the 
petitioners was admitted they must give security 
for costs.— Rte ALABAMA PORTLAND CEMENT Co., 
rp. (1909), 25 T. L. R. 691. 

Bankruptcy proceedings.|—See 
Vol. IV., p. 352, Nos. 3298-3300. 

4538. Interlocutory application — Person de- 
sirlng to be joined as defendant.]—Pltf. obtained 
an injunction to restrain the defts. from partin 
with goods alleged to bear improperly the pltf.’s 
trade mark. Defts., who were shipowners, had no 
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_interest in the goods, which had only been put in 

their hands for transmission. S., a resident in 
America, who claimed to be owner of the goods, 
served notice of motion that he might he at 
liberty to reship the goods to a foreign port, & 
that if necessary he might be added as a deft. to 
the action:—Held: that S. must give security 
for the costs of the motion, for that whatever hi» 
position as to costs might be, if & when he was 
made a deft., he must on this motion be treated 
as @ person resident abroad coming forward to 
enforce a right, & stood in the position of a pltf.— 
APOLLINARIS Co. v. WILSON (1886), 31 Ch. TD. 632 ; 
55 L. J. Ch. 665; 54 1. T. 478; 34 W. R. 537; 
2T. L. R. 3855, C. A. 

4539. By defendant.|—In this case pltf. 
had obtained an order for leave to file a supple- 
inental bill, & for payment of certain costs. One 
of defts. now presented a petition, praying that, 
so much of the order as related to the payment of 
costs might be discharged. Pltf. asked that the 
petitioner might give security for the costs of this 
petition, as he was out of the jurisdiction :—Held : 
where a person had been brought before the court 
in a suit, he must have a right to present a petition 
in that suit; & petitioner would not be ordered 
to give security for costs.- COCHRANE v, FEARON 
(1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 813; 18 Jur. 568. 

4540. Foreign judgment—<Action by foreigner 
on.|—Where a foreigner resident out of the juris- 
diction brings an action in this country, the fact 
that the action is brought on a foreign judgment 
recuvcred in proceedings in which the deft. 
appeared does not affect the right of the deft. to 
security for costs.—CROZAT v. BROGDEN, [1894 } 
2Q. 4B. 30; 63 1. J. Q. B. 325; 70 L. T. 522; 42 
W. RR. 3853; 107. Ta R. 386) 5 9 R. 296, C. A. 

4541. Foreign sovereign or state.]—A foreign 
government pltf.in the High Court of Admiralty 
must vive security for the costs of the suit. 

A foreign deft. is not bound to give security for 
costs, even though, from the circumstances of the 
case, it may happen that the burden of proof of 
the issues in the cause lies upon him.- -THr 
BEATRICE (OTHERWISE THE RAPPAHANNOCK) 
(1866), 86 L. J. Adm. 10. 

4542. .}—Certainly there is nothing unjust 
in the rule which always has prevailed, that suitors 
who live abroad & have no property in this country 
should give security for costs. That was the rule 
in courts of equity & common law. There seems 
to have been a practice in equity of limiting the 
amount, but that practice has been altered during 
this litigation. The order is that when there is a 
case in which security for costs should be given, 
the court is to order it to be given for such an 
amount & at such time or times as may be just-—— 
thus making a technical security a real security ; 
& 1 see no reason why the rule should not apply to 
this case. The pltfs. are a foreign republic having 
no property in this country, & if the defts. succeed 
they will probably not get their costs unless they 
have security (MrLLIsH, L.J.).—CostTa RIca 
REPUBLIC v. ERLANGER (1876), 3 Ch. D. 62, 69; 











hi L. J. Ch. 743; 35 L. T. 19; 24 W. Wt. 955, 
Pa 
4543. -|—A foreign sovereign bought in 


Germany shells made there, but said to be in- 
tringements of an English patent. They were 
brought to this country in order to be put on 
board a ship of war belonging to the foreign 
sovereign, & the patentee obtained an injunction 
against the agents of the foreign sovereign & the 


PRACTICE. 


persons in whose custody the shells were, restrain- 
ing them from removing the shells. The foreign 
sovereign then applied to be made deft. to the 
suit. Upon this application an order was made 
that on the foreign sovereign by his counsel sub- 
mitting to the jurisdiction of the court & paying 
£100 into court as security for costs, his name 
should be added as party deft. in the action.— 
VAVASSEUR v. KRupPP (1878), 9 Ch. D. 351; 89 
L. T. 437; 27 W. R. 176; 22 Sol. Jo. 702, C. A. 

4544. Solicitor’s bill—Application for taxation.] 
-—Where a petitioner (for taxation of solicitor’s 
bill) is out cf the jurisdiction, he may deposit a 
sum in lieu of giving security for costs, but the 
undertaking of his solicitor is insufficient.—Re 
NorMAN (1849), 11 Beav. 401; 50 EB. R. 872. 

4545. Cross-action—By foreign defendant. ]— 
CROZAT v. BROGDEN, No. 4500, ante. 

4546. -l|—Re PRETORIA PIETERSBURG Ry. 

10. (No. 2), No. 4501, ante. 

4547, -l}—Tbere is no hard & fast rule of 
practice which prevents the court from making an 
order for security for costs against a person 
resident out of the jurisdiction who, upon being 
sued in this country, sets up a cross-claim, either 
by counterclaim or by cross-action. It is for the 
court to consider, in the exercise of its discretion, 
whether, having regard to the circumstances of 
the particular case, the cross-claim must be treated 
as made, substantially, by way of defence to the 
action against the claimant, or whether it must be 
regarded as being in the nature of an independent 
claim. made in respect of matters foreign to that 
action, & therefore one with regard to which 
security for costs ought to be ordered to be given. 
—NEW FENIX COMPAGNIE ANONYME D’A8SUR- 
ANCES DE MADRID v0. GHNERAL ACCIDENT, FIRE & 
Lire ASSURANCE CoRPN., LYp., [1911] 2 K. b. 
619; 801. J. Kk. B. 1801; 105 L. T. 469, C. A. 

4548. By defendant within Jurisdiction. ]— 
A deft. who admits the cause of action sued upon 
& sets up a counterclaim founded upon a distinct 
claim is not entitled to security for costs from the 
pitf., a foreigner residing without the jurisdiction. 
—WINTERFILLD 7. BRADNUM (1878), 3 Q. B. D. 
321; 38 L. T. 250; 26 W. R. 472, C. A. 

4549. Inquiry as to fund in court--—Foreign 
claimant.|]—As a general rule a claimant under a 
general inquiry cannot be required to give security 
for costs. 

Where a solicitor was ordered to pay into court 
a fund in his hands belonging to a client subject 
to the claims of certain alleged incumbrancers 
thereon, and an inquiry was directed who was 
entitled thereto, a foreign claimant resident out 
of the jurisdiction was ordered to give security 
for costs upon the ground that, in the special 
circumstances of the case, the inquiry was equiva- 
lent to an interpleader issue in which the claimant 
was in the position of a pltf.—Re MILWARD & Co., 
[1900] 1 Ch. 405; 69 L. J. Ch. 247; 82 L. T. 339, 
C. A 











4550. Person of migratory habits—Sallor. |— 
CHELLEW v. BRown, No. 4578, post. 

4551. Travelling showman.}—BROOKS vw. 
WILKINS, No. 4580, post. 

4552. Peer.]J—A pltf. who is a peer, & out of 
the jurisdiction, must give the usual security for 
costs. —ALDBOROUGH (LORD) v. BURTON (1884), 
2 My. & K. 401; 39 E. R. 997. 

4558. Next friend—Suing for parties out of 
jurisdiction.|—Quere: whether the court will 
order security for costs, where all the pltfs. are out 
of the jurisdiction, but one of them sues by a next 
friend in this country.— LANDER v. PARR (1847), 
16 L. J. Ch. 269; 9L. T. O.S.18; 11 Jur. 271. 





Part LAXXVI.—Costs. 


4554. Plaintiff about to leave kingdom.}— 
Motion that pltf. might be ordered to give security 
for costs, upon affidavit that he was about to 
leave the kingdom. The court refused to make 
the order, but gave leave to mention it again.— 
ADAMS v. COLETHURST (1795), 2 Anst. 552; 145 
E. R. 964. 

4555. Alien ordered to leave kingdom.]—PIt/., 
by an order of the Secretary of State, confined, & 
to be removed out of the kingdom under the 
Alien Act, ordered on motion after appearance & 
before answer to give security for the costs, 
according to the practice, where the pltf. is resident 
abroad.—SEILAZ v. HANSON (1800), 5 Ves. 261; 
3] BE. R. 677, 

4556. Counterclaim by defendant.J—In an 
action for breach of contract against the deft., a 
foreigner residing abroad, he, by his defence, 
denied the breaches, & also made a counterclaim 
for breaches of the same contract by the pltf., 
claiming damages to an amount less than the 
pltf.’s claim :—Held: that the deft. could not be 
ordered to give security for the pltf.’s costs 
occasioned by the counterclaim.—-MAPLESON »v. 
MASINI (1879),5Q. B.D. 144; 491. J. Q. B. 423; 
42 J. T. 581; 28 W. R. 488, D. C. 

-,}—See, also, Nos. 4545-4548, avile. 

4557. Plaintiff with unsatisfied judgment against 
defendant.}—The pltf. having an unsatisfied judg- 
ment to a large amount against the deft., the latter 
obtained a rule nisi for security for costs in a 
subsequent cause, upon the ground that the pltf. 
lived out of the jurisdiction. The court dis- 
charged the rule, upon the pltf.’s undertaking that 
the judgment should be set off against any costs 
to which the deft. might become entitled.— 
BRISTOWE v. NEEDHAM (1842), 4 Man. & G. 906; 
5 Scott, N. R. 799; 134 EF. R. 372. 

4558. -J—A company against whom a 
winding-up petition had been presented applied 
that the petitioner, who was resident abroad, 
might be ordered to give security for costs. The 
petitioncr had obtained judgment in an un- 
defended action against the company :—Held: 
that no security need be given.-—/te CONTRACT & 
AGENCY CORPN., LTD. (1887), 57 lu J. Ch. 53; 4 
T. L. R. 141. 

4559. Postponement of order-—Till summons 
for judgment.]—This was an appeal by the deft. 
from the master’s refusal to order security for 
costs. Upon the hearing before the master it was 
stated on behalf of the pltfs. that an application 
was about to be made for judgment under Ord. 
XIV. The master thereupon adjourned the 
summons until the summons for judgment had 
been heard. It was stated that this was done in 
accordance with the usual practice. 

The pltfs. in this case are forcigners, & it is 
admitted that the deft. is entitled to come at the 
time that he does, & to ask for security for costs. 
The pltfs. say that they are going to make an 
application under Ord. XIV., that that application 
would come on some time & may be successful, 
& that they would then be entitled to have the 
money back. Upon that suggestion the master 
postpones making the order. I do not think that 
that practice is right. Supposing the pltfs. fail 
in their application & should turn out not to be 
responsible people, the deft. might not be able to 
get such costs as had then been incurred. The 
proper order to make in such a case is: That the 
pltfs. give security for £50, with liberty to apply 
for increase of security, if summons under Ord. 
XIV, be not heard or be dismissed (fiELD, J.).— 
BANQUE DES TRAVAUX PUBLIQUES v. WALLIS, 
[1884] W. N. 64; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 52. 
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(dq) Misdescription of Plaintiff's Residence. 


4560. In writ—Residence frequently changed 
after issue.]—If the residence of the pltf. be truly 
described when the bill is filed, the circumstance 
that he resides elsewhere at a subsequent period, 
when the subpoena is served on the deft., is not 
a ground for requiring the pltf. to give security 
for costs. 

A deft. in contempt for want of answer, & 
against whom an attachment is sealed, is not in 
a situation to move for an order that the pltf. 
shall give security for costs.—TREVANION  v. 
SARGON (1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 207; 3 Jur. 121. 

4561. .J—Pltf., whose residence was 
correctly stated in the bill, ordered to give security 
for costs, because he had frequently changed his 
place of abode since the bill was filed.—PLAYER v. 
ANDERSON (1846), 15 Sim. 104; 15 L. J. Ch. 189 ; 
10 Jur. 169; 60 HK. R. 556: sub nom. PLABER v. 
ANDERSON, 7 L. T.. O. S. 78. 

4562. —The pltf. described himself 
of a particular place, & stated that his wife & 
family resided at this address; that he was a 
commission agent. & travelled about the country, 
but had been at his residence within the last few 
months. Upon an affidavit that he could not be 
found at his address, & that his place of abode 
could not be discovered, he was ordered to give 
security for costs. 

If a pitf. cannot be found when he ought to be 
forthcoming, & is wanted, he must give security 
for costs.- -OLDALE v. Wiircner (1859), 5 Jur. 
N.S. 8&1; sub nom. OLDALE v. WHITEHEAD, 28 
L. J. Ch. 383; 32 LT. O. S. 2895; 7 W. R. 157. 

4563. False address by bankruptcy petitioner. | 
—The fact that a person presenting a petition for 
the winding up of a joint stock company has 
given a false address is a clear ground for the 
court to order the petitioner to sive security for 
cosis.—/te SturaGis (Britisn) MoTroR POWER 
SYNDICATE (1885), 53 J. T. 715; 34 W. R. 163. 

4564. Plaintiff not found at address given. |— 
Upon a subprena issued for the costs of a deft., 
against whom the bill had been dismissed, the 
pitf. could not be found at the place where she was 
described as residing in the bill, & no information 
as to her place of residence could be obtained from 
her solicitor. 

On a motion made on the part of the defts. who 
continued on the record, & who were threatened 
by the pltf£.’s solicitor with an attachment for 
want of an answer to the amended bill, the pltf. 
was ordered to find security for costs. 

A bond in the increased penalty of £100, as 
required by the 40th of the New Orders, is to be 
given in all cases where security for costs is 
required by the court.— BAILEY v. GUNDRY (1838), 
1 Keen, 53; 48 EK. R. 226. 

4565. -j}—The pltf. Ieft his residence 
shortly after filing his bill, but continued to pay 
rent for it. The defts. were unable to find him, 
or to obtain any information from his solicitors 
as to where he was :—Held: a case for requiring 
security for costs.--MANBY v. BEWICKE (No. 1) 
(1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 468; 2 Jur. N.S. 671; 4 
W. R. 757; 44 H.R. 471. 

4566. ——.]—OLDALE v. WuitrcHEeR, No. 4562, 
ante. 

4567. Writ of summons—True address not 
endorsed on.|—On a motion by deft. to set aside 
the writ & the service thereof, on the ground that 
the true address of pltfs. was not indorsed thereon, 
pltfs. being an American company out of the 
jurisdiction, & deft. not being able to find them at 
the address given in England :—Held: the proper 
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order to make was, that pltfs. should give security 
ier costs & pay the costs of the motion.— PITTs- 
BURGH CRUSHED STEEL Co., Lrp. v. MARX (JACOB) 
& Co., [1897] W. N. 36. 

4568. Plaintify not resident at place described. ] 
—Pltf., not out of the jurisdiction, nor attempting 
to conceal himself, but not actually residing at 
the places mentioned on the record as his residence, 
was, under the circumstances of the case, ex- 
onerated from giving security for costs, where it 
appeared that pltf. received letters addressed to 
him at the place mentioned on the record.— 
SIMPSON v. Burton (1839), 1 Beav. 556; 8 
I. J. Ch. 328; 3 Jur. 995; 48 Ik. R. 1056. 

4569. --—-.}——-The residence of the pltf., as 
stated in the bill, was the place at which he had 
lived many years, but being in pecuniary diffi- 
culties, he was not at present to be met with 
there; but it did not appear that any com- 
munications addressed to him there would not 
find him. A motion that he should give security 
for costs was 1efused.— HLurst v. PADWICK (1818), 





17. J. Ch. 169; 10 L. T. O. S. 409; 12 Jur. 
21,7. ¢, 
4570. ——— Change since proceedings com- 
menced. |-—-TREVANION v. SARGON, No. 1560, anie. 
4571. --—-_ - —-.|-—When, at the time of 
amending his bill, the pltf. has changed his 


residence, it should be stated by amendment; & 
this may be done notwithstanding the rule that 
bubsequent facts are the proper subject of supple- 
ment & not of amendment. 

Pending the suit, the infant pltfs. & their next 
friend went abroad, & upon a subsequent amend- 
ment the fact was not noticed. A motion for 
security for costs was refused, there being no 
wilful intention to mislead, the residence abroad 
not being permanent, & no danger of losing the 
costs being suggyested.---KERK v7. GILLESPIE (1844), 
7 Beav. 269; 13 L. J. Ch. 135; 2 1. T. O.S. 306 ; 
$ Jur. 50; 49 KK. RR. 1068. 

4572. -|-—There is no general rule of 
practice that secumty for costs will be required 
from a pltf. who appears to huve no permanent 
residence. If the address indorsed on the writ 
is not of a permanent character it nay well afford 
grounds for ordering security, even in the absence 
of any suggestion that the address is an illusory 
or misleading one ; but security cannot be required 
from a pltf. who has indorsed a sufficient address 
on his writ & afterwards has been compelled to 
remove from that address & is prevented by 
poverty & adversity from acquiring a fresh 
permanent one.—KNIGUT v. PONSONBY, [1925] 1 
K. B. 545; 941. J. K. B. 386; 1382 1. T. 655; 
41 T. lL. R. 2313; 69 Sol. Jo. 345, C. A. 

4573. Place of business given as residence. |— 
A pltf. filed a bill describing himself as ‘“ of Her 
Majesty’s Theatre’? in the county of Middlesex. 
He had had various transactions with the deft. in 
the suit, in documents relating to which he had 
been so described. The deft. moved that the 
pitf. might give security for costs: but the court 
refused the motion._-LUMLkyY v. IluGuEs (1853), 22 
L. T. O.S. 197; 2 W. R. 112. 

4574. -|—In a writ of summons the 
solicitor for pltf. had described his client as of an 
address in England, where he sometimes attended 
to carry on business, whereas the client actually 
resided & carried on business in Austria :—Held : 
in a writ of summons it is necessary to state truly 
the residence of pltf.: the business address of 
pltf. 18 not enough. 











PRACTICE. 


If there is a prevalent notion that solicitors are 
at liberty to disregard the rules in this respect— 
as to describing truly the residence of their clients 
—then the sooner the notion is corrected the 
better. The rule is clear & express, & must be 
obeyed. In this case, had it been obeyed, either 
the action would not have been carried on or deft. 
would have obtained security for costs (MANISTY, 
J.).— Re A SOLICITOR, KARPELES v. ERIEDLANDER 
(1889), 53 J. P. 264; 5 T. I. R. 339, D. C. 

4575. Irregularity or mistake—Amendment of.] 
—A notice of motion was served, that the pltf. 
might be ordered to give security for ccsts, in 
consequence of misdescription of his residence in 
the bill. Pending the motion the bill was amended, 
& the description was corrected before the motion 
was made; the order was only that the pltf. should 

ay the costs of the motion.—ACKERIEY 1. 
TRODSHAM (1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 240. 

4576. -}+-—The pltf. could not be 
found at the residence described in his amended 
bill. An application by a deft. (made a party to 
the suit by the amended bill), that the pltf. might 
be ordered to give security for costs, was refused 
with costs, the misdescription having arisen by 
mistake, & no inquiry as to the pltf.’s residence 
having been made of his solicitor.—KNIGHT »v. 
Cory (1863), 1 New Rep. 229; 32 L. J. Ch. 127 ; 
71. T. 618; 9 Jur. N.S. 4913; 11 W. R. 254. 

4577. o}—Pitf., who had no fixed 
residence of his own, described himself in his bill 
as of a certain address, at which he did not then 
live & never had lived. Lut all papers & letters 
sent ito the address were forwarded to him, & 
reached him the following day. There was no 
fraudulent intention to keep out of the way, & 
deft.’8 solicitor made no inquiries of  pitf.’s 
solicitor as to his real address: —Hcld: it was a 
case for requiring security for costs, but pltf. was 
entitled to amend the bill by inserting a proper 
address instead of giving security.— Dick 1, 
MUNDEN (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 669; 11 Jur. N.S. 819; 
13 W. R. 10138. 

4578. -}—The fact that a pltf. (a 
master mariner) has given as his address in the 
writ an address which is not his is not a ground 
for ordering him to give security for costs if the 
misstatement was innocent & made without any 
intention to deceive; nor is the fact that pltf. 
has no fixed abode any ground for making such 
an order.—CHELLEW v. Brown, [1923] 2 K. B. 
$44; 93 L. J. K. B. 1; 129 L. T. 805; 67 Sol. Jo. 
808, C. A. 

4579. Sailor as plaintiff¥.J—CHELLEW v. BROWN, 
No. 4578, ante. 

4580. Showman as plaintif¥.]—Pltf., a travel- 
ling showman, issued a writ on which the address 
given was the one in which he was temporarily 
resident at the time of issue. Deft. asked for 
security for costs on the ground that the address 
given was insufficient & incorrect :—Held: no 
order for security should be made. 

I am quite satisfied that plitf. had no intention 
to mislead, & that being so, there is nothing which 
warrants ny making an order that security for 
costs should be given. Pitf. leads a migratory 
life, & has no permanent residence (Evn, J.).— 
eres v. WILKINS, [1927] W. N. 186; 71 Sol. Jo. 

0. 























(e) Appeal. 


4581. Costs of appeal—Security for.]—On an 
appeal from an official referee the King’s Bench 
Division has an inherent jurisdiction to order 
appellant to give security for costs.—BILINGTON 


Part LXXXVI.—CostTs. 


(J. H.), Lrp. v. BILuineTon, [1907] 2 K. B. 106 ; 
16L. J. K. B. 664; 961. T. 665; 23 T. L. R. 478. 

4582, ——— Approval by judge in 
chambers.}—In orders for security for the costs 
of appeals in the Chancery Division, the practice, 
as in the King’s Bench Division, is to require that 
the security be approved by the judge in chainbers. 
—-HoptE v. Horst (1902), 86 L. T. 3638, C. A. 
-|—See, also, Part LX XVIT., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, V., ante. 

4588. Appeal pending—Retention of security.] 
—Where a forcign pltf. obtained judgment, 
security he had given for costs was retained in 
court, deft. undertaking to lodge an appeal within 
fourteen days & to pay interest at 4 per cent.— 
BADISCHE ANILIN UND SODA FABRIK v. JONNSON 
& Co. & BASLE CHEMICAL WORKS, BINDSCTIEDLER, 
[1897] 2 Ch. 322; 661. J. Ch. 171; 76 L. T. 21. 

Payment out.|—-See Sect. 20, sub-sect. 6, 











post. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—NATURE OF SECURITY. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 7. Where a bond is to be given as 
security for costs, it shal], unless the Court or a Judge shall 
otherwise direct, be given to the party or person requiring the 
security, and not to an officer of the Court. 


4584. Bond—Of solicitor.) — Pltf., who was 
abroad, having been ordered to give security for 
costs, his solicitor executed a bond, as his surety, 
to the clerk of records & writs for £100 :—Held: 
where pltf. is required to give security for costs, 
it is irregular for his solicitor to be his surety.— 
PANTON v. LABERTOUCHE, GANTEAUME v. LABKER- 
TOUCHE, (1843), 1 Ph. 265; 12 L. J. Ch. 436; 41 
E. R. 688, 1. ©. 

4585. Of foreign company.]—There is 
no general rule to the effect that the bond of a 
foreign company will never be regarded as a sufficient, 
security for costs.—ALDRICH v. BRITISH GRIFFIN 
CHILLED TRON & Stree. Co., Lrp., [1904] 2 K. B. 
850; 74L. J. WK. 23.23; 911..T. 729; 53 W.R.1; 
21 'I. L. RR. 13 48 Sol. Jo. 814, C. A. 

4586. ——— Several defendants defending 
separately.}—Where pltf. is bound to give security 
for costs, each deft., employing a separate clerk 
in couit, is entitled to a separate bond for £40 ; 
but pltf. is only bound to pay one £40.—-LOWNDES 
7. ROBERTSON (1819), 4 Madd. 465; 56 E.R. 776. 

4587. Solvency of surety.J—Where pltf. 
is out of the jurisdiction, deft. is at liberty to 
require the security of solvent persons to be given 
for costs.—CLIFFE v. WILKINSON (1830), 4 Sim. 122; 
58 IX. R. 47. 

4588. —— ---Where security for costs 
has been given, deft. will not be entitled to fresh 
security if the sureties become insolvent.— JONES 
vo. JACOBS (1834), 2 Dowl. 442. 

4589. -}—New sccurity ordered to 
be given for costs, the surety having become bank- 
rupt.— VEITCH v. IRVING (1840), 11 Sim. 122; 9 
L. J. Ch. 327; 69 EB. RR. 820. 

4590. -}/—The surety, for costs, of a 
pltf. resident abroad, became bankrupt a few days 
after the decree dismissing the bill with costs, & 
before the costs had been taxed under it. Pitt. 
having afterwards presented a petition of rehear- 
ing, the court ordered the proceedings upon it to 
be stayed until pltf. should have found a new 
surety.—LAUTOUR v. HOLCOMBE (1843), 1 Ph. 
a 12 L. J. Ch. 167; 7 Jur. 97; 41 EK. R. 632, 


























_ 4591. Payment into court.]}—Where a peti- 
tioner is out of the jurisdiction he may deposit a 
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sum in lieu of giving security for costs, but the 
undertaking of his solicitor is insufficient.—Re 
NORMAN (1849), 11 Beav. 401; 50 E. R. 872. 

4592. —Re WapdSWoRTH, RHODES tv. 
SUGDEN, No. 4609, post. 

4593. .j—LypNEY & WiIaPpooL IRON ORE 
Co. v. Brrp, No. 4606. post. 

4594. (Re GrRirrirus CyYcLE CORPN., 
Lrp., DUNLOP PNEUMATIC TYRE Co., LTD. wv. 
GRIFFITHS (JOHN) CycLe Conpn., LTp., No. 4608, 

ost. 

. 4595. Undertaking in lieu of security—By 
solicitor.|— Re NorMAN, No. 41544, ante. 

4596. By liquidators of company—To set 
apart sum out of assets.|—'The liquidators of a 
company in voluntary liquidation, on an applica- 
tion by the defts. for security for costs, gave an 
undertaking ‘‘1o set: apart out of the assets of the 
said company a sum sufficient to meet the costs 
(if any) which the said pltf. company may be 
liable to pay to the defts. in this action.’ The 
trial took place in May, 1891, & the pltfs. were 
entirely successful; & in Sept. 1891, though the 
fact that an appeal would be brought had been 
communicated to them, they distributed their 
assets. The appeal was heard in the Divisional 
Court in Keb. 1898, & the previous judgment was 
reversed: - Meld: by the Divisional Court, that 
the action had not been brought to an end by the 
judgment in the court below so as to release the 
liquidators from liability on their undertaking ; 
& by the Court of Appeal, that the liquidators were 
liable to the extent of £200 only.— HAWKINS HILL. 
CONSOLIDATED GoLD MINING Co. v. WANT, 
JOHNSON & Co. (1893), 62 L. J. Q. LB. 505; 69 
I. T. 297; 09 TT. R. 5583 1 RR. O77, OA. 




















SuB-SEcT. 5.— AMOUNT OF Si&CURITY., 


4597. Past & future costs.J—Under the Judi- 
cature Act, when pltf. goes out of the jurisdiction 
security for costs as well past as future may be 
ordered to such amount as the court may think 
fit, in accordance with the old common law 
practice.—MAssEyY v. ALLEN (1879), 12 Ch. D. 
807; 48 L. J. Ch. 692; 28 W. BR. 2438. 

4598. -/—NSecurity for costs, where the 
pltf. has become bankrupt or has filed a petition 
for liquidation, is not necessarily confined to future 
costs, but may, when applied for promptly, be 
extended to costs already incurred in the suit.— 
BROCKLEBANK & Co. v. KING’S LYNN STEAMSHIP 
Co. (1878), 3 C. P. D. 365; 477. J. Q. B. 3821; 38 
L. T. 489; 27 W. BR. 94. 

4599. J—A pltf. omitted to give notice of 
trial within the proper time, & the defts. moved, 
under Ord. XXXVI., r. 12, for an order dismissing 
the action for want of prosecution, or that the 
pltf. might be ordered to give security for the 
costs of the action. The pltf. had failed to pay 
the costs of certain interlocutory proceedings, & 
there was evidence of his being in insolvent 
circumstances, & that the action was really for 
the benefit of his solicitor:—Held: as Ord. 
XXXVI1., r. 12, gave the court a discretion, under 
the special circumstances of the case an order 
requiring the pltf. to give security might be made. 
—WILMOTT (WILLMOTT) v. FREEHOLD HovusrE 
PROPERTY Co. (No. 2) (1885), 52 L. T. 748; 33 
W. R. 554, C. A. 

4600. Increase during proceedings.]—Pltf. was 
out of the jurisdiction, & the Vice-Chancellor 
had ordered him to give security for costs. Deft. 
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Sect, 20.—Security for coasts: 
Sect. 21.] 


applied to the Court of Appeal to have the amount 
of the security increascd. The Court of Appeal 
refused to interfere, but said that deft. might, if 
it became necessary, apply to the Vice-Chancellor 
to have a larger security.—PAXTON wv BELT, 
[1876] W. N. 240, C. A. 

4601. ——-.]—Ord. LV. of Rules of Court, 
Feb. 1876, applies to suits commenced before 
Nov. 1875. 

In a suit by a foreign government £120 security 
for costs had been given before the Judicature 
Acts came into operation. <A large amount of 
costs would be incurred before the suit was heard, 
& further security to the amount of £500 to cover 
future costs was, under Ord. LV. of the Rules of 
Court, Feb. 1876, ordered to be given.—CosTA 
RIcA REPUBLIC v. ERLANGER (1876), 3 Ch. D. 62; 


Sub-secta. 6 & 6. 


45 L. J. Ch. 743; 35 L. T. 19; 24 W. R. 956, 
C. A. 
4602. -}—Defts. applied that pltfs. might 





be ordered to give further security for costs. 
Since security was ordered expensive proceedings 
had been going on in the action, including a special 
commission to take evidence of witnesses abroad. 
The judge ordered such further security as in his 
discretion seemed sufficient to meet the justice of 
the case.—STURLA v. Friccia, [1878] W. N. 161. 

4608. -+—The pltf., a foreigner resident 
abroad & having no property in England, gave 
security for the costs of the action. The action 
was tried & a verdict passed for the defts. The 
pltf. gave notice of motion for a new trial. On 
an application by the defts. for security for the 
costs of the motion :—Held: as the motion was 
a step in the litigation not contemplated when the 
amount of the security was originally fixed, the 
proper course was to apply at chambers to increase 
the amount of the security ordered to be given, & 
that an appeal from any order made on such an 
application would lie to the Court of Appeal.-- 
BENTSEN v. TAYLOR, Sons & Co., [1893] 2 Q. B. 
193; 621. J. Q. B. 616; 60 L. T. 3383; 41 W. R. 
503; 9 T. L. R. 545; 7 Asp. M. lL. C. 385; 4 
R. 508; 37 Sol. Jo. 600, C. A. 





SUB-SECT. 6.— PAYMENT OUT. 


4604. Appeal pending.]— This was a case in 
which foreign shipowners were pltfs. in a claim 
against the Crown, & they succeeded. They had 
given security for costs in the ordinary way. They 
now ask that that security should be paid out to 
them, & the Crown ask, on the other hand, that 
it may be retained in court, because tho Crown 
have got a stay of execution. The effect, however, 
of ordering that moneys to remain in court would 
be to give them one or other of two things—either 
security for the costa of their own appeal, or 
security for the satisfaction of the judgment 
which may be given on appeal, & they are not 
entitled to either. Therefore, I shall make an 
order for payment out to the claimants of the 
money paid in as security (LORD STERNDALBE, P.). 
—THE BerNisse & THE Eve, [1920] P. 1, 11; 
so L. J. P. 81; 122 L. T. 286; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 
a 3 P. Cas. 517 ; on appeal, [1921] 1 A.C. 458, 


_ 4605. -}—It is the invariable practice that 
if a pltf., who has paid money into court as security 
for costs, on recovering judgment in the court of 





PRACTICE. 


first instance, applies to have it paid out to him, 
the order for payment out is made as matter of 
course, notwithstanding that the judgment is 
under appeal (per Cur.).--ComMITATO PORTUARIO 
D’IMPORTAZIONE DEI CARBONI FOSSILI DI GENOVA 
v. INSTONE & Co., [1922] W. N. 260, C. A. 

-.|— See, also, No. 4683, ante. 

4606. Judgment reversed on appeal—Repay- 
ment.]—An action being dismissed at the hearing 
with costs, a sum of money which had been paid 
into court as security for the defts.’ costs was 
ordered to be paid out to the solicitors for the defts. 
in part payment of the defts.’ costs. The judg- 
ment was reversed by the Court of Appeal, & the 
costs ordered to be paid by the defts. The pltfs. 
asked for an order against the defts.’ solicitors for 
repayment of them:—Held: the court had no 
jurisdiction on the appeal to order the defts.’ 
solicitors to refund the money, the solicitors not 
being present, nor, semble, could such an order 
have been made if they had been served with notice 
of the application.—LYDNEY & WIGPOOL IRON 
Or» Co. v. Binp (1886), 38 Ch. D. 85; 55 1. J. Ch. 
$75; 55 1. T. 558; 34 W. R. 749; 2 7T. LR. 
722, ©. A. 

4607. -|—A. solicitor who has de- 
manded & received payment of costs payable 
to his client under an order of court, with know- 
ledge that an appeal against that order was pend- 
ing, cannot on its reversal be ordered personally 
to repay the costs so paid to him where there has 
been no misconduct & no undertaking to repay. 
Ifoop BaRRS v. CROSSMAN & PRICHARD, [1897] 
A. @. 172; 66 L. J. Q. LB. 357; 76 L. T. 297; 
45 W. R. 465; 41 Sol. Jo. 347; sub nom. Hoop 
BARRS v. CROSSMAN & PRICHARD, ]Hloop BARRS +. 
Heriot, 138 T. L. Wt. 291, H. L. 

4608. ~|--On March 19, 1893, an 
action was commenced in the Queen’s Bench 
Division by the C. Corpn., Ltd., against H. & Co., 
Ltd., when judgment was given in favour of II. 
& Oo., Ltd. On Feb. 24, 1899, in an action on 
behalf of the debenture-holders against the C. 
Corpn., Ltd., a receiver was appointed, & on 
March 9, 1899, he obtained leave to prosecute an 
appeal in the above action against H. & Co., Ltd. 
By order of the Court of Appeal the receiver was 
required to pay the sum of £200 into court as 
security for the costs of the appeal. On July 13, 
1899, the Court of Appeal reversed the decision 
of the Queen’s Bench Division, & ordered the £200 
to be paid out to the receiver. On appeal to the 
House of Lords the judgment of the Queen’s 
Bench Division was restored, & the C. Corpn., 
Ltd., ordered to pay the costs of the proceedings 
both in the courts below & in the llouse of Lords. 
On an application by Hl. & UCo., Ltd. (being 
debenture-holders in the C. Corpn., Ltd.), in the 
above debenture-holders’ action that the receiver 
might be directed to pay to them the £200 paid 
out to him by order of the Court of Appeal on 
account of the costs ordered to be paid to them 
under the above order of the House of Lords :-— 
Held: that the application must be refused.—He 
GRIFFITHS CYCLE CoRPN., Lrp., DUNLOP PNEU- 
MATIC TYRE Co., LTD. v. GRIFFITHS (JOHN) CYCLE 
Corpn., LTp. (1902), 85 L. T. 776; 46 Sol. Jo. 
229, C. A. 

4609. Whether to solicitor.|—Money paid into 
court as a security for the costs of a party to an 
action is not, in case by the success of the party 
it becomes repayable to him, property “ pre- 
served ’’ in the action within the meaning of the 
Solicitors Act, 1860.—Re WADSWORTH, RHODES v. 
SUGDEN (1885), 29 Ch. D. 517; 64 L. J. Ch. 638 ; 
52 L. T. 613; 38 W. R. 558. 














Part LXXXVI.— Costs. 


SEcT. 21.— APPORTIONMENT OF COSTS. 


4610. Administration proceedings—Apportion- 
ment between estates.|—Hy a marriage settle- 
ment to which the intended husband & wife were 
parties, after reciting that upon treaty for the 
marriage it had been agreed that the property, 
‘‘as well real as personal,’’ to which the intended 
wife ‘‘is entitled, & may be entitled,” should be 
held upon certain trusts, & that it has been 
‘further agreed’’ that the intended husband 
should enter into a covenant “for settling the 
last-mentioned real & personal property for the 
purposes last aforesaid,” the indenture witnessed 
that the intended husband covenanted with the 
trustees that “ all the estate & effects, both real 
& personal, of which ” the intended wife “is now 
seised & possessed, or of which she shall hereafter 
become seised or possessed,’? should be settled. 
At the date of the settlement the intended wife & 
her two sisters were joint tenants in fee of real 
estate, In reversion expectant on the death without 
issue of their brother. Similar settlements were 
made on the marriages of the other two sisters. 
All three sisters & ther husbands died in the life- 
time of their brother, who died without issue. 
No settlements were ever made in fulfilment of the 
covenants :— Held: the joint tenancy had been 
severed by the settlements. 

The costs will come out of the three estates 
equally.—CALDWELL v. FELLOWES (1870), L. R. 
9 Hq. 410, 418; 39 L. J. Ch. 618; 22 L. T. 225; 
Is W. R. 486. 

4611. -J}—h. H., by a _ voluntary 
settlement, assigned to trustees several mortgage 
debts, ecrtain shares in a bank, & some furniture, 
& directed the trustees to hold the premises & 
certain consols which had been previously trans- 
ferred to them, upon trust for herself for life, & 
then, as to part of the trust premises, for special 
beneficiaries; & as to the residue, for M. F. 
M. ¥. died in the lifetime of the settlor, who in her 
lifetime received some of the mortgage debts 
(the others being received by the trustecs), & 
died without having duly transferred the bank 
shales, but having by her will confirmed the 
settlement. The settlement being valid as to the 
consols, the mortgage debts received by the 
trustees, & the furniture, but incomplete as to the 
moitgage debts received by the settlor, & the bank 
shales :—Hcld: the confirmation could not 
operate as to the mortgage debts received by the 
settior: Lut notwithstanding that the settlement 
had not been admitted to probate, the confirma- 
tion of it by the will, which had been proved, 
perfected the settlement with regard to the bank 
shares as a testamentary instrument, & operated 
as a specific bequest of them; & the shares 
therein of cestuis que trust under the settlement, 
who predeceased the settlor, lapsed in favour of the 
residuary legatee under this will. The costs of all 
parties must be borne by the settlement fund & 
residuary estate in equal moieties.—-BiIzzEy v. 
FLIGHT (1876), 3 Ch. D. 269, 274; 45 Ju. J. Ch. 
852; 24 W. R. 957. 

4612, —-— .J}—-Where real & personal 
estate arc being administered in one action, the 
costs exclusively occasioned by the administration 
of the real estate must be borne by the real estate, 
the general costs of administration being borne by 
the personal estate; & it is the proper course for 
the judge to apportion the costs between the two 
estates, & not to leave the apportionment to the 
taxing master.—PaTCHING v. BARNETT (1881), 51 
LJ. Ch. 74; 45 L. T, 202, C. A. 

| EXECUTORS, Vol. XXIV., 


wee 
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pp. 845, Nos. 8786 ef seg.; TRusts & TRUSTEES, 
Vol. XLIII., p. 824, Nos. 2679-2682. 

4613. Foreclosure action.J—An action was 
brought by a mortgagee for the foreclosure of two 
mortgages of two distinct estates, executed by the 
same mortyagor to secure two different advances. 
Both mortgages were executed since the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, came into operation :— 
Held: the whole of the costs of the action ought 
to be included in the account relating to each 
estate, & the mortgagor could not redeem either 
estate separately without paying the whole of the 
costs of the action. —CLAPHAM v. ANDREWS (1884), 
27 Ch. D. 679; 63 I. J. Ch. 782; 51 L. T. 86; 
33 W. R. 395. 

4614. ~|—When a mortyagee brings an 
action to foreclose two mortgages of two dis- 
tinct estates, but which mortgages are by force 
of the statute or otherwise not hable to be con- 
solidated, the costs of the action are not to be 
charged against each estate, but must bo 
apportioned rateably between the two estates. — 
DE Caux v. SKIPPER, TEE v. DE Caux (1886), 3l 
Ch. TD). 685; 54 L. T. 4813; 34 W. R. 402, C. A. 

Claim & counterclaim. }|—Sre Ser-orr & COUNTER- 
CLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 434-489, Nos. 552-591. 

4615. Claim not wholly succeeding.| —The pltf. 
sued for three items of a claim for work done, & 
recovered a@ sum in respect of one of such items 
only. By an order of the court it was ordered 
‘that the pltf. recover against the defts.’? that 
sum, ‘‘ & such costs as one of the inasters may 
find that he has rightly incurred tm recovering the 
above amount, & that the defts. recover against 
the pltf. such costs as they have rightly incurred 
in defending themselves on those points on which 
they have succeeded, to be also taxed.” On 
taxation the master allowed the pitf. the general 
costs of the cause, disallowing only those which 
applied exclusively to the parts of his claim on 
which he failed; & he allowed the defts. such costs 
only as were incurred by them by reason of the 
two items of claim which they successfully resisted : 
—Held: the master had construed the order 
rightly, & had taxed the costs on the right principle. 
—SPARROW v. Hii. (1881), 8 Q B.D. 479; 50 
L. J. Q. B. 675; 44 L. T. 917; 29 W. R. 705, 
CA. 

4616. -+—This was an appeal from an 
order of the Vice-Chancellor of the Palatine Court 
of Lancaster, directing the apportionment of costs 
between the pltf. & deft. The action was brought 
to restrain the deft. (1) from erecting a lift so as 
to obstruct the deft.’s lights ; & (2) from building 
on a certain piece of land or area in violation cf 
his agreement. At the trial the Vice-Chancellcr 
granted the injunction as to the crection of the 
lift, but refused an injunction as to building on 
the area, & he made the following order as to 
costs: ‘‘ That the deft. do pay to the pltf. his 
costs of this action, so far as the same costs relate 
to the pltf.’s application for an injunction with 
regard to the said lift, & let the pltf. pay to tre 
deft. his costs of this action incurred relative to 
the pltf.’s application for an injunction respecting 
the said area, the aforesaid costs to be taxed by 
the registrar’; with a direction that one set of 
costs should be set off against the other. At the 
request of the deft., the registrar made a certificate 
of the principle upon which he understood that 
the costs should be taxed, as follows: ‘‘ The pltf. 
argued his case under two heads: (1) relating to the 
lift; (2) relating to the area. Therefore, follow- 
ing the case of Sparrow v. Hill |No. 4615, ante], 
the pltf. is entitled to all the general costs of the 
action, excluding only such items of costs (if any) 
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as are applicable exclusively to head No. 2, on 
which he failed. The deft., on the other hand, is 
entitled to such costs only as were incurred by 
reason exclusively of head No. 2.” The deft. 
moved to discharge this certificate, & the Vice- 
(hancellor held that the principle stated in the 
certificate was not right, & that the case of Sparrow 
v. Hill did not govern the case ; & he declared that 
the general costs of the action of both the pltf. 
& deft. ought to be apportioned. From this 
order the pltf. appealed. 

The court is not called upon to decide the 
general question how the costs ought to be 
paid in cases where the pltf. had partially suc- 
ceeded & partially failed ; whether he ought to 
have the general costs of the action, or whether 
the costs should be apportioned; but it has 
simply to determine the meaning of the original 
order made by the Vice-Chancellor. 1t must be 
borne in mind that the Vice-Chancellor is a 
chancery judge, & has no jurisdiction in the 
Palatine Court except equity jurisdiction, & that 
the usual order in chancery suils is that the costs 
in such a case are to be apportioned. The Vice- 
(hancellor has, in fact, made the order in the form 
usual in chancery suits. Bearing this in mind, 
I can only come to the conclusion that the judge 
meant that the costs should be apportioned. In 
Sparrow v. fill the order was in a different form, 
& it was a common law action; & in that case the 
court did not lay down any rule as to orders made 
in chancery actions. The appeal must be dis- 
missed (Corron. L.J.).—HARLEY v. Hun'r, [1887] 
W. N. 184, 185, C. A. 

4617. ——.] —In an action for nuisance by 
Vibration & by offensive behaviour, judgment 
was given for the defts. on so much of the state- 
ment of claim as related to offensive behaviour, & 
damages were given to the pltf., on the ground of 
nuisance by vibration, which was the point on 
which the pltf. mainly relied. The judgment 
referred it to the taxing master tu tax the defts.’ 
costs of so much of the action as related to offensive 
behaviour & to tax the pltf.’s costs of the rest of 
the action, & the taxing master was to set off the 
said costs of the defts. against the said costs of 
the pltf., & to certify the balance; & the defts. 
were ordered to pay such balance to the pltl. 
The taxing master, in taxing the bill of costs 
brought in by the pltf., allowed him one moiety 
of each item which related to both the issues, & 
allowed him in full the items which related solely 
to the issue on which he had succeeded, & fol- 
lowed the same rule in taxing the bill brought in 
by the defts. The result was that the pltf. had a 
small balance to receive. The pltf. appealed from 
this taxation :—Held: this taxation was correct, 
& though in the Queen’s Bench Division this 
form of order would probably have been construed 
as giving the pltf. his costs of the action except so 
far as they had been increased by the issue on 
which he had failed, the settled practice in the 
Chancery Division was that under this form of 
order the general costs should be apportioned 
rateably between the issues. — JENKINS v. JACKSON, 
[1801] 1 Ch. 89; 60 L. J. Ch. 206; 63 L. T. 688; 
39 W. R. 242, C. A. 

4618. -]—This was an application on the 
part of the deft. to the action that his objections 
to the taxation of costs in the action disallowed 
by the taxing master might be allowed. The facts 
of the case were as follows: the pltfs. brought an 
action against the deft., who was at one time their 
rent collector, claiming in the writ: (1) an injunc- 
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tion to restrain the deft. from representing that 
he was in the pltfs.’ employ, & from collecting or 
attempting to collect their rents ; (2) an order for 
delivery by the deft. to the pltfs. of all documents 
belonging to the pltfs. in his possession; (3) an 
injunction to restrain the deft. from remaining 
in possession or attempting to trespass on the com- 
pany’s premises; (4) damages. On Feb. 10, 
1899, Lord (then Mr. Justice) ROMER, upon a 
motion for an injunction, which the parties agreed 
to treat as a motion for judgment, ordered the 
plitfs. to pay to the deft. his costs of the action, so 
far as they had been incurred by paragraph 1! 
of the claim indorsed on the writ, & the parties 
consenting, it was ordered that all further pro- 
ceedings be stayed. The taxing master, in his 
answers to the objections of the deft., so stated 
his view of the order: ‘‘ The question is, What is 
the effect of this direction ? Does it give the deft. 
the general costs of the action or only the costs 
of the action which relate exclusively to para- 
eraph 1 of claim; that is to say, is the order to bo 
read as if the words were (1) the pltfs. are ordcred 
to pay to the deft. the costs of the action so far 
as they relate to paragraph 1 of claim indorsed 
on the writ, or should it be read as if the words 
were (2) the pltfs. are ordered to pay to the deft. 
the costs of the action so far as they have been 
increased by paragraph 1 of claim indorsed on 
the writ. According to the usual rules of inter- 
pretation, if the order has been in the form No. 1, 
the deft. would have been entitled to a pro- 
portionate part of the general costs of action 
according to the number of claims plus any costs 
exclusively relating to paragraph 1 of claim ; 
while if the order had been in form No. 2 the deft. 
would not have been entitled to any part of the 
general costs of action, but only to costs relating 
exclusively to paragraph 1 of claim. I have, 
after full consideration of the circumstances of 
this ease, decided that the words ‘incurred by’ 
in this order should be read as equivalent to 
‘increased by,’ & I have therefore allowed to the 
deft. no part of the general costs of action, but only 
the costs relating exclusively to paragraph 1 of 
claim indorsed on the writ.”? The deft. accordingly 
applied that his objections might be allowed. 

The order is that the plif{s. do pay to the deft. 
his costs of the action so far as they have been 
incurred by paragraph 1 of the claim. The taxing 
master has not made any apportionment of the 
general costs, but has treated the order as if the 
word used were not ‘‘ incurred,” but ‘‘ increased.”’ 
The form of the order is a little unusual, but I 
think that the word “incurred” is different to 
‘increased.’ The general costs of the action ought 
to have been apportioned, & the case will be 
remitted to the taxing master for this purpose 
(BYRNE, J.).—Estares & INVESTMENT Co., LTD. 
v. COBB (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 295, 296. 

4619. J—The plitfs. in an action claimed 
an injunction to restrain the defts. from altering 
the level of a road so as to interrupt an approach 
to the pltfs.’ premises & from entering on the pltfs.’ 
premises. ‘They also claimed damages against the 
defts. for having entered upon the pltfs.’ premises 
& pulled down a wall. The defts. having paid £60 
into court in respect of the pltfs.’ claim for damages, 
the pltf{s. accepted that amount in full satisfaction 
of their claim. At the trial of the action the court 
ordered that the £60 should be paid out of court 
to the pltfs. in satisfaction of the cause of action 
arising out of the entry; & that the defts. should 
pay to the plitfs. their costs of the action so far as 
related to that claim, such costs to be taxed by the 
taxing master; &, further, that the rest of the 
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pltis.’ action should be dismissed without costs. 
In taxing the costs under this order the taxing 
master allowed the pltis. all the general costs of 
the action. Thereupon the defts. took out a 
suramons to vary the taxing master’s certificate 
by directing an apportionment of such general 
costs :—Held: the defts.’ objections to the taxa- 
tion were well founded; & the taxing master 
ought Ae roi fe ee apportionment, of the 
general costs.—TopDD v. NorTH-EASTER . Co. 
(1903), 88 L. T. 112, C. A. eee 

4620, Distinct issues — Parties awarded costs of 
specific tssues.|—In an action for an injunction 


in spe Ws of three separate subjects of complaint, 
the pltf. obtained an injunction upon one point, 
but his claim was dismissed as to the other two. 


Under an order to tax the costs of the deft. of so 
much of the action as had been dismissed, & to tax 
the costs of the pltf. of the rest of the action, with 
a set-off of the costs of the pltf. against those of 
the deft., the taxing master taxed the costs as a 
whole apportioned them in thirds, & made his 
certificate accordingly. A summons to vary the 
ceitificate by ordering each item in the bill of 
costs to be considered according as it had been 
incurred in respect of each of the several points 
raised by the action was dismissed, & the taxing 
master’s certificate was confirmed.—KNIGHT v. 
PURSSELL (1879), 49 LL. J. Ch. 120; 41 L. T. 581; 
28 W. KR. 90. 

4621. aie ~-}—When in the same action 
the jury find for the pltf. with damages as to one 
cause of action & for the deft. as to other & dis- 
tinct. causes of action, the word “ event” in the 
proviso to Rules of the Supreme Court, 1875, 
Ord. I.V., r. 1, must be read distributively, & the 
deft. is entitled to tax his costs of the issues found 
for him, provided no order otherwise is made by 
the judge who tried the cause or by the court.-— 
Myrns v. DEFnrins (1880), 5 Ex. D. 180; 49 L. J. 
Q. B. 266; 42 L. T. 137; 28 W. R. 406, CG. A. 

4622. - -}—Pltf., who had built’ two 
houses for deft. at a contract: price of £1,135, sued 
for £160 16s., the balance of the price, & for other 
small items. Deft. raised various defences, & 
also counterclaimed £1,200 for penalties for delay 
& for damages arising from bad work. ‘The 
pleadings went as far as surrejoinder, after which 
the cause, with all matters in difference, was 
referred to an architect as arbitrator, upon the 
terms, infer alia, that the costs of action, reference, 
& award, should follow the event, unless the 
arbitrator should otherwise order. The arbitrator 
by an award, silent as to costs, awarded £3 2s. 6d. 
to deft. in respect of the action & matters in 
difference :-—J/eld: the word ‘ event” ought to 
be construed distributively, & the award remitted 
to the arbitrator to find specific issues.—ELIS v. 
DEsiILVA (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 521; 501. J. Q. B. 
J28; 44 L. Tb. 209; 20 W. R. 4938. 

















iia --~ --——.}+—SPARROW v. HILL, No. 4615, 
antec, 
4624. —--.J]—In an action tried by a 


jury where the pltf. succeeds upon some issues but 
is non-suited upon others, & no order is made as 
to costs, the deft. is entitled under Ord. LV., r. 1, 
to the costs of the issues upon which the pltf. was 
non-suited. 

_ Where there is an ambiguity in the terms of a 
Judgment with respect to costs, & the master in 
consequence refuses to tax the costs of one of the 
parties, the proper course is to apply for a direction 
to the judge who tried the cause, & not to appeal 
against the master’s decision—ABBOTYT v. 
ANDREWS (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 648; 511. J. Q. B. 
641; 30 W. R. 779, D. C. 
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4625. »}—Pltf. having claimed for 
goods sold & delivered, & for commission, & 
defts. having counterclaimed for moneys collected 
by pltf. on defts.’ account & for work & labour, 
the action was referred to an arbitrator under an 
order of reference whereby ‘‘ the costs of the 
cause, & the costs of the reference & award shall 
abide the event.”?> The arbitrator found the issues 
on the claim in favour of pltf., & awarded him a 
sum of money in respect therecot, & found the issues 
on the counterclaim in favour of defts., & awarded 
to them a sum of money in respect thereof. After 
deducting the sum found for pltf. from the sum 
found for defts., a balance of £97 was due to defts. : 
~-ITeld: the word “ event’? in the order of 
reference must be construed distributively, & that 
judgment must be entered for defts., who were 
entitled to the costs of the action, reference, & 
award, but pltf. was entitled to the costs of the 
issues found in his favour.-—LUND v. CAMPBELL 
(1885), 14 Q. B. D. 821; 541. J. Q. B. 2815 538 
I. T. 900; 33 W. R. 510. 

4626. —--—,]J—An action & all matters 
in difference were referred, the costs of the cause, 
reference, & award to abide the event :—Held: 
the word “ event’? must) be construed dis- 
tributively ; & consequently, upon an award by 
which the arbitrator decided in pltf.’s favour upon 
the claim in the action, but in deft.’s favour upon 
a matter in difference not raised in the action, plté. 
was entitled to the costs of the action & deft. to 
the costs of the matter on which he had succeeded. 
—HAWKE v. Brean (1885), 14 Q. B.D. 8413 54 
I.J.Q. B. 315; 562 1. T. 4825 33 W. &. 613. 

4627. -— ~—.|}—VItf.. a builder, sued deft. 
to recover the balance of the contract price of a 
house, & deft. pleaded, first, that the work had 
been unsatisfactorily carried out & that there 
was no balance due, & secondly, that the action 
was barred by the Statute of Limitations. At the 
trial of the action the official referee found that 
pltf. was on a named date entitled to maintain 
the action for a named amount, but that the 
Statute of Limitations was a bar to his right to 
maintain the action. Jie accordingly directed 
judgment to be entered for deft., & that deft. 
should recover from pltf. the costs of the action, 
except so far as they might have been increased 
by any defence other than that of the Statute of 
Jaimitations. Upon taxation the taxing master 
held that. plif. was entitled to the costs of the issue 
upon which he had succeeded :— Meld:  pltt., 
having succeeded in establishing that a debt was 
due to him, had succeeded in an ‘‘ event”? within 
the meaning of Ord. LXV., r. 1 (now repealed), 
& was therefore entitled to the costs of that issue.—- 
SLATFORD v. ERLEBACH, [1912] 3 KK. B. 1553; 81 
lL. J. K, B. 3723 106 1. 'T. 71, C. A. 

4628. —---,/-—-In an action tried with a 
jury where there are separate issues, & the pltf. 
obtains a verdict & judgment, but the deft. is 
successful as to one of the issues, if the judge makes 
no order with regard to that issue interfering with 
the incidence of costs under Ord. LXYV., r. I, 
the deft. is entitled to have the judgment drawn 
up so as to give him the costs of the issue on which 
he succeeds.—lLoYEs ». Tatu, [1907] 1 K. B. 656 3 
716 L. 3. K. B. 408; 23 T. L. R. 291; 51 Sol. Jo. 
245, C. A. 

4629. ——— —- -.]—Pitf. brought an action 
against (among others) a firm of stockbrokers to 
recover damages for having been induced by 
certain alleged false representations in a prospectus 
of a company to subscribe for shares in the com- 
pany. The brokers were sued as having issued or 
authorised the issue of the prospectus. The 
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brokers in their defence denied that they issued or 
authorised the issue of the prospectus, & further 
alleged that they had no knowledge of & did not 
admit any of the remaining allegations in the 
statement of claim. At the trial the judge asked 
the jury certain questions which with the answers 
thereto were as follows: (1) Did the brokers 
authorise the issue of the prospectus? No. 
(2) Did the prospectus contain untrue statements 
of material facts or material omissions of facts ? 
Yes. (3) Did the brokers believe that the pros- 
pectus was true, & had they reasonable ground for 
such belief ? Yes. (4) Did pltf. take his shares 
relying upon the truth of the prospectus? Yes. 
The judge directed Judgment to be entered for the 
brokers with costs. The judgment as drawn up 
gave pltf. the costs of the issues stated in questions 
(2) & (4):—Held: these questions were not 
separate “ issues,’’ & the answers thereto were not 
‘“events’’ within the meaning of Ord. LXV., 
rr. 1 & 2 [now repealed], & therefore pltf. was not 
entitled to any costs against the brokers.— 
LIOWELL v. DERING, [1915] 1 K. B. 54; 84 L. J. 
kK. B. 199; 111 L. T. 790; 58 Sol. Jo. 669, C. A. 

4630. -/—Where at the trial of an 
action with a jury several questions are left to the 
jury the questions & their answers do not necessarily 
constitute separate issues. The judge at the trial 
is the proper person to say whether there is any 
separate issue upon which the party unsuccessful 
in the action is entitled to his costs.—Busi v. 
Roeens, [1915] 1 K. B. 707; 84 L. J. KK. B. 686 ; 
112 1. T. 045. 

4631. ——- —-—.}—The expression ‘‘ the costs 
shall follow the event” in the second proviso to 
Ord. LAYV., ». 1 [now repealed], which regulates 
the costs in jury actions, means that the party 
who on the whole succceds in the action gets the 
general costs of the action, but that, where the 
action involves separate issues, whether arising 
under different causes of action or under one cause 
of action, the costs of any particular issue go to the 
party who succeeds upon it. An issue, in this 
sense, need not go tu the whole cause of action, 
but includes any issue which has a direct & 
detinite event in defeating the claim to judgment 
in whole or in part.--REmbD, HEwitr & Co. v. 
ae [1918] A. C. 717, 718; 62 Sol. Jo. 715, 

4632. Infringement of patent —- Defence of in- 
validity & non-infringement. |—In an action for 
infringement of a patent the defts. denied infringe- 
ment, & alleged want of subject-matter & of 
novelty by reason of a large number, of alleged 
anticipations. At the trial the judge dismissed 
the action with costs on the ground of want of 
novelty in respect of two anticipations only :- - 
Held: the taxing master, in taxing the costs, 
lnust not disallow costs incurred with respect to 
Issucs On which the judge found that the defts. 
had failed. or tax the costs as if the action had been 
conlined to proving the two objections on which 
the defts. succeeded, but must tax the whole of the 
defts.’ costs, disallowing only the costs of those 
objections in respect of which no certificate was 
given pursuant to sect. 29 (6) of the Patents, 
Designs, & Trade Marks Act, 1883.—HaskELL 
GOLF BaLL Co. v. HurcHison & MAIN, [1906] 1 
Ch. 518; 75 L. J. Ch. 270; 94 L. T. 781; 64 
bros foes 50 ae Jo. 257; 23 K.P. C. 1265. 

ee, further, Patents, Vol. XXXVI. . 832 
838, Nos. 3162-3191. Noe 

4633. Payment into court— Denial of 

liability.J—In an action to recover damages for 
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injuries arising from the negligence of the defts., 
they denied the negligence & paid a sum of money 
into court with a denial of liability. The pltfs. 
did not accept the money paid into court in satis- 
faction of their claim, & the action went to trial 
& resulted in a verdict for a less amount. The 
judge who tried the case ordered judgment to be 
entered for the defts. with the general costs of the 
action, & that the pltfs. should have the costs of 
the issues found in their favour:—Held: the 
questions, raised by the pleadings, whether the 
defts. had been guilty of negligence, &, if so, 
whether the money paid into court was sufficient, 
were distinct issues, & the pltfs. were entitled to 
their costs on the issue of negligence on which they 
had succeeded.—WAGSTAFFE v. BENTLEY, [1902] 
1K. B. 124; 71 L. J. K. BKB. 55; 85 L. T. 744, 
C. A. 

4634. ——- -—-—— --——.]—In an action for 
wrongful dismissal the pltf. claimed, amongst other 
things, three months’ full pay & six months’ half 
pay, & whilst denying any further liability paid a 
sum of money into court. At the trial the pltf. 
obtained a verdict & judgment for a sum in excess 
of the sum paid into court. Upon an application 
by the defts. for judgment or a new trial, the court 
held that the pltf. was entitled to less than the 
sum paid into court & gave judgment for the 
defts., but they decided the issue of six months’ 
or nine months’ half pay in favour of the pltf. :— 
Held: on the principle of Wagstaffe v. Bentley, 
No. 4633, ante, the deft., while entitled to the 
general costs of the action, must pay the costs of 
the issue on which they had failed, although it 
was not an issue going to the whole cause of action. 

Semble: under Ord. X XII. payment into court of 
a lump sum with a denial of liability as to part of 
the claim & an admission of liability as to part 
cannot be pleaded as a defence to an action (per 
CuR.).— HUBBACK v. BRITISH NORTH BORNEO Co. 
(No. 2), [1904] 2 K. B. 473; 73 L. J. K. B. 654 ; 
91 L. T. 672; 53 W. R. 70; 40 Sol. Jo. 475, C. A. 

4635. Witnesses’ costs.}——- Where some 
issues are found for the pltf., & some for the deft., 
the latter will be entitled to the costs of the 
witnesses who are called exclusively in support of 
the issues found for him, but not of those who are 
also examined to disprove the issues found for the 
pitf.—CROWTHER v. ELWELL (1838), 4 M. & W. 
71; 6 Dowl. 697; 1 Horn & H. 187; 71. J. Ex. 
261; 2 Jur. 760; 150 BE. R. 13847. 

4636. -}—The deft. had pleaded not 
guilty, & a justification on the ground that the 
allegations in the memorial were true. The pltf. 
gave evidence to show express malice from the 
conduct of the pltf., he also called witnesses to 
prove that the alleged facts, which took place, if 
at all, in a town of which deft. was an inhabitant, 
were not true. The deft. called witnesses to prove 
that the facts were truc ; & some of these witnesses 
deposed to facts had not come to deft.’s knowledge 
before the publication. The verdict was for the 
pitf. on the first issue, on the ground of privilege, 
& for the deft. on the second issue :—Held: deft. 
was entitled to the costs of all such witnesses 
called by him, & the pitf. was not entitled to the 
costs of any witness. For that the deft., being 
entitled to the general costs, was entitled to the 
costs of all such witnesses as were not called 
exclusively on the issue on which he failed; & 
the pltf. to the costs only of such witnesses as were 
called exclusively on the issue on which he suc- 
ceeded; & all the above witnesses were material 
to the issue of not guilty, though their evidence 
was also material to the issue on the jurisdiction.— 
HARRISON v. Busy (1855),5 BE. & B. 844; 30.L. KR. 
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1240; 251. J. Q. B. 25; 251. T. O.S. 194; 1 
Jur. N.S. 846; 3 W. R. 474; 119 EK. R. 509. 

4637. —— ——.}—Where an action is tried 
with a jury the judge before whom it is tried has no 
jurisdiction under Ord. LXV., r. 1, to make an 
order by which the costs will not follow the event 
unless there exist “ good cause ’”’ within the mean- 
ing of that rule, & consequently there is an appeal 
with respect to the existence of the facts necessary 
to give the judge jurisdiction to make such order. 
To be ‘ good cause ”’ within that rule there must be 
facts showing that it would be more just not to 
allow the costs to follow the event as, for example, 
oppression or misconduct of either of the parties 
by which costs have been unnecessarily increased. 

The fact that the action is for the recovery of 
several closes of land, that the only defence is that 
the deft. is in possession, & that the verdict is 
for the pltf. for some only of the closes claimed, 
does not by itself constitute “ good cause’? within 
Ord. LXV., r. 1, since the verdict in such a case 
is distributive, & the costs, if properly taxed, would 
be as on a finding by the jury on separate issues. — 
JONES v. CURLING (1884), 18 Q. B. 1D. 262; 53 
lu J. Q. B. 3738; 501. T. 349: 382 W. R. 651, C. A. 

_ 4638. -[—Where in an action for 
libel pleas of justification & privilege are set) up. 
& the deft. fails to establish the plea of justification 
& judgment is given for him on the plea of privilege, 
the pltf. is not entitled to the costs of witnesses 
whose evidence docs not relate exclusively to the 
plea of justification.—Brown v. Houston, [1901] 
2K. B. 855; 701. J. K. B. 902; 85 L. T. 160; 
17 T. LL. R. 683, C, A. 

4639. Plaintiff substantially successful --Defen- 
dant succeeding on issues of counterclaim. |—On a 
reference to arbitration the costs to ‘‘ abide the 
event,” the word event means the event of the 
whole action, & where the pltf. is substantially 
successful in the action he is entitled to the gencral 
costs of the action, & the deft. only to the costs of 
those issues on which he has been successful, 
notwithstanding that on the reference the deft. 
has recovered more upon his counterclaim than the 
pltf. on his claim, & that the success of the pltf. 
on the whole action is due to the deft. having paid 
money into court prior to the reference. 

In an action to recover £417 for work & labour 
done, the deft. paid into court £178, & as to the 
residue pleaded negligence & disobedience to orders 
as a defence, & also counterclaimed for £500 
damages in respect thereof. The action being 
referred, ‘‘ the costs of the cause to abide the 
event,’ the arbitrator awarded the pltf. £7 
beyond the amount paid into court & awardcd the 
deft. £18 on his counterclaim. A judge at 
chambers having ordered that the pltf. shoald 
tax the costs of the action up to & inclusive of the 
payment of the £178 into court, & the costs of 
taking it out, & also the costs of the issues on 
which he had succeeded, & that the deft. should 
tax the costs of the issues other than those pro- 
vided for:—Held: as the pltf. had been sub- 
stantially successful in the action, the proper order 
was that the pitf. should tax the general costs of 
the action & the deft. the costs of those issues 
raised by his counterclaim on which he had been 
successful._-W ARING v. PEARMAN (1884), 50 L. T. 
633 ; 32 W. R. 429. 

4640. Issue unconnected with those on which 
party successful.]|—Where the deft. succeeds 
generally he may have the costs of some of his 
defences on which he has not succeeded ; but where 
he has raised a distinct issue & has failed, he ought 
not to have the costs of that issue.—BLANK v. 
Footman, Pretry & Oo. (1888), 39 Ch. D. 678 ; 
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57 .L. 3. Ch. 900; 597. T. 5073 86 W. R. 921; 1 
T. L. R. 685. 

4641. Apportionment by the judge.}]——An in- 
terrogating pltf. having succeeded in obtaining 
an order for further answers to two only out of 
twelve interrogatories, costs of the adjournment 
into court ordered to be costs in the cause instead 
of being apportioned according to tho relative 
success of the parties.—IRe SuTCLIFFE, ALISON Vv. 
ALIson (1881), 50 J. J. Ch. 574; 444... T. 547; 29 
W.. R. 782. 





4642. —.]—PAaTcHING v. BARNETT, No. 4612, 
ante. 
4643. —-—.J]—Counsel for pltf. adverted to a 


question which had been raised by the defts. as 
to a breach of covenant by the erection of a stair- 
case by the pltfs. without license from the defts., 
but which turned ont to be unfounded, since the 
license, if any, which was requisite, was a license 
from the superior landJords—the Governors of 
St. Bartholomew’s Hospital & no evidence had 
been given that they did not consent. He there- 
fore asked that the court would apportion these 
costs & order thein to be paid by the defts. If the 
apportionment was effected by the taxing master it 
would lead to considerable expense. In one case 
the Court of Appeal, under similar circumstances, 
had given half costs; & in a case before Mr. 
Justice Fry a quarter of the costs had been 
deducted. 

Kay, J.: I cannot do so unless by consent. If 
the parties will agree that it shall be quarter costs, 
IT will make an order to that. effect. 

Counsel for the defts. said he would leave it to 
the court to say what would be right to allow. 

Kay, J.: Then J say a quarter of the costs to 
be deducted in respect of the question about the 
staircase. That will entitle the defts. to three- 
quarter costs, & 1 fix one month as the time for 
the pltf. to give up possession.— BASTTIN v. BIDWELI, 
(1881), 18 Ch. D. 288, 253; 44 L. T. 742. 

4644. —-—-.]—— The defts., keeping a hotel in 
Jiondon, had put up a stove, the heat of which 
rendered the cellar of the adjoining house unfit 
for storing wine. The judge held that though the 
defts. were acting reasonably in the use of their 
house, yet as they caused serious annoyance & 
injury to the pltf., the court) would interfere & 
protect the plitf. ; the jurisdiction of the court not 
depending on the question of reasonable use. 

He gave the pltf. the costs of the action, but 
ordered him to pay the defts. the costs of certain 
minor issues on which he had failed.—REINHARD'YT 
v. MENTASTI (1889), 42 Ch. D. 685, 690; OL da T. 
328; 38 W.R.10; 5 T. 1. R. 709. 

4645, —-—.] -The question of costs is a very 
serious matter. Of course the pltfs. are entitled 
to the general costs of the action. But a very 
considerable amount of time & moncy has been 
expended upon the question of the bona fides of 
the deft., with respect to which the pltfs. have 
failed although the deft. has not been successful. 
It would be impossible for any taxing master to 
distinguish or apportion the costs with any 
approach to accuracy; & I think that, having 
heard the case, [ can deal with them much better 
myself. I therefore take upon myself to direct. 
that the pltfs.’ costs shall be taxed, & order that, 
the deft. do pay to the pltfs. half of the amount 
so taxed (Norra, J.).—BRADFORD CORPN. v. 
PIckLEs, [1894] 3 Ch. 53, 71; 63 LL. J. Ch. 587; 
71L. T. 319; 42 W. R. 697; 10 T. L. R. 473; 8 
R. 399; on appeal, (1895] A. C. 587, H. L. 

4646. -}—This was an administration 
action which now came on to be heard on further 
consideration, when it appeared that the costs of 
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the action were to a great extent occasioned by an 
unfounded claim sct up by the deft. In dealing 
with this matter his lordship took occasion to 
make some remarks of a general character as to 
apportionment of costs. 

KEKEWICH, J., said: In these cases, which are 
of frequent occurrence in the Chancery Division, 
where a deft. or a pltf. is liable to pay a large 
portion of the costs of an action, but is not liable 
to pay the whole, perhaps the ordinary & stereo- 
typed way of carrying that out is by giving a 
direction to the taxing master to distinguish 
between the costs which the party is liable to pay 
& those which he is not liable to pay. Sometimes 
it is done by a direction that the party is to pay 
all the costs of the action, except so far as they 
have heen increased by particular proceedings. 
There is also a form of dividing the costs according 
to the issues, which I think has been more common 
in the King’s Bench Division, but this, though 
logical & strictly right, gives rise to a great deal 
oftrouble. The costs of an issue, or costs increased 
by a particular claim, do not connote by them- 
selves any of the general costs of the action, & 
therefore, when the mattcr comes before the 
taxing master difficulty occurs in distributing the 
general costs of the action, &, notwithstanding the 
great knowledge & experience of the taxing 
masters, the difficulty is often not satisfactorily 
solved. Sometimes it is possible with some care 
at once to say that the party who is to pay costs 
shall pay a certain proportion of the whole costs, 
& if that can be done time & expense are saved. 
Of course such a method is necessarily rough, & in 
the nature of an estimate, but still J cannot help 
thinking that such a rough estimate is just as likely 
to do what is right as the more logical & precise 
method. I adopted it the other day in a casc 
which came before me, & I propose to do so again 
now. I commend the practice to my brother 
Judges as one deserving of their consideration. 1 
am sure that it works well where the judge sees 
his way. Sometimes, of course, it cannot be done, 
as in & witness action. for example, where the 
Judge often cannot tell how much trouble has been 
taken to get up the evidence of a particular wit ness, 
who in the result, & because of the course taken 
by the case, is only asked a few questions. But 
there are many cases in which I think it may, with 
1eflection, be easily done. 

His lordship then dealt with the facts of the case, 
& directed that the deft. should pay two-thirds 
of the whole costs of the action.-- Ne POLLARn, 
POLLARD @ POLLARD, [1902] W. N. 49, 1443; 46 
Sol. Jo. 649. 

4647, ------.J—I really do not know that one 
party is more to blame than the other. I must 
divide the costs. The comptroller will get his 
costs In equal moietics from each party (ar- 
WELL, J.).——-BOURNE v. SWAN & Enaar, Lrnp., Re 
Bounnw’s TRADE Marks, [1903] 1 Ch. 211, 221; 
72 1. J. Ch. 168; 51 W. BR. 213; 20 R. P. C. 105. 

4648. “Event.’’]—Where on the trial of an action 
a non-suit is directed which is sct aside & a new 
trial granted & on the second trial pltf. has a 
verdict & judgment, pltf. is entitled to the costs of 
the first trial & of the rule for a new trial as part 
of the costs which ‘“ follow the event.’ 

The verdict of the jury on the second trial is 
the “event”? (Brerr, L.J.).-—CREEN v. WRIGHT 
(1877), 2 GC. P. D. 854; 46 LL. J. Ch. 427; 36 
L.. T. 355 3 25 W. &. 502. 

4649. -}-—The event mentioned in Ord. LV. 
[old rules] is the result of all the proceedings 
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incidental to the litigation, & the costs which 
follow the event include the costs of all the stages 
of that litigation.—FIELD v. GREAT NORTHERN 
Ry. Co. (1878), 3 Ex. D. 261; 47 L. J. Q. B. 662 ; 
39 L. T. 80; 26 W. R. 817. 

4650. .}/—‘‘ Event’? must be ‘ the event 
of the trial ’’—it means the finding & the judg- 
ment (BRETT, L.J.).--COLLINS v. WELCH (1879), 
5 C. P. D. 27. 

4651. -}+ The event which the costs are in 
gencral to follow is not, it will be observed, the 
verdict of the jury, but the event of the litigation 
(per CuR.).—FORSTER v. FARQUHAR, [1893] 1 
Q. B. 564, C. A. 

-»}-—See, also, Nos. 4620-4631, ante. 








SEcT. 22.-- RECOVERY OF COSTS. 


Execution. ]—See Part XLVII., Sects. 16 & 18, 
ante. 

Sequestration. ]—Sce Part XLVIII., Sect. 5, sub- 
sect. 2, ante. 

Action.]—See Part XLVII., Sect. 23, ante. 

Receiver. |—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 667, 
670, Nos. 2469, 2494, 2495. 

Charging orders under Solicitors Act, 1860.]— 
See Souicitors, Vol. XTLII., pp. 290-3804, Nos. 
3250 et seq. 

4652. Taxation—-Whether condition precedent 
to recovery.|—The quarter sessions, on appeal, 
quashed an order made against the deft. by the 
petty sessions subject to a case for the considera- 
tion of the Queen’s Bench Division, & further 
ordered that the costs of the appeal then before it 
should abide the event of the decision of that 
court. 

The case, which was stated & signed by the 
chairman of the quarter sessions, after stating the 
question submitted to the Queen’s Bench Division, 
contained (inter alia) the following clause: ‘‘ The 
court are... in all respects to exercise the 
power of the sessions to confirm, amend, alter, 
vary, modify, or reverse their decision in such 
manner & to such extent as to such court shall 
seem expedient & proper; costs to follow the 
event.” At the hearing of the case the Queen’s 
Bench Division quashed the order of the quarter 
sessions, but the judgment was silent as to costs. 
In an action brought to recover the costs incurred 
in the argument of the case, & also the costs of 
certain applications, made to the quarter sessions 
from time to time until the judgment of the 
Queen’s Bench Division in the pltf.’s favour was 
obtained :—Held: (1) the words ‘costs to 
follow the event ’”’ referred, & were intended to 
refer, to costs such as were claimed by the pltf. 
in the action ; (2) these words, although contained 
in a case stated & signed only by the chairman of 
"@ quarter sessions, amounted to an agreement 
which was binding on the parties to the case, & 
that the deft. was therefore liable to pay the costs 
so incurred; (3) taxation of the costs so incurred 
was not a condition precedent to the pltf.’s right 
' bring an action to recover them.—LEAR v. 
Borrina (1880), 44 L. T. 58; 46 J.P. 240. 

4653. Costs of arbitration. }—The right 

» costs is entirely independent of the taxation 
of them, & an action could be maintained for the 
costs though the amount of such costs had not 
been previously settled or ascertained by taxation ; 
& consequently an order for the taxation made by 
the judge on giving his judgment for the pltf. 








is a valid order.—METROPOLITAN District Ry. 
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Co. v. SHARPE (1880), 5 App. Cas. 425; 50 7.. J. 
Q. B. 14; 48 L. T. 130; 44 5. P. 716; 28 W. R. 
617, H. I. 

4654. Dismissal of action for non-payment. |] 
The defts. succeeded on a demurrer to the pltfs.’ 
statement of claim, & pltf. was ordered to pay the 
costs of the demurrer, liberty being given to him 
to amend. He amended accordingly, & the action 
was set down for trial. The pltf. failed to pay the 
taxed costs, & the defts. obtained an order to stay 
proceedings until payment thereof. Five months 
after the date of this order, the costs being still 
unpaid, the court, on motion, ordered the action 
to be dismissed unless the costs in question were 
paid within a month from the date of the notice 
eine v. BRomian (1878), 26 W. R. 

Stay of proceedings pending payment.]— See 
Sect. 28, post. 








SECT. 23.—STAY OF PROCEEDINGS. 


See, generally, Part) XCIIT., post. 

4655. Second action on same subject-matter— 
Costs of first action unpaid.]—A. died intestate, & 
Ictters of administration of his estate were granted 
to B. as his half-brother & one of the next-of-kin. 
C. commenced against B. an action in the Chancery 
Division for the administration of the estate of A., 
alleging that he was the maternal uncle & sole 
next-of-kin of the intestate, & that B. was illegi- 
timate. The action was dismissed for want of 
prosecution, & C. afterwards commenced a fresh 
action against B. in this division for the revoca- 
tion of the grant of letters of administration. The 
court refused to order a stay of proceedings until 
after the payment by ©. of B.’s costs in the 
administration action.— TANKIN v. TURNER (1878), 
48 0. J. P. 3883; 27 W. RR. 232: sub nom. HANKIN 
», TURNER, Re Ilvory’s Esratr, 89 T. TT. 611. 

4656. -J—A bill for an account of the 
personal estate of W. J., an intestate, was filed by 
the legal personal representative of KH. B. against 
the personal representatives of the deceased 
administrators of W. J., alleging that the adminis- 
trators of W. J. had got in the greater part of the 
estate, & that EK. B. was the sole next-of-kin. The 
suit was revived in 1877 hy M., a subsequent 
personal representative of IX. B., against X. & Y., 
as representatives of one of the administrators, 
& Z., as representative of the others, & was 
ultimately dismissed in 1880 with costs as against. 
all three defts. on the ground that the title of 
i. B. as next-of-kin was not proved. After this 
M. took out administration de bonis non to W. J., 
& brought his action as such administrator 
against Z. for an account of the personal estate 
of W. J. received by the administrators whom Z. 
represented :—Held: although M. formerly sued 
as personal representative of 1. B., & now sued as 
personal representative of W. J., the action was in 
substance a second proceeding for the same 
matter under the same alleged title, & proceedings 
must be stayed until the costa of the old suit had 
been paid.—MAntTIN v. BEAUCHAMP (EARL) (1883), 
25 Ch. D.12; 5381.3. Ch. 1150; 49 L. I. 334; 32 
W. R. 17, C. A. 

4657. ——.}—An action was brought by 
a married woman by her next friend, & an order 
was made that the next friend should give security 
for costs on the ground of poverty. That order 
not having been complied with the action was dis- 
missed with costs. Afterwards the pltf. by a 
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different next friend brought another action for 
the same purpose :—Held : the second action ought 
to be stayed till the costs of the first action were 
paid.—Re PAYNE, RANDIU v. PAYNE (1883), 23 
Ch. D. 288; 52 lL. J. Ch. 644; 48 L. T. 194; 31 
W. R. 509, C. A. 

4658. j—-The next-of-kin of a 
testator instituted a suit for administration with a 
will annexed bearing date 1868, of which the sole 
executor & universal legatee was the testator’s 
wife, who predeceased hiin. In opposition parties 
claiming to be legatees set up the contents of a 
Jater will alleged to have been executed in 1877 
or 1878, but which could not be found. The Court 
of Appeal, reversing the judgment of the Probate 
Division, decided that there was not sufficient 
evidence of the contents of the second will, & 
their decision was affirmed in the House of Lords. 
A fresh suit for probate of the second will was then 
commenced by the executor of the testator & 
residuary legatce of the will of 1877-1878, who had 
been the confidential solicitor of the deceased, & 
who had acted as solicitor for the legatecs all 
through the litigation. This suit was founded 
upon fresh evidence of the contents & execution of 
the second will:—Held: although the pltf. had 
been privy to the prior action an application to 
stay the proceedings generally could not be granted, 
but the proceedings ought to be stayed until the 
costs of the pltfs. in the prior action had been paid. 
— PETERS v. LLy (1886), 11 P. D. 145; 55 
L. J.P. 75; 35 W. BR. 183. 

4659. ——~ }—Where a summons had been 
{daken out by an administratrix which was sub- 
stantially {he same as one of the applications by 
the deceased vendor, such application having been 
dismissed with costs :—/Teld: the proceedings 
should be stayed until the costs due to the pur- 
chasers should have been paid.—-HENDRE ¥. 
GERNER (1888), 32 Sol. Jo. S22. 

4660. ——— J—Where a pitf. having failed 
in one action brings a second action for the same 
cause of action the second action must be stayed 
until the costs in the first have been paid.— 
M‘CABE v. BANK OF TRELAND (1889), 14 App. Cas. 
413; 597. 3. P.C. 18; 6LL. T. 416; 38 W. R. 
257, H. |. 

4661. .} -An application to stay pro- 
ceedings on the ground that the costs of a former 
sult were unpaid cannot succeed, unless the cause 
of action in the former suit was the same as in the 
case in which the application is being made 
(BARNES, J.).— ABbY vw. Anpy (1896), 12 T. L. R. 
524, 

4662. New trial for inadequacy of damages 
—Damages & costs obtained not repaid.|—Where 
a pltf. has recovered damages in an action, & then, 
on appeal, obtains an order for a new trial on the 
ground that the damages awarded were inadequate, 
he must repay to the deft. any sum paid to him for 
damages & costs before proceeding to the new 
trial, & if he refuses to do so, the court will order 
a stay of procecdings in the action until repay- 
ment is made.—RITTERBANDT v. AUTO-VAN 
MAINTENANCE Co., LTD. (1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 554, 
C. A. 

4663. Interlocutory costs.|—The pltf. obtained a 
verdict in an action, & the Queen’s Bench Division 
having refused to grant arule nisi for a new trial, the 
deft. obtained a rule absolute in the Court of Appeal. 
By the rule the pltf. was ordered to pay the costs 
of the applications, which he failed to do :—Held : 
deft. was not entitled to an order to stay the pro- 
ceedings until the costs were paid.—MORTON v. 
PALMER (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 89; 51 L. J. Q. B. 807; 
461. T. 285; 46 J.P. 358; 30 W. R. 951. 























924 
Sect, 23.—-Stay of proceedings. Sect. 24.] 
4664. -/--Where a party prosecuting pro- 





ceedings is in contempt for not paying costs, the 
’ proceedings will be stayed.—Re Younas, DoGGEtTrT 
a. ReEvETT (1885), 31 Ch. D. 239. 

4665. -]— Where a pltf. is in contempt 
through breach of an order for payment of the 
costs of an application in the action, the court will, 
at the instance of deft., upon the action being 
called on for trial, stay all further proceedings until 
the pltf. has cleared his contempt. An applica- 
tion for payment prior to the case being called on 
is not necessary.—Re NEAL, WESTON v. NEAT. 
(1686), 31 Ch. D. 487; 54 L. T. 68; 34 W. R. 
319. 

4666. ~-+—-Although mere non-payment of 
the costs of an interlocutory motion, which a pltf. 
has been ordered to pay. is not per se sufficient 
ground for ordering further proceedings in his 
action to be stayed, in cases where the party is 
acting vexatiously in withholding payment of 
costs, there is jurisdiction, upon application by 
summons, to stay proceedings until he has com- 

hied with the order for payment.—Re WICKHAM, 
TARONY v. TAYLOR (1887), 35 Ch. D. 272; 56 
L. J. Ch. 748; 57 1. T. 468; 35 W. R. 525, C. A. 

4667. -|—Although mere non-payment of 
the costs of an interlocutory application which 
the pltf. has been ordered to pay, & his inability 
to pay, furnish no sufficient ground for ordering 
proceedings in the action to be stayed until pay- 
ment, the court has jurisdiction to order such stay 
if the action is vexatious, or has been vexatiously 
conducted by him.— GRAHAM v. SUTTON, CARDEN 
& Co., [1897] 2 Ch. 367; 66 L. J. Ch. 666; 77 
L. T. 35; 41 Sol. Jo. 662, C. A. 

Matrimonial causes.|—See HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVIT., pp. 412, 443, Nos. 4545-4557. 

4668. Stay pending appeal——Cocsts of applica- 
tion.]}—Procecdings on an order to pay money & 
costs stayed pending an appeal, on payment of the 
money by the deft. to the pltf., the pltf. giving 
security for repayment, or if the pltf. preferred it, 
on payment into court, the costs to be paid to 
pltfs.’ solicitor on his undertaking to repay them 
if directed. The applicant, in such a case, must 
pay the costs of the application—MERRY v. 
NIcKALLS (1873), 8 Ch. App. 205; 42 L. J. Ch. 
479; 281. T. 296; 21 W. R. 305,L. C&L. JJ. 

4669. ——— -}—An appeal was brought by a 
deft. from a decree which, inter alia, ordered him 
to pay costs. On motion to stay proceedings 
pending the appeal, order made on payment into 
court by the deft. of the costs below & on payment: 
of the costs of the application to stay. 

A motion before the Court of Appeal under 
Rules of Court, 1875, Ord. LVIIL, r. 17, is not an 
appeal, but an original motion. 

The rule in Merry v. Nickalls, No. 4668, ante, is 
still in force.—CoopPER v. COOPER (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
492; 45 L. J. Ch. 667; 24 W. R. 628; 3 Char. 
Pr. Cas. 466, C. A. 

4670. Taxation of costs.|—A petition by 
a wife for restitution of conjugal rights & a counter- 
claim by her husband for judicial separation were 
both dismissed with costs by the Court of Appeal, 
the costs of the one to be set off against the costs 
of the other in the court: below, & no costs of the 
appeal being allowed. The husband having subse- 
quently presented an appeal to the House of Lords, 
the Court of Appeal ordered that the taxation of 
the costs should be suspended until after his appeal 
was determined, on his undertaking to duly pro- 
secute it.--RUSSELL v. RussELL (No. 2) (1895), 
73 L. T. 669, O. A. 
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SEcT. 24._-APPEAL AS TO COSTS ONLY. 


See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31 (1), (A). 

Matrimonial causes.|—See HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 472, 486, 489, Nos. 4961, 5164, 
5214-5219. 

Lunacy i proceedings. |— See Vol. 
XXXIII., p. 238, No. 1544. 

Interpleader.}—See INTERPLEADER, Vol. X XIX., 
p. 496, Nos. 471-472. 

4671. Master or district registrar —- Orders by.|] 
—The enactment in sect. 49 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873 (see, now, Judicature Act, 1925, 
s. 31 (1) (h)), that no order by the High Court or any 
judge thereof as to costs only which by law are 
left to the discretion of the court shall be subject 
to any appeal, does not apply to the order of a 
master or district: registrar, & therefore a judge 
of such court has power to vary as to costs an order 
of a district registrar dismissing the action without 
costs.-—FostER v. EDWARDS (1879), 48 T. J. Q. LB. 
767. 

4672. Official referee—Orders by.|—-Where the 
whole of an action is referred by order of court 
to an official referee, without any direction as to 
costs in the order, his decision as to costs can- 
not be appealed against except by his leave.— 
MINISTRHR & Co. v. APPERLEY, [1902] 1 K. B. 648 ; 
713. J. K. B. 452; 861. T. 625; 50 W. R. 510, 
D.C. 

House of Lords—Appeal to.|— See PARLIAMENT, 
Vol. XXXVI., p. 261, Nos. 36-41. 

4673. Leave to appeal—Time for application— 
Action dismissed. ]—A deft. to an action which has 
been dismissed wit hout costs, if he wishes to obtain 
leave from the court to appeal on the question of 
costs, should apply at the time when the action 
is so dismissed ; & such leave will not be given on 
an application by the deft. for that purpose after 
plitf. has given notice of, & set down, an appcal 
froin the dismissal of his action.—MAyY v. THOMP- 
SON, [1882] W. N. 53. 

4674. From exercise of discretion -—Effect 
of grant.|—Where an appeal from an order as to 
costs which are left by law to the discretion of the 
judge is brought by leave of the judge under 
sect. 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, the Court of 
Appeal will still have regard to the discretion of the 
judge, & will not overrule his order unless there 
has been a disregard of principle or mis- 
apprehension of facts.-. Re GILBERT, GILBERT 1. 
HUDLESTONE (1885), 28 Ch. D. 549; 64 I. J. Ch. 
751; 83 W. R. 832; 521. T. 8, C. A. 

4675. ——- .]— Where costs are in the 
discretion of the judge, the Court of Appeal will 
assume that he has exercised his discretion as to 
them & will not entertain an appeal, unless it is 
satisfied that he has not exercised his discretion 
but has applied some rule which he considered 
as excluding it. An appeal from an order for 
payment of ‘ costs, charges & expenses ”’ will not 
lie as to “ costs ”’ only, if the order is right as to 
‘‘ charges & expenses.”’ 

Though the costs may be in the discretion of the 
court, yet, if it appears that this discretion was not 
exercised, but the judge applied a rule instead of & 
excluding his discrotion, it is still appealable with- 
out leave (LINDLEY, M.R.).—BEw v. Brew, [1899] 
2 Ch. 467, 471; 68 L. J. Ch. 657; 81 L. T. 284; 
48 W. HR. 124, C. A. 

4676. -}—Where costs are in the dis- 
cretion of the judge, the Court of Appeal will 
assume that he has exercised his discretion unless 
it is satisfied that he has not in fact exercised his 
discretion, but has applied some rule which ex- 
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cluded the exercise of his discretion.—ROTCH v. 
JRosuiE (1909), 54 Sol. Jo. 30, C. A. 

4677. -]—Where the judge held that 
the substitution of the defts.’ soaps for the pitfs.’ 
in so far as there had been any, was inadvertent & 
accidental; that, in view of the undertaking 
offered by the defts., there was no reasonable fear 
of a repetition of the offence & no injunction should 
be granted ; & that as the defts. had been unfairly 
treated in the matter of the “ trap ’’ orders, there 
should be no order as to costs :—Held: the judge 
had assigned reasons for his decision which were 
perfectly germane & were not based on any false 
principle, & therefore the Court of Appeal would 
not interfere with the exercise of his discretion as 
to the costs. 

The appeal is plainly merely an appeal for costs, 
&, in order to consider the position of such an 
appeal, it is of course necessary to look at Ord. 
LXV. This is not a case in which the pltfs. have 
any right to costs as in the case of a trustee or of 
a mortgagee. It is not a case of an action tried 
before a jury, In which case the successful litigant 
cannot be deprived of his costs unless there is good 
cause. It 1s a case in which admittedly the costs 
were in the discretion of the judge, & there can be 
no appeal without leave. But here leave has been 
wiven. 

What is the duty of the Court of Appeal in a case 
where the costs are in the discretion of the judge 
of the court: below, but where leave to appeal has 
been given ? I do not know that it is open to us 
to take any other view than that which was taken 
by this court in ffotch v. Crosbie, No. 4676, ante, 
folowing, as it does, the earlier decision of this 
court in Bew v. Bew, No. 4675, ante (COZENS- 
Harpy, M.R.).— Lever Broruers, Lrp. v. 
MAsSBRO’ EQUITABLE PIONEKR Soctrry, LYrp., 
BENJAMIN Brook & Co., LTn. v. SAME (1912), 
106 L. 'P. 472, 473; 28 T. LL. R. 294; 29 R. PLC. 
apa ak Cha, OF 

Trusts —Administration of.|—See Trusts, Vol. 
ALILI., pp. 885, $36, Nos. 2804-2817. 

4678. Costs in discretion of court.|-— fe GIL- 
BERT, GILBERT v. HUDLESTONE, No. 4674, ante. 














4679. -——-.]|—BEw v. Lew, No. 4675, ante. 

4680. ——-.]—-Rorceu vu. CROSBIE, No. 4676, 
ante. 

4681. ———.]— LeveR BrotHuers, LTp.  v. 
MasBro’ EQUITABLE PIONEER Societry, Lrp., 


BENJAMIN BROOKE & Co., Lrp. v. SAME, No. 4677, 
ante. 

4682. Plaintiff having no cause of action — 
Defendant ordered to pay whole costs.|—In an 
action for alleged infringement of copyright the 
judges held that deft. had infringed pltf.’s copy- 
right, & made an order containing no declaration 
of right, but simply ordering deft. to pay the whole 
costs of the action. Deft. appealed, contending 
that pltf. had no title, & that the action ought to 
have been dismissed :—Held: it is not within the 
discretion of the court to make a deft. pay the whole 
costs of an action if pltf. has no right to sue, & 
there was therefore implied in the order a declara- 
tion that pltf. had a good cause of action, & an 
appeal would lie.—Dicks v. YATES (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
76; 50L. J. Ch. 809; 44 L. T. 660, C. A. 

4683. Costs awarded as punishment.}]—- An 
order declaring that the deft. had committed a 
breach of an injunction, but giving no directions, 
except that the deft. should pay the costs of the 
application to commit, may be appealed from, & 
is not within the rule against appeals for costs.— 
Wirt v. CORCORAN (1876), 2 Ch. De 69; 45 L. J. Ch. 


603; 34 L. T. 650; 24 W. R. 501; 2 Char. Pr. 
Cas. 115, C. A. 
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4684. .J—A solicitor having been adjudged 
by a judge at chambers to have taken out a 
summons without sufficient authority was person- 
ally ordered to pay the costs of that summons :— 
Held (reversing the judgment of the Queen’s 
Bench Division): that such an order is more than 
an order ‘‘ as to costs only which by law are left 
to the discretion of the court,’ & therefore that 
an appeal from such an order, without leave first 
obtained, is not forbidden by sect. 49 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873. 

The respondents argue that the order of the 
judge at chambers was an order as to costs within 
the meaning of those provisions, & within the 
discretion of the judge ; but we are of opinion that 
it cannot be said to be within the discretion of the 
judge at chambers to punish the solicitor who is the 
appellant in this case, unless in fact the solicitor 
was guilty of misconduct in the case. We think 
that it is necessary that there should be a decision 
that there has been such misconduct before the 
jurisdiction claimed can arise, & we think that on 
such a question & from such a decision there is a 
right of appeal, & that the solicitor is entitled to 
show, if he can, on appeal, that the circumstances 
of the case do not bring it within the conditions 
which must exist to give the judge at chambers 
that discretion from the exercise of which there is 
no appeal (BowkEN, 1..J.). -Re BRADFORD, 
ToursBy & Fanrisit (1883), 15 Q. B. D. 635; 50 
L. T. 170; sub nom. Re MILTON & BRADFORD, 
53 Il. J. Q. B. 65; 82 W. R. 238, C. A. 

4685. —~-—.J—Where the jurisdiction of a 
judge to inflict costs on a party arises from his 
being guilty ot breach of an injunction or other 
misconduct, an appeal lies as to costs, although 
the judge makes no order except that the party 
shall pay costs. 

Where the judge’s jurisdiction over costs depends» 
upon the existence of sume breach of an injunction 
or misconduct, it seems to me that an appeal lies 
against his finding that there has been a breach of 
the injunction or misconduct, even although he 
only inflicts costs. Such a case is not, I think, 
within Ord. LXV., vp. l. It really is an appeal 
against the finding by means of which the judge 
clothes himself with the jurisdiction to inflict 
costs. IT think that is really what has been laid 
down in several cases recently by the Court of 
Appeal, & amongst others in the case of Jn re 
Milton, No. 4684, ante (BOWEN, 1..J.).—STEVENS 
v. METROPOLITAN Disrricr Ry. Co. (1885), 29 
Ch. D. 60, 73; 52 L. T. 882, C. A. 

4686. ——.]—The principle laid down that an 
official liquidator ordered to pay costs personally 
may appeal against such an order extends to the 
case of an official receiver ordered to pay costs 
personally by a county court judge, & enables him 
to appeal against such an order to the Divisional 
Court. 

To visit an official receiver with an order to pay 
costs personally seems to mec tantamount to a 
declaration that he has been guilty of misconduct ; 
& if such a declaration is made without any 
evidence to support it, I think that an appeal will 
lie. Ilere we think that there was no evidence 
which would entitle the county court judge to 
say that the official receiver had been guilty of 
misconduct. I think, therefore, that there was 
no ground for ordering the official receiver person- 
ally to pay costs, & so far as the order of the 
county court judge does so this appeal must 
succeed (WRIGHT, J.).—-Re RAYNES PARK GOLF 
CiuB, Lrp., Ex p. OFFICIAL RECEIVER, [1899] 1 
Q. B. 961, 963; 68 L. J. Q. B. 529; 80 L. T. 388 ; 
47 W. R. 496; 43 Sol. Ju. 383; 6 Mans. 316, D. C. 
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Sxect. 25.—CAUSE REMOVED FROM INFERIOR 
COURT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 8. If a cause be removed from an 
inferior Court, having jurisdiction in the cause, the costs in the 
Court below shall be costs in the cause and shall be dealt with 
under r. 1 of this order. 


See Sect. 9, ante. 


SEcT. 26.—COSTS OUT OF ESTATE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 144. The costs occasioned by any 
unsuccessful claim or unsuccessful resistance to any claim to 
apy property shall not be paid out of the estate unless the Judge 
shall otherwise direct. 


—_———  -—--— ——— r. 14). In any probate action in which 
it is ordered that any costs shall be paid out of the estate the 
judge making such order may direct out of that portion or 
portions of the estate such costs shall be paid, and such costa 
shall be paid accordingly. 


4687. Agreement for payment out of estate. |— 
Is there any special prohibition against a successful 


claimant to a fund or estate agreeing to pay out 
of the fund or estate, if & when recovered by him, 
the costs of the unsuccessful claimant ? It is said 


that Ord. LXV., r. 144, makes such an agreement 
invalid... . But that is merely a rule of practice, 
indicating what order shall, under ordinary circuin- 
stances, be made in proceedings before the court; 
it does not in any way affect the conduct of the 
parties after the order of the court has been made. 
In other words, it is quite consistent with the 
judge’s order directing the costs to be paid by the 
parties that one party shall agree to pay the other 
party his costs, & pay them out of what fund he 
pleases (LAWRANCE, J.).—PRINCE v. HAWORTH, 
(1905] 2 K. B. 768; 75 J. J. K. B. 92; 92 1. T. 
773; 54 W. R. 249. 

See, also, ExecuTors, Vol. NATYV., pp. 845, 
Nos. 8786 e¢ seq. 


Sect. 27.—COSTS AS REGARDS PARTICULAR 
SHARES 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r. 148. The costs of inquirics to ascertain 
the person entitled to any legacy, moncy, or share, or otherwibe 
incurred in relation thereto, shall be paid out of such legacy, 
monev, or share, unless the Judge shall otherwise direct. 


~-——7r.140. Where some of the persons 
entitled to a distributive share of a fund are ascertained, and 
difficulty or delay hus occurred or is likely to occur in ascertain- 
ing the persons entitled to the other shares, the Court or a Judge 
may order or allow immediate payment of their shares to the 
persons ascertained without reserving any part of those shares 
to answer the subsequent costs of ascertuining the persons 
entitled to the other shares; and in all such cases such order 
may be made for ascertaining and payment ot the costs incurred 
down to and including such payment as the Court or Judge 
shall think reasonable. 


See ExecuTors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 815, Nos. 
8786 ef seq. ; INFANTS, Vol. XXVIIL., pp. 316, Nos. 
1802 ef seq. 


SECT. 28.—TAXATION OF COSTS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—CosTs ON AWARD. 
R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r. 15. Costs may be taxed on an award, 


notwithstanding the time for setting aside the award has not 
elapsed. 


Time for setting aside award.|—See R. S. C. 
Ord. LXIV., r. 14, p. 847, ante. 


PRACTICE. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—-NOTICE OF TAXING. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 16. One day’s notice of taxing costs, 
together with a copy of the bill of costs and affidavit of increase 
(if any), shall be given by the solicitor of the party whose costs 
are to be taxed to the other party or his solicitor, in all cases 
where a notice to tax is necessary. 


-——--——-r.17. Notice of taxing costs shall not 
be necessary in any case where the defendant has not appeared 
in person, or by his solicitor or guardian. 


4688. Affidavit of increase./—Upon summons 
to review the taxation of costs, the court refused 
to direct the taxing master to adopt the practice 
in the Queen’s Bench Division of requiring the 
solicitor to make an “ affidavit of increase,”’ since 
evidence could be obtained without such affidavit 
of all matters necessary for the information of the 
taxing master. But the court declined to lay 
down any rule that such affidavit of increase 
should in no case be required.—SmiTH v. DAY 
(1881), 16 Ch. D. 726; 50 L. J. Ch. 383; 44 L. T. 
217; 29 W. R. 424. 





SuB-sruct. 3. —DISTRIBUTION OF BUSINESS IN THE 
TAXING DEPARTMENT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r.18. The Lord Chancellor may by order 
trom time to time direct that the taxation of costs in any par- 
ticular class of business to be specified in the order shall be 
referred to one or more Taxing Masters or Taxing Oflicers to be 
named or described in such order, but subject to any such 
direction the business of the Taxing Department of the Central 
Office of the Supreme Court shall be regulated and distributed 
by the Taxing Masters in such manner and order as the Taxing 
Masters may deem expedient: Provided that in any case where 
there shall have been any former taxation in the same cause or 
matter or in any summons under Order LV., Rules 3 or 4, 
relating to the same estate or trust, the taxation shall go to the 
Taxing Master betore whom such tormer taxation took place. 


See note to above rule in Yearly Supreme Court 
Practice. 


SuB-sEctT. 4.—-TAXING MASTERS TO ASSIST EACH 
OTHER. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r. 19. The Taxing Mastcrs shall be 
respectively assistant to each other, and in the discharge ot their 
duties; and, for the better despatch of the business of their 
respective offices, any Taxing Master may tax or assist in the 
taxation of a bill of costs which has been referred to any other 
Taxing Master for taxation, and for ascertaining what is due in 
respect of such costs, and in such case shall certify accordingly. 


Cf. N.S. C., Ord. LIV., rv. 9A, p. 702, ante. 

4689. Taxation before masters of different 
divisions——Practice as to obligations. |—This was an 
application with reference to the taxation of a 
bill of costs. The action had been commenced in 
the Chancery Division, but subsequently trans- 
ferred to the Queen’s Bench Division. The 
taxing master in the Queen’s Bench Division had 
referred the taxation of the costs incurred prior 
to the transfer to a master in the Chancery 
Division. The question had arisen as to how 
objections to the taxation of the costs of the 
Chancery proceedings were to be carried on— 
whether before the taxing officer in the Queen’s 
Bench or in the Chancery Division. 

There is no doubt whatever as to the power 
of a master to refer part of the costs of an action 
for taxation to another master, as has been done 
in this case. That is provided for by Ord. LXV., 
r. 19. Master Brewer has very properly referred 
that part of the bill which relates to Chancery 

roceedings to Master Wainwright for taxation. 

aster Wainwright has commenced his taxation 
of that part of the bill. He must conclude his 
taxation, & then report the result to Master 
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Brewer. <Any objections to any part of the taxa- 
tion will then be carried in before Master Brewer, 
who can refer any objections to that part of the 
bill taxed by Master Wainwright to him that he 
may state the grounds of his decision. Master 
Brewer will then give the allocatur as to the whole 
bill (F1xLD, J.).—Ross v. ASHWIN, [1884] W. N. 
86. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—ABOLITION OF WARRANTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 19A. The following warrants in the 
ofiice of the Taxing Masters of the Chancery Division shall be 
abolished :—Warrant on Icaving, warrant to bring in, and 
warrant to tax. 


» 


SUB-SECT. 6. -ORDER DIRECTING TAXATION. 
A. Date of Entry of Order. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 19B. The proper officer, by whom anv 
order directing a taxation of costs shall be drawn up, shall 
certify upon the order the date on which it was signed, entered, 
or otherwise perfected. 


B. Carrying in Order to Taz. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 190. The solicitor having the carriage 
of the order shall leave at the office of the proper taxing officer 
within seven days (or such further time as the taxing officer 
may allow for reasons to be certifled by him), after the order 
was signed, entered, or otherwise perfected, a copy of it, and 
(annexed to such copy) a statement containing the names and 
addresses of the parties a peer ine in person, and of the solicitors 
of the parties not appearing in person, and in case of detault no 
costs of drawing and copying the bill, nor of attending the 
taxation, shall be allowed to the solicitor so tailing. 


SUB-SECT, 7.--NOTICE TO LEAVE BILLS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 19D. On the copy of the order being 
eft with the taxing officer, he shall forthwith send by post to 
the parties appearing in person, and to the solicitors of the 
parties not appearing in person, a notice fixing a date before 
which the bills, the taxation whereof is directed by the order, 
shall (with all necessary papers and vouchers) be left fur taxation, 
aCe subsequent date on which the taxation shall be proceeded 
with. 


4690. ** Forthwith.”?]—When an act is required 
by a statute or a rule of court to be done ‘ forth- 
with,” the word ‘‘ forthwith ” must be construed 
with regard to the object of the provision & the 
circumstances of the case.—Ae SOUTHAM, Ez p. 
LAMB (1881),19 Ch. D. 169; 514. 3. Ch. 207 ; 45 
L. T. 639; 30 W. R. 126, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—ADJOURNMENT OF 'TAXATION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r.19£. The taxation shall if possible be 
continued without interruption till completed, but if adjourned 
for any reason notice of the adjournment shall be sent by the 
Taxing Master by post to any solicitor not present at the time 
of the adjournment whose attcndance he may desire at the next 
appointment. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—BILL OF COosTs. 


A. Form of. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r. 198. In every bill of costs the pro- 
fessional charges shall be centered in a separate column from 
the disbursements, and every column shall be cast before the 
bill is left for taxation. 


et pa Soticrrors, Vol. XLII., pp. 149, Nos. 1479 


927 


As to preparation of bills, sec Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice, Appendix N. 


B. Failure to leave Bill and delaying Taxation. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 19a. Any solicitor who shall fall to 
leave his bill of costs (with the necessary papers and vouchers) 
within the time or extended time fixed by the Taxing Master 
for that purpose, or who shall in any way delay or impede the 
taxation shall, unless the Taxing Master otherwise directs, 
forleit the fees to which he would otherwise be entitled for 
drawing his bill of costs and for attending the tuxation, and the 
Taxing Master may also, if he shall think fit, exercise all or any 
oe owcrs vested in him by Regulations (28) and (55) of 

lis Order, 


SuB-SsEcrT. L0.—TRANSMISSION OF DOCUMENTS BY 
AND TO MASTER. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., ry. 20. Where, upon the taxation of any 
bill of costs in the Chancery Division, it appears to the Taxing 
Master that for the purpose of duly taxing the same it is neccssary 
to inspect any books, papers, or documents, relating to the cause 
or matter in the chambers of any Judge, the Taxing Master 
shall be at liberty to request the Master of such Judge to cause 
the saine to be transmitted to the office of the ‘Tuxing Master, 
and also to request such Master to certity any proceedings in 
the said chambers which may be comprised in the bill of costs 
under taxation, and in such cases the Master, when and 80 soon, 
and at and for such times, as the due transaction of the business 
at the said chambers will permit, shall direct such books, papers, 
and documents, to be transmitted to the office of the Taxing 
Master for his use during the taxation, and shall certify the 
proceedings which have taken place in the said chambers accord- 
ing to the request of the Taxing Master; and after the costs in 
respect of which such request of the Taxing Master was made 
shall have been certified, the ''axing Master shall cause the 
saine books, papers, and documents, which have been so tranp- 
mitted to his office, if then remaining there, to be returned to 
the chambers of the Judge. 


an --~~~P 21. When any book, paper, or docu- 
ment shall be transmitted from the chambers of a Judge to the 
office of a Taxing Master, a memorandum of such transmission 
shall be made and signed by the Taxing Master or the clerk of 
the Taxing Master, at whose request such book, paper, or docu- 
ment, May be transmitted, and shall be delivered to the Master 
of such Judge; and when any such book, paper, or document, 
shall be returned from the office of the Taxing Master to the 
Judge’s chambers, a memorandum of such return shall be mado 
and signed by such Master or by one of his clerks, and shall be 
delivered to the Taxing Master, 


Sup-secy. LI.—DRAFYTS SETTLED BY 
CONVEYANCING COUNSEL. 


. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 22. Where, in pursuance of any 
direction by the Court or a Judge in chainbers, drafts aro 
settled by any of the conveyancing counsel of the Court, the 
expense of procuring such drafts to be ented or subse- 
quently settled by other counsel, on behalf of the same parties 
on whose behalf such drafts are settled by the conveyancing 
counsel of the Court, shall not be eHlowed on taxation as between 
party and party, or as between solicitor aud client, unless the 
Court or a Judge shall otherwise direct. 


see R.S. C., 





Conveyancing counsel of the court. ] 
Ord. LIL, rr. 7-15. 


SuB-seEcT. 12. —PROPORTION OR SUM IN LIEU OF 
TAXED Costs. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 23. In any case where the Court or a 
Judge shall think ft to award costs to any party, the Court or 
Judge may by the order dircct taxation of the costs of such 
party and payment of a proportion thereof or direct payment 
of a sum in Heu of taxed costs and direct by and to whom such 
proportion or sum shall be paid. 


4691. Judgment in default of appearance. |-— 
I do not think Ord. LXV., r. 23, applies to the 
case. The judgment here was rightly signed 
under Ord. XIII., r. 3. The ‘“ costs” there 
referred to clearly mean costs which are allowed 
on taxation. But in the particular case where 
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Sect. 28.—Taaation of costs: Sub-sects. 12, 18, 14 
@I5.A., BL &C.] 


deft. did not appear to a specially endorsed writ 
the practice masters, in order to save the expense 
of a taxation, have issued a list of costs which 
would be allowed upon these default judgments. 
A list of the amounts so allowed was hung up in 
the office, & the solicitors’ clerk, who came to 
have the judgment entered up, took the wrong 
figure, a not very improbable mistake. This 
seems to me to be an error arising from an acci- 
dental slip within Ord. XXVIII, r. 11 (Far- 
WELL, L..J.).— ARMITAGE v. PARSONS, [1908] 2 K. B. 
410; 77 L. J. K. B. 850; 99 EL. T. 3829; 247. 1. R. 
635, 637; 52 Sol. Jo. 515, C. A. 

4692. Workmen’s Compensation Act—Costs of 
arbitration under.]|—Having regard to the words 
‘“ shall be taxed” in sect. 7 of the 2nd schedule 
to the Workinen’s Compensation Act, 1906, the 
county court judge has no jurisdiction to order 
payment of a lump sum as the costs of an arbitra- 
tion under that Act; & the words of sect. 4 of the 
same schedule ‘“‘ where ” the county court judge 
‘“makes any order under this Act,” render such an 
order the subject of appeal to the Court of Appeal. 

It is a common practice in the High Court for 
a judge to make an order for a gross sum for costs. 
But that is done under r. 23 of Ord. LXV. Tt is 
thereby provided that: ‘‘ In any case where the 
court or a judge shall think fit to award costs to 
any party, the court or judge may by the order 
direct taxation of the costs of such party & pay- 
nent of a proportion thereof, or direct payment of 
a sum in lieu of taxed costs, & direct by & to whom 
such proportion or sum shall be paid.” The 
Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1907, contain no 
similar provision, & the wording of the section in 
the second schedule is expressly to the contrary. 
The language ot sect. 4 of the same schedule 
“where ” the county court judge ‘‘makes any 
order under this Act” renders this matter a subject 
of appeal to the Court of Appeal. In iny view, 
therefore, this appeal must be allowed, & the case 
must be remitted to the county court judge with 
a direction to hin to make a proper order as to 
costs, which can then be taxed, 1f necessary, in 
the usual way. The appellant will have the costs 
of this appeal (CozeENsS-HAnkDy, M.R.).—BEADLE 
uw. NICHOLAS (OWNLURS) (1909), 101 L. T. 586, 587, 
CA. 

4693. Jurisdiction of county court judge.|—A 
county court judge has no power under County 
Courts Act, 1888 (c. 43), s. 113, to award a party 
a fixed sum for costs which have not been taxed 
under s. 118.— GoLpINnG v. Smiru, {1910} 1 K. B. 
162; 79 L. J. K. B. 875; 102 L. T. 19. 


SUB-shOT. 13.— PROCEEDINGS UNDER CHARITABLE 
Trusts Act, 1853. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 24. The fees Payot on proce nee 
before a Judge in chambers under the Charitable Trusts Act, 
1853, 8. 28, shall be the same as the fees payable according to 
the Rules relating to costs in respect of other proceedings com- 
imencing by summons, and shall also In all other respects be 
regulated by these Rules. 


—----—— 25. Where the Judge directs that any 
matte: commenced by summons under the Act in the last 
preceding Rule mentioned shall be heard in open Court, the 
kame fees shall be payable and the same costs shall be allowed 
_ ee have been payable jn respect of any other matter so 


See, generally, KR. S. C., Ord. LY., rr. 13 & 14 
Part LXXI, ale: 


PRACTICE. 


SUB-sECT. 14.—BILL OF Cosrs IN NON- 
CONTENTIOUS PROCEEDINGS. 
R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 26a, Orders for delivery of bills of costs 
by solicitors and for taxation of such bills may be made by the 


Court or a Judge in any Division of the High Court, notwith- 
standing that such bills relate to non-contentious proceedings. 


See Souicirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 139, 205, Nos. 
1346, 2280. 


Sun-secr. 15.—SPpECIAL ALLOWANCES AN) 
GENERAL REGULATIONS. 


A. In General. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. The following special allowances 
and gencral regulations shall apply to all proceedings and all 
taxations in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


4694. Application of rule— Costs of & incident 
to the proceedings. |—The expenses of a substitute 
to join a vessel from which a witness is necessarily 
taken are not allowable on taxation as a matter 
of course. 


Quere: whether under Ord. LXV., v. 27, the 
expenses of such substitutes are under any 


circumstances allowable as part of the costs of & 
incident to the proccedings. 

What is allowable on the taxation of costs in 
a cause within Ord. LXV., r. 27, is ‘‘ the costs of 
& incident to the proceedings”? (orp MErRi- 
VALE, P.).—THt& MaAssiuia, [1926] P. 180, 183 ; 
951. J.P. 100; 185). T. 671; 42 1. LR. 581 ; 
17 Asp. M. J. C. L109. 


RB. Special ANowance for Preparation of Pleadings, 
ele. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (1) As to writs of buUMmmMONd Tec- 
quiring special mdorsement, and ab to special cases, pleadings, 
and affidavits in answer to interrogatories, and other special 
affidavits, and admissions undcr Order XXAXII., Rule 
the taxing offccr may, in lieu of the allowances for instruc- 
tions and preparing or drawing, and attendances, make such 
allowance for work, labour, and expenses in or about the 
preparation of such documents as in his discretion he may think 


proper. 

(3) As to drawing any pleading or other document, the fees 
allowed shall include any copy inade for the use ot the solicitor, 
agent, o1 clicnt, or for counsel to settle. 


Writs of summons requiring special indorse- 
ment. |—-Sce RK. S. C., Ord. III., r. 6, p. 270, ante. 

Special cases.]—Sce Kh. S. CU., Ord. XXXIV., 
p. 521, ante. 

Pleadings.|—See R. S. C., Ords. XIX.-XXI, 
PLEADING, ante. 

4695. Official receiver 
report—Misfeasance summons. ]-—/ic 
TRIAN PRINTING & PUBLISHING 
4740, post. 

Answer to interrogatories. | 
XXXII, rr. 8, VY, p. S11, ante. 

——— Attendances. |—Sce r. 27 (5), p. U30, post. 





or liquidator’s 
ANGLO-AUS- 
UNION, No. 





See Wh. S. C., Ord. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (3) As to instructions to sue or 
defend, or the preparation of briefs, if the taxing officer shall 
on special grounds consider the fce in either scale provided 
inadequate, he may make such further allowance as he shall in 
his discretion consider reasonable. 


4696. Discretion of master—Whether court 
will interfere.]—The charges for ‘‘ Instructions for 
Brief,” for ‘‘ scientific witnesses qualifying them- 
selves to give evidence,”’ for ‘‘ copies of documents 
furnished to counsel,’’? & for ‘‘refreshers to 
counsel,’ are purely in the discretion of the 
master. 


Part LXXXVI.—Costs. 


Rule 8 of the ‘‘ Special Allowances’”’ in the 
scale of 1875 so far qualifies the rule of 1853 as to 
allowance to witnesses, as to enable the master 
in his discretion to allow so much for the atten- 
dance of scientific witnesses at the trial as shall 
appear to him to be “ just & reasonable.”’ 

The same rule authorises the master to allow 
in the charge for ‘‘ Instructions for Brief’’ the 
reasonable expenses of such witnesses qualifying 
themselves to give evidence. 

Now, it is the invariable practice of the court 
not to interfere where the matter complained of 
is in the master’s discretion, & he has exercised a 
discretion, unless some serious mistake has been 
made. Onthe other hand, where the decision of the 
master is upon a matter of principle, the court will 
always entertain a motion to review it (LINDLEY, 
J.).— TURNBULL v. JANSON (1878), 3 C. P. D. 264, 
270; 47 LL. J. Q. B. 384; 26 W. R. 815. 

4697. -J—An insurance on goods 
against fire was effected with three insurance 
companies. <A fire occurred & a claim was made 
in respect thereof which was referred to arbitration. 
One of the companies (called the leading company) 
was entrusted with the conduct of the defence on 
behalf of all the companies. At the commence- 
ment of the arbitration it was agreed between 
counsel & solicitors on both sides that one short- 
hand writer should be employed to take a note of 
the proceedings, the expense to be shared equally 
by both parties, & that a transcript should be 
applied day by day to the arbitrator, who said 
that it ‘‘is in most cases very desirable; it 
shortens the case.’’ There was no agreement or 
order by the arbitrator that the costs of the 
shorthand notes should be costs in the cause, nor 
were the clients told that the costs might not be 
allowed on taxation as between party & party. 
The case lasted several days & a number of expert 
witnesses were ed, & an award was made in 
favour of the claimants with costs. Upon taxation 
as between party & party the claimants’ share of 
the costs of the shorthand notes was disallowed. 
Upon taxation as between solicitor & client of the 
insurance companies’ solicitors’ bill of costs the 
taxing master disallowed the costs which the 
solicitors had paid of one-half of the shorthand 
notes :—Held: these costs were properly dis- 
alowed. 

In a taxation between solicitor & client, the 
solicitors object to disallowances made by the 
master in respect of two items, & apply to review. 
The judge has dismissed the summons to review. 
The solicitors appeal. 

The first is a disallowance of 50 guineas, part 
of a sum of 200 guineas charged in the bill for 
instructions for brief. The taxing master 
answers: ‘‘ I have carefully considered the allow- 
ance & consider it reasonable & sufficient.’”? The 
matter is wholly one of quantum, & this answer I 
think concludes the maiter unless there is some- 
thing more, for the court does not interfere in 
respect of quantum. <A contention is raised, 
however, upon the next sentence in the taxing 
master’s answer. He says: ‘It is larger than 
that allowed by me on the party & party taxation.” 
This seems to me to be an irrelevant statement of 
an immaterial arithmetical fact. It is a statement 
that for certain work done by the deft.’s solicitor 
for the deft. the master has allowed a larger sum 
than as between party & party he allowed for 
Similar work done by the pltf.’s solicitor for the 
pltf. This is no reason at all upon the question 
of what ought to be allowed as between the deft. 
& his solicitor. Lxpress it as a reason & the 
absurdity is obvious: ‘‘I allowed the deft.’s 

P.P.—30 
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solicitor a certain sum because it was a larger 
sum than I had allowed the pltf.’s solicitor for 
different but similar work.’ This is no reason 
at all for the amount allowed to the deft.’s solicitor. 
It is a sort of conciliatory & irrelevant statement, 
intended, I suppose, to impress upon the deft.’s 
solicitor that he really has nothing to complain 
of (BuckiEy, L.J.).— Re Roney & Co., [1914] 2 
K. B. 529, 540; 83 L. J. K. B. 451; 110 L. T. 
411, C. A. 

4698. Preliminary searches in public records. ]— 
As to the costs, the suppliants will be entitled to 
the costs in the court below & in this court, & any 
costs paid under the judgment in the court below 
will be returned. On the subject of the searches 
the book of extracts which has been so much used 
is in itself, we are informed, only a residuum of a 
much larger search. But before any search was 
undertaken by the Crown there had been an 
expensive investigation made by those instructing 
the suppliants. The proper plan will be this, not 
to give a direction that these costs should be taxed 
item by item in the ordinary way of a taxation, 
but. that the costs of the preliminary search are 
to be allowed & taken into consideration by the 
taxing master in the item of ‘“ Instructions for 
Brief.” He will allow such a sum as he may 
think proper. Of course, to justify the allowance 
& to show what the suppliants claim to be entitled 
to, they will have to bring in items before the 
taxing master. 

The question has also been raised, whether, 
having regard to the material which had to be 
used here, it was in the circumstances reasonable, 
&, indeed, only proper, that three counsel should 
have been employed by the suppliants. We think 
it reasonable that three counsel should be allowed 
in a case of this magnitude, & therefore we allow 
three counsel (SWINFEN EApDy, M.J.).—Re DE 
KEYSER’S Royau Tlore.t, Lrp., DE KrYSER’S 
Rova.L Horen, Lp. v. R. (1919), 120 L. T. 396, 
412. 

4699. Consent briefs.]|—This was an application 
by the London County Council made for the 
purpose of effecting economy in law costs. It 
appeared that in Aug. 1888 an order was made 
upon a petition under the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845, for payment out of court of 
two sums of £1,000, which had been paid in by the 
Metropolitan Board of Works, now superseded by 
the London County Council, for compensation 
under the Thames Embankment Act, 1862. The 
order was made in court, subject to the production 
to the registrar of a consent brief on behalf of a 
necessary party, who was a lunatic, but not so 
found, & who appeared by her guardian. The 
consent brief was presented to the registrar & the 
money was paid out of court. Upon the usual 
order for taxation of the costs being made, the 
taxing master taxed the costs of the respondent, 
for whom the consent bricf was delivered, upon 
the same footing as if she had appeared in court. 
The London County Council now raised objections 
to the taxation. The chief items in the taxation 
objected to were the costs of a copy of the petition, 
& the fee of £1 1s. for the solicitor’s attendance in 
court, on the grounds that the consent brief was a 
merely formal matter & that there had been no 
actual attendance in court. 

Curry, J., disallowed the objections. The 
effect of the order made by the court was that no 
order should go without a necessary party being 
added as respondent & giving her consent, & the 
order was made subject to the production of such 
consent. This required that a separate solicitor 
should be instructed & that separate counsel 
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should be retained. The obtaining of such consent 
was not a formal but a substantial proceeding. 
The object of allowing the brief to be produced to 
the registrar was merely that the case should not 
necessarily be restored to the paper & be reheard. 
The principle upon which the present objections 
proceeded was that the consent was a mere formal 
matter; but that was not so. The case stood 
just as if the party whose consent was necessary 
had been originally served & had actually appeared 
in court at the hearing. The taxing master had 
taxed the costs upon this footing. It remained 
to be added that it was the duty of counsel to read 
the brief & look into the matter, & if he thought 
it right, to withhold the consent. in which event 
the matter would have to be restored & the case 
reargued. He dismissed the present application 
with costs.— Re CRAVEN’S SETTLEMENT (1889), 6 
T. LL. 1. 105, 


D, Affidavits. 


R.S.C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (4) Asto affidavits, when there arc 
several deponents to be sworn, or it Is necessary for the purpose 
of an affidavit being sworn to go to a distance, or to employ an 
ugent, such reasonable allowance may be made as the taxing 
officer in his discretion may think fit. 

(5) The allowances for instructions and drawing an affidavit 
in answer to interrogatories and other special affidavits, and 
attending the deponent to be sworn, include all attendances on 
the deponent to settle and read over. 


As to swearing affidavits, see R. S. C., Ord. 
NAXXVITTI., rr. 4-6, p. 587, ante. 


&, Solicitor Acting for Both Parties. 


(a) Delivery of Pleadings, Services and Notices. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (6) As to delivery of pleadings, 
services, and notices, the tees are not to be allowed when the 
same solicitor is for both parties, unless it be necessary tor the 
purpose ot making an afhdavit of service. 


4700. Notices of Judgment in debenture-holder’s 
action— & notices under Companies Act, 1929 
(c. 23), S. 153.J—-R. S. C., 1883, as to the costs of 
preparing & sending out notices, do not, expressly 
or by analogy, apply to (a) notices of judgment in 
a dcbenture-holder’s action, or (6) notices of 
meetings of creditors & members of a company to 
agree to an arrangement under Companies (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1908 (c. 69), s. 120. 

In the case of the notices of judgment & of 
1ectings aforesaid the taxing master may, under 
R.S. O., Ord. LXAV., r. 27 (388A), assess the costs 
thereof at gross sums, & in that sub-rule the words 
‘other cause’’ are not to be read as ejusdem 
generis with those matters which are expressly 
mentioned in the sub-rule, but the taxing master 
may act on the sub-rule in cases where no mis- 
conduct or negligence on the part of the solicitors 
Whose costs are being taxed is imputed.—-Re 
COMMONWEALTH OIL Corpn., LTp., PEARSON v. 
COMMONWEALTH OIL CORPN., LYrp., [1917] 1 Ch. 
404; 86L. J. Ch. 348; 116 L. T. 402; 61 Sol. Jo. 


Jld. 





(6) Perusals. 


R. S.C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (7) As to perusals the fees are pot 
to apply where the same solicitor is for both parties. 


4701. Discretion of taxing master.j—Order 
iuade that the taxing master should be at liberty 
‘o allow a special charge for the perusal of exhibits 
to affidavits, the amount thereof (if any) to be in 
his discretion—Re De Rosaz, Rymer v. Dx 





PRACTICE. 


Rosaz (1883), 24 Ch. D. 684; 53 L. J. Ch. 448 ; 
49 L. T. 138. 

4702. Perusal of affidavits of several defen- 
dants.J}—Where a leader has been employed 
in a suit but not retained, the costs of em- 
ploying him as third counsel at the hearing 
will not be allowed as between party & party, 
although the junior counsel who drew the plead- 
Inge has before the hearing been called within the 

ar. 

A similar affidavit was filed by the pltf. in each 
of several suits. The solicitor for the defts. took 
an office copy of the affidavit in one suit only, & 
examined at the Record Office the affidavits in 
the other suits :—Held: that he was not entitled 
to charge for perusing the affidavits in the other 
suits.— BETTS v. CLEAVER (1872), 7 Ch. App. 513 ; 
41 L. J. Ch. 663; 27 L. T. 85; 20 W. R. 732, 
CoA. 


I’, Solicitor Acting for Tuo or More Defendants. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (8) Where the same solicitor is 
employed for two or more defendants, and scparate pleadings 
are delivered or other proceedings had by or for two or more 
such defendants separately, the taxing officer shall consider in 
the taxation of such sulicitor’s bill of costs, either bet ween party 
and DEES. or between solicitor and client, whether such separate 

leadings or other proceedings were necessary or proper, and 
{ he is ot opinion that any part of the costs occasioned thereby 
has been unnecessarily or improperly incurred, the same shall 
be disallowed. 


4703. Discretion of master as to costs— 
Separate pleadings.]—Whether the costs of sepa- 
rate answers filed by the same solicitors should 
be allowed on taxation or not is a matter entirely 
in the discretion of the taxing master.— BEATTIE 
v. EBURY (LORD) (1873), 43 L. J. Ch. 80; 29 1. T. 
419; 22 W. Rh. 68. 

4704. ~+-—-An action to set aside. on 
the ground of fraud, the sale of a life interest to 
C. & B., ov behalf of themselves & four other 
defts., was disminissed by the House of Lords with 
costs, & it was ordered that in taxing the costs the 
taxing master should consider whether any of the 
defts. who appeared separately had _ sufficient 
reason for severing, & if & in so far as it should 
appear that they had not, then the taxing master 
should allow only one set of costs, or only as many 
sets of costs as he should think right. The taxing 
master allowed the six defts. costs of separately 
defending :—Held: as the House of Lords had 
delegated to the taxing master the decision of the 
question how many sets of costs should be allowed, 
no appeal would lie from his decision unless he 
altogether omitted to exercise his discretion. 

A trial lasted four days & three hours; on the 
fifth day the judge required further hearing on 
one point, which occupied the whole of a subse- 
quent day. RKefreshers for such subsequent day 
were allowed.--BOSWELL tv. COAKS (1887), 36 
Ch. DD. 444; 581. T. 97; 35 W. R. 200, C. A. 

4705. ~|I—SPALDING Vv. GAMAGE (A. 
W.), Lrp., No. 4707, post. 

4706. Separate counsel.|—T'wo sets of 
defts. joined in a statement of defence, é¢ appeared 
by the same solicitor, but were represented by 
separate counsel at the trial, when the action was 
dismissed with costs. The taxing master allowed 
one set of costs only in respect of counsel, on the 
ground that the difference in the defences was not 
sufficiently material to justify appearance by 
separate counsel :—Held: on motion to vary the 
certiticate, that the question was not one for the 
discretion of the taxing master; & the court 
being of opinion that the defts. had in fact different 
cases by way of defence, remitted the certificates 
to the taxing master on the ground that the defts. 




















Part LXXXVI.—Cosrts. 


were justified in appearing by separate counsel.-— 
AGER v. BLACKLOCK & Co. (1887), 56 I. T. 890. 

4707. -|—The expression “ other pro- 
ceedings ’’ in Ord. LXYV., r. 27, sub-r. 8, includes 
the trial of the action & is not limited to inter- 
jocutory proceedings ; but the question whether 
two or more defts. appearing by the same solicitor 
should be allowed the costs of separate defences 
& of separate counsel at the trial is not by sub-r. 8 
made a matter purely within the taxing master’s 
discretion, but is open to review by the court.— 
SPALDING v. GAMAGE (A. W.), Lrp., [1914] 2 Ch. 
405; 83 L. J. Ch. 855; 58 Sol. Jo. 722; 111 
lL. T. 829, ©. A. 

4708. Judgment with costs for one defendant — 
& against the other.}—Whcere two defts. are jointly 
represented by the same solicitor, & judgment 
with costs is given in favour of one deft. & against 
the other, the successful deft. is, in the absence 
of any agreement between him & his co-deft. as 
to how their costs are to be borne inter se, entitled 
to recover from the pltf. half the costs of the 
defence.— BEAUMONT v. SENTOR, [1903] 1 K. 3B. 
282; 727. J. K. B. 141; $8 LT. 234. 

4709. —-.]—In an action against two 
companies judgment was given against one com- 
pany with costs & for the other with costs. One 
firm of solicitors represented both the com- 
panies. The successful company had agreed to 
pay the solicitors their costs incurred on behalf of 
the other company. On taaation of the costs of 
the action :—Held: that the successful company 
was entitled to only one-half of the items incurred 
for the benefit of both defts.—ELLINGSEN v. DET 
SKANDINAVISKE CoMPANT, [1919] 2 K. B. 567; 
121 1. T. 3673 sub nom. MLINGSEN v. DAT SKAN- 
DINAVISKE Co. & HARsSEM & Co., ILTp., 88 I. J. 
KK. B. 956; 385 T. 1. R. 595 + 63 Sol. Jo. 662, C. A. 

4710. Separate defence by one defendant. |— 
In an action of tort against two defts. they pleaded 
jointly payment into court only. The © pitt. 
replied, denying the sufficiency of the payment. 
One of the defts. then obtained leave to amend his 
statement of defence, & added an alternative 
separate defence, denving any liability to the pltf. 
At the trial a verdict was found against both 
defts. for an amount beyond the sum paid into 
court, & Judgment was entered for the pltf. for 
that amount, with costs to be taxed: —Held: by 
LorRD EsHer, M.R., the deft. who delivered the 
separate defence was alone liable for the costs 
occasioned to the plitf. by & in consequence of the 
separate pleading, & that the other deft. was not 
liable for those costs; by Fry, L.J., dissenting, 
that both detts. were jointly & severally liable 
for all the costs of the action.-—-STumMM uv. DIxoNn 
(1889), 22. Q. B.D. 529; 58 1. J. Q. B. 183; 60 
L. T. 560; 535.2. 500; 37 W. R. 457; 5 T. LR. 
277, C. A. 

4711. -i—In an action of libel against two 
defts., one deft. admitted his liability & pleaded 
an apology, the other pleaded justification. At 
the trial a verdict was found against both defts. 
for £750, & judgment was entered for the pltfs. 
for that sum, with costs to be taxed :—-Held: the 
deft. who pleaded the plea of justification was 
alone liable for the costs occasioned to the pltfs. 
by & in consequence of that plea, & that the other 
deft. was not liable for those costs.—HOBSON v. 
Lene (W. C.) & Co., [1914] 3 K. B. 1245; 8&3 
L. J. K. B. 1624; 111 1. T. 954; 30 T. L. R. 682 ; 
69 Sol. Jo. 28, C. A. 

Executors as co-defendants—One insolvent. ]}— 
Sco oe Vol. XXIV., p. 833, Nos. 8652- 

4712. Mortgagor 

















& mortgagee.|—A solicitor 
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acting for both mortgagor & mortgagee is not 
required to include the mortgage costs where there 
is no relation of solicitor & client as to those costs 
between him & the mortgagor, in his application 
for an ex parte order for taxation of separate bills 
against the mortgagor client.— Pe DUNCAN (1907), 
51 Sol. Jo. 485. 

Administration of trusts—Legal proceedings. ]— 
See Trusts & TRusTEES, Vol. XLIIL, pp. 832, 833, 
842, Nos. 2769 ct seq., 2878-2881, 


CG. Evidence. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (9) As to evidence, such just and 


reasonable charges and expenses as appear to have been properly 
incurred in procuring evidence, and the attendance of witnesses, 
are to be allowed. 


LH. Ageney Correspondence. 


_ R.S.C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (10) As to agency correspondence, 
in country agency causes und matters, if it be shown to the 
satisfaction of the taxing officer that such correspondence has 
been special and extensive, he is to be at IWbertv to make such 
special allowance in respect thereot as in his discretion ho may 
think proper, 

4713. Correspondence -— Letters not _ strictly 
necessary.]- [.ctters written by a solicitor to his 
chent which are not properly required for the 
interests of the client in the business for which the 
solicitor is engaged will not be allowed on taxation. 

-~Re Brapy (1867), 15 W. R, 682. 

4714. From London office to country 
office.{|—Re TTARLE, No. 4719, post. 

4715. -—- Addressing & posting documents for 
client.| —A solicitor is not entitled to charge a 
profit upon the addressing & posting of documents 
for his client.— Re Woons, Awe p. DITLrON (1880), 
13. Ch. 1. 818; #2 1. 7. 161; 28 W. R. 402, C. A. 

4716. Country solicitor—-Offices in London-—-- 
Journeys to London— Parliamentary proceedings. | 
— A firm of solicitors had offices in Birmingham 
& offices in London: some of the partners resided 
in Birmingham & some in London: all the partners 
fook out London certificates. The firm. was em- 
ployed by certain American promoters of a cCom- 
pany called the City of Birmingham Tramways 
Co., Jad., & afterwards by the company. The 
taxing master in taxing the firm’s bill of costs 
against the company taxed the bills in reference 
to certain parliamentary proceedings upon the 
footing that the firm were London solicitors, 
whereas the firm contended that they ought to 
have been allowed for journeys & suchlike matters 
as though they were country solicitors, & took out 
& stummmons to review taxation on this ground. 
Byrne, J., said he had consulted the taxing 
master who had communicated with the taxing 
officer of the House of Lords, with the result that 
it appeared that the well-established practice 
upon taxation of costs of Chancery proveedings, in 
accordance with which the taxing master had 
acted, did not prevail in reference to parliamentary 
proceedings, & consequently the matter would go 
back for review upon the footing that the parlia- 
mentary practice should be followed.—/?e MIL- 
WARD & Co., [1899] W. N. 251. 

4717. Attendance in London. |— Attendance 
of country solicitor at trial or on taxation will only 
be allowed under very special circumstances, & 
in that case no allowance whatever will be made 
for the London agent’s attendance.—PRACTICE 
Nore (1902), Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 

4718. After questions raised by 
& summons taken out in the matter of a testator’s 
estate had been determined, the court was asked 
to make an order that the local solicitors who had 
attended on the summons should be allowed their 











—— 
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costs, & it was stated by counsel to be the practice 
of the taxing office always to disallow such costs 
unless the order for taxation directed their allow- 
ance. TOMLIN, J., declined to make any order 
which would recognise the existence of any such 
practice, & ssid that the taxing master ought to 
exercise his discretion in each case, having regard 
to the circumstance of that case, & would be 
acting on a wrong principle if he treated himself 
as bound by any such practice or rule as that 
which was alleged to exist.—PRACTICE NOTE, 
[1928] W. N. 145. 

———.]— See, also, Nos. 1903-1920, ante, 
& No. 4972, post. 

4719. Agency charges — Country firm with 
London office.}—Country solicitor, with an office 
in town, conducted personally the business which 
would ordinarily be transacted by a London 
agent :—Held: he was not entitled to charge for 
letters passing between the two offices, but such 
charges were not overcharges amounting to fraud. 
— Re HARLE (1868), 19 L. T. 305; 17 W. R, 21. 

4720. Country & London firms with 
common partners.|—It is a settled rule in the 
taxing master’s office that where a London firm 
of solicitors & a country firm have a common 
partner, the London firm cannot be treated as 
agent for the country firm so as to be entitled to 
agency fees, but will be considered as transacting 
the business on its own account. 

Where, therefore, in winding-up proceedings, a 
London firm acted for a country firm, each firm 
consisting of three partners, two of whom were the 
same in both firms :—Held: close copies & term 
fees could not be allowed on taxation. 

As regards close copies :—-Held: that the rule 
in Appendix N. as to close copies did not give the 
taxing master a discretion as to allowing them, for 
that the rule only applied in cases of agency.—Re 
BoROuUGH COMMERCIAL & BUILDING SOCIETY, 
[1894] 1 Ch. 289; 63 L. J. Ch. 365; 70 L. T. 51; 
42 W. KR. 161; 10 T. LL. R. 142; 72. 75, C. A. 








1. Attendance upon Registrars. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (11) As to the attendance of 
solicitors upon the Kegistrars in the Chancery Division for the 
purpose of settling the terms of and passing judgments or orders, 
the taxing officer may, in such cases as are provided for by 
Order LXI1I., Rule 15, make such special allowances in respect 
thereof as he shall consider reasonable. 


J. Attendance at Chambers. 


R. S, C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (12) As to attendances at the 
Judges’ chambers, where, from the length of the attendance, 
or from the difficulty of the case, the Judge or Master shall think 
the highest of the fees an insufficient remuncration for tho 
services performed, or where the preparation of the case or 
matter to lay it before the Judge or Master in chambers, or on 
a summons, shall have required skill and labour for which no 
fee has been allowed, the Judge or Master may allow such fee, 
in lieu of the fee of 11. 18. provided, not exceeding 22. 28., or 
where the higher scale is applicable 32. 38., or in proceedings to 
wind up & company 5/. 58., as in his discretion he may think fit : 
and where the preparation of the case or matter to lay it before 
a Judge at chambers on a summons shall have required and 
received from the solicitor such extraordinary skill and Jabour 
as materially to conduce to the satisfactory and speedy disposal 
of the business, and therefore shall appear to the Judge to 
deserve higher remuneration than the ordinary fees, the Judge 
nay allow to the solicitor, by a memorandum in writing expressly 
made for that purpose and signed by the Judge, specifying 
iG ue a ou a nate ay abbas ouee fee, not exceeding 

, £8 In his discretion he may think 
fees of 2/. 28., 31. 38., and 5. 5s. i 


(13) As to attendances at the Judges’ chambers 
reason of the non-attendance of any catty Guile ie be eee 
sidered expedient to proceed ez parte), or where by reason of the 
neglect of any party in not being prepared with an proper 
evidence, account, or other proceeding, the attendances is 


PRACTICE. 


adjourned without any useful progress being made, the Judge 
may order such an amount of costs (if any) as he shall think 
reasonable to be paid to the party attending by the party so 
absent or neglectful, or by his solicitor personally; and the 
party so absent or neglectful is not to be allowed any fee as 
against any other pays or any estate or fund in which any other 
party is interested. 


4721. Disallowance of certain items—Total 
less than aggregate allowed by master.]—With 
regard to certain attendances in chambers the 
amounts certified by the master were in some 
cases higher & in some lower than the amounts 
charged by the solicitors. The taxing master 
reduced the items higher than the amounts certi- 
fied, but refused to allow the items which were 
lower to be increased :—Held: the solicitor ought 
to be allowed the aggregate amount of the charges 
made, that aggregate being less than the aggregate 
allowed by the master.—Re PAICE & Cross (1914), 
58 Sol. Jo. 593. 


kK. Folio. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (14) A folio is to comprise 72 
words, every figure comprised in a column, or authorised to be 
used, being counted as one word. 


LL. Counsel. 
(a) Advice as to Pleadings, etc. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (15) Such costs of procurne the 
advice of counsel on the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings 
in any cause or matter as the taxing officer shall in his discretion 
think just and reasonable, and of procuring counsel to settle 
such pleadings and special affidavits as the taxing officer shall 
in his discretion think proper to be settled by counsel, are to be 
allowed ; but as to affidavits a separate tee is not to be allowed 
tor each affidavit, but one tee for al] the aftidavits proper to be 
so settled, which are or ought to be filed at the same time. 


4722. Second opinion on evidence—Further 
pleading by plaintiff after defence. ]|—On taxation 
of costs of an action ordered to be paid by the deft. 
to the pitf., the taxing master disallowed (1) Charge 
for attendance to inspect deft.’s documents ; 
(2) The costs of taxing proofs of & serving sub- 
poenas on witnesses who were present but not. 
actually called; (3) Kefreshers; (4) Taking 
counsel’s further opinion upon evidence after the 
deft. had put in a rejoinder. The pltf. asked for 
a review of the taxation, on the grounds as to 
(1) The schedule to the R.S. C. (Costs) of 1875, 
r. 15 (which is in the same words as N.S. C., 
Ord. LXV., r. 27, sub-sect. 17) requires the taxing 
master to exercise a discretion ; as to (2) That the 
deft. had not admittcd certain documents until 
the hearing & the witnesses in question were 
called to prove them; as to (3) That the case 
began on the sitting of the court one day, lasted 
till it ruse, & for an bour the next morning, but 
that the court on the first day sat rather later 
than usual; as to (4) That the first opinion of 
counsel upon cvidence was taken after reply, 
when the deft. had put in no further pleading, & 
was by the rule then existing to be taken to have 
admitted all the allegations in the reply, that he 
afterwards obtained leave to put in a rejoinder 
joining issue, & this made a further opinion 
necessary :—Held; (1) the rule that no costs of 
inspection will be allowed as between party & 
party, & the rule referred to must be taken to 
regulate only the proper charge between solicitor 
& client; (2) the witnesses not being called was 
not sufficient reason for disallowing the costs, but 
it must be referred back to the taxing master to 
inquire whether the documents in question had 
been admitted in the pleadings, & whether the 
witnesses were really called to prove them; 
(3) that the refreshers should be allowed, but the 
taxing master should be at liberty to reduce the 
original fee if it, together with the refresher, made 
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too large a fee for the case ; (4) that this fee ought 
to be allowed..—-WICKSTEED v. Biaas (1885), 52 
L. T. 428; 54 L. J. Ch. 967. 

4723. Settling affidavit—Special affidavit for 
leave to amend.}—A charge in a solicitor’s bill 
‘‘ for attending a great many times ”’ is tuo vague, 
& on taxation the charge will be disallowed. 

The costs of an abstract of a deed prepared to 
accompany a case submitted to a counsel, dis- 
allowed, under the circumstances. 

A considerable portion of a charge for the 
attendance of a solicitor in town, at the request 
of his client, disallowed, on the ground that the 
solicitor had failed to prove that the whole time 
was required for the business. 

Where a solicitor makes against his client any 
charge not authorised in the usual & regular mode 
of proceeding the burden of proof is upon the 
solicitor ; &, in a case, where, for the interest of a 
client, the solicitor had advanced money to put 
in the answer of a co-deft., it was disallowed, on 
the ground that it was not clearly made out that 
the client authorised or acquiesced in it. 

Bricf of pleadings made before the case was at 
issuc disallowed. 

Fee of counsel for settling a special affidavit for 
leave to amend disallowed in a taxation between 
solicitors & client.—Re PENDER (1847), 10 Beav. 
390; 2 New Pract. Cas. 348; 10 1. TT. O. S. 49; 
50 E. R. 682. 

4724. Principal affidavit in application for 
injunction.|—Costs of preparing interrogatories, 
which were not used owing to admissions being 
put in, allowed as between party & party. 

The 17th rule of 4th Consolidated Order, em- 
powering the taxing master to consider whether 
he will allow an affidavit to be settled by counsel, 
does not take the question of the costs of the 
affidavit out of the discretion of the court. 

Costs of settling affidavit (which was an echo of 
the bill) by counsel allowed. 

Costs of drawing observations for counsel, when 
cause stood over, allowed. 

Term fee allowed where the only proceeding was 
leaving copy of decree & bill of costs before taxing 
master.—-DAVIES v. MARSHALL (No. 2) (1861), 1 
Drew. & Sm. 564; 7 Jur. N. S. 669; 9 W. R. 
756; 62 H.R. 494. 

4725. Settling notice of appeal.]— This was a 
summons by the surviving trustee & exor. of a 
will to review a taxation, & it raised the question, 
inter alia, as 10 whether a counsel’s fee for settling 
notice of appeal should be allowed. A sumuinons 
to review the first taxation of the trustees’ costs, 
charges & expenses in the action was dismissed on 
July 30, 1998, & notice of appeal was given. This 
notice was settled by counscl & was in the ordinary 
form. The appeal was successful, & by the order 
of the Court of Appeal, dated Oct. 31, 1908, the 
matter was referred back to the taxing master to 
vary his certificate in certain particulars, & the 
costs of all partics were to be taxed. An objection 
was now raised to his taxation under the order of 
the Court of Appeal in respect of three items 
charged for counsel’s fee for drawing notice of 
appeal, attending him, & copy of the notice, all 
which the master had disallowed. In his answer 
to the objection the taxing mastcr said that he 
had perused the notice, which was in the ordinary 
form, & he saw no reason for allowing a counscl’s 
fee for settling the same:—Held: without 
assuming to lay down any rule as to notices of 
appeal, it was, as a general practice, extremely 
desirable that these notices should be submitted 
to & settled by counsel, as it sometimes happened 
that an appeal went upon wrong lines owing to 
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inartistic or careless notices of appeal. The 
taxing master in the present case had departed 
from the principle in regard to the costs of settling 
notices of appeal, & had exercised his discretion 
wrongly. The costs in question should have been 
allowed in a party & party taxation, & the certifi- 
cate would be amended by including these three 
items.—Re BAILEY, BaAILEy v. BarLey, [1909] 
W.N. 110, 111; 53 Sol. Jo. 522. 

4726. Amount of fee—Discretion of master.]— 
The court will not interfere with the discretion of 
the taxing masters as to the quantum of fees to 
counsel.—A.-G. v. CARRINGTON (LORD) (1848), 6 
Beav. 454; 49 BE. R. 901. 

4727. .J—The expense of the short- 
hand writer’s notes of a trial will not, but the 
expense of one copy of the judge’s notes to be 
taken for use on the motion for a new trial will, 
be allowed as part of the costs of a motion for a 
new trial. 

The amount of counsel’s fees is a fit subject of 
investigation by the court. 

As a general rule, the court will not, on an 
application for a new trial, allow the expense 
either of the shorthand writer’s notes of the judge’s 
notes & the notes of counsel on the briefs at the 
trial being legitimate sources of information on 
the motion for a new trial. 

An order for the payment of the costs of a trial 
of issues will not be made by the court before the 
hearing, counsel for the deft. objecting, & 
intimating an intention on the part of the deft. to 
put in an answer to the bill——-MALINS v. PRICRH 
(1845), 1 Ph. 590; 9 Jur. 650, 955; 56 1. T. OWS. 
143, 5135; 41 BK. R. 757. 

4728. ———.] — The court will not enter- 
tain an application to review the certificate of the 
taxing master as to the amount of fees to be 
allowed to counsel.—PARKINSON v. LANBURY 
(1865). 11 Jur, N. 8.474; 12 L. T. 6245; 29 5. P. 











8692; 13 W. RR. 1056, C. A. 
4729. —--- Considerations affecting.]—In an 


action for damage by collision, where the damage 
to one vessel amounted to £20,000, & to the other 
vessel to £2,000, three counsel were instructed 
on behalf of the pltfs., & the fees marked on their 
briefs were respectively, seventy-five guineas, 
fifty guineas, & thirty guineas, & the registrar, on 
taxation, reduced these fees to sixty guineas, 
forty guineas, & twenty-seven guineas ; the court, 
on appeal from the taxation, allowed the original 
fees, holding that they were proper fees in a case 
of that magnitude. 

Semble: the cost of detaining witnesses on 
shore may be allowed, aithough such witnesses 
are not called. This is a matter in the discretion 
of the registrar.— Tum City oF Lucknow (1884), 
517. T. 907; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 340. 

4730. -|—In fixing the remuneration 
of counsel & solicitor & the number of counsel 
employed, the amount of the money issue involved, 
& the commercial importance of the case are 
properly taken into consideration. The amount 
of evidence used in court is not the limit of the 
evidence the costs of which will be allowed between 
party & party.— LONDON, CHATHAM & DOVER Ry. 
Co. v. SoutH EASTERN Ry. Co. (1889), 60 L. T. 
753. 








(b) Attendance at Judge’s Chambers. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (16) As to counsel attending at 
Judges’ chambers, no costs thereof shall in any case be allowed, 
unless i Judge certifies it to be a proper case for counsel 
to attend. 


47381. What costs included.]—-The Supreme 
Court Rules, Special Allowances, r. 14, that “ as 
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to counsel] attending at judge’s chambers no costs 
thereof shall in any case be allowed unless the 
judge certifies it to be a proper case for counsel 
to attend,’’ applies to taxation of costs between 
solicitor & client as well as between party «& 
part y.—He CHAPMAN (1882), 10 Ch. D, 54, C. A. 

4732. Whether special order necessary. |--- In 
{his case, which had been heard on summons in 
chambers, counsel had attended on both sides, but 
they had omitted to ask for the judge to certify 
that it was a proper case for counsel to attend, 
according to r. 14 of the Additional Rules as to 
allowances. 

Counsel asked that the attendance of counsel 
might be allowed. ‘The Master of the Rolls said 
he wished it to be known that except in applica- 
tions for time, in which counsel could not be 
allowed to appear, it was not necessary in his 
chambers for the attendance of counsel to be 
expressly allowed.—-WEBB tv. FITZGERALD, [1875] 
W. N. 244, 


(ce) Retaining Fee. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (44) No retaining fee to counsel 
‘hall be allowed on taxation as between party and party. 


4733. Bankruptcy proceedings.}—On the taxa- 
tion in bankruptcy of the bill of costs of a 
solicitor to a trustee in bankruptcy, the taxing 
master has a discretion to allow retainers to 
counsel; but, unless under very exceptional 
cireumst ances, such retainers will not be allowed.- - 
Re NORDMANN, Ita p. UaAsivcK (1898), 67 1. J. 
Q. B. 996. 

4734. Admiralty proceedings.]—The court will 
not ordinarily interfere with the taxation of costs 
bv the registrar, unless the decision of the registrar 
is Shown to have been erroneous in principle. 

According to the ordinary practice of the court. 
retainer fees for both the leading & Junior counsel 
are allowed on taxation. 

The taxing officer having disallowed refresher 
fees to counsel in a case where the hearing com- 
menced on the afternoon of one day, & was con- 
cluded at noon of the next, but the time oceupied 
was less than one day’s time, the court refused to 
interfere with his discrction.. THE NEERA (1879), 
5 PP. D. 118; 48 L. J. PP. 69; 42 1. T. 748; 28 
W. R. S165 4 Asp. M. L. C. 277, 

4735. Special fee.j|—Where a special fee 
in paid to counsel for going into a certain cout, 
such fee cannot be allowed on taxation between 
party & party.— THe Warkkwortn (1885), 1 
T. L. 1. 659, C. A. 

4736. Special fee — Available leader retained by 
other parties. ]--—A ‘‘ special ’’ fee to leading counsel 
was disallowed on taxation as between party & 
party, although, owing to previous retainer by 
other parties, the services of a leader practising in 
the particular court could not be obtained by the 
party whose costs formed the subject of the 
taxation.—Jte Parson, PARSON v. PARSON, [1901] 
2 Ch. 176; 70 1. J. Ch. 563; 84 L. T. 700; 17 
T. L. R. 451. 

4737. Brief to hear judgment.|—_A separate fee 
to counsel for attending to hear judgment will not 
be allowed when judgment is given in the same 
sittings in which the case was heard.—J/e Biss, 
Biss v. Biss, [1903] 2 Ch. 40. 





(d) Conference Fees. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (45) Fees for conferences are not 
to be allowed in any cause or matter in addition to the solicttor’s 
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and counsel’s fees for drawing and scttling, or perusing any 
pleadings, affidavits, deeds, or other proceedings or abstracts 
of title, or for advising thereon, unless it shall appear to the 
taxing officer for some special reason that a conference was 
necessary or proper. 


he Consultations.|—Re Harrison, No. 4758, 
post. 

4739. ——.]—-Where a taxing master had 
directed that fees for consultations should be 
ascertained by the number of consultations 
allowed :—JTeld: the direction was right, & the 
master need not inquire into the length of the 
consultations & the importance of the occasions 
on which they were held.—RAILWAyYsS COMR. vt. 
O'ROURKE, [1896] A. (. 594; 65 1. J. PLC. 84; 
75 7. T. 84, P. Cc. 


(e) Refresher Fees. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (48) As to refresher fees, when 
any cause or matter is to he tried or heard upon viva voce evidence 
in open Court, if the trial shall extend over more than one day, 
and shall occupy either on the first day only, or partly on the 
first and partly on a subsequent day or days, more than five 
hours, without being concluded, the taxing officer may allow, 
for every clear day subsequent to that on which the five hours 
shall have expired, the following fees :— 


To the Jeading counsel .. from 5 to 10 guineas. 
To the second... ey ~ me BNO TD ny, 
To the third Gif threc) .. ats sy ee 10° Bogs 


The like allowances may be made where the evidence in chief 
is not taken veva voce, {f the trial on hearing shall be substantially 
prolonged beyond such period of five hours, to be so computed 
as aforcsaid, by the cross-examination of witnesses whose 
affidavits or depositions have been used. Provided that in the 
taxation of costs between solicitor and client, the taxing officer 
shall be at liberty to allow larger fees, under special circum- 
stances to be stated by him. 


4740. Any cause or matter — Misfeasance 
summons under Companies Act, 1929, s. 276.|—A 
report of the official receiver or a liquidator in 
support of a misfeasance summons is not on 
taxation to be treated as equivalent to a pleading 
or affidavit. 

On the hearing of a misfeasance summons, 
adjourned into court, & heard on oral evidence 
as between party & party :— 

(a) The costs allowed for the official receiver's 
report were those generally given for drawing & 
copying a statement of facts. 

(b) The costs of instructions for brief were dis- 
allowed under the rules, but, senble, the rule ought 
to be altered so as to include such costs. 

(c) The fees & costs incidental to the employ- 
ment of a third counsel were under the circum- 
stances of the case allowed. 

(d) Refreshers to counsel were held to be within 
the discretion of the taxing officer. 

(e) Costs & fees of further consultations (beyond 
the first) were under the circumstances of the case 
disallowed.— Jie ANGLO-AUSTRIAN PRINTING & 
PUBLISHING UNION, [1894] 2 Ch. 622; 63 L. J. Ch. 


632; 71 L. T. 881; 42 W. R. 648; 388 Sol. Jo. 
5613; 1 Mans. 361; 8 R. 510. 





4741. Computation of time.| 
No. 4734, ante. 

4742. -}—WICKSTEED v. Biaas, No. 4722, 
ante. 

4743. ———.|—The case was tried at Bristol 
Winter Assizes, 1886, & occupied on the first day 
two & a half hours, & on the second day four 
hours, & was concluded on the second day, verdict 
for deft. The master, on taxing deft.’s costs, 
allowed refreshers of five guineas to Icadiny 
counsel, & three guineas to junior counsel]. Pitf. 
appealed :—Held: notwithstanding any doubt 
raised by the wording of the rule, the principle on 
which it should be applied is that, where the trial 
of a case occupies more than five hours on a first 
& subsequent day & any further substantial 


THE NEERA, 
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period beyond five hours, a refresher should be 
allowed in respect of such further period, although 
it may not extend to an additional five hours. 
The appeal was dismissed, but without costs.— 
GIBBS v. BARROW (1886), 30 Sol. Jo. 538. 

4744, ——.|-Held: as the House of Ywrds 
had delegated to the taxing master the decision 
of the question how many sets of costs should be 
allowed, no appeal would lie from his decision 
unless he altogether omitted to exercise his 
discretion. 

A. trial lasted four days & three hours; on the 
fifth day the judge required further hearing on 
one point, which occupied the whole of a subse- 
quent day. Refreshers for such subsequent day 





were allowed. Bosweni ov. CoAKS (1887), 36 
Ch. D. 444. 

4745. -|— The taxing master, in caleu- 
lating the five hours referred to in Ord. LXY., 


r. 27, sub-r. 48, is not to deduct the time occupied 
by the usual mid-day adjournment of the court. 
COLLINS 7. WORLEY (1889), 60 L. T. 748, 

4746. -J|—-A trial extended over two hours 
& a quarter on the first day, & five homs & a half 
on the second day. On taxation of costs, between 
party & party, refresher fees were allowed to the 
counsel of the successful party in respect of the 
last two & three-quarter hours on the second day. 
On objection to the taxation: - Held: the taxing 
officer had 4 discretion to allow some refresher fee 
for any time dutinge which the trial was sub- 
stantially prolonged beyond five jours. Tite 
COURTER, [PS91L] BP. 355: Olt. . Pods 665. 7. 
io ; O60. PL. 7085 40 W. AR. 8365 7 Asp. M. i... 

wd. 

4747. ——.]-- A trial eatended over paris of 
two days, lasting altogether about five & a quarter 
hours 3 it} occupied less than five howis on each 
day. Upon taxation of costs as between party & 
party, the master disallowed a refresher fee to the 
successful paity’s counsel in respect of the second 
day: Held: that a mght to a refresher fee could 
only arise where the trial had lasted a ‘‘ clear day ” 
beyond the first five hours, whether “ clear day ”’ 
meant a separate day of the week, or only an 
additional period of five hours, & that therefore 
the master was right- Warnken oo. CrySsTraln 
PALACE Districr GAs (o., f1591)] 2 Q. B. 300; 
60 1. J. Q. KB. 7Sl; 65 1. TM 8635 39 W. RR. 716; 
TP as Reco ie 

4748. — .]— The trial of a cause extended 
over parts of two days, & occupied four hours & a 
half on the first day, & five hours on the second 
day. Upon taxation of costs as between party & 
party, the master disallowed refresher fees to the 
successful party’s counsel in respect of the second 
day: Jicld: the refresher fecs ought to have 
been allowed in respect of the second day, because 
the trial was substantially prolonged on that day 
beyond the time necessary to make up the five 
hours mentioned in the sub-rule, & the work done 
by counsel after the expiration of such five hours, 
was done on a “ clear day ” within the meaning of 
the sub-rule-—O’Harsa, MatTruEws & Co. v. 
ELLIOTT & Co., [18938] 1 Q. B. 362; 62 L. J. Q. B. 
317; 68L. T, 166; 41 W.R. 248; 9T. 1. R. 218; 
37 Sol, Jo. 282; 5 R. 205 C. A. 

4749. ——.]— I'wo separate salvage actions, 
against the same vessel, were placed in the list 
for trial on the same day, &, by agreement of 
counsel, the judge directed that the evidence given 
in the action of the first salvors should, so far as 
applicable, be used as evidence in the action of the 
second salvors, with the result that the two actions 
were tried together, & occupied eight hours & 
fifty minutes, spread over parts of three days. 
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The taxing master disallowed refreshers to the 
pitfs.’ counsel in the second action. On appeal 
to the judge in chambers the summons was 
adjourned into court :—J/eld: the case was within 
the principle of J'he Courier, No. 4746, ante, & 
O’Hara v. Elliott, No. 4748, ante, so that the 
refreshers ought to be allowed, for the amount of 
salvage to be awarded to each of the two salvors 
depended on the question what was the position 
of the salved vessel when left by the tirst salvors. 
This question came into both actions & necessi- 
tated the attendance of the counsel engaged in 
each action during the hearing of both, just as if 
the two actions had been consolidated. Trt 
Jlestia, [1895] W. N. 100. 

4750. e—This was a summons to review 
the taxation of the pltf.’s costs. The action was 
for an injunction to restrain the continuance of a 
nuisance by noise, & for damapes. The trial 
lasted nine days. In the result the court declined 
to grant an injunction, the nuisance having been 
abated since action brought, but awarded the 
pit. 40s. damages & costs. In taxing the costs 
the taxing master had allowed retreshers to 
counsel in respect of eight days. The detts. 
objected that two of the days of the hearing were 
Saturdays, which were not full days, & that under 
Ord. LXV., r. 27, sub-r. 48, refreshers were only 
payable in respect of clear days of at least five 
hours each. Joven, J.. said that the theory 
suggested on behalt of the defts. was quite new. 
The rule was no doubt a difficult one to construe, 
but. the taxing master had adopted the practice 
which had hitherto been followed im such cases, 
& his Lordship dechned to interfere with the 
exercise of his discretion, DUNNING v. GROSVENOR 
Darries, Larp., (L9OL,] W.N. 218; 16 Sol. Jo. 69. 

4751. Discretion of master.|-——-Vhe words ‘ may 
allow 7’ in the rule as to allowing refreshers is not 
to be construed “ shall allow,” but the taxing 
master has a discretion to disallow them in a 
proper case. 

An action for rescission of contract & damages 
for misrepresentation came on on Nov. 25. The 
deft. took a preliminary objection to the pleadings, 
it was then arranged that the case should stand 
over for the pltf. to deliver particulars. It came 
on again on Dee. 7, & was then heard de die in diem, 
lasting several days. The time occupied on 
Nov. 25 & Dec. 7 amounted to five hours. 

The taxing master refused to allow refreshers 
for Dec. 5, giving as his reason that the fee on the 
brief ought under the special circumstances of the 
case to cover three days :—Ifeld : that the taxing 
master had merely exercised a discretion which 
the rules left to him, & the court would not inter- 
fere.— Smirn v. WILLS (1885), 53 J. T. 386; 34 
W. RR. 380. 

4752. Amount of fees.]— An appeal by 
the defts. to this action was dismissed with costs. 
On the hearing of the appeal, which occupied 
several days, no vivd voce evidence was taken, nor 
were any witnesses who had made affidavits cross- 
examined. The bill of costs of the pltf.’s solicitors 
as carried in for taxation contained fees paid to 
the pltf.’s counsel of larger amount than the fees 
which had been allowed to them on the original 
trial, & also refreshers which had been paid to 
them. The taxing master reduced the amounts 
of the fees, still leaving them larger than the fees 
in the court below, & he also reduced the amounts 
of the refreshers. The defts. objected that under 
yr. 27 (48) of Ord. LXV., refreshers could not be 
allowed at all, there having been no vivi voce 
evidence or cross-examination. The taxing master 
overruled the objection, & said that the amounts 
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of the fees which he had allowed were to be taken 
as a whole & not as refreshers, & that he considered 
the amounts which he had allowed not excessive, 
having regard to the time occupied on the hearing 
of the appeal & the importance of the case. The 
total amounts thus allowed exceeded the amounts 
which had been actually paid as fees to the 
counsel. The defts. took out a summons to 
review the taxation, on the ground that the taxing 
master had indirectly allowed refreshers, & that, 
having once exercised his discretion as to the 
increased amount of the fees to be allowed on the 
appeal, he could not again increase those fees, &, 
at any rate, could not allow larger fees than those 
which had been actually paid by the solicitors to 
the counsel. PEARSON, J., said that the question 
was whether the taxation was vitiated because 
that had been done by two steps which might 
have been done by one. The solicitor was under 
a mistake when he fixed the fees on the briefs; he 
fixed them with reference to the refreshers which 
he thought would be allowed. The question was 
whether the mistake was to deprive the pltf. of 
that which would have been a proper fee, & would 
have been allowed by the taxing master if it had 
been originally marked as such on the briefs. 
His Lordship thought he should be doing injustice 
if, by reason of this mistake, he disallowed a fee 
which would have been allowed if it had been 
originally marked as a fee. The summons must be 
dismissed with costs. —EDGINGTON v. FITZMAURICH, 
[1885] W. N. 170. 

4758. -—.}—The special allowances & 
scale of fees mentioned in Rules of Supreme Court 
1883, Ord. LXV., r. 27, sub-sect. 48, are applicable 
to all taxations, whether in an action in the 
Supreme Court, or under the common order, or 
under a special order obtained by a client against 
his solicitor under the jurisdiction given by the 
Solicitors Act, 1848 (c. 73). But Ord. LXAYV., 
r. 27, sub-sect. 48, does not prevent the client from 
giving the solicitor authority, which may be 
express or implied, to employ a particular leader, 
& to give him such special fees by way of refresher 
or otherwise, though of far larger amount than 
the maximum fixed by sub-sect. 48, as may be 
necessary to secure his services. And _ such 
authority having been shown by the evidence to 
have been clearly & distinctly given by the clients 
(a board of directors) to their solicitor :—Held : 
the taxing master was not precluded from allowing 
more than the maximum scale fee fixed by sub- 
sect. 48, & that he must exercise his discretion as 
tu the quantum, having regard to the authority 
given by the clients to their solicitor. 

There is no recognised rule that where special 
fees have been paid to the leader, the fees paid to 
his juniors must be according to the same rate ; 
&, accordingly, in the absence of proof that the 
clients had authorised payment of special refresher 
fees to the junior counsel proportionate to those 
paid to the leader, the disallowance by the taxing 
master of special refresher fees to the junior 
counsel was upheld. 

Although the case was one of very great 
magnitude & complication, & occupied twenty- 
nine days, the court declined to interfere with 
the discretion of the taxing master in disallowing 
extra fees paid by the solicitor to his counsel for 
consultations.— Re HARRISON (1886), 833 Ch. D. 52; 
55 L. J. Ch. 768; 55 L. T. 72; 50 J. P. 372; 34 
W.R. 645; 2'T. L. R. 671, C. A. 

4754, —— -}+—On a party & party taxa- 
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tion refresher fees to counsel may be allowed in 
excess of the maximum set out in Ord. LXV., 
r. 48.— STEWART & Co. v. WEBER (1903), $9 L. T. 
559; 19 T. L. R. 722. 

4755. -}~—Under r. 10 of Jan. 1902, 
of Ord. LXV. (now sub-r. 29 of r. 27, p. 947, post), 
the discretion of the taxing master to allow re- 
fresher fees is no longer limited, in taxations as 
between party & party, to the maximum fecs 
prescribed by Ord. LXV., r. 27, sub-r. 48; & he 
may allow such fees as shall appear to him to be 
necessary or proper for the attainment of justice 
or for defending the rights of any party.—-CAVEN- 
DISH v. STRUTT, [1904] 1 Ch. 624; 73 7. J. Oh. 
247; 90 L. T. 500; 52 W. RR. 8383; 20 T. LR. 
99; 48 Sol. Jo. 116. 

4756. -J}—The second part of Ord. LXAV., 
r, 27, sub-r. 29, p. 947, post, provides that: ‘‘save 
as against the party who incurred the same costs 
shall be allowed which appear to the taxing master 
to have been incurred or increased through over- 
caution, negligence or mistake or by payment of 
special fees to counsel or special charges or expenses 














.to witnesses or other persons, or by other unusual 


expenses ” :—-Held: that this provision applies 
not only to costs as between party & party, but 
also to each of the several cases of costs as between 
solicitor & client, which are distinguished in 
practice, except only the case where the costs are 
payable to the solicitor by the client himself, 
that case being excluded from the provision by 
the saving words at its commencement; &, 
consequently, that where a judgment directed 
that the pltf. should recover against the deft. a 
sum as damages & also costs as between solr. & 
client, the case came within the above provision, 
& the taxing master on taxation had rightly dis- 
allowed special fees to counsel & other expenses.— 

GILES v. RANDALL, [1915] 1 K. B. 290; 84 I. J. 
K. B. 786; 312 L. T. 271; 59 Sol. Jo. 13], C. A. 

4757. ——— Court of Appeal.J|—The power of a 
taxing master to allow refreshers to counsel is not 
limited to the cases specified in Ord. LXYV., r. 27, 
sub-r. 48, & such refreshers can, therefore, in the 
discretion of the taxing master, be allowed on an 
argument before the Court of Appeal.- SvVENDSEN 
v. WALLACE (1885), 16 Q. B. D. 27; 551... J. Q. B. 
65; 53 L. T. 565; 34 W. RR. 151; 2 T. i. R. 48. 

4758. -l—Where the hearing of an 
appeal from the Chancery Division occupies more 
than one day, the taxing master has a discretion 
to allow additional fees to counsel, in the shape of 
a daily allowance or otherwise, though no vivd voce 
evidence has been adduced before the Court of 
Appeal, such fees not being treated as refreshers 
in the sense in which refreshers are dealt with on 
taxation as fixed sums, but as an allowance by 
way of addition to the original fees, on the ground 
that such fees have by miscalculation been fixed 
too low. This discretion, however, is to be 
exercised with jealousy, since there is not in such 
a case the same difficulty in fixing the proper fee 
at first as there is in cases where oral evidence is 
adduced, the probability of a case lasting long in 
argument being a matter which ought to be taken 
into account at the time of delivering the brief.— 
EASTON v. LONDON JOINT Stock BANK (1888), 
38 Ch. D. 25; 57 L. J. Ch. 329; 58 L. T. 364; 
36 W. R. 375; 4 7T. L. R. 248, C. A. 

4759. Palatine Court.]—-The amount of 
the refreshers allowed to counsel in cases in the 
Palatine Court is in the discretion of the taxing 
master, & he is not bound by Ord. LXV., r. 27, 
sub-s. 48, of the Rules of the Supreme Court.— 
EBRARD v. GASSIER (No. 2) (1886), 55 I. T. 741; 
3 T. 7. R. 25, C. A. 











Part LXXXVI.—Costs. 


4760. Term refreshers.]— On the 20th inst., 
the pltfs.’ action having been dismissed with 
costs, a summons was taken out by them to review 
taxation. It was contended by the pltfs. that the 
taxing master was wrong in having allowed the 
costs of witnesses whose names did not appear in 
the judgment order as drawn up by the registrar, 
notwithstanding that such witnesses were present 
although not called by the deft. The question 
also arose as to the allowance to counsel of term 
refreshers when refreshers from day to day had 
been allowed. The trial of the action had occupied 
many days, & the witnesses who were not called 
had been present to meet a part of the pltfs.’ case 
which was not urged at the trial. Curry, J., said 
that there was not, & never was, any rule as to 
allowing the costs of those witnesses only whose 
names appeared on the decree or judgment. The 
absurdity of the contrary contention was apparent. 
The pltf., after having opened his case or during its 
opening, might voluntarily give in, or the court 
might be satistied that the pltf. had no case & 
might not call upon the deft., in which cases the 
deft. would, of course, be entitled to the costs of 
the witnesses he had brought but not been required 
to call. Moreover, although it was convenient for 
the purposes of appeal that the judgment should 
record the names of the witnesses, yet it was not 
actually necessary for the purposes of taxation 
that they should appear on the record. As to the 
question of the term refreshers, both the registrar 
& taxing master had stated their opinion that it 
was the established practice to allow them, & this 
being so, & as no precedent to the contrary had 
been produced, he should follow the practice as 
stated, & not disturb the taxing master’s certifi- 
Sr ar a v. NEWTON (1883), 28 Sol. Jo. 

66, 167. 


(f ) Number of Counsel. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (47) Where the costs of retaining 
two counsel may properly be allowed, such allowance may be 
made although both such counsel may have been selected from 
the outer bar. 


4761. Two counsel.J—Upon the taxation of 
costs, even as between solicitor & client, the rule 
is to allow only two counsel, or, under special 
circumstances, three.—DOWNING COLLEGE CASE 
(1838), 3 My. & Cr. 474; 40 E. R. 1010; sub nom. 
A.-G. v. Vieors, 7 L. J. Ch. 214; 2 Jur. 508. 

4762. —.}--The general rule, that upon 
taxation of costs as between party & party, the 
briefs of more than two counsel shall not be 
allowed, is not inflexible. 

Upon the hearing of the appeal in this case the 
evidence extended over 7,050 folios selected from 
wu larger mass of evidence. That evidence is very 
conflicting, consisting of a correspondence carried 
on for years, & of extracts from the books of the 
contending parties, having reference to. the 
various important questions involved in the suit. 
One of those questions has been argued before us 
to-day, & upon it we have taken time to consider 
our judgment. If there is any case in which an 
exception to the rule should be allowed, it is this 
(LORD CAMPBELL, C.).——-PEARCE v. JANDSAY 
(1860), 1 De G. F. & J. 578, 5785 John. 7025 2 
L. T. 169; 8 W. R. 388; 45 BE. R. 483, C. A. 

4763. Discretion of master.J—FRIEND v. 
SOLLY, No. 4948, post. 














4764, — —-—,]|--WHEELER v. FRADD, No. 
4054, post. 
4765. —-— Unopposed motion.]—SrurGr v. 


DIMSDALE, No. 4973, post. 
4 FRIEND v. SOLLY, Nou. 4948, 


6. Se es ——. | 
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4.767. -—~ —-,]~-Briefs to two counsel, on an 
unopposed motion made by a trustee to pay 
money into court, allowed, upon appeal from the 
decision of the taxing master. 

It is a matter of great consideration whether 
two counsel ought to be always excluded in cases, 
merely because they appear simple in themselves ; 
they may be mixed up with other matters which 
may require a very great deal of consideration 
(LorD LANGDALE, M.2R.).—STEPHENS v. NEWw- 
BOROUGH (LORD) (1848), 11 Beav. 403; 17 1. J. 
Ch. 332; 11 L. IT. O. 8. 2873; 12 Jur. 319; 50 
BK. RR. 872. 

4768. 
hostile order sought.|—/?e Mappock, 
Warrier, No. 4955, post. 

——-- Arbitration proceedings.|—-Sce ARBITRA- 
TION, Vol. I]., pp. 608, 609, Nos. 2395-2400. 

4769. ~ Amount of junior counsel’s fee.] - 
A junior counsel is entitled to be allowed two- 
thirds of the fee allowed to his leader, & the taxing 
master has no power to direct that the amount of 
the fee of Junior counsel on the hearing before the 
master in chambers should be deducted from the 
amount of the fee allowed on the adjourned hearing 
before the judge in court, on the ground that the 
brief was practically the same on cach occasion.—- 
Re Park, BotTr v, CHESTER, [1921] W. N. 259; 66 
Sol. Jo. (W. R.), 2. 

4770. Three counsel--Complex & difficult case. | 
—DPbEARCE v. LINDSAY, No. 1762, ante. 

4771. -—-— -J—In a case of considerable 
complication, in which charges of fraud were made 
against deft., Judgment having been given for him 
with costs, he was allowed the costs of employing 
three counsel, though the taxing master had only 
allowed the costs of two.—Kinkwoonp v. WEBSTER 
(1878), 9 Ch. D. 2393; 26 W. WR. 812. 

A772. .]—It is the duty of the court 
to decide for itself, upon its own judgment, 
whether an exception should be made to the 
general rule that the costs of only two counsel 
should be allowed on taxation between party & 
party. The present case was so simple & so free 
from difficulty, that T could hardly understand the 
argument that the costs of three counsel ought to 
be allowed (PEARSON, J.).—-Re Le May, Lt May 
vy. WELCH, [1885] W. N. 180. 

4773. -——- — —.]——Unquestionably the ordinary 
rule is, only to allow the costs of two counsel as 
between party & party, but this rule is not an 
inflexible one, &, having myself tried this action, 
J] am able to say, that 1 do not remember any case 
in which so many & difficult questions of law were 
raised, & in my opinion it is eminently one in 
which it is essentially necessary for the purpose 
of dving justice that three counsel should be 
employed, & one in which a reasonable & prudent 
man acting with ordinary prudence would not have 
ventured to come into court without three counsel 
(CHiTry, J.). -DasHwoop v. MaAaniac, [1892] 
W. N. 54. 

4774. -— ,]-- This was an application by 
a wife to review the master’s taxation of her 
husband’s costs of her appeal from a judgment of 
the Juords Justices sitting as judges in lunacy. 
Applicant took objection to the taxation on the 
ground that the master had allowed the costs of 
three counsel to the husband upon the appeal :— 
Held: as the case was one of unusual length & 
difficulty, & the court had heard three counsel for 
the petitioner, the master was right in allowing 
the costs of three counsel.—He CATHCART, [18938] 
W.N. 107. 

4775, -- — ———.}—Re ANGLO-AUSTRIAN PRINT- 
ING & PUBLISHING UNION, No. 4740, ante. 








Separate defence by trustee --Where 
Burr v. 
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4776. -]—Where costs are awarded 
upon an application to the Railway & Canal 
(omrs., the costs of more than two counsel will 
not be allowed on taxation between party & party, 
unless the case involves extraordinary complica- 
tion & difficulty. & is one in which a reasonable 
& prudent man, acting with ordinary prudence, 
would not go into court without three counsel. 

In applying this latter test, the chance of counsel 
being absent should not be taken into considera- 
tion ; but it should be assumed that all the counsel 
employed can attend throughout the hearing.— 
GLAMORGAN COUNTY COUNCIL v. GREAT WESTERN 
Ry. Co., [1895] 1 Q. B. 21; 64 1. J. Q. B. 188; 
71 A T. 736; 595. P.182; 9 Ry. & Can. Tr. Cas. 
1D. , 

4777. .| —On the taxation of the costs of 
the co-respondent to a petition for divorce which 
was dismissed with costs. the trial having lasted 
14 days, the registrar only allowed the costs of 
two counsel, The judge allowed the costs of three 
counsel on account of the complexity of the case, 
& the Court of Appeal refused to interfere with 
his discretion. —Harrope v. HARTorpe & COWLEY 
(1901), 20 T. 1. R. 216, C. A. 

4778. — —-—.]- PEEL v. LONDON & NORTH 
WESTERN Ry. Co. (No. 2), No. 4874, post. 

4779, -—— - e/—The costs of three counsel 
ought not to be allowed except in a case of special 
complication, & in judging whether there is such 
complication the court will take into consideration 
the length of time the case lasted & other matters. 
But neither length of time nor scientific evidence 
is in itself a justification for the employment of 
three counsel. A qualifying fee to a witness for 
the purpose of procuring evidence may be allowed 
on taxation, even though the witness is not an 
expert or scientific witness. - A.-G. v. BIRMINGHAM, 
Hre.. DRAINAGE BOARD (1908), 52 Sol. Jo. 855. 

4780. J—-Perry & Co., Ltp. vv. 
Hissin (T.) & Co., No. 4972, post. 

4781. ——— - ——.]—AMALGAMATED PROPERTIES 
OF KHODESIA (1913), Lrp. v. GLOBE & PHdENIx 
GOLD MINING Co., Lrp., No. 4411, ante. 

4782. - ——.]—fe DE KEyYskén’s ROYAL. 
HlorEL, Lrp., Di KrysEerR’s Roya Hore, Lip. 
vu. R., No. 4608, ante. 

4783. Discretion of master.|—This 
Was an adjourned summons on behalf of deft. for 
the review of the taxation of the taxing master, 
who had disallowed the costs of two junior counsel 
at the hearing of the suit. Bacon. V.-C., said that 
the taxing master, who knew all the facts of the 
case, & therefore knew the amount of labour 
required in the case, had allowed the costs of two 
juniors, although he had disallowed the costs of a 
second leading counsel, & he would not overrule 
that decision. In a complicated case the services 
of two juniois, if not absolutely necessary, were 
extremely useful. It was the duty of the junior 
to be ready at any moment to turn to every 
particle of the evidence, & the administration of 
the court was materially assisted by the thorough 
hnowledge of the case by the junior counsel, & he 
would be doing mischief, perhaps injustice, by 
altering the order made hy the taxing master, & 
the summons must be refused with costs.—NoRTH 
KASTERN Ky. Co. v. JACKSON (1874), 22 W.R. 629. 

_ 4784, —-~- —-——.}+~-As regards the objec- 
tion to the employment of a third counsel, I thought 
if right to ask the learned judge who tried the 
action his view upon the point, & his lordship has 
authorised me to state that the case was one of 
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great complexity as regarded both the law & the 
acts. The case was a proper one for the taxing 
master to exercise his discretion, & he did so by 
allowing costs to three counsel. In Kirkwood v. 
Webster, No. 4771, ante, it was said by Iry, J., 
that he felt as other judges had done, that in cases 
of this kind he ought not without very strong 
reasons to differ from the conclusion of the taxing 
master. In this case I have no materials before 
me to show that the taxing master came to a 
wrong conclusion, & therefore that objection must 
be overruled (STIRLING, J.).—-BIDDER v. BRIDGES, 
[1887] W. N. 208, 209. 

4785. -J—DENABY & CADEBY 
MAIN COLLIERIES, LTD. v. YORKSHIRE MINERS’ 
Assocn., No. 4947, post. 

Patent action.|—Sce PATENTS, 
Vol. XXXVI, p. 834, No. 3200. 

4786. ~-— Third counse] familiar with 
earlier proceedings. |—-In my opinion the master 
was right in disallowing the costs of a third counsel. 
The hearing of the motion before Farwell, J., 
occupied only a very short time, & in the Court of 
Appeal the hearing began on one day & finished 
on the next, & no witnesses were called. It was, 
however, alleged that one of the counsel engaged 
was specially familiar with the legal poimts in- 
volved, having been engaged in the first case, but 
the matter must be treated quite generally. 
Having regard to the nature & the circumstances 
of the case, 1 do not consider that it was one in 
which the costs of three counsel should be allowed 
(SWINFEN EADY, J.).—DYER v. LONDON SCHOOL 
Boarpb (1903), 19 T. L. R. 418. 

4787, ——— -—-—— Co-defendants represented by 
two counsel. |--GrearT WESTERN Ry. Co. v. CAR- 
PALLA UNirep CHINA CLAY Co., Lp. (No. 2), 
No. 1801, post, 

4788. -~ —-—~ Great weight of evidence. | 
The action, after a motion for an injunction had 
been heard before MALINS, \V.-C., was transterred 
for hearing to Fry, J. Deft. therefore retained a 
third counsel. The taxing master alowed his 
costs: —Held: the costs of such counsel could 
not be allowed on account of the transfer, & the 
weight of the case did not justify such allowance. 

The rule is clear that the costs of two counsel 
only will be allowed unless there are special 
circumstances, & these circumstances have always 
included a great weight of evidence (MALINsS, 
V.-C'.). MASON v. BRENTINI (1880), 42 L. T. 726. 

4789. Considerable sum involved—Action 
for damage by collision at sea.]— Tn MAMMOTH, 
No. 4825, post. 

4790. -—-- --—— _ -- 
Now, No. 4729, ante. 

4791. ——-- Interest of successful party con- 
sidered. |—Smirii v. BULLER, No. 4882, post. 

4792. —~— Attorney-General as counsel-——Non- 
appearance at hearing. |—-In a charity information 
filed without a relator, the Attorney-Gencral did 
not personally appear at the hearing, but two 
other counsel appeared in support of the informa- 
tion :—Held: the costs of a brief to the Attorney- 
General ought to be allowed in addition to those 
of the two counsel in the taxation of costs as 
between party & party. - A.-G. v. DRAPERS’ Co. 
(1841), 4 Beav. 305; 40 I. RK. 356. 

4793. Junior counsel called within the bar. | 
—The costs of employing two Queen’s counsel for 
the pltf., at the hearing, allowed; the second 
Queen’s counsel having drawn the bill when he 
was without the bar.—CARTER v. BARNARD, Lx p. 
CARTER (1848), 16 Sim. 167; 17 L. J. Ch. 278; 12 
Jur. 322; 60 EK. KR. 882. 

47904, ——— - ~ .]—Where a junior counsel who 
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has prepared the pleadings for a party to a cause 
is called within the bar before the hearing, & after 
a leader has been retained, then, if the case is of 
such a description as to make the retaining a 
leader at that stage of the cause proper, the costs 
of three counsel at the hearing ought to be allowed. 
-—COUSENS v. COUSENS (1871), 7 Ch. App. 48; 41 
L. J. Ch. 166; 25 L. T. 719; 20 W. R. 48, C. A. 





4795. ——.|—BETTS v. CLEAVER, No. 
1702, ante. 
4796. — j—Hte LAFFITTE (CHARLES) & 








Co., Lrp., LAFFITTE’s CLAIM, No. 4923, poat. 

4797. ~The mere fact of a junior 
counsel] in a cause having been appointed one of 
Her Majesty’s counsel is not a sufficient reason for 
allowing, on taxation, the costs of briefs to three 
counsel.— PRACTICE NoTE (1875), 10 Ch. App. 540. 

4788. ——- -—-—.]-—-This was a summons to 
review the taxation of a bill of costs. The taxing 
master had disallowed three counsel to deft., 
against whom the bill had been dismissed with 
costs. Deft. had retained a leading counsel. The 
junior counsel who drew his answer was called 
within the bar; thereupon a new junior was 
employcd to advise on evidence, etc. Briefs were 
given to all three at the hearing :— Held: the 
case was governed by the decision in Jetis v. 
Cleaver, No. 4702, ante, & the rule recently laid 
down by the Lord Chancellor, with the con- 
currence of the Lords Justices, No. 4797, ante, & 
the application would be refused.-- FRANCE v. 
CARVER, [1875] W. N. 171. 

4799. —-— e/-—-In this suif, which was 
commenced under the old practice, the bill was 
drawn by W., & that gentleman having been 
called within the bar before the answer was put 
in, the bill was subsequently amended by D., 
while on the hearing L., Q.C., & W., Q.C., were 
instructed for pltf., but no junior counsel. ‘The 
Vice-Chancellor intimated that the proper practice 
under the circumstances was that a junior counsel 
should be instructed for pltf., & D. was instructed 
& appeared with l., Q.C., & W., Q.C., accord- 
Ingly.— RAYMENT v. DIMBLEBY, [1877] W. N. 67. 

4800 ~}—Before the trial of an action 
the Junior counsel for pltf. was called within the 
bar; at the trial. which lasted cight days, three 
counsel were ecngaged—viz. a leading Queen’s 
counsel, the Queen’s counsel who had formerly 
been junior in the case, & a junior. The judge 
decided in plitf.’s favour. The taxing master 
disallowed the fees of the leading Queen’s counsel : 
—-Held: the taxing master had exercised his 
discretion rightly, as the case was not one in which 
it was essentially necessary, for the purpose of 
doing justice between the parties, that the pltf. 
should employ three counsel. —PARISH v. POOLE 
(1886), 04 W. R. 365; 2 7T. L. R. 279. 

4801. —-— Direction by judge to taxing master. | 
- ‘This was an appeal by Lady C. against a direc- 
tion given by Sir James HANNEN to the registrar 
not to allow the costs of a third counsel retained 
by her in the trial of a petition in the Divorce 
Court brought against ber by her husband. Lord 
(. was ordered to pay his wife’s costs of the pro- 
ceedings, & the question was afterwards raised on 
his behalf whether she ought to be allowed the 
costs of more than two counsel. ‘he registrar in 
taxing the costs allowed the costs of a third 
counsel, amounting to £800. But on appeal to 
the President his lordship directed the registrar 
to allow the costs of two only. Lady U. appealed : 
—Held: the court must not be understood as now 
deciding whether there was a right of appeal or 
not. But, assuming that there was a right of 
appeal, Sir J. HANNEN, a judge of great experience, 
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had decided, not that the costs of three counsel 
could never be allowed, but only that, in the 
circumstances of this particular case, it was not 
right that Lord C. should be burdened with the 
costs of three counsel. The judge had simply 
exercised his discretion in the particular case, & 
the Court of Appeal ought not to interfere. The 
court never interfered with the discretion of a 
taxing master on a question of amount.—-CAMP- 
BELL v. CAMPBELL, [1887] W. N. 83; 3 T. L. R. 
558; 31 Sol. Jo. 378, C. A. 

4802. —-— Third counsel added by defendants 
on appeal—Four counsel for plaintifis in lower 
court.|-- On the hearing of an action in the 
Chancery Division, pltf. was represented by four 
counsel, defts. by two only. Judgment was then 
given for the defts. Pitf. having given notice of 
appeal, defts. retained another counsel, & were 
represented by him & their forraer counsel at the 
hearing of the appeal, which was dismissed with 
costs. The taxing officer disallowed the fees paid 
to the additional counsel :—Held: the case was 
one in which the court ought not to interfere with 
the taxing officer’s discretion. 

The taxing officer allowed for the detts.’ two 
original counsel only the same fees as had been 
allowed in the court below :—-Held: that the 
court ought not to interfere with the taxing 
officer’s discretion.—-WEGMANN v. CORCORAN, WITT 
& Co. (1880), 41 T.. T. 792. 

48038. Duty of solicitor to advise client as 
to costs.}—Even if a solicitor has obtained his 
client’s sanction to the employment of a third 
counsel on an apveal, the costs will not be allowed 
on taxation between solicitor & client, unless the 
solicitor has also explained to the client that the 
costs will probably not be allowed as between 
party & partv. & that, even if he succeeds on his 
appeal, he may have to pay the costs of the third 
counsel himsclf.--Re BRoAD & BROAD (1885), 15 
Q. B.D. 420; 54 1. J. Q. 1B. 5735 62 1. T. 888 ; 
IT. I. BR. 658, C. A. 

4804. Leading counsel not attending hearing - 
Attorney-General. |—A.-G. v. DRAPERs’ Co., No. 
A792, ante. 

4805. —-—.]}— A. brought an action against B., 
which was dismissed with costs. A. appealed, & 
the Court of Appeal, without calling on counsel 
for respondent, dismissed the appeal with costs. 
A. objected to pay the fee of B.’s leading counsel 
in the Court of Appeal on the ground that he was 
not. present at the hearing of the appeal :—Held: 
the court would not disturb what was described 
by an experienced taxing master as the uniform 
practice in party & party taxation extending over 
forty years.—CHARMAN v. BRANDON (1900), 82 
T.. TL. 369, 





(9) Premature Preparation and Delivery of Briefs. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (49) Where a cause or matter shall 
not be brought on for trial or hearing, the costs of and conse- 
quent on the preparation and delivery of briefs shall not be 
allowed if the taxing officer shall be of opinion that such costs 
were prematurely incurred. 


4806. Time for delivery of brief.]—It depends 
on the nature of the case how long beforehand it 
is reasonable to deliver a brief, & the taxing 
master decides it (JESSEL, M.R.).—THOMAS v. 
PALIN (1882), 21 Ch. D. 360, 363. 


(hk) Voucher for Counsel’s Fee. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (52) No fee to counsel shall b: 
allowed on taxation unless vouched by his signature. 


4807. Business & fee to be specified.|—Pay 
ment in respect of counsel’s fees should specify th: 
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cause, & each particular fee. Payments, except 
for stated & specific fees for particular matters of 
business done or to be done, disapproved of.—e 
SmuTH (1841), 4 Beav. 309; 49 E. R. 358. 

Receipt stamp.}—See Barristers, Vol. III., pp. 
338, 334, Nos. 231, 232. 


(2) Counsel’s Clerks’ Fees. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (51) The following fees are to be 
allowed to counsel’s clerks :— : 
Upon a fee under 5 guineas ., 
5 guineas and under 10 guineas 
10 guineas and under 20 guineas .. 
20 guineas and under 30 guineas .. 
30 guineas and under 50 guineas .. 
50 guineas and upwards sper cent. 
On consultations, senior’s clerk 
On consultations, junior’s clerk 
On conferences 7 ie 
On retainers (where allowed): 
General retainer a 
Common retainer 


ce cocnecece 
ee 
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~~ 
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See BARRISTEKS, Vol. III., pp. 322, 
100-102. 
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M. Inspection of Documents. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (17) (a) The costs of inspection 
of documents shall be in the discretion of the Taxing Master, 
but no allowance is to be made for any inspection unless it is 
shorvn to the satisfaction of the Taxing Master that there were 
good and sufficient reasons for making such inspection. 


NV. Interim Certificates or Allocaturs. 


R. 8S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (17) (6) The taxing officers of the 
mupreme Court or of any division thereof shall have power and 
authority to make one or iore interim certificate or certificates 
allocatur or allocaturs in any taxation for any portion or portions 
uf the taxed costs directed to be taxed without waiting until a 
certificate for the full amount can be made. 


4808. Certificate for lump sum — Subsequent 
alteration of certificate.}—The certificate or allo- 
catur referred to in the earlier part of Ord. LXV., 
r. 27, reg. 39, before the signing of which a party 
may, & after the signing of which he may not, 
carry in an objection to the allowance or dis- 
allowance by the taxing officer of any items in the 
bill of costs, is either a final certificate, or else an 
Interln certificate specifically certifying the allow- 
ance or disallowance of these particular items. 

Consequently the signing of an interim certifi- 
cate which merely gives a round sum on account 
of the items in the bill of costs which are not at 
that time the subject of objection does not prevent 
a party from carrying in, or the taxing master 
fron considering, a subsequent objection in 
respect of items that had been allowed or dis- 
allowed without objection before the signing of 
that. certificate—Harper v. FIRBANK, [1918] 2 


ee o09; 87 L. J. K. B. 945; 119 L. T. 290, 





O. Copies of Documents. 


R. §. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (18) As to taking copies of docu- 
ments in possession of another party, or extracts therefrom, 
nudee Rules of Court or any special order, the party entitled to 
a the copy or extract is to pay the solicitor of the party 
producing the document for such copy or extract as he may, by 
writ ing, require, at the rate of 4d. per folio: and if the solicitor 
a t ‘ party producing the document refuses or neglects to 
rupply the same, the solicitor ah eed the copy or extract is 
be at liberty to make it, and the soltettar for the party pro- 
ducing is not to be entitled to any fee in respect thereof. 


4809. Order giving liberty to inspect— Right of 
party to take copies himself.}—An euler rae been 
ees 'a the ordinary form giving the applicant 
iberty to inspect documentsin the possession of the 


PRACTICE. 


liquidator at all reasonable times, & to take copies 
at his own expense; & the question was raised 
whether the applicant was at liberty to take the 
copies & extracts himself, or only to have copies 
furnished to him on paying for the same. 

Counsel for the liquidator contended that 
Rules of Supreme Court, 1883, Ord. LXV., r. 18, 
applied, & that the applicant was only entitled to 
have copies supplied at the rate of 4d. per folio. 

WRIGHT, J., said the order had been made in 
the ordinary form—to take copies—which meant 
to take copies without paying for them.—ZJc 
ArAuco Co., [1899] W. N. 134. 

4810. ~}+—On the application of the 
pltfs., an order was made for the production at. 
the office of the defts.’ solicitor of documents in 
the possession or power of the defts. The order 
further provided that ‘‘the applicants, their 
solicitors & agents, are to be at liberty to inspect 
& peruse the documents so produced, & to take 
copies & abstracts thereof & extracts therefrom, 
as the applicants shall be advised :—Held: that 
under this order the pltfs. were entitled, as they 
would have been under such an order made in 
the Court of Chancery before the Judicature Act, 
to make copies themselves or by their solicitors or 
agents of the documents produced in accordance 
with the order. 

Sub-rule 18 of r. 27 of Ord. LAV. has not taken 
away the right of a litigant who obtains such an 
order to make copies himself of the documents 
produced. The object of that sub-rule is only to 
fix the amount of the charge to be paid by the 
inspecting litigant when he formally requires a 
copy or extracts to be furnished to him by his 
opponent.-—ORMEROD, GRIEKSON & Co. v. St. 
GEORGE’S Ironworks, IJvrp., [1905] 1 Ch. 505; 
74 L. J. Ch. 373; 92 L. T. 5413; 583 W. R. 502; 
49 Sol. Jo. 332, C. A.3 subsequent proceedings 
(1906), 95 I. T. 694. 

See Form No. 18, Appendix K., Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 

Notice to produce documents. | 
Ord. XXXI., r. 15, p. 618, ante. 

4811. Copies—For counsel.]—This was an action 
with witnesses, in which deft. succeeded at the 
trial, the action being dismissed with costs; 
there were a large number of witnesses. Questions 
arose as to what costs the deft. was entitled, the 
principal point being (1) whether it was a case for 
three counsel; (2) whether the costs of making 
copies for the use of counsel of affidavits of docu- 
ments, & of the documents included therein, both 
of pitf. & deit., should be allowed. The taxing 
master only allowed the costs of two counsel & 
disallowed the costs of such documents as he con- 
sidered immaterial:—Ueld: considering the 
number of witnesses three counsel should be 
allowed, especially as the action was one which 
would have been dealt with formerly on a common 
law action, & as to the documents, it was not 
material for counsel to have every document men- 
tioned in the affidavit. The taxing master must 
use his discretion & allow the costs only of such as 
were material. MILLARD v. BURROUGHES, [1880] 
W.N. 4. 

4812. -——_-- e}—An order had been inade 
by the Court of Appeal on the application of the 
defts. directing part of an affidavit to be struck 
out as scandalous & giving the defts. the costs of 
the application. Among the items in the bill of 
costs of the defts. were charges for four copies of 
the pleadings, one for the use of counsel & three 
for the use of the judges of the Court of Appeal. 
The taxing master, without entering into the 
consideration of the question whether the copies 











See RR. S. C., 
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were necessary for the purpose of the application, 
disallowed them on the ground that it was the 
general rule not to allow the costs of copies of 
pleadings on an interlocutory application :—Held: 
no such general rule as was alleged to exist in the 
taxing master’s office could be sustained ; it was 
the duty of the taxing master to consider in each 
case whether the copies were ‘‘ necessary or proper 
for the attainment of justice,’’ & that as the 
copies in the present case were necessary for the 
hearing of the application, the costs of them must 
be allowed.— WARNER v. Mossss (1881), 19 Ch. D. 
72; 61]. J. Ch. 86; 45 L. T. 359, C. A. 

-]—See, also, No. 4824, post. 

4813. ——- Depositions.]—The copy of the 
deposition which is on the file was not made for 
the purposes of the appeal, & therefore the costs 
of making it are not within our jurisdiction. <As 
regards the service of a copy of the deposition on 
the appellant. I am extremely loth to recognise 
any such practice. Notice of the intention to use 
any document which is already on the file ought to 
be sufficient. The party to whom the notice is 
given can go & look at it & make extracts of such 
parts as are material, or it might happen that he 
had already taken a note of the deposition. We 
ought not to sanction any such practice of serving 
copies of long examinations. With regard to the 
costs of the copies of the deposition which were 
supplied for the use of the respondent’s counsel, 
1 think that in the present case those costs should 
be allowed. It must not be supposed that we 
should in all cases allow such costs; we might in 
some cases allow only the costs of making extracts. 
But, in the present case, I think it was reasonable 
to supply copies for the use of counsel (JESSEL, 
M.R.).—Re Coopkn, Ha p. HALL (1882), 19 Ch. D. 
580, 587; 51 L. J. Ch. 556; 46 L. T. 549, C. A. 

4814. Shorthand notes of evidence.] 
—Under the common order of the Court of Appeal 
giving the costs of the appeal & of the shorthand- 
writer’s notes of the evidence & of the judgment in 
the court below, the solicitor of the successful 
party, when the shorthand notes have been 
printed in the first instance, is entitled on taxation 
of the costs to be allowed, in addition to the 
printer’s bill, 3d. per folio for one printed copy of 
the shorthand notes of the evidence supplied to 
each of his counsel on the appeal & 3d. per folio 
for one printed copy of the shorthand notes of the 
judgment supplied for the use of each judge of the 
Court of Appeal.—SINGER MANUFACTURING (Co. 
v. Looe (1883), 53 L. J. Ch. 288; 49 L. T. 484; 
31 W. Rh. 392, C. A. 

4815. For the court—Court of Appeal.] 
The three judges in the Court of Appeal should 
each be provided with a copy of material docu- 
ments (such as a copy of a will, the construction 
of which is in question), & the costs of the three 
copies should be allowed by the taxing masters.— 
Re RANDELL, Hoop v. RANDELL (1887), 56 I. T. 
8; 3 T. J. R. 365, C. A. 

4816. -—It is the duty of an 
appellant on the hearing of an appeal involving 
the construction of documents to supply the 
Court of Appeal with three copies of each matcrial 
document, & it is the practice to allow the costs of 
such copies on taxation. 

ere an appellant in such case failed to supply 
three copies of such documents, the appeal was 
ordered to stand over, & the costs of the adjourn- 
ment were directed to be borne by the appellant.—- 
CANNOT v. OPPENHEIM (1889), 38 W. R. 1, C. A. 

4817. -}—-On an appeal relating 
to the construction of a will one copy only was 
furnished for the use of the lords Justices, the 
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reason alleged for this course being that the taxing 
masters were chary of allowing the cost of three 
copies in a small case. The Lords Justices pro- 
tested against the notion that it was possible for 
the court to perform its duty properly in con- 
struing a will or other instrument unless a copy 
of such instrument was provided for the use of 
each member of the court, & intimated that the 
cost of copies so provided ought to be allowed on 
taxation.~- PRACTICE NoTE, [1897] W. N. 8. 

4818. Interlocutory proceedings. |— 
WARNER ?. Mosses, No. 4812, ante. 

4819. ~—- Short cause without pleadings 
—Or notice of motion.]}—In actions coming on as 
short causes without pleadings or notice of motion 
copies of the affidavits in support should be left 
with the papers for the use of the judge.—Re 
CHURCH STRETTON MINERAL WATER Co., ITD. 
(1904), 52 W. R. 375; 48 Sol. Jo. 299. 

4820. —— Documents for construction 
by court.]—Summons for the determination of a 
question depending wholly upon the construction 
of two settlements. No copies of the settlements 
had been prepared for use of the judge, & it was 
stated that it was not the practice of the taxing 
masters to allow the costs of copies prepared for 
this purpose. 

FARWELL, J., said that it was quite impossible 
for a judge to decide questions relating to the 
construction of documents without having copies 
of the documents before him. In his opinion the 
costs of copies supplied for the use of the judge 
ought always to be allowed; & if it was not the 
practice to allow them, he was prepared to make an 
order in every case before him, which turned on 
the construction of documents, that such costs 
should be allowed.—Re HovUsTOUN’S SETTLEMENT, 
SPARKES v. HUTCHELL (1903), 89 L. T. 4695; 52 
W. R. 61; 48 Sol. Jo. 33. 

4821. -}—This was a case which 
turned upon the construction of a will. No copy 
of the will had been provided for the use of the 
judge; & it was stated that there was a gencral 
impression that the cost of such copies would not 
be allowed on taxation :—Held: the court ought 
not to be expected to use original documents, & 
the costs of copies of all relevant parts of wills & 
other documents for the use of the court ought to 
be allowed on taxation.—Re PARRATT, PARRATT 
v. PARRATT, [1914] W. N. 222; 58 Sol. Jo. 580. 

4822. .]}—Because a pltf. is successful 
in his action he ought not to be deprived of some 
part of his proper costs thereof by reason of the 
fact that another pltf. who was employing the 
same solicitor had another action pending which 
related to the saine subject-matter; & a fortior 
when that other action was dismissed with costs. 
The court ought to be supplied with copies of all 
documents required for its use ; & the costs thereof 
are properly allowed on taxation.—WALKER v. 
PROVINCTAL HomsEs INVESTMENT Oo., LTp. (1910), 
101 L. T. 871. 

4823. Correspondence. ]—The allowance on 
taxation of the costs of copies of correspondence 
used at the trial of an action is a matter for the 
discretion of the taxing master ; but in exercising 
his discretion he ought to ascertain what part of 
the correspondence was in his judgment necessary 
& proper to be supplied to counsel & the court for 
the proper argument & decision of the case. 
Where, in answer to objections to his taxation of 
the costs of such a correspondence, the taxing 
master merely stated that he had allowed one- 
third, i.e. 1,159 folios, ‘‘ which in his Judgment & 
discretion comprised all that was necessary & 
proper to allow,” the matter was referred back to 
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him; but, on his reporting that he had recon- 
sidered the matter from the point of view above 
indicated, & had arrived at a conclusion not 
substantially differing from that at which he had 
previously arrived, a summons to vary his 
certificate was dismissed.—BUDGETT v. BUDGETT, 
[1895] 1 Ch. 202; 64 L. J. Ch. 209; 71 1. T. 632 ; 
43 W. R. 187; 39 Sol. Jo. 61; 13 R. 1. 

4824. French & English translation. ] 
—Where a case depended very much on the terms 
used in correspondence conducted in French 
between the pltfs. inter se & the defts. inter se, the 
court refused to overrule the decision of the judge 
who heard the case, affirming the decision of the 
taxing master, allowing the costs of copies of the 
correspondence in French as well as of the English 
translation for the use of counsel.—FEBRARD vt. 
GASSTER (No. 2) (1886), 55 LL. T. 741; 83 T. LR. 
25. C. A. 

4825. Prints of record in another action.] 
—The parties to an action between the owners of 
the B. & the C. agreed that the evidence taken in 
an action between the owners of the A. & the C., 
& printed for the purpose of an appeal, should be 
used in the action between the B. & the C. The 
pitfs. paid the solicitors of the A. for such prints, 
& charged the sums so paid in addition to the 
regular charge of 3d. per folio, as though the 
printing had been done in this action, under 
Ord. LXVI., vr. 7:—Held: on objection to the 
taxation, that the charge of 3d. per folio was not 
improper. 

Jn an action arising out of a collision where 
damage had been done to the amount of £2,000 :— 
Held: that the charges of a third counsel should 
not be disallowed.—THE MAMMOTH (1884), 9 P. D. 
126; 5381. J.P. 70; 51 L. TT. 459; 383 W. R.172; 
5 Asp. M. 1. C. 289. 











P. Petition with Tender of Costs of Perusal. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (19) Where any petition in a cause 
or matter assigned to the Chancery Division is served, and 
notice is given to the party served that in case of his appearance 
in Court his costs will be ohjected to, und accompanied by a 
tender of costs for perusing the same, the amount to be tendered 
shall be 1/2 108. The party making such payment shall be 
allowed the same in his costs, provided such service was proper, 
but not otherwise ; but this order is without prejudice to the 
rights of either party to costs, or to object to costs where no 
such tender 18 made, or where the Court or Judge shall consider 
the party entitled, notwithstanding such notice or tender, to 
appear in Court. In any other case in which a solicitor of a 
party served necessarily or properly peruses any such petition, 
without appearing thereon, he is to be allowed a fee not erceeding 
the amount aforesald, 


Service of petitions, generally.}—See R. S. (, 
Oid. LII., rr. 16, 17, Part LIX., ante. 

4826. No tender made — Respondent’s right to 
costs.|}—Where a petitioner does not, on serving 
the petition upon a respondent who has no interest, 
in the matter. tender him a sum sufficient to enable 
him to consult a solicitor as to the petition, the 
petitioner must pay the costs of the respondent’s 
appearing.— Woop v. BOUCHER (1870), 6 Ch. App. 
773 40L. J. Ch. 112; 28 1. T. 723; 19 W. RB. 234. 

4827. Service necessitated through claim by 
respondent.|—A petition for payment out of court 
was served on a party who did not appear on the 
petition to have any claim, but had sent notice of 
a claim. She now disclaimed, & was not allowed 
her costs.— Re Parry’s Trusts (1848), 12 Jur. 
615; 1111.7. 0. S. 532. 

4828. -]— Where an unnecessary party 
had heen served with a petition solely in conse- 
quence of a claim set up by him, he was left to 
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bear his own costs.—2e SHREWSBURY SCHOOT. 
(1849), 1 Mac. & G. 85; 41 E.R. 11953; sub nom. 
Re nen eee MUNICIPAL CHARITIES, 13 Jur. 
201, L. C. 

4829. Appearance improper or unnecessary. |— 
-~According to the recent practice, the court 
disapproves of the appearance of parties, on the 
hearing of a petition, though served, where their 
appearance is unnecessary, & their costs will be 
disallowed.—Day v. Crorr (1854), 19 Beav. 518 ; 
52 EK. R. 452. 

4830. .}——A purchaser under the court, 
after having obtained his conveyance, ought not 
to appear upon a petition to obtain the purchase 
money out of court, & he will not be allowed his 
costs of so doing.— BARTON v. LATOUR (1854), 18 
Beav. 526; 52 EK. R. 207. 

4831. .}— Held: upon a petition to dis- 
charge a receiver & pay over the money in court 
& the balance, the receiver, though served, ought 
not to appear, & his costs were not allowed.— 
HERMAN v. DUNBAR (1857), 23 Beav. 312; 58 
I. R. 122. 

4832. Acceptance of tender—By trustees.] 
Trustees who are respondents to a petition under 
Trustee Relief Act, 1847 (c. 96), for payment of a 
fund out of court. & have been tendered & have 
accepted 42s. for their costs under R. S. C., 1875 
(Costs), Sched. XVII., are not, as a vencral rule, 
entitled to their costs of appearance on the peti- 
tion.— Re SuTToN (1882), 21 Ch. TD. 855; 46 
LL. 'T. 740; 30 W. RR. 657. 

4833. By executor. |—-[xecutors who paid 
into cout, under Trustee Relief Act. 1847 (c. 96), 
a fund representing part only of a share the title 
to which was disputed, & retained the remainder 
in their hands, were made respondents to a petition 
for payment out of the funds in court, & accepted 
a tender of 30s. for their costs under R. S. C., 
Ord. LAV., vr. 27 (19) :—Held: they were entitled 
to their costs of appearance out of the remainder 
of the share.- Fe VARDON’s TRUSTS (1884), 2% 
Ch. I). 124; 54 1. J. Ch. 2443 51 L. T. $843 33 
W. KR. 2973; revsd. on other grounds (1885), 31 
Ch. D. 275, C. A. 

4834. Trustee of subsisting settlement—Applic- 
ability of tender.|—The practice of tendering 30s. 
for costs was never intended to apply to the trustee 
of a subsisting settlement (SWINFEN EADY, J.).— 
LOWE v. Moore, [1906] W. N. 142; 22 T. L. R. 
640. 

Petition for payment out of money in court— 
Lands Clauses Acts.|—See Compunsory PuUR- 
CHASE, Vol. XI., pp. 255, 265, Nos. 1608-1615, 
1819 et sey. 

Trust fund.|—Sce Trusts & TRUSTEES, 
Vol. XJ1I1., pp. 809, Nos. 2491 et seq. 




















Q. Disallowance of Improper, Veratious and 
Unnecessary Cosis. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (20) The Court or Judge may, at 
the hearing of any cause or matter, or upon any application or 
proceeding in any cause or matter in Court or at chambers, and 
whether the same is objected to or not, direct the costs of any 
indorsement on a writ of summons, pleading, summons, affidavit, 
evidence, notice requiring a statement of claim, notice to 
produce, admit, or cross-examine witnesses, account, statement, 
procuring discovery by interrogatories or order, applications for 
time, bills of costs, service of notice of motion or summons, or 
other proceeding, or any part thereof, which is improper, 
vexatious, unnecessary, or contains vexatious or unnecessary 
matter, or is of unnecessary length, or caused by misconduct or 
sy Sy to be disallowed, or may direct the taxing officer to 
look into the same and to disallow the costa thereof, or of such 
part thereof as he shall find to be improper, unnecessary, 
vexatious, or to contain unnecessary matter, or to be of un- 
necessary length, or caused by misconduct or negligence; and 
in such case the party whose costs are so disallowed shall pay 
the costs occasioned thereby to the other parties; and in any 
case where such question shall not have been raised before and 
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dealt with by the Court or Judge, it shall be the duty of the 
taxing cfficer to look into the same (and, as to evidence, although 
the same may be entered as read in any decree or order) for the 
purpose aforesaid, and poeeeupon the same consequences shall 
ensue a8 if he had been specially directed to do so: and in the 
King’s Bench Division the Master shall make such order as may 
be required to effect the object of this regulation 

(21) In any case in which, under the last preceding regulation, 
or any other Rule of Court, or by the order or direction of a 
Court or Judge, or otherwise, a party entitled to receive costs 
is Hable to pay costs to any other party, the taxing officer may 
tax the costs such parey is so liable to pay, and may adjust the 
same by way of deduction or set off, or may, if he shall think fit, 
delay the allowance of the costs such party is entitled to receive 
until he has paid or tendered the costs he is liable to pay ; or 
such officer may allow or certify the costs to be paid, and direct 
payment thereof, and the same may be recovered by the party 
entitled thereto in the same manner as costs ordered to be paid 
may be recovered, 


4835. Duty of taxing master — Specific direc- 
tions formerly necessary. |—-The taxing masters do 
not act under the 40th Consolidated Order, r. 9, 
in 1¢elation to the unnecessary length of the plead- 
ings, etc., unless directed by the order of reference. 
—- -Re FARINGTON (1864), 33 Beav. 346; 55 E.R. 401. 

4836. -|— Where an affidavit was filed 
which the court considered to be of unnecessary 
length, a direction was made that the taxing master 
should, on taxing costs, look into the affidavit 
& distinguish those parts which he might consider 
to be of unnecessary length, & disallow the costs 
occasioned = thereby.— Pe SKIDMORE’S TRUSTS 
(1855), 3 My. Rep. 736; 24 L. J. Ch. 7113; 1 Jur. 
N.S. 6965 26 1. T. O. S. 213 3 W. R. 584. 

4837. .|—In the taxing of costs the taxing 
master must exercise the jurisdiction conferred 
on him by additional pr. 18 (see, now, r. 27 (20)), as 
to Inquiring into the propriety of proceedings in 
an action, although no special directions for that 
purpose have been given; & he cannot refuse to 
make such inquiry where an order is obtained 
to stay proceedings on payment of costs. —/te 














WORMSLEY, BAINES v. WorRMSLEY (1878), 47 
lind. Ch. 844; 49 1. 1. 85; 27 W. R. 36. 
4838. --—.]-— The court has power to strike 


out scandalous matter from an affidavit, or to 
order the person who has filed it to pay the costs 
of it, on the application of any person, even a 
stranger to the action, or mero motu. It is not 
necessary that an application should be made hy 
the injured person. 

Direction given to the taxing master, under r. 18 
of Ord. VI. of the Additional Rules of Court, 
Aug. 1875, to look into & to disallow the costs 
of affidavits of unnecessary length.— CRACKNALL v. 
JANSON (1878), 11 Ch. D. 1; 39 L.'T. 315 27 W. R. 55. 

4839. Whether application necessary. |—CRACK- 
NALL v. JANSON, No. 4838, ante. 

4840. Costs of examination & attendance at 
trial.|—Whcere a pltf. obtains an order for his 
examination, & is examined, before the trial, but 
ulfimately attends the tral as a witness, the costs 
of both his examination & attendance may be 
allowed, if both were reasonably incurred.— 
DELAROQUE v. OXENHOLME (S. 8.) & Co., [1883] 
W.N. 227. 

4841. Scandalous matter in bill of costs.]-— 
While a bill of costs is lodged in the taxing 
master’s office the court has jurisdiction to order 
the scandalous matter in it to be expunged.-— 
Re Muwer, fe Frency, Love v. Hints (1884), 
54.L. J. Ch. 205; 511. T. 853; 33 W. R. 210. 

4842. Prolix affidavit.J—Although there is no 
rule of court specially giving power to the court to 
take pleadings or affidavits off the file for prolixity, 
yet the court has an inherent power to do so in 
order to prevent its records from being made the 
Instruments of oppression. 

Where however an affidavit of documents was of 
oppressive length, but it appeared to the court 
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that delay & expense would be caused by filing 
a fresh one, the court permitted it to remain on 
the file but ordered the party filing it to pay the 
costs of it.—HILn v. HART-DAVIS (1884), 26 Ch. 1D. 
470; 53 L. J. Ch. 1012; 51 L. T. 279, C. A. 

4843. Particulars in patent actions.J—Where a 
patent action, in which the deft. has pleaded no 
infringement & also invalidity of the pltf.’s patent, 
is dismissed with costs on the ground of no infringe- 
ment alone— the court not deciding the question 
of invalidity at all --& no certificate is given under 
sect. 29 (6) of the Patents, Designs, & Trade 
Marks Act, 18838, that the deft.’s particulars of 
objections to the validity of that patent were 
‘reasonable & proper,’ so that on taxation his 
costs of the particulars are disallowed on the 
ground of the absence of such a certificate; the 
pitf. is not entitled, under Rules of Supreme 
Court, 18838, Ord. LAV., r. 27, sub-rr. 20, 21, to 
set off, as against the costs payable by him, costs 
incurred by him in consequence of the deft.’s 
particulars, whether the deft. may, at the trial, 
have called evidence in support of them or not. 

It is a condition precedent to a party being 
allowed under sub-r. 20 the costs occasioned to 
him by improper proceedings of the other party 
that there must have been a disallowance of the 
costs of the other party, either by the court or 
by the taxing master under sub-r. 20, on the 
ground that the proceedings were ‘‘ imprope}. 
vexatious, or unnecessary ’’?; & disallowance of 
the deft.’s costs of particulars on the mere ground 
of the absence of the statutory certificate is in- 
sufficient to entitle the pltf. to the costs occasioned 
to him by them, & the taxing master cannot enter 
into the question whether the particulars were 
improper, as the deft.’s costs relating to them, being 
disallowed for want of a certificate, are not before 
him for taxation.—GARRARD v. Tipnut (1890), 44 
Ch. D. 224; 59 1. J. Ch. 3793 62 0. T. 5103 38 
W.R. 455; 6 'T. L. R. 258, C. A. 

Particulars—Unnecessary prolixity.]—Sec R.S.C., 
Ord. XIX., vr. 5, PLEADING, p. 8, ante. 
Unnecessary amendments.] - See R. S. (., 
Ord. LXV., r. 27 (31), (32), p. 950, post. 

Striking out matter unnecessary, etc.] — 
See R.S.C., Ord. XTX., vr. 27, PLEADING, p. 65, ante. 

Charges due to negligence of solicitor. |— See 
SoLiciroks, Vol. XLII., p. 252, Nos. 2829, 2830. 

4844, Unnecessary actions.]—This was an appli- 
cation to stay proceedings upon payment of the 
sum claimed & costs, less certain costs alleged 
to be unnecessary. 

Sixteen actions against underwriters had been 
consolidated by order. The pltfs. now desired to 
pay as for a total loss, but objected to pay the 
costs of the sixteen writs. 

For the defts., it was contended that the 
universal practice now was either to join all the 
underwriters in one action or to proceed against 
one & vrocure an undertaking from the others to 
be bound by the result; that the extra costs 
involved in issuing sixteen separate writs would 
be about £80 & that Ord. LXV., r. 27, sub-r. 20, 
gave power to disallow such costs. 

Counsel for pltfs. contended that there was 
nothing in the rules to prevent a pltf. bringing 
separate actions; that the objection should have 
been taken & the costs provided for when the 
consolidation order was made; & that, as this 
was a summons in the action ordered to be tried, 
the costs in the other fifteen actions could not now 
be dealt with. 

The court ordered that the pltfs. should have 
their costs in this action, & that, as to the other 
actions, pltf. should pay to the deft. such costs, if 








— 
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any, as they had been put to by the bringing of 
separate actions in lieu of including all the defts. 
in one writ.—GuULERET v. YOUNG, [1883] W. N. 216. 
4845. Unnecessary defendants.|—The owner of 
the reversions upon four leases, each comprising 
a number of houses, brought four actions for the 
recovery of the houses respectively comprised in 
each lease, on the ground of forfeiture for breach 
of covenants to repair contained in the leases. 
He made defts. in the actions a very large number 
of persons, who respectively occupied the houses 
as weekly tenants to one H., to whom the leases 
had been assigned. ll. obtained leave to appear 
& defend the actions; &. subsequently, having 
put the houses into a state of repair, he made 
application in each action for relief against the 
forfeiture. An order for such relief was made by 
consent in each action on condition of the paying 
the pltf.’s costs of the action as between solicitor 
& client. On taxation of the pltf.’s costs, the 
master allowed in each action (inter alia) items in 
respect of copies of the writ for service, & service 
thereof on each of the weekly tenants. On applica- 
tion for a review of taxation, the court being of 
opinion that, under the circumstances, the real 
object of the actions, namely, to compel the execu- 
tion of the repairs, might have been attained by 
one action against H. as sole deft.:--Held: the 
above-mentioned items having been unnecessarily 
incurred, they must be disallowed under Ord. 
LXV., r. 27, sub-r. 20, but that, H. having con- 
sented to an order for relief in each action being 
made on condition of his paying the pltf.’s costs 
of the action, the court could not order that the 
pltf. should only have the costs of one action.— 
GEEN v. HERRING, [1905] 1 K. B. 152; 74 L. J. 
K. B. 62; 53 W. R. 326; 21 T. L. R. 933; sub nom. 
GEEN v. HERRING, GEEN v. MACKINTOCK, GEEN v. 
HUMPHRIES, GEEN v. Faaa, 92 I. T. 37, C. A. 


R. Set-Off. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27 (21), p. 943, ante. 

4846. Set off against proceeds of fund.]— In a 
suit for the administration of assets, a debtor to 
the estate, who is entitled to have his costs of suit 
out of the fund, will not be allowed to receive pay- 
ment of them, while his debt continues unsatisfied ; 
but the costs due to him will be set off pro tanto 
ayvainst the debt due from him. 

Where the same solicitor acts for an executor 
& other co-defts., the estate will be charged, in 
respect of the executor’s costs, only with that 
proportion of the sum due to the solicitor from his 
clients which the executor, as between himself & 
the co-defts., ought to bear.—HARMER v. HARRIS 
(1826), 1 Russ. 155; 38 EF. R. 61. 

4847. ~]— Under sub-sect. 21 of r. 27 of 
Ord. LXV. of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
1883, costs which a party is ordered to pay 
personally may be set off against costs which he is 
entitled to receive out of a fund in court.— 
BATTEN v. WEDGWOOD CoaL & IRON Co. (1884), 
28 Ch. D. 317; 54 L. J. Ch. 686; 52 L. T. 212; 
33 W. R. 303. 

4848. Probable costs in  cross-action.]-— An 
action for infringement of a patent, & a cross- 
action by the deft. for groundless threats, had been 
set down together for trial. The judge held at the 
trial of the first action that the deft. had infringed, 
& gave judgment for the pitf. in the first action, &, 
a8 a consequence, dismissed the cross-action of the 
deft. On appeal, the Court of Appeal held there 
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had been no infringement, & dismissed the first 
action with costs, & ordered the cross-action to be 
remitted for trial again to the judge below. 
Though the deft. in the first action had been 
ordered to give security for the costs of the appeal, 
the pltf. in the first action did not, on the occasion 
of the judgment of the Court of Appeal, apply to 
the Court of Appeal for a stay of taxation in order 
that any costs which the deft. in the first action 
might become liable to pay, if his cross-action for 
threats were not successful, might be set off against 
the costs ordered to be paid by the pltf. in the 
first action to the deft.; but, on a subsequent 
occasion, the pltf. did make such an application :— 
Held: the application must be refused, as the 
deft. in the first action had then, by the judgment 
of the Court of Appeal, obtained a present right. 
which he could not be deprived of, to payment of 
the costs in the first action. 

Semble: if the application for stay of taxation 
for the purposes of set-off had been made on the 
occasion of the delivery of the judgment in the 
first action by the Court of Appeal, it would 
probably, under the circumstances of the case, 
have been” granted.—AUTOMATIC WEIGHING 
MACHINE Co. v. COMBINED WEIGHING & ADVERTIS- 
ING MACHINE Co. (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 647; 61 
L. T. 536; 37 W. R. 636, C. A. 

4849. Costs of appeal from interlocutory order.} 
—A party, who under a former order in the action 
was entitled to certain costs out of the estate, 
appealed from an interlocutory order, & his appeal 
was dismissed with costs. The respondent asked 
that under Ord. LXV., r. 27, sub-sect. 21, these 
costs might be set off against the costs which the 
appellant was entitled to receive, the certificate 
of the taxation of which was ready for signature. 
The court declined to order set-off, but directed 
that no costs should be paid out to the appellant 
for a fortnight, so as to give the respondent time 
to carry in his bill of costs of the appeal, that the 
set-off might be considered by the taxing master.— 
Re CRAWSHAY, DENNIS v. CRAWSHAY (1890), 45 
Ch. D. 318; 63 L. T. 597, C. A. 

4850. Costs payable to married woman person- 
ally—Set off of costs recoverable from separate 
estate./—A married woman, who was possessed 
of separate property, incurred a pecuniary liability 
to the pltfs. After the death of her husband she 
was sued in respect thereof, & judgment was 
recovered against her with costs, exccution being 
limited to her separate property not subject to a 
restraint on anticipation. Subsequently the pltfs. 
obtained an order for the appointment of a receiver 
of certain property which, during the coverture, 
had been separate property subject to a restraint 
on anticipation. This order was set aside with 
costs. On taxation of these costs the pltfs. 
claimed to set off against them the costs recovered 
in the action :—Held: that, although execution 
as to the costs recovered in the action was limited 
to the separate property of the deft., these costs 
could be set off against costs payable to her 
personally on the discharge of the order for a 
receiver.—PELTON BROTHERS v. HARRISON, [1892] 
1Q.B.118; 61L.J.Q.B.144; 651. T. 845,C. A. 

4851. Appeal to Privy Council—-Costs due in 
House of Lords—Set off against costs due in Court 
of Appeal.|—The Appeal Committee after final 
judgment has been given in the appeal will not 
set off costs due by an appellant in the House of 
Lords against balance costs due to the area 
as the result of a decision in the Court of Appeal. 
If there is a probability of any question of costs or 
any other matter arising after & as incident to the 
appeal, the matter ought to be mentioned at the 
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hearing.— RUSSELL 7. RUSSELL, [1898] A. (. 307; 
67 L. J. P. 69, H. L. 

4852. Independent proceedings. ]|—The provisions 
of Ord. LXV., r. 14, & Ord. LXV., r. 27 (21), 
with regard to set off of costs between parties 
are confined to cases in which the judgments for 
costs sought to be set off against each other arc in 
the same action or proceeding, & do not extend 
to cases in which the judginents for costs are in 
distinct & independent litigations.—Davip  »v. 
REEsS, [1904] 2 K. B. 485; 73 1. J. KK. B. 729; 91 
L. T. 244; 52 W. RR. 579; 20 T. 7. R. 577; 48 
Sol, Jo. 603, C. A. 
el}—See, also, Soricrrors, Vol. NULIL., pp. 
284, Nos. 3192 et seq. 

Patent actions.|}—See Patents, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 832, 834, 835, Nos. 8177, 3198, 3201. 

See, also, Souicirors, Vol. XLII., pp. 282, Nos. 
et et seq.; & R.S.C., Ord. LXV., r. 14, p. 902, 
ante. 








S. Costs under Requlation (20) in Chancery 
Chambers. 

R. S. C., Ord. LXV., vr. 27. (22) Where in the Chancery 
Division any question as to any costs is under Regulation (20) 
dealt with at chambers, the chief clerk is to make a note thereof, 
and state the same on his allowance of the fees for attendances 


at chambers, or otherwise as may be convenient for the informa- 
tion of the taxing officer. 


T. Party Appearing Unnecessarily. 


R. 8.C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (23) Where any party appears upon 
apy application or proceeding in Court or at chambers, in which 
he is not interested, or upon which, according to the practice of 
the Court, he ought not to attend, he Is not to be allowed any 
costs of such appearance unless the Court or Judge shall expreasly 
direct such costs to be allowed. 


Attendance in chambers.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
LYV., rr. 40-48, p. 741, ante. 

4858. ——- Under common order’ without 
special leave. ]—To entitle a person interested in an 
administration action to the costs of attending 
proceedings in chambers under the decree, he 
must attend by special leave of the judge; & if 
he attends under the common order of course & 
without special leave, he may be ordered to pay, 
in addition to his own costs, the extra costs 
occasioned by his attendance.—SHARP v. LUSH 
(1870), 10 Ch. D. 468; 48 L. J. Ch. 231; 27 W. BR. 
028, 

4854. -]— The Master of the Rolls 
desired it to be understood that parties attending 
proceedings in chambers under Consolidated Order 
XAXV., r. 16, were not entitled to any costs of 
such attendance, unless they had obtained special 
leave to attend.— Re MARSHALL, BOWYER v. 
MARSHALL, [1879] W. N. 12. 

4855. -+—Mere liberty to attend the 
proceedings under an administration judgment docs 
not entitle the parties having the liberty to the 
costs of their attendance in chambers as a matter 
of course. In order to entitle such parties to 
such costs the order giving the liberty to attend 
should expressly provide that they are to be en- 
titled thereto.— Day v. Batry (1882), 21 Ch. D. 830. 

Attendances in administration action.}—Sce 
R.S. C., Ord. XVI., vr. 47, p. 446, ante. 

Attendance on taxation.}—Sre R. S. ©., Ord. 
LXV., rv. 27 (27), p. 950, post. 

Appearance on petition.] 
LXV., r. 27 (19), p. 942, ante. 

4856. Appearance proper.|—After considerable 
delay in the prosecution of a suit, the solicitor of 
& deceased party was served with a notice of 
motion. A question arose as to the costs of this 
appearance :—Held: his duty to the court 
rendered it proper for him to appear on the 
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motion.—CHALIR v. GWYNNE (1846), 9 Beav. 319 ; 
50 E. R. 367. 

4857. -J}— Parties though not formally 
served with a notice of motion, yet substantially 
made respondents, held entitled to their costs.— 
SItAW v. FORREST (1854), 20 Beav. 249; 52 E.R. 
598. 

4858. —-—.]—Where the trustees of a will had 
been duly served in the ordinary course with notice 
of appeal in an action relating to the construction 
of the will, no intimation having at the same time 
been given to them that their appearance at the 
hearing would not be expected, & they accordingly 
appeared by separate counsel thereat —who was 
not, however, in the events which happened, called 
upon to take any part in the proceedings or to assist 
the court in any way—they were held to be entitled 
to have their costs of appearance.— CATTERSON v. 
CLARK (1906), 95 I. T. 42, C. A. 

4859. Appearance unnecessary.|—A party who 
has been served with a notice of motion, but has 
no interest in the subject-matter, is not entitled 
to appear by counsel on the motion merely to ask 
for his costs. 

Thus, where the pltf. in a foreclosure action, who 
had parted with his interest, had been served with 
a notice of motion to re-open foreclosure absolute, 
& appeared by counsel on the motion & asked for 
his costs, he was held not to be entitled to his costs 
of appearance ; but inasmuch as, upon his being 
served with the notice of motion, no intimation 
was given him that he need not appear, & no 
tender was made to him of his costs of being 
advised as to the effect of the motion, he was 
allowed 40s. costs.—CAMPBELL v. HOLYLAND 
(1877), 7 Ch. D. 166; 47 L. J. Ch. 145; 38 
L. T. 128; 26 W. R. 160. 

4860. .—A first mortgagee brought an 
action for foreclosure against the mortgagor & a 
number of subsequent incumbrancers of whom (G. 
was one. G. put in a defence disclaiming all 
interest & consenting to be dismissed without 
costs. It was admitted that G. had had an 
interest, & was properly made a party to the 
action. The pltf., instead of obtaining the 
common order to dismiss, served G. with notice of 
motion for judgment for a foreclosure decree 
against him. G. appeared at the hearing :—Held : 
that it was unnecessary for him to appear, & he 
was not entitled to his costs.—LEWIN tv. JONES 
(1884), 51 L. T. 59; 538 L. J. Ch. 1011. 

4861. Motion to discharge order of revivor— 
Appearance of parties beneficially interested.]—An 
order of revivor, obtained by deft. to prosecute a 
suit which has become abated by the death of 
another deft. after decree, is irregular when 
obtained without notice to the pltf., though the 
pitf. is a trustee who has no substantial interest 
in the suit. 

A notice of motion to discharge an order so 
obtained is properly intituled in the matter of 
the abated suit. 

The court discourages attempts to snatch the 
conduct of a cause. I have always been very 
strict in taking away the conduct of a cause from 
the pltf. who neglects to proceed with it, & giving 
the conduct to a deft. ; but this is not the right 
way for a deft. to get the conduct of the cause. 
He ought to apply for it in chambers, & not 
attempt to snatch it by an order of revivor. I 
am of opinion, also, that the notice of motion & 
affidavit in support are rightly intituled in the 
original & revived suits, omitting the suit which it 
is sought to set aside. 

The parties who obtained the order must pay 
the costs of this application, but I cannot order 
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1. (a) & (6).] 
them to pay the costs of the other parties who have 
appeared (LORD ROMILLY, M.R.).—STRATFOHD v. 
BAKER (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 256, 258. 

4862. Administration action—Application for 
liberty to attend at own expense.|—This was an 
action for the administration of the estate of a 
deceased testator. One of the beneficiaries under 
the will, not made a party to the action, obtained 
an order for liberty to attend the proceedings at 
his own expense. The action being now beard on 
further consideration, the beneficiary asked for his 
costs of attending the proceedings in chambers, on 
the ground that such attendance had been of 
considerable benefit to the estate. CaHItry, J., 
said that the general rule was that such orders 
were taken out at the expense of the applicant, 
& that, even assuming that, in the present case, 
the applicant’s attendance had been beneficial, 
yet there was nothing which justified the court in 
giving him his costs, for such costs should not be 
allowed except in extreme cases.—ARNOLD ¥. 
ROBINSON (1586), JO Sol. Jo. 673. 

4863. Limitation of costs of appearance. |—A 
contingent legacy to an infant was paid into court 
by the executor of the will of a testatrix under the 
Legacy Duty Act. 

iA summons was then taken out by the guardian 
of the infant, asking that the income of the legacy 
might be paid to him until the infant should attain 
twenty-one. 

An originating summous was also taken out by 
the next-ol-kin of the testatrix, claiming the 
mecome during the minority of the infant on the 
vround that it was undisposed of by the will. 

The two summonses were heard together before 
the judge in chainbers when he decided that the 
income until the infant should attain twenty-one 
was undisposed of, & that the next-of-kin were 
entitled to it. The executor’s solicitor asked that 
his costs of attendance, amounting to about £13, 
might be allowed out of the income. ‘The judge 
considered the attendance of the executor’s solicitor 
unnecessary. & declined to allow more than a fixed 
sum for costs, to be determined by the chief clerk. 
The chief clerk, without attempting to tax the bill, 
but acting upon what the judge had said. allowed 
the sum of 38 guineas. The matter was again 
referred to the judge, who confirmed the order of 
the chief clerk. A motion was accordingly made 
to vary that order:—AHeld: that rv. 23° of 
Ord. LAV. of the Rules of Court, 1883, seemed to 
apply to the ease ; but that, in any event, the court 
had power in such a case as the present to limit the 
amount of the costs to be allowed.—-Re WALTERS, 
Moor¥ vv. BEMROsE (1888), 58 L. T. 101. 








U. Applications for Time. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (24) Subject to the provisions of 
Rule 7 of Order LXIV., the costs of applications to extend the 
time for taking any proceedings shall be In the discretion of the 
taxing officer, unless the Court or Judge shall have specially 
directed how the costs are to be paid or borne. The taxing officer 
shall not allow the costs of more than one extension of time 
unless he is satisfied that such extension was necessary, and 
rould not, with due diligence, have been avoided. The costs of 
a summons to extend time shall not be allowed in cases to which 
Rule 8 of Order LXIV. applies, unless the party taking out such 
summons has previously applied to the opposite party to consent, 
“nd he has not given a consent, to a sufficient extension of time, 
or the taxing officcr shall consider there was a good reason for 
not making such application; and in case the taxing officer 
shall not allow the costs of such summons, and shall consider 
that the party applying ought to pay the costs of any other part 
occasioned thercby, he may direct such payment, or deal with 
tuch costs, in the manner provided by Regulation (21). 


See RS. C., Ord. LX1V., vr. 7, p. 843, ante. 


PRACTICE. 


V. Powers of Taxing Maater, 
(a) In General. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (25) The taxing officers of the 
Supreme Court, or of any Division thereof, shall, for the purpose 
of any proceeding before them, have power and authority to 
administer oaths, and shall, in relation to the taxation of costs, 
perform all such duties as have heretofore been or are by general 
orders directed to be performed by any of the Masters, Taxing 
Masters, Registrars, or other officers of any of the Courts whose 
jurisdiction was by the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1878, 
transferred to the High Court of Justice or Court of Appeal, 
and shall, in respect thereof, have such powers and authorities 
as immediately before the Ist November, 1875, were, or by 
general orders are, vested in any such officers, including 
examining witnesses, directing production of books, papers, and 
documents, making separate certificates of allocaturs, requiring 
any parey to be represented by a separate solicitor, and to 
direct and adopt all such other proceedings as could be directed 
and adopted by any such officer on references for the taxation 
of costs, and taking accounts of what is due in respect of such 
costs, and such other accounts connected therewith as may be 
directed by the Court or a Judge. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LXI.. 1. 1B, p. 828, ante. 

4864. Costs incurred abroad.|—A bill was dis- 
missed with costs. Considerable costs had been 
incurred by the examination & cross-examination 
of witnesses in Australia under a comnnission :- - 
Held: the taxing master must have regard to the 
rules of taxation there; but the court refused to 
refer the taxation of that part of the bill to the 
proper officer in Australia. —WENTWORTH _ 1. 
Luioyp (1865), 34 Beav. 455; 12 L. T. 226; 18 
W. 1. 486; 55 E.R. 711. 

4865. Cross-examination before master.]—On 
a taxation between solicitor & client, the master, 
after perusing an affidavit of the solicitor & an 
affidavit of the client denying the facts, refused to 
allow the solicitor to submit an affidavit in reply, 
or to cross-examine the client :-—Held : under such 
circumstances, the master should allow further 
evidence, & should take viva voce evidence under 
the powers given him by Ord. LXV., r. 27 (25).— 
Rte EVANS, £2 p. BROWN (1887), 35 W. R. 546, D.C. 

4866. General account between parties. ]— 
Under the common order for the taxation of costs, 
the master is not authorised to take an account of 
pecuniary matters between the parties, which are 
foreign to the bill of costs ; but secus where moneys 
paid by the client on account of the bill of costs, 
or where by agreement between solicitor & client, 
the moneys which come to the hands of the solicitor 
are to be applicable to the payment of the bill of 
costs. 

Under the common order, the master is not 
authorised to allow interest on the balances of 
moneys of the client, from time to time in the hands 
of the solicitor, though such appears to have been 
the agreement between the parties.—-JONES v. 
JAMES (1839), 1 Beav. 307; 3 Jur. 310; 48 FE. R. 
958. 

4867. ~}—An account of all the dealings & 
pecuniary transactions not connected with the 
bills of costs cannot. be obtained upon a petition 
for the taxation of costs. The account directed 
on petition being limited to moneys paid or duly 
appropriated towards satisfaction of the bills.— 
Re SmirH (1841), 4 Beav. 309; 49 EK. R. 358. 

4868. .J—Under the common order for 
taxing a solicitor’s bill, the master ought to take 
an account of sums received by the solicitor for his 
client, in the character of solicitor, & which are 
connected with the items of the bills. But the 
master ought not to take, under that order, a 
general account between the parties.—CoorEr v. 
EWART (1847), 15 Sim. 564; 60 E. R. 7388; affd., 
2 Ph. 362. 

4869. ———.]—A decree directed a reference to 
the taxing master to tax the deft.’s bills of costs, & 
a reference to the master in ordinary to take an 
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account of all the dealings & transactions between 
the pltf. & the defts. By a subsequent order made 
on a motion it was directed that, notwithstanding 
the decree, both references should go to the taxing 
master :—-Held: (1) the order was erroneous, as 
varying the decree in such a manner in which it 
could not be varied upon motion without consent ; 
(2) matters unconnected with bills of costs could 
not be referred to the taxing master.—KING v. 
SAVERY (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 3113; 25 L. J. Ch. 


64; 2 Jur. N.S. 431; 4 W. R. 471; 44 FE. R. 
410, I.JJ. 
4870. ——.|—'‘he provision in the common 


order to tax a solicitors’ bill, that the solicitor 
‘‘do give credit for all sums of money by him 
received of or on account of ” the client, includes 
& is confined to all moneys which the solicitor, in 
his character of solicitor or agent of the client, 
has received, or is legally or equitably liable to 
pay over to the client, & against which (if sued for 
by the client) the solicitor could set off his costs 
when taxed. 

Consequently the solicitor is not bound to give 
credit for moneys received by him & applicable to 
the payment of fees due by him to the client as 
counsel in matters not connected with the bill of 
costs.—/te L&E BRASSEUR & OAKLEY, [1896] 2 Ch. 
487; 65 L. J. Ch. 763; 74 L. T. 717; 45 W. R. 
873; sub nom. Re L. & O., 40 Sol. Jo. 637, C. A. 

4871. Lands Clauses (Taxation of Costs) Act, 
1895—-Certificate under.}—Where an order under 
the Light Railways Act, 1896 (c. 48), incorporates 
the Lands Clauses Acts, & on a submission to 
arbitration under the light Railways Act the 
arbitrator awards costs to be paid by one of the 
parties to the submission, either party can require, 
under the Lands Clauses (Taxation of Costs) Act, 
1895 (c. J1). 8. 1, that the costs shall be taxed & 
settled by one of the masters of the Supreme 
Court, whose decision is not open to review.-— 
Re CANNINGS, Lrp. & MIppLESEX COUNTY 
CoUNCIL, [1907] 1 K. B. 61; 761. J. K. b. 44; 
95 1. T. 766; 71 J. P. 463 23 T. LR. 485 51 
Sol. Jo. 45; 5.1L. G. KR. 442, C. A. 


(6b) Allowance of Costs, ete. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV.,r. 27. (29) On every taxation the Taxing 
Master shall allow all such costs, Charges and expenses, as shall 
appear to him to have been necessary or proper tor the attain- 
ment of justice or for defending the rights of any party, but 
save as against the party who incurred the same no costs shall 
be allowed which appear to the Taxing Master to have been 
incurred or increased through over caution, negligence or 
mistake or by payment of special fees to counsel or special 
charger or expenses to witnesses or other persons, or by other 
unusual expenses, 


4872. Operation of rule-——Discretion of master.] 
—In the taxation of the costs of an action in which 
the examination of a witness under the common 
order before trial has not been used at the trial for 
some reason, such as the attendance of the witness 
at the trial or the taking of a judgment by consent, 
the costs of the examination should not be dis- 
allowed under Ord. LAV., r. 27 (29), merely on the 
ground that the use of the examnination had become 
unnecessary. The true test in exercising the dis- 
cretion given to the taxing master by the rule is 
whether the costs of the examination were 
‘““necessary or proper for the attainment of 
justice ’’ under the circumstances existing at the 
time the examination was ordered, irrespective 
of the eventual state of circumstances at the trial. 

There is no hard & fast rule of taxation that the 
costs of a proceeding should not be allowed unless 
it has been actually used for some purpose.— 
BARTLETT v. HiaGins, [1901] 2 K. B. 230; 70 
L. J. K. B. 621; 84 .L. 97. 508; 49 W. R 449, C. A. 
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4873. ——,]—Under r. § of Ord. LXY., 
& vr. 10 of Jan. 1902 (which is the new sub-r. 29 
of r. 27 of the same order), the discretion of the 
taxing officer is no longer limited to the maximum 
fee prescribed by Appendix N.; but under these 
regulations he has now on every taxation a two- 
fold discretion—first, in ordinary cases, the dis- 
cretion conferred on him by Appendix N., &, in 
addition to that, a general discretion in special 
cases to allow all such costs, charges, & expenses 
as appear to him to have been necessary or proper 
for the attainment of justice, or for defending the 
rights of any party. 

The Practice Notes of the Masters of Hilary 
Sittings, 1902—known as the ‘‘ Blue Book ’’— 
though framed & issued by them under the power 
conferred on them by sub-r. 37 of r. 27 of Ord. 
LXV., have no statutory authority, & do not 
abrogate or fetter the discretion given them by 
the Rules of the Supreme Court. They merely 
define the practice which, as a general rule, should 
be followed by the masters on taxations.—Re 
ERMEN, TATHAM v. IeRMEN, [1903] 2 Ch. 156; 72 
L. J. Ch. 492; 88 1. JT. 353; 51 W. R. 4753; 47 
Sol. Jo. 494. 

4874. ~}—Ord. LXV., rv. 27, sub-r. 29, 
has not altered the practice of the court with 
reference to a review of the taxing master’s 
decision on the allowance or disallowance of the 
fees of a third counsel employed by one of the 
parties in a case. The old authorities still apply ; 
& in deciding whether the costs of three counsel 
ought to be allowed the court can take into con- 
sideration the length of the documents that) had 
to be examined, the length of time the case was 
likely to last, the fact that large sums are involved, 
& that the case is of commercial importance ; but 
the commercial importance of the case, the im- 
portance of the issues, & the great public interests 
involved, are not by themselves sufficient reasons 
for allowing the costs of a third counsel.-—PEEI, 
v. LONDON & NorTH WESTERN Ry. Co. (No. 2), 
[1907] 1 Ch. 607; 761. J. Ch. 379; 96 L. T. 498 ; 
51 Sol. Jo. 325. 

4875. ——.]—In the taxation of costs the 
taxing master has discretion under Ord. LXV., 
r. 27 (29), to decide whether costs incurred before 
action brought were necessary or proper for the 
attainment of justice, &, if so, to allow them. 

The other matter that arises is as to the costs 
incurred before the action was commenced. That. 
has nothing to do with the stay of proceedings, but it 
is a pure question whether or not the costs incurred 
before the writ was issued are costs which the 
pltfs. can recover under an order for the costs of 
the action. Upon that question it appears to me 
to be very important to bear in mind that the 
taxing masters have got to apply the words of 
Ord. LXYV., r. 27 (20). That rule is the guiding 
rule in the taxation of costs. It is intended to 
sum up generally the principles upon which costs 
are awarded; & I cannot help thinking that if 
that rule were really rigorously applied by every- 
body—& by ‘‘ rigorously lanes ’’» I mean applied 
in all cases & giving full effect to the width of its 
language—there would be many fewer complaints 
by successful litigants than there are at the present 
moment. It is a rule which is intended to give to 
the successful litigant a full indemnity for all 
costs reasonably incurred by him in relation to the 
action. It says in terms that the taxing master 
is to allow ‘‘ all such costs, charges & expenses, as 
shall appear to him to have been necessary or 
proper for the attainment of justice.”’ That is 
the whole principle that the taxing master has to 
apply (ATKIN, I..J.).- P&icHERIES OSsSTENDAISES 
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(Soc. ANON.) v. MERCHANTS’ MARINE INSURANCE 
Co., [1928] 1 K. B. 750, 762; 97 1. J. K. B. 445; 
1388 L. T. 682; 44 T. L. R. 270; 17 Asp. M. L. C. 
404,C. A. 

4876. ———_ ———-.]—In a collision action, before 
the pltfs. had filed their preliminary act or state- 
hepa of claim, the defts. took statements from 
independent witnesses on other vessels. The 
pltfs. shortly afterwards discontinued the action. 
On the taxation of the defts.’ bill of costs the 
assistant registrar disallowed the costs of obtaining 
these statements on the ground that there was “ a 
well-settled principle of taxation that a party is 
only entitled as against his opponent to incur such 
costs or expenses as will enable him to conduct his 
case at the stage which the proceedings have 
reached, & not incur expenses in anticipation of 
matter, which, as events turn out, never arise ’’ :— 
Held: that r. 27 (29) of Ord. LXV., which provides 
that the taxing master is to allow ‘ all such costs, 
charges & expenses, as shall appear to him to have 
been necessary or proper for the attainment of 
justice,’? was not limited in the way stated by the 
assistant registrar ; that if solicitors could compel 
the discontinuance of an action, as in this case, by 
collecting the necessary evidence, they were 
entitled to do so; that accordingly the costs in 
question were not prematurely incurred; & that 
the defts. were entitled to recover them from 
the pltfs. on taxation.—THE CHANNEL QUEEN, 
[1928] P. 157; 97 L. J. P. 97; 139 L. T. 336; 44 
T. L. R. 505; 17 Asp. M. L. C. 484. 

4877. -}—There cannot be any hard 
& fast rule against allowing the costs of a leading 
counsel retained for trustees. The taxing master 
should always exercise a discretion in allowing or 
disallowing such costs according to the exigencies 
of the case under consideration (CLAUSON, J.).— 
Re Tuck, [1928] W. N. 90; 72 Sol. Jo. 302. 

4878. -}+—In July, 1929, pltf. ascer- 
tained that defts. were proposing to pull down 
their existing premises in Manchester & to erect 
upon the site thereof a cinema or theatre. Fearing 
that the erection of defts.” new premises would 
interfere with the ancient lights of the premises 
which he owned, & which were immediately 
opposite those of defts., he consulted his solicitor 
& had plans & elevations prepared of defts.’ 
premises before demolition. Negotiations for a 
settlement having failed, pltf. on Sept. 7, 1929, 
issued his writ out of the Manchester District 
Registry for an injunction to restrain defts. from 
interfering with his ancient lights. The action 
did not proceed to trial, but was compromised on 
the terms that an inquiry should be directed as to 
damages, which were subsequently assessed at 
over £1,400, & that defts. should pay pltf. his costs 
as between solicitor & client. In taxing pltf.’s 
costs the district registrar allowed the costs 
incurred by pltf. before the issuc of the writ & also 
the costs of three experts. On a summons by 
defts. to review taxation BENNETT, J., disallowed 
these costs. On appeal:—Held: the allowance 
of the costs before the issue of the writ was a 
matter within the discretion of the registrar, 
whose duty it was to consider all the facts of the 
case & to allow all such costs as in his opinion had 
been properly incurred before action brought in 
obtaining materials which would be useful to pltf. 














at the trial, & the registrar having proceeded on a ! 
473; 45 L. J. Ch. 69; 31 L. T. 8738; 23 W. R. 332. 


right principle & upon the evidence before him, the 
court would not interfere with the exercise of his 
discretion. 


PRACTICE. 


The registrar having found that the circum- 
stances of the case were exceptional was justified 
in allowing the costs of a third expert. Graigola 
Merthyr Co., Ltd. v. Swansea Corpn., No. 4898, 
post, does not lay down a hard & fast rule that in 
no case will the costs of a third expert be allowed. 
The rule is a general rule of practice to be followed 
in ordinary cases which must yield where the 
circumstances are exceptional._—-FRANKENBURG v. 
Famous LASKY F1iLM SERVICE, Lrp., [1931] 1 Ch. 
428; 100 L. J. K. B. 187; 144 L. T. 534, C. A. 

4879. Solicitor &-client costs.|—Rule 10 of 
R.S. C., Jan. 1902 (see, now, r. 27 (29), supra), applies 
to taxation of costs both as between party & 
party & as between solicitor & client.—-McIVER 
& Co., Lap. v. TATE STEAMERS, LTp., [1902]2 K. B. 
184; 71L. J. K. B. 717; 871. T. 320; 50 W. R. 
642; 18 T. L. RK. 653; 46 Sol. Jo. 569, C. A. 

4880. .}—It is my practice on the hearing 
of an originating summons of this kind, brought 
by trustees, or brought by a beneficiary & adopted 
by the trustees as useful for solving questions in 
administration of their trust, to allow the costs of 
all parties out of the estate as between solicitor & 
client. It has been suggested that in view of the 
new rule on the subject (Ord. LXV., vr. 27 (29)), it 
is no longer necessary to use the words ‘‘ as between 
solicitor & client.’”’ It seems to me that the rule 
does not do away with the necessity for directing, 
on an application of this kind, that the costs should 
be taxed & paid as between solicitor & client, & 
if the costs were simply directed to be paid out of 
the estate, the taxing master would not allow all 
the costs payable as between solicitor & client 
(KEKEWICH, J.).—Re BRADSHAW, BRADSHAW v. 
BRADSHAW, [1902] 1 Ch. 486, 450; 71 L. J. Ch. 
230; 86 L. T. 253. 

4881. -}-An action was settled upon the 
terms that judgment should be entered for the pltf. 
against the deft. for a sum of money “ with costs 
as between solicitor & client to be taxed (if 
necessary).’’ The judgment was accordingly 
drawn up to that effect. The taxing master 
taxed the costs upon the footing that the second 
part of sub-r. (29) applied, & he disallowed or 
reduced in amount a large number of items, stating 
in effect that a taxation of costs as between solicitor 
& client, where the costs were to be paid by one 
party to another party, was stricter than a taxa- 
tion as between solicitor & client where the costs 
were to be paid by the client to his solicitor & 
gave little more than a taxation as between party 
& party :—Held: the second part of sub-r. (29), 
from the words ‘‘ but save as against the party 
who incurred the same,’’ applied to all taxations 
except a taxation as between a solicitor & his own 
client, & that, having regard to the above dis- 
tinction in taxations as between solicitor & client, 
the taxing master had taxed the costs on the 
proper principle.—GILES v. RANDALL, [1915] 1 

. B. 290; 84 L. J. K. B. 786; 112 LT. 271; 
59 Sol. Jo. 131, C. A. 

4882. Party & party costs.]/—A taxation of 
costs as between party & party, the only costs 
chargeable against the unsuccessful party, are such 
as are necessary for the conduct of the litigation. 

The rule that charges will not be allowed for 
employing more than two counsel will only be 
departed from in exceptional circumstances, & in 
determining whether such circumstances exist the 
amount of interest which the successful party has 
in maintaining the suit may be taken into con- 
sideration.—SMITH v. BULLER (1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 








4883. Special case—Costs incurred before filing 
—Revenue side of King’s Bench Division. }—Ord. 
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LXYV., r. 27 (29), is applicable to the costs of settling 
@ special case for the opinion of the court, in an 
appeal on the revenue side of the King’s Bench 
Division, incurred before the filing of the case.— 
MANCHESTER CORPN. v. SUGDEN, GRESHAM LIFE 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY v. BISHOP, [1903] 2 K. B. 
71; 721.5. K. B. 746; 88 L. T. 679; 67 J. P. 
317; 51 W. R. 627; 19 T. L. RR. 473; 4 Tax Cas. 
595, C. A. 

4884. Counsel’s fees.]——- The taxing master 
struck out about 65 per cent. of the fees marked on 
the hearing before AstBURY, J., & on reconsidera- 
tion struck off about 40 per cent. Le took the 
view that unnecessary papers had been included 
in the briefs ; & that the master’s certificate made 
it clear that the applicant was entitled to the whole 
fund, & that there was nothing left to be decided 
either by way of construction or contention. 
Counsel for the applicant to review taxation 
submitted that it was necessary to go fully into 
the whole matter before AstTBURY, J. They 
referred to Ord. LXV., r. 27 (29). Younaesr, J., 
said that it seemed clear that the taxing master 
had acted on a mistaken impression with regard 
fo the work to be done on the hearing before 
AsTBuRY, J. THis lordship thought that the 
objections should be allowed, & as the same taxing 
master allowed the same fees on the original 
hearing, the amounts marked would be allowed.— 
Re LINDSAY’s Esratrrm, LINDSAY v. AYRTON, [1915] 
W.N. 246. 

Special fee.|—See No. 4736, ante. 
Refresher fees.|—See Nos. 4740-4760, ante. 

4885. View by counsel—Allowance upheld.]— 
There is no difference in principle between the costs 
of counsel’s view before trial & the costs of counsel’s 
view after trial for the purposes of an appeal; & 
although such costs will not as a general rule 
be allowed in party & party taxation, yet the 
court will not interfere with the decision of the 
taxing master where, in the exercise of his 
discretion, he has allowed them.—LxrEbDS FoRGE 
Co., Lrp. v. DEIGHTON’S PATENT FLUE & TUBE 
Co., Lrp., [1908] 1 Ch. 475; 72 L. J. Ch. 294; 87 
lL. T. 711; 51 W. RR. 380; 47 Sol. Jo. 222. 

4886. Instruction for brief—On originating 
motion.]—A fee for instructions for brief on an 
originating motion was allowed under r. 27 (29) 
although not provided for by Appendix N.—Re 
BURROUGHS WELLCOME & Co.’s TRADE MARKS 
(1904), 22 R. P. C. 164. 

4887. Witnesses’ expenses.|—-DELAROQUE _ v. 
S. 8S. OXENHOLME & Co., No. 4810, ante. 

4888. Incurred through over-caution or 
mistake. Jj—The court will not review the allowance 
of a witness’s expenses on the ground that they 
were incurred through over-caution or mistake, 
under Ord. LXV., vr. 27 (29), if on proper considera- 
tion they have been allowed by the taxing officer. 
The words in sub-r. (29), ‘‘no costs are to be 
allowed which do not appear to the taxing officer 
to have been necessary or proper for the attain- 
inent of justice, . . .”? mean that the final decision 
lies with the taxing officer, whose finding is not 
open to review.—OLIVER v. Ropins (1894), 64 
a aa 203; 711. T. 636; 43 W. R. 1873; 13 

4889. Master acting on mistaken principle. ] 
~~MAXIM v. Gopson & Sons, No. 4945, anle. 

4890. Examination not used at trial.]— 
BARTLETT v. Hiaeins, No. 4872, ante. 

——.]—-See, alao, EVIDENCE, Vol. XX., pp. 483— 
442, Nos. 4493-4597. 

4891. Expert’s expenses.]—In an action, ulti- 
Mately dismissed with costs, raising complicated 
questions of fact & law, involving at the trial the 
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examination of varied scientific theories & investi- 
gations, & imposing a large amount of labour & 
heavy responsibility on those conducting it at 
the trial :—-Held: there were such special cir- 
cumstances in the case as to justify the allow- 
ance on taxation of three counsel to one set of 
defts., & that it was not material to take into 
account the fact that their co-defts., whose interests 
up to a certain point were the same, were repre- 
sented by two counsel. 

Kach deft. is entitled to fight his own case, & is 
not tu be deprived of the advantage of so doing 
by the fact that his co-defts. were also doing their 
duty by themselves in fighting their own battle. 

Where a personal view of the locus in quo was 
essential to enable a scientific witness to make his 
evidence of most value a proper qualifying fee 
was allowed, although he was not ultimately 
called as a witness.—CGREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. v. 
CARPALLA UNITED CHINA CLAY Co., Lp. (No. 2), 
[1909] 2 Ch. 471; 791. J3.€Ch.55; 101 1. T. 383 ; 
53 Sol. Jo. 699. 








4892. oJ—MAXIM v. GopsoNn & Sons, No. 
4945, post. 
4893. ~.|—In cases involving expert evidence 





only two experts are to be heard on each side, 
unless the judge is satisfied that by reason of 
special circumstances justice cannot be done 
without hearing further expert evidence. This 
rule does not exclude either side from calling any 
one to speak to matters he has seen, even though 
an expert, but in such case the examination must 
be confined to matters of fact, & such person must 
not be treated as an expert witness.—GRAIGOLA 
MERTHYR Co., LTD. v. SWANSEA CORPN., [1927] 
W. N. 30; 71 Sol. Jo. 1425; subsequent proceed- 
ings, [1928] Ch. 31. 

4894. -}—FRANKENBURG v. FAMOUS LASKY 
itm SreRvicrE, Lrp., No. 4878, ante. 

~——.]}—See, also, Eviprence, Vol. XXII... pp. 
508-516, Nos. 53897-5483, & Supp.; PaATENTs, 
Vol. XXXVI, p. 842, Nos. 3299-3301. 

Solicitor appearing in person.|—Sce SOLICITORS, 
Vol. XLIJ., pp. 258, 254, Nos. 2813-2848. 

Attendances on counsel.]—Sce SoLicIToRs, Vol. 
XLII., pp. 150, 249, Nos. 1483, 2803. 

Copies of documents. ]—Sce Nos. 4809-4825, ante. 

4895. Over-caution—Joinder of defendants. ]— 
GEEN v. HERRING, No. 4845, ante. 

_--See, also, No. 4888, ante. 

4896. Defendants severing. ]|— BOSWELL v. COAKS, 
No. 4704, ante. 

4897. Costs unnecessarily or improperly in- 
curred.|—SIMMONS v. STOREK, No. 4937, post. 

4898. Several actions against one defendant. |— 
Where numerous actions were brought by different 
pltfs. against one deft. in respect of the same 
subject-matter, & deft.’s solicitor had cntered 
appearance in all the actions at one & the same 
time :— Held: he was entitled on taxation to the 
full fec allowed by the rules in each action, & the 
taxing master had no jurisdiction under Ord. 
LXV., r. 27 (29), to reduce the fee in respect of 
all the appearances subsequent to the first.— PRICE 
v. Clanton, [1906] 2 Ch. 487; 75 L. J. Ch. 658 ; 
95 L. T. 710. 

4899. ———.]}+-WALKER v. PROVINCIAL HOMES 
INVESTMENT Co., LTp., No. 4822, ante. 








W. Directions to Tax Costs Charged in Account. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (26) Where an account consists in 
part of any bill of costs, the Court or Judge may direct the 
taxing officer to assist in settling such costs, not being the 
ordinary costs of passing the account of a receiver, and the 
taxing officer, on receiving such directions shall proceed to tax 
such costs, and shall have the same powers, and the same fees 
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shall be payable in respect thereof, as if the same had been 
referrod tc the taxing officer by an order; and he shall return 
the same, with his opinion thereon, to the Court or Judge by 
whose direction the same were taxed. 


_Moderation of costs.]—See SoLicrrors, 
XLII., pp. 224-226, Nos. 2557-2572. 


Vol. 


X. Altendance of Parties. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (27) The taxing officer shall have 
authority to arrange and direct what parties are to attend before 
him on the taxation of costs to be borne by a fund or estate, 
und to disallow the costs of any party whose attcndance such 
officer Shall in his discretion consider unnecessary. 


a SOLICITORS, Vol. XLII., p. 207, Nos. 2807— 
) 

4900. Party ordered to pay costs.|—In _ pro- 
ceedings such as these I am of opinion that the 
person who is ordered to pay should have an 
opportunity of coming before the taxing officer, & 
of being heard as to what he should pay. He 
should have an opportunity of making an objection 
to the items which are charged against him 
(BreHam, J.)-—-R. v. WINDER, [1900] 2 Q. B. 
666, 676; O69 L. J. Q. B. 729; 64.1. P. 741: 48 
W. R. 605; 44 Sol. Jo. 4863 sub nom. R. a. 
WINDER, Ea p. BOLTON Corpn., 83 L. T. 1715) 16 
T. L. R. 400, D.C. 





I’, Neglect to Proceed with Taxation. 


R. 5. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (28) When any party entitled to 
costs refuses or negiects to bring in his costs for taxation, or to 
procure the sane to be taxed, and thereby prejudices any other 
party, the taxing officer shall be at liberty to certify the costs 
ot the other parties, and certily such refusal or neglect, or may 
allow such party refusing or neglecting a nominal or other sum 
for such costs, so as to prevent any other party being prejudiced 
hy such refusal or neglect. 


Z. Unpaid Items of Disbursements. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (294) In taxations under or pur- 
suant to the Solicitors Act, 1843, of a solicitor’s fees, charges, 
and disbursements no such disbursements shall be allowed 
which have not been actually made before the delivery of the 
bill of costs unless the bill shall expressly state that they have 
not then been made, and shall set out such unpaid items of 
disbursements under a separate heading in the bill, in which 
case they may be allowed by the Taxing Master it they are 
actually made before the commencement of the proceedings in 
Which the taxation takes place, and are made in discharge of an 
antecedent liability of the solicitor (including counsel’s fees) 
properly incurred on behalf of the client. For the purposes of 
computation of one sixth thereof such bill shall be deemed to 
include euch unpaid items as part of the bill. Provided also 
that it the proceedings for taxation shall have been commenced 
by the client or a third party, payments made by the solicitor 
pending such proceedings in discharge of any such antecedent 
Hability so set out in the bill (including counsel's tces) may be 
allowed by the Taxing Master, if actually made before the 
commencement of the taxation, if {t appears to him that such 
payments have been properly made and that no injustice is 
done thereby. The provisions as to the review of taxations 


shall apply to anything done ‘ i : : 
this Rule. ything done by the Taxing Master pursuant to 


_See SOLICITORS, 
Nos. 1558-1563, 


Vol. XLIL, pp. 156, 157, 


AA. Work and Labour for Which No Fee Provided. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (30) As to any work and labo 
properly performed and not herein provided tor and in reanede 
of which fees have heretofore been allowed, the same or similar 


lees are to be allowed for such work a 1 
been allowed. nd labour as have heretofore 


4901. Practice of masters.] — HARRISON 
LrEUTNER, Leutnor, No. 42065, ante. 

4902. Costs incurred before commencement of 
action.|—PEcCHEKIES OSTENDAISES, (SOC. ANON.) 


e uae MARINE INSURANCE Co., No. 4875, 
aille. 


Vv. 


PRACTICE. 


4908. ——-.]---FRANKENBURG v. FAMOUS LASKY 
FiLtmM SERVICE, Litp., No. 4878, arte. 

4904. Statements leading to discontinuance oi 
action. |—THE CHANNEL QUEEN, No. 4876, ante. 

4905. Affidavits taken during stay of proceed- 
ing.]—On the taxation of costs under the order 
dismissing the action, the taxing master held that 
deft. ought not to be allowed the costs of his 
affidavits, on the ground that they ought not to 
have been prepared during the stay of procecdings : 
—Held: the taxing master had acted on a wrong 
principle, & the costs of the affidavits ought not 
to have been disallowed upon that) ground.— 
WHITELEY EXERCISER, Lrp. v. GAMAGE, [1898] 
2Ch. 405; 67 L. J. Ch. 560; 79 L. T. 20; 47 
w WR, 206; 5 Mans. 2- 

4906. Perusal of affidavits.| -Order made that 
the taxing master should be at liberty to allow a 
special charge for the perusal of affidavits, the 
amount thereof (if any) to be in his discretion.— 
Re De Rosaz, RYMER v. Dis Rosaz (1883), 24 
Ch. D. 684; 53 L. J. Ch. 448; 49 L. T. 13838. 

4907. Translation of foreign documents. |~- 
Charges for translations of foreign documents 
inade in a solicitor’s office allowed in taxing cost» 
relating to administration.—/e Bowms, STRATH- 
MORE (HARL) v. VANE, [1900] 2 Ch. 2513; 69 
L. J. Ch. 544; 82 L. T. 673; £8 W. R. GOE. 





BB. Costs Occasioned by Amendment. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (31) Where the plaintiff is directed 
tu pay to the defendant the costs of the cause, the costs 
occasioned to a detendant by any amendment of the plaintiff’s 

leadings shall be deemed to be part of such defendant's costs 
in the cause (except as to any amendment which shall appear 
to have been rendered necessary by the default of such 
defendant) ; but there shall be deducted from such costs any sum 
which may have been paid by the plaintiff according to the 
course ot the Court ut the time of any amendinent. 

(32) Where upon taxation a plaintiff who has obtained a 
judgment with costs is not allowed the costs of any amendment 
of his pleadings on the ground of the same having been un- 
necessary, the detendant’s costs occasioned by such amendinent 
shall be taxed, and the amount thereof deducted from the costs 
to be paid by the defendant to the plaintiff. 


Amendment generally.|—See R. S. ©., Ord. 
XXVIII. p. 472, & PLEADING, pp. 92-1380, ate, 

4908. Amendment by court-—-To raise real 
point at issue.|——-An amendment to the pleadings 
made at the trial by the court, mero amolu, in order 
to raise the real point at issue, is no ground for 
departing from the usual rule as to the costs of 
the action. NoTracm ve. JACKSON (1883), 11 
Q. B.D. 627, 

4909. Matter improperly introduced by amend- 
ment-—Direction to master.|--—Special direction to 
taxing gnaster to see whether matter had been 
improperly introduced hy amendment & to charge 
pltf. therewith.—-BuURCHELIL v. Giles (1848), 11 
Beav. 34; 50 I. R. 729. 

4910. Amendment due to negligence or error 
of plaintiffs.J—Where a bill had been amended 
three times, & the two last amendinents were made 
necessary by the negligence or error of pllfs., deft. 
was allowed extra costs for those amendments.-~— 
WATTS v. MANNING (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 421; 57 
i. R. 168. 

4911. Abandonment of claim after amend- 
ment.J—Where plitf., by amendment. abandons a 
part of his claim, & it appears he has in that respect 
acted vexatiously, the court, on motion, will direct 
him to pay the costs thereby occasioned.—STRICK- 
LAND v. STRICKLAND (1840), 3 Beav. 242; Y 
L. J. Ch. 392; 49 KE. R. 95. 

4912. New claim by amendment.]——Pltf. by his 
original bill sought to set aside a deed. After 
the answer was filed he, under the usual order, 
amended the bill by making quite a different 





Part LXXXVI.—Cosrs. 


case, & sought to establish the deed. The court 
ordered him to pay the costs of the original bill & 
of certain accounts set forth in the answer in com- 
pliance with the prayer of that bill, & the costs of 
the motion.—MAavor v. Dry (1824), 2 Sim. & St. 
113; 57 FE. R. 288. 

4913. Withdrawal of unsubstantiated charges.] 
-~'The cause at hearing went off for want of parties, 
with liberty for the pltf. to amend. The pltf. 
under the order struck out many charges in the 
bill which the deft. had answered; ordered on 
application to be restored, that the court might 
give the deft. the costs of such part of the bill as 
the pltf. had waived.—BvulLock v. PERKINS 
(1746), Dick. 110; 21 E. QR. 210. 

4914. -}—All the allegations of fraud have 
been struck out of the amended bill, & the bill, as 
amended, prays that the pltf. might have the 
benefit of the settlement, & in such a case the 
course is to make the pltf. pay all the costs of the 
original bill, & an order would be made to that 
effect (per CuR.).— KERNOT v. CRITCHLEY, [18607] 
W.N. 252; 17 L. T. 134. 

4915. »}--When charges of misconduct are 
introduced into a bill, & are denied by the answer 
& then withdrawn, the court will, at the hearing, 
make an order for payment by pltf. of all the costs 
occasioned by such unfounded charges without 
any special application for the purpose.— FINCH v. 
WESTROPE (1871), lL. R. 12 Eq. 24; 40 L. J. Ch. 
441; 241. T. 412; 19 W. R. 672. 

4916. Amendment advised by counsel.]—-A bill 
was filed for a foreclosure of a mortgage & for a 
transfer of a suin of stock. On the answer being 
filed, disclosures were made which rendered it 
advisable to amend the bill, by striking out all 
that related to the mortgage; & thereby nearly 
one-half of the bill & answer was rendered useless. 
The court, however, refused to order, on motion, 
the pltf. to pay the deft.’s costs occasioned by the 
amendment ; as it appeared that the amendment 
was made under the advice of counsel & not for 
the purpose of vexation or oppression.-—MONCK ¢. 
TANKERVILLE (EARL) (1839), 10 Sim. 284; 8 
J. J. Ch. 3683 3 Jur. 1167; 59 KK. R. 628. 

4917. Error due to _ proceedings hurriedly 
taken.|— A wrongdoer cannot be heard to com- 
plain that in proceedings hurriedly taken to stop 
the wrong pltf. has not accurately stated his title 
(an amendment afterwards being made), & in 
such a case deft. will not be relieved from the 
payment of the extra costs occasioned by pltf.’s 
mistake as to his title.— A.-G. «. TOMLINE (1877), 
5 Ch. J). 750. 











CC". Action, Petition or Motion Dismissed with 
Costs. 

R. §. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (33) Where an action or petition 
is dismissed with costs, or a motion is refused with costs, or 
apy costs are by any general or special order directed to be 
paid, the taxing officer may tax such costs without any order 
referring the same for taxation, unless the Court or a Judge 
upon the application of the party alleging himself to be aggrieved 
prohibits the taxation of such costs. 


4918. Costs of motion standing over till trial. |--- 
On taxing costs under a judgment dismissing the 
action with costs, the costs of a motion by pltf. 
Which was adjourned or stood over to the hearing, 
& was then not brought on, would be included in 
the costs of the action.—GOsSNELL v. BISHOP 
(1888), 38 Ch. D. 885; 57 L. J. Ch. 642; 36 W. J. 
505, C. A. 

4919. Interlocutory application to Court of 
Appeal—No direction for postponement of taxation. ] 


‘An application by a deft. in an action in the , 
Queen's Bench Division, to strike out the statc- | allowed by the gencral or 
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ment of claim as embarrassing, having been 
refused by a Divisional Court, the deft. appealed, 
& the Court. of Appeal made an order “‘ that the 
judgment of the court below be reversed with 
costs of this appeal & of the proceedings in the 
court below.’’ The deft. applied to the master 
to tax the costs, which he declined to do on the 
ground that they were costs of an interlocutory 
application, & that the taxation must stand over 
till the termination of the action :—Held: the 
practice of the Comnmon Law Division to have 
only one taxation of costs in an action does not 
apply where costs are given by the Court of 
Appeal, & under an order of the Court of 
Appeal directing payment of costs, without any 
intimation that the taxation & payment are to 
be postponed, the party to whom they are ordered 
to be paid is entitled to have thein taxed & paid 
forthwith.— Pinmirps v. Puinipes (1879), 5 Q. B.D. 
60, C. A. 


DD. Taxation in Case Purlies Differ. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV.,r. 27. (34) Where it is directed that costs 
shall be taxed in case the parties differ about the same, the parts 
claiming the costs shall bring the bill of costs into the office of 
the proper taxing ofhcer, and give notice of his having so done 
to the other party, and at any time within eight days after such 
notice such other party shall have liberty to inspect the same 
without fee, if he thinks fit. And at or before the expiration of 
the cight days, or such further time as the taxing officer shall 
in his discretion allow, such other party shall either agree to 
pay the costs or signify his dissent therefrom, and shall there- 
upon be at Hbertyv to tender a sum of money for the costs; but 
where he makes no such tender, or where the party claiming 
the costs refuses to accept the sum so tendered, the tating 
officer shall procced to tax the costs ; and where the taxed costs 
shall not exceed the sum tendered, the costs of the taxation 
shall be borne by the party claiming the costs. 


EE. Costs to be Paid oul of Fund in Court. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (35) Where any costs are by ans 
judgment or order directed to be taxed and to be paid out of 
any money or fund in Court. the taxing officer in his certificate 
of taxation shall state the total amount of all such costs ap 
taxed without any direction for that purpose in such Judgment 
or order. 


4920. Costs incurred by executors after fund 
paid into bank-—Repayment.|—Where executors 
paid residue into the bank to the credit of infants, 
under the Legacy Duty Act. 1795 (¢. 52), & subse- 
quently incurred costs in the Probate Court, repay- 
ment allowed to them on petition out of fund so 
paid in.— Re BLigur (1873), 21 W. RR. 573. 

4921. Petition for payment out—Costs of plain- 
tifY joined. |—-Where five of the pltfs. in an old 
action commenced by bill of complaint in equity 
petitioned the court for payment out of funds 
standing to the credit of that action, & wade the 
sixth pltf. & certain defts. to the bill & certain 
incumbrancers of the sixth pltf.’s share in the 
fund in court respondents to the petition. it was 
held that the pltf. respondent was entitled to have 
a separate set of costs of the petition. ——-KpDWanps 
v. Perry (1915), 112 L. T. 1119; 59 Sol. Jo. 802. 





IF, Fees of Conveyancing Counsel and Experts. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (36) The allowances In respect of 
fees tu the conveyancing counsel of the Court, and to any 
accountants, merchants, engineers, actuaries, and other scientific 
persons to whom any question is referred, shall be regulated by 
the tuxing officers, subject to appeal tu the Court or Judge, 
whose decision shall be final. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. LI., rr. 7-13, p. 670, ante ; 
& R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 19, p. 739, ante. 

4922. Accountants.|—The scale of charges 
der in bankruptcy for an 
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accountant & his clerks adopted in taking accounts 
in chambers.—MEyYmotr v. Mrymotr (No. 2) 
(1864), 33 Beav. 590; 4 New Rep. 390; 33 
L. J. Ch. 686; 10 L. T. 681; 10 Jur. N.S. 715; 
12 W. R. 996; 55 E. R. 498. 

4923. «--The junior counsel who had 
advised throughout the proceedings taken by a 
claimant against a conipany in liquidation, in 
respect of their breach of contract to purchase his 
business, having been called within the bar before 
the hearing of the claim & after a leader had been 
retained :—Held: on review of taxation, that 
having regard to the length & complication of the 
case & evidence, the costs of a third counsel as 
junior counsel at the hearing ought to be allowed. 

An accountant employed as a skilled witness 
to give evidence in support of the claim, though 
entitled to a reasonable allowance for his time 
& expenses in preparing his evidence by an 
examination of the books, is not entitled upon 
party & Pelt taxation to his charges for 
balancing & putting the books into shape for the 
purpose of supporting the claim.—fRe J.AFFITTE 
(CHARLES) & Co., Lyrp., LAFFITTE’S CLAIM (1875), 
lL. R. 20 Eq. 650; 414 L. J. Ch. 633; sub nom. Re 
rae & Co., fv p. LAFITTE, 33 L. T. 91; 24 

ee bs 

4924. Surveyors.]—Upon the taxation of a bill 
of costs relating to the reinvestment in land of 
moneys paid into court under the Lands Clauses 
Act, the taxing master allowed a lump sum for 
purveyor'’s charges, being a commission on the 
amount of the purchase-money according to 
liyde’s Scale, which is a scale prepared by an 
cminent surveyor of that name on the principle 
that a commission varying from five to one-half per 
cent. should be paid to the surveyor according to 
the amount of the purchase-moncy. An applica- 
tion was made to the court to direct the taxing 
master to review his taxation in respect of this 
item :—Held: that the question was in reality 
one not of principle but of amount, & that the 
court would not interfere; but that if it were a 
question of principle a prevailing practice of 
paying surveyors by commission ought not to be 
disturbed.—A.-G. v. DRAPERS’ Co. (1869), L. R. 9 
iq. 69; 21 L. T. 651. 

4925. Scientific person.|—A moderate fee, such 
as £7 7s. a day, may be allowed for a scientific 
witness to read up a case for the purpose of giving 
evidence.—SMITH v. BULLER (1875), lL. R. 19 Eq. 
ts 45 L. J. Ch. 69; 31 L. T. 873; 23 W. R. 

4926. 
ante, 








—-.J—TURNHULL v. JANSON, No. 4696, 


Vol. XXXVI, 





-}—Sec, also, PATENTS, 
p. 842, Nos. 3299-3301. 


GG. Former Rules. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV.,r.27. (37) The rules, orders, and practice 
of any Court whose jurisdiction is transferred to the High Court 
of Justice or Court of Appeal, relating to costs, and the allowance 
of the fees of solicitors and attorneys, and the taxation of costs, 
existing immediately before the 1st November, 1875, shall, in 
“0 far as they are not inconsistent with the Act and these Rules, 
remain in force and be applicable to costs of the same or analogous 
preceedin 8, and to the allowance of the fees of solicitors of the 
sublets ourt and the taxation of costs in the High Court of 
EC and Court of Appeal. But the Taxing Masters shall 
est power to revise and regulate the practice in regard to 
pezation of costs, and the allowance of fees so as to assimilate 
: 1© allowances for costs, and to secure uniformity upon all 

axations so far as may be practicable and expedient. 


4927. Effect of sub-rule.}—Rule 28 of Addi- 
tional Rules of Court (Costs), 1875, when applied 


PRACTICE. 


to the Chancery Division, does not mean that the 
old common law rules as to costs shall prevail in 
the chancery as well as the other divisions, but 
that the rules of the old Court of Chancery 
as to costs shall, except where altered by the 
new rues, remain in force in the Chancery 
Division.—PRINGLE v. GLOAG (1879), 10 Ch. D. 


676; 48 L. J. Ch. 880; 40 1. VT. 512; 27 W. R. 
574, 
4928. -}—The court, upon an application 





to set-off cross-judgments in distinct actions are 
entitled, notwithstanding Ord. LXV., r. 14, to 
oider that the set-off shall be subject to the lien 
for costs of the solicitor of the opposite party— 
for assuming that r. 14 applied to a set-off in 
distinct actions, it leaves the court a discretion 
to allow the set-off, cither subject to or notwith- 
standing the solicitor’s lien, & if it hasno application 
the court have the same discretion by the practice 
previous to Reg. Hil. Term, 1853, r. 63, which, 
since the repeal of that rule by the new rules, is 
revived. 

lt is unnecessary to decide whether r. 14 of 
Ord. ILXV., or the 37th sub-section of r. 27 of the 
same order, gave the court a discretion to protect 
the solicitor’s lien where the set-off is claimed in 
distinct actions. If it were necessary to decide 
whether Ord. LXV., r. 14, applies to a set-off in 
respect of distinct & separate actions [ should 
wish for more time to consider the question. But 
if it does not apply the practice before any rules 
were made on the subject continues in force & 
enables the court to exercise the same discretion 
as if it actually applied (BAGGALLAY, 1J..J.).—— 
EDWARDS v. lope (1885), 14 Q. B. D. 922, 927; 
54 1. J. Q. B. 379; 53 1. T. 693 33 W. R. 672, 
C. A. 

4929. ——.]—-Ord. LNAV., vr. 27, reg. 387, 
directs that the rules, orders, & practice of any 
court whose jurisdiction has been transferred to 
the High Court of Justice relating to costs existing 
prior to the commencement of the Judicature Act, 
18738, shall, in so far as they are not inconsistent 
with the principal Act & the rules, remain in force 
& be applicable to costs of the same or analogous 
proceedings. The mode, therefore, in which the 
Court of Chancery dealt with the costs of defts. 
to chancery suits affords an analogy which, in my 
opinion, ought to guide the court on the present 
occasion (STIRLING, J.).—SANDERSON v. BLYTH 
THEATRE Co., [1903] 2 K. B. 583, 542; 72 L. J. 
K. B. 761; 89 I. T. 159; 52 W. RR. 38; 19 
T. L. R. 660, C. A. 

4930. Case not provided for by rules—Choice of 
practice.]— In cases where no rule of practice is 
laid down by the new orders, & there is @ variance 
in the old practice of the Chancery & Common 
Law Courts, that practice is to prevail which is 
considered by the court most convenient.— 
NEWBIGGIN-BY-THE-SEA GAS Co. v. ARMSTRONG 
(1879), 138 Ch. D. 310; 49 L. J. Ch. 2313; 41 L. T. 
637; 28 W. R. 217, C. A. 





4931. ———~, |—HARRISON v. WEARING, No. 
4951, post. 
4932. -~ —-—.}- Upon summons to review 





the taxation of costs, the court refused to direct 
the taxing master to adopt the practice in the 
Queen’s Bench Division of requiring the solicitor 
to make an “ affidavit of increase,’’ since evidence 
could be obtained without such affidavit of all 
matters necessary for the information of the 
taxing master. But the court declined to lay 
down any rule that such affidavit of increase 
should in no case be required.—SMmiru v. DAY 
(1881), 16 Ch. D. 726; 50 L. J. Ch. 338; 44 L. T. 
217; 20 W. R. 424. 
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AA. Discretionary Allowances. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (88) As to all fees or allowances 
which are discretionary, the same are, unless otherwise pro- 
vided, to be allowed at the discretion of the taxing officer, who, 
in the exercise of such discretion, is to take into consideration 
the other fees and allowances to the solicitor and counsel, if any, 
in respect of the work to which any such allowance applies 
the nature and importance of the cause or matter, the amoun 
involved, the interest of the parties, the fund or persons to bear 
the costs, the general conduct and costs of the proceedings, and 
all other circumstances: and where a party is entitled to sign 
judgment for his costs, the taxing officer, in taxing the costs, 
may allow a fixed sum for the costs of the judgment. 


4938. Notice subsequent to summons for 
direction—Aliowance for.]|—The proper fees to be 
allowed on an ordinary application for further 
directions subsequent to a summons for directions 
are 1s. 6d. for the notice of application, ls. for the 
copy for chambers, & 28. 6d. for the copy & service 
on the other side, making a total of 5s. 

The master has certified that when the summons 
for directions was introduced the masters con- 
sidered the matter, & fixed the charge for these 
notices, including the copy for chambers at 5s. 
In my opinion, that is a fair & reasonable allowance 
for the work done. In some cases it may be a 
little high, & in some cases it may be quite in- 
sufficient ; but if the notice is special, & necessarily 
exceeds three folios, the master makes an additional 
allowance under items 52 & 53; even if the notice 
should be special, but nevertheless brief, so as not 
to exceed three folios, the masters have a wide 
diseretion, & may take that matter into con- 
sideration with regard to discretionary items, 
under Ord. L.XV., r. 27 (38) (QSWINFEN Eapy, J.).— 
MACGUARE v. MILLIGAN, [1903] 1 Ch. 145, 148; 
721. J. Ch. 87; 877. T. 676; 51 W. R. 743; 19 
T. L. R. 44; 47 Sol. Jo. 52. 

Solicitor trustee—Non-professional charges. ]— 
oe onn Vol. XLTT., p. 121, Nos. 1169- 

74, 

4934. Charges for instructions for brief—On 
solicitor & client taxation.}—Re Ronry & Co., 
No. 4697, ante. 

4935. Costs of third expert witness.}]—MaxIm v. 
Gonson & Sons, No. 4945, post. 

4936. Misconduct alleged against trustee— 
Costs of counsel in defence.]—A trustee solicitor, 
deft. In an action to set aside the settlement of 
which he is trustee, against whom unfounded 
charges of misconduct are alleged in the statement 
of claim, is entitled to the costs of briefing two 
counsel in his defence, although the pltf. has 
abstained from claiming any relief against him 
personally, & has professed in the pleadings to sue 
him only as trustee——Bruty v. EpMUNDSON, 
aa ok 1Ch. 112; 87 L. J. Ch. 108; 118 I. T. 1, 

4937. Effect of order for taxation—Master may 
disallow all costs.]}—Where, under an order direct- 
Ing an account of what was due to a party in 
respect of costs of proceedings taken by him to 
enforce a judgment in the Exchequer Division, the 
taxing master to whom the bill of costs was 
referred disallowed the costs of certain abortive 
garnishee summonses. On a summons to review 
the taxation :—Held: that the taxing master was 
not precluded by the form of order from disallow- 
Ing any costs that he thought proper, & that, 
under Rules of Court, 1875 (Costs), Ord. VI., 
r. 26, he was bound to do so; also that the costs 
In question were properly disallowed. 

When a party carries in an objection in writing 
to the certificate of a taxing master under Rules of 
Court, 1875 (Costs), Ord. VI., r. 30, he is only 
bound to state the items to which he objects, not 
the reason of his objection.—Srmm™ons 1. STORER 
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(1880), 14 Ch. D. 154; 49 L. J. Ch. 121; 42 L. T. 
291; 28 W. R. 408. 

‘aii Appeal.|}—BoswELL v. CoAks, No.” 4704, 
ante. 


IT. Lump Sum in Case of Delay, ete. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r.27. (384) If upon any taxation it shall 
appear that the costs have been increased by unnecessary delay 
or by improper, vexatious, prolix or unnecessary proceedings, 
or by other misconduct or negligence, or that from any other 
cause the amount of the costs is excessive having regard to the 
nature of the business transacted or the interests involved or 
the money or value of property to which the costs relate or to 
the other circumstances of the case the Taxing Master shall 
allow only such an amount of costs as may be reasonable and 
proper and may assess the same at a gross sum, and shall (if 
necessary) apportion the amount among the parties if more 
than one. The provisions as to the review of taxations shall 

~ to allowances and certificates under this Rule. 





Discretion of master.]—See Sorntcrrors, Vol. 
XLIT., p. 207, Nos. 2305, 2306. 

4939. Excessive costs incurred.|—The further 
consideration of an action by a married woman, 
tenant for life with a restraint on anticipation, 
against the trustees of her marriage settlement. 
which had been conducted with much hostility by 
the pltf., & in which very heavy costs had been 
incurred, was compromised on certain terms under 
which the pltf. & the defts. were to bear their own 
costs. Pitf. applied that the pltf.’s costs, or a 
portion of them, might be allowed out of the trust 
estate. The judge, after intimating that the 
costs incurred appeared to be excessive consider- 
ing the value of the trust estate & other circum- 
stances, consented to allow a portion of the pltf.’s 
costs out of the estate, but directed that the matter 
should be referred to the taxing master to tax the 
costs of the pltf. as between party & party with a 
view to assess a gross sum in accordance with the 
provisions of Ord. LXV., r. 27, reg. 38A.—WIL- 
LIAMS v. DuUNPIty, [1889] W. N. 188. 

4940. Unnecessary inquiries made.]—This case 
came before the court for further consideration, 
& the defts. asked that the pltf. might be 
ordered to pay the costs of the action. The pltf. 
was the sole executor & trustee of the will of 
George Dale, a grocer. The property had been 
realised in the action, & the total amount of the 
proceeds was about £370. The testator died in 
1878, having by his will left all his property upon 
trust for his wife during widowhood, with power 
to carry on the business, & on her death or 
marriage, upon trust for sale, the residue to be 
divided among his children & the issue then living 
of any deceased. On May 30, 1879, the writ was 
issued in this action. In April, 1880, the state- 
ment of claim was delivered, in which the number 
& names of the testator’s children were stated, 
the only reason given for the action being that 
difficultics had arisen in the administration of the 
trust. The widow & Joseph Dale, an adult son, 
were the defts. On Nov. 17, 1880, the pltf. 
applied for & obtained an order for accounts & 
inquiries. The certificate was not made until 
June 5, 1889 :—Held: (1) many of the inquiries, 
particularly that concerning the children, were 
unnecessary & improper; (2) however, the suit 
being instituted, & the order for accounts & 
inquiries made before the General Orders of 1883 
came into operation, the trustee, under the old 
practice, was not so much to blame as to be 
ordered to pay the costs; (3) it was a case to 
which the new rule, Ord. LXV., r. 384, of the 
Rules of Court, 1883, applied.—Re DALE, STUBBS 
vv. DALE (1889), 62 L. T. 28. 
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JJ. Solicitors’ Costs—One-Siath Rule. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (388) If on the taxation of a Dill 
of costs payable out of a fund or estate (real or personal), or out 
ot the assets of a company in liquidation, the amount of the 
professional charges and disbursements contained in the bill is 
reduced by a sixth part, no costs shall be allowed to the solicitor 
leaving the bill for taxation for drawing and copying it, nor for 


attending the taxation. 


See Souicitrors, Vol. XLIT., pp. 217-224, Nos. 
2440-2656. 


KK. Objections. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (39) Any party who may be dis- 
satisfied with the allowance or disallowance by the taxing officer, 
in any bill of costs taxed by him, of the whole or any part of any 
items, may, at any time before the certificate or allocatur is 
signed, or such earlier time as may in any case be fixed by the 
Taxing Master, deliver to the other party interested therein, 
and carry in before the taxing officer, an objection in writing 
to such allowance or disallowance, specifying therein by a list 
in a short and concise form the items, or parts thereof, objected 
to, and the grounds and reasons for such objections, and may 
thereupon apply to the taxing officer to review the taxation in 
respect of the same. The Taxing Master may if he shall think 
fit issue pending the consideration of such objections a certificate 
of taxation or allocatur for or on account of the remainder of 
the bill of costs and such further certificate or allocatur as may 
be necessary shall be issued by the Taxing Master after his 
decision npon such objections, 


See Soricitors, Vol. NLII., pp. 211, 212, Nos. 
23541-2368 ; & Nos. 4970-4972, post, 


LI. Review of Taxation. 


(a) Taxing Officer to State Reasons, 


R.S.C., Ord. LXV.,r.27. (40) Upon such application the taxing 
oticer shall reconsider and review his taxation upon such objec- 
tions, and he may, it he shall think fit, receive turther evidence 
in respect thereof, and, it s0 required by either party, he shall 
state either in his certificate of taxation or allocatur, or by 
reference to such objection, the grounds and reasons of his 
decision thereon, and any special tacts or circumstances relating 


thereto 


4941. When statement made.]—The taxing 
master should on demand show both parties the 
reasons he is prepared to submit to the court.— 
DasHwoon tv. Maaniac, [1892] W. N. 54. 








4942. -+- In extraordinary cases where the 
taxing master increases or diminishes’ the 
“ordinary ” charge (under Sched. II. of the 


Greneral Order under Solicitor Remuneration Act, 
1881 (c. 44)). he must have special reasons for so 
doing, but he is not bound to state his special 
reasons till he formally answers the objections 
to his taxation.— Re Manon, [1593] 1 Ch. 507; 
G2 1. 3. Ch. 448: 68 L. T. 189; 41 W. R. 257; 
OT. L. R. 2303 $7 Sol. Jo. 2345 2 R. 387, C. A. 


(b) Application to Judge in Chambers. 


R. §, C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (41) Any party who may be dis- 
satisfied with the certificate or ajlocatur of the taxing officer 
as to any item or part of an item which may have been ob ected 
to as aforesaid. may within 14 days from the date of the certificate 
or allocatur, or such other time as the Court or J udge, or taxing 
ofhcer, at the time he signs his certificate or allocatur, may 
allow, apply to the Judge at chambers for an order to review 
the taxation as to the same item or part of an item, and the 
Judge may thereupon make such order as the Judge may think 
just ; but the certificate or allocatur of the taxing officer shall 

e final and conclusive as to all matters which shall not have 
been objected to in manner aforesaid. 


See Souicirors, Vol. : : — 
ees XLITI., pp. 210-216, Nos. 

4943. Matter not in discretion of master.}]—T'wo 
sets of defts. joined in a statement of defence, & 
appeared by the same solr., but were represented 
hy separate counsel at the trial, when the action 
was dismissed with costs. 


PRACTICE. 


he taxing master allowed one set of costs only 
in respect of counsel, on the ground that the 
difference in the defences was not sufficiently 
material to justify appearance by separate 
counse] :—Held : on motion to vary the certificate, 
that the question was not one for the discretion 
of the taxing master; & the court being of opinion 
that the defts. had in fact different cases by way 
of defence, remitted the certificate to the taxing 
master on the ground that the defts. were justifie 
in appearing by separate counsel.—AGER vv, 
BuLAcCKLOCK & Co. (1887), 56 L. T. 890. 

4944. Discretion wrongly exercised.|—BOSWwELL 
v. CoAKs, No. 4704, ante. 

4945. -}—There is no general rule of 
practice that, on taxation of the costs of a success- 
ful party in an action where expert evidence has 
been adduced at the trial, the costs of only two 
expert witnesses are to be allowed. 

At the trial of an action to restrain a nuisance 
three expert witnesses were called on behalf of the 
pltf., the third expert being examined & cross- 
examined without objection from the court or by 
the counsel for the defts. The pltf. obtained 
judgment with costs. 

On taxation of the pltf.’s costs the taxing master 
disallowed the costs of the third expert witness on 
the ground that as a general rule only two expert 
witnesses ought to be allowed :— Held: that the 
master had exercised his discretion wrongly, & 
that the costs of the third expert witness ought to 
be allowed.—-MAxiM v. GopSON & Sons, [1916] 1 
Ch. 21; 85 1. J. Ch. 663; 118 L. T. 1196; 60 Sol. 
Jo. 77. 

4946. Quantum. |—Although the court is re- 
luctant to go into question of detail, it will do so 
In a proper case, & even in a question of qatarntum 
will do so, where there has been a charge of a very 
exorbitant character (MALINS, V.-C.). SMITH. tv. 
~ ILLER (1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 478, 474; 45 1. 0. Ch. 
69; 31 1. fT. 8738. 

4947. -—I—In an action against a_ trade 
union & the officials of the union, in which a large 
amount of damages was claimed & which lasted 
several days both at the trial & in the Court of 
Appeal, & in which the defts. were successful, the 
court refused to interfere with the discretion 
exercised by the taxing master, & affirmed by the 
judge in chambers, in allowing to the officials of 
the union the costs of only two counsel both at 
the trial & in the Court of Appeal. 

The taxing master having allowed the union the 
sosts of only two counsel in the Court of Appeal 
though the costs of three counsel at the trial were 
allowed to them), the majority of the court refused 
to interfere with the exercise of discretion, affirmed 
as it was by the judge at chambers—FLETCHER 
MOULTON, L.J., dissenting upon the ground that 
‘he case was of such importance & difficulty that 
he costs of three counsel for the union in the 
sourt of Appeal should have been allowed. 

With regard to appeals from decisions of 
axing masters the cases showed that the court 
had laid down a rule which got very near to 
this—that the court would never review the 
decision of the taxing master upon a question 
of quantum. It would not be true to say that the 
‘ule was quite absolute to the effect that the court 
would never under any circumstances review the 
decision of the taxing master in such a case; but 
vhe court would certainly never review it unless 
it came to the conclusion that the taxing master 
had made some mistake which interfered with the 

ossibility of his having applied the right rule. 
This being a border line case, & it being doubtful 
on which side of the line the case ought to come, 
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they ought not to review the exercise of discretion 
by the taxing master & the judge (VAUGHAN 
WILLIAMS, § J..J.).—DENABY & CADEBY MAIN 
COLLIERIES, LTD. v. YORKSHIRE MINERS’ ASSOCN, 
(1907), 23 T. LL. R. 635, 637. 

—.}—Ser, also, Nos. 4948 ef seq., posi. 

4948. Counsel’s fees.J—In the taxation of costs 
as between solicitor & client the taxing master had 
disallowed the costs of two counsel in several 
applications to the court. The master, having 
used his discretion, & not proceeded on any general 
principles, a petition to review the taxation was 
dismissed with costs.—FRIEND 7. Sony (1847), 
10 Beav. 329; 1] Jur. 958; 50 KF. R. 608. 





4949. ——.|—TuRNBULL 9. JANSON, No. 4696, 
ante. 
4950. -|— The court will not. interfere with 





the discretion of the master as to the amount 
allowed for counsel’s fees & refreshers, unless it be 
manifest that he has failed to exercise it in a 
reasonable manner.— HARGREAVN FS v. SCOTT (1878), 
4C. P. D. 21: 40 L. T. 385; 48 «0. PP. 308: 27 
W. R. 823, D.C. 

4951. ——.|—In taxing the costs of an action 
in the Chancery [Division tried on oral evidence, 
the taxing master should follow the rule in the 
Common Law IJ)ivisions of allowing refreshers to 
counsel for every day occupied by a trial beyond 
one day’s time; but where the action is tried on 
affidavit evidence no refreshers should be allowed. 

The amount of the refreshers lies in the dis- 
cretion of the taxing master, & depends on the fee 
originally marked on the bricf & the nature of the 
case.—LLARRISON v WEARING (1879), 11 Ch. 7). 
206; 48 1. J. Ch. 565; 417 1. TT. 3768; 27 W. R. 
526. 

4952. ——.]-- Tht Neera, No. 4731, ante. 

4953. —— .|--The taxing master’s decision as 
to the amount of counsel’s fees will not be inter- 
fered with unless a gross nustake is made. —BRrOWN 
Uv. SEWELI (1880), 16 Ch. D. 517; 441. 7. 41; 29 
W. R. 295, C. A. 

4954. -l—- The court refused to overrule 
the exercise of discretion by the taxing master 
(affirmed by the judge at chambers), who refused 
to allow the costs of two counsel on an appeal.— 
WHEELER v. FRADD (1898), 14 T. L. R. 4403; 42 
Sol. Jo. 364, C. A. 

4955. —-—.]—-On further consideration in an 
administration action a hostile order was sought 
against one of the deft. trustees. Thereupon the 
defts. severed, the trustee attached appearing by 
two counsel & his co-trustee by one counsel. The 
attack failed, & the trustees were given their costs 
of the action as between solicitor & client, & also 
their costs of appearing separately. In taxing 
their costs the taxing master disallowed the costs 
ot a leading counsel to the trustee attacked, being 
of opinion that one counsel for each trustee was 
sufficient. On summons to review :—Held: that 
the trustee attacked was entitled to the costs of 
appearing by two counsel. 

That it is competent to the court to overrule 
the decision of the taxing master in such a matter 
as this is clear (COzZENS-HaARDY, J.).—Re MADDOCK, 
Burr v. Wricut, [1899] 2 Ch. 588, 591; 68 
lL. J. Ch. 655; 81 L. T. 320; 47 W. R. 684; 43 
Sol. Jo. 676. 

4956. -+—The fact that an action was 
ordered to be put in the Short Cause List had no 
offect upon the taxation of costs, & was not a 
round for saying that the costs of two counsel 
ought not to be allowed. Although the court had 
Jurisdiction to interfere with the discretion of the 
taxing master it was the rarest thing for the court 
to interfere except where the taxing master had 
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gone wrong on a matter of principle. The question 
whether the fees of two counsel should be allowed 
was not purely a question of quantum, but it was a 
question which the taxing master was much better 
qualified than a judge to decide, & primd facie the 
court would not interfere in such a case (per CUR.). 
—-GINN v. ROBEY, [1911] W. N. 28, C. A. 

4957. Arbitrator’s fees.|—-A master, on taxa- 
tion, disallowed more than half the fees paid by 
the successful party to an arbitration on taking up 
the award, & the whole of the fees charged by such 
lay arbitrator for a legal assessor, to whose appoint- 
ment the parties had neither consented nor ob- 
jected ; also a charge made for copies of evidence 
which could not have been taken by counsel, he 
being alone in the case, & one for copies of original 
documents put in by the unsuccessful party, «, 
further, the cost of affidavit of increase. The 
master had. however, allowed to the successful 
party the costs of inspection & production of 
documents :—-Held: that these matters had all 
been in the discretion of the master, & that the 
court ought not to order him to review his taxation 
as to any one of them, even though it were shown 
that as to the lay arbitrator’s fees he had failed 
to take any steps to ascertain what would have 
been a fair charge for him to have made for his 
services.—/te WESTWOOD, BAILLIE & Co. & CAPE 
OF GoopD HOPE GOVERNMENT (1886), 2 T. LL. R. 
667, D.C. 

4958. Witnesses’ expenses.|—The cause was in 
{he paper six days, & was tried on the fifth & six 
days, when the plitfs. had a verdict. On taxation, 
the master allowed only two davs’ attendance of 
the pltfs.’ attorney & witnesses, considering that 
their detention would not have exceeded that 
space of time if the cause had been tried at New- 
castle. He also refused to allow the estimated 
cost of a journey from London to Newcastle of 
two witnesses (residents of South Shields), who 
happened to be near London at the time of the 
trial. He further disallowed detention money to 
witnesses whose ordinary place of abode was 
Newcastle or the neighbourbood, upon the pre- 
sumption that they would probably have been at 
home at the assize time :—J/eld > that these were 
matters for the master’s discretion, & that: he had 
not so plainly & obviously erred as to induce the 
court to interfere.- CITARKE v. TYNE [MPROVE- 
MENT (C‘omrEsS. (1868). 1. R238 C. BP. 2305 37 7. J. 
(.P.110; 17 L. T. 509; 16 W. RR. 480. 

4959. J—In an action upon a_ policy of 
insurance, the master, on taxation of the pltfs.’ 
costs, allowed subsistence money for the captain 
(whose conduct was impugned by the deft., & 
whose personal attendance at the trial was there- 
fore admitted to be necessary) from the issuing of 
the writ until the trial, a period of eighteen months, 
at the rate of 10s. a day: the trial having been 
delayed by the necessity for each party sending 
out a commission to examine witnesses at the 
place where the disaster occurred :—Held: that, 
in the absence of anything to show that the 
master had exercised an improper discretion, 
either as to the amount or the period of the 
allowance, the court could not interfere.—POTTER 
v. RANKIN (1870), I. R. 6 C. P. 518; 18 W. RK. 
868. 

4960. -}—This was a summons by the 
deft. to review taxation. The action had been 
dismissed with costs. The taxing master having 
disallowed expenses of two witnesses subpoenaed 
by the deft. but not called, the deft. objected that 
they were proper & necessary witnesses procured 
under the advice of counsel & not called, because 
in counsel’s opinion the pltfs. had not made out a 
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Sect. 28.—Taxation of costs: Sub-sect. 15, LL. (b) 
& (c), MM., NN. & OO. (a) & (6).] 


strong enough case to require any further evidence 
on behalf of the deft. The taxing master answered 
that there was no evidence on the deft.’s part 
produced as to the reason alleged for not calling 
the witnesses, & that the real reason was that 
their evidence would have been of no value, & 
that under R. S. C., 1883, Ord. LXV., r. 27 (29), 
the adverse party was not to be called upon to 
pay costs which appeared to the taxing master 
to have been incurred through over-caution. The 
deft. submitted that the expenses were reasonable 
within Ord. LXV., r. 27 (9), & said that he had 
tendered no evidence as to the utility of the 
witnesses’ evidence, because he had no fore- 
knowledge that their expenses would be dis- 
allowed. The judge said that, under Ord. LXV., 
r. 27 (40), the taxing master had a discretion as 
to receiving further evidence. He had, in the 
present instance, not called for further evidence. 
The judge had decided in Levetus v. Newton, No. 
4760, ante, that costs of witnesses not called 
could be properly allowed. lle, however, in the 
present case, was not going to overrule the taxing 
master, because he saw no ground of interference 
with the discretion given to the taxing master 
under Ord. LXV., r. 27 (40). He was not pre- 
pared to say that the court would not interfere 
in a case where the discretion had been wrongly 
exercised. But that did not appear to be so here. 
The taxing master had said that the reason why 
the witnesses were not called arose out of over- 
caution. To overrule the taxing master in that 
opinion might be to overrule the taxation as a 
whole, for it was to be remembered, as had been 
said by JESSEL, M.R., that it was not always 
possible to so tax as to do exact justice, but that 
taxation was a question of giving & taking. In 
reviewing taxation that excellent rule was not to 





be lost sight of. The summons was dismissed with 
costs.—BEDDINGTON v. DEICHMAN (1886), 30 
Sol. Jo. 220. 

4961. -}—OLIVER v. ROBINS, No. 4888, 
ante. 

4962. --—.}--I think counsel’s advice on 





evidence ought to be very carefully considered by 
the taxing master before he disallows a witness 
who counsel has advised was necessary & proper. 
It is clear, however, that the assistant registrar 
considered that advice, & I am quite satisfied that 
no question of principle arises. It is always open 
to a taxing master, who has seen what happened 
in the course of the trial, to say that notwith- 
standing the general opinion expressed by counsel 
before the trial in fact a particular witness in the 
circumstances was unnecessary (ATKIN, L.J.).— 
THE LorD STRATHCONA (No. 3), [1926] W. N. 
270, C. A. 

4968. Expense of commissioner to examine 
witness abroad.]—On the taxation of costs in an 
action on a policy of insurance, where the ques- 
tions involved were of an extremely complicated 
& important character, the master, having duly 
considered all the circumstances, allowed the 
expenses of sending a barrister as commissioner to 
examine witnesses in the Canaries. The court 
refused to interfere with his discretion.— YGLESIAS 
ue eee Poe CORPN. (1870), 

.R. Me ae 3 ¢ -J.C. P. 173; ae be 
269; 18 W. R. 381. a cee 

4964. Costs of separate answers.]}—The court 
refused to entertain the question whether the 
taxing master had properly disallowed costs of 
separate answers.— BEATTIE v. EBURY (LORD) 


PRACTICE. 


(1873), 48 L. J. Ch. 80; 29 L. T. 419; 22 W. R. 
68. 


~.]—Cf. No. 4943, ante. 

4965. Copies of correspondence.|—BUDGETT v. 
BupGett, No. 4823, ante. 

4966. Taxation under = sheriff’s order.}—By 
sect. 20 (2) of the Sheriffs Act, 1887, a sheriff 
may demand, take, & receive such fees & poundage 
as may from time to time be fixed by the Lord 
Chancellor with the advice & consent of the judges 
& the concurrence of the Treasury as therein 
provided. 

By the Sheriffs Order, 1920, made in pursuance 
of this Act, the fees to be demanded, taken & 
received by a sheriff are fixed sometimes exactly, 
sometimes within limits, & sometimes by ‘“‘ the 
sum actually & reasonably paid ”?; & it is provided 
that ‘‘ the amount of any fees & charges payable 

. Shall be taxed by a master of the Supreme 
Court or a district registrar of the High Court, as 
the case may be. in case the sheriff & the party 
liable to pay such fees & charges differ as to the 
amount thereof’’:—Held: the order was not 
ultra vires, & no appeal lies from the decision of a 
district registrar fixing the amount of poundage ; 
his jurisdiction is contined to fixing the amount, 
& where the difference between the parties 
depends on a matter of principle it is to be settled 
by an action.—UNION BANK OF MANCHESTER, 
Lrp. v. Grunpy, [1924] 1 K. B. 883; 93 L. J. 
kK. B. 718; 131 L. T. 49, C. A. 

4967. Lands Clauses (Taxation of Costs) Act— 
Taxation under statute incorporating.|— Re CANn- 
NINGS, Lip., & MIDDLESEX COUNTY COUNCIL, 
No. 487], are. 

4968. District registry case.]--In a case in 
which final judgment had been entered in a district 
registry, & the taxation of costs had commenced 
before, & objections had been carried in & dealt 
with by the district registrar, it was held, that, 
under Ord. XX XV., r. 4, & Ord. LXV., r. 27 (41), 
a judge had jurisdiction in the exercise of his 
discretion to order that the items referred to in 
the objections should be referred to a taxing 
master of the Supreme Court for retaxation.— 
STEVENS v. GRIFFIN, [1897] 2 Q. B. 368; 66 LL. J. 
Q. B. 698; 76 L. T. 803; 45 W. R. 658; 41 
Sol. Jo. 606, C. A. 

4969. Security for costs of review. |—/ie BARBEN, 
BuRGESS v. VINNICOME (No. 2), No. 4441, ante. 

4970. Objection to taxation.]—I1t was urged by 
their counsel that the question of the costs of the 
taxation was not open to the lessee, as it was not 
the subject of any objection; but Ord. LXV., 
r. 27 (39), (41), only apply where particular items 
are objected to. There is no rule which necessi- 
tates an objection being carried in, in such a case 
as the present, where more than a sixth of the bill 
of costs has been disallowed, but where, neverthe- 
less, the master proceeds to tax & allow the costs 
of the solicitors. In so doing he has acted on a 
wrong principle & not in obedience to the order, 
which in the event which has happened directed 
him to tax the costs of the lessee, & not the costs 
of the solicitors (SWINFEN EaApy, J.).—Re 
FLETCHER & J)YSON, [1903] 2 Ch. 688, 694; 72 
L. J. Ch. 791; 89 L. T. 473; 52 W. R. 27; 19 
T. L. R. 682; 47 Sol. Jo. 769. 

4971. -}+- This appeal arises upon a taxation 
of costs. It is a fundamental principle in dealing 
with such appeals that the appellant is strictly 
tied to the objections made by him to the taxing 
master & answered by the latter (FLETCHER 
Movurron, L.J.)—Mrntors, rp. v. EVANS, 
[1912] 3 K. B. 174, 178; 81 L. J. K. B. 1111; 
107 L. T. 82. 
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4972. -J]—The taxing master had dis- 
allowed the fees of a third counsel engaged for the 
defts. & the expenses incident to their country 
solicitor’s attendance at the trial. The taxing 
master had stated that, the brief being closely & 
exhaustively drawn, he considered that the 
London agent was able adequately to conduct the 
defts.’ case. On the hearing of the adjourned 
summons to review:—Held: that the com- 
plexity of the case & the number of exhibits did 
not justify the employment of the third counsel, 
& the reason alleged for the attendance of the 
country solicitor being stated to be, not that a 
charge of personal fraud was being made against 
the defts., but the necessity of the solicitors 
explaining the exhibits in the, case, the summons 
on that point must also be dismissed. 

Objections ought to be carefully framed, for it 
is to those, & those alone, that the master’s 
answers are directed, & I think when he has 
satisfactorily answered the objection actually 
raised it would be altogether wrong to review his 
decision on the ground that if the objection had 
been otherwise framed he would probably have 
arrived at another conclusion (IivE, J.).—PERRY 
& Co., Lrp. v. HEssIN (T.) & Co. (1913), 108 
L. T. 332; 57 Sol. Jo. 802; 30 R. P. C. 198. 

——.]--See, also, SoLicirors, Vol. XILIT., pp. 
211, 212, Nos. 2354-2368. 

4978. Costs of petition to review.|—The fact 
of a petition being unopposed is not, of itself, a 
sufficient reason for the disallowance of the costs 
of two counsel. 

Costs of two counsel, upon a petition of a retiring 
{trustee for a reference to appoint a new trustee, 
& of a petition to confirm the master’s report, 
allowed, under the circumstances. 

A petition to review a taxation was successful, 
but the petitioner, not having taken proper steps 
to satisfy the taxing master when the matter was 
in his office, was ordered to pay the costs. 

The court having determined to communicate 
with the taxing master as to a proceeding in his 
office, declined to receive an affidavit tendered by 
the parties, of what had there taken place. 
STURGE tv. DIMSDALE (1846), 9 Beav. 170; 15 
1. J. Ch. 124; 10 Jur. 277; 50 E. R. 308. 





(c) Evidence. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (42) Such application shall be 
hieard and determined by the Judge upon the evidence which 
shall have been brought in before the taxing officer, and no 
further evidence shall be received upon the hearing thercof, 
unless the Judge shall otherwise direct. 


4974. Communication by court with taxing 
master.}—lLlaving some doubt as to what the exact. 
ground of the taxing master’s decision was, I said 
[ would communicate with him, & he has been good 
enough to explain to me what the ground was 
(Kay, J.)—HiSTER v. HESTER (1887), 34 Ch. D. 
607, 612. 

oe --——,|—STURGE v. DIMSDALE, No. 4973, 
ante. 





MM. Actions in District Registries. 


R. §. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (43) When a writ of summons for 
the commencement of an action shall be issued from a district 
registry, and when an action proceeds in a district registry, all 
fees and allowances, and rules and directions relating to costs, 
which would be applicable to such proceeding if the writ of 
suinmons were issued at the central office, and if the action 
proceeded in London, shall apply to such writ of summons 
issued from and other proceedings in the district registry. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XXXV., Part XXXVI1., ante. 
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NN. Action Struck Out Restored. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (50) When a cause or matter which 
stands for trial is called on to be tried, but cannot be decided 
by reason of a want of parties or other defect on part of the 
plaintiff, and is therefore struck out of the paper, and the same 
cause is again set down, the defendant shall be allowed the 
taxed costs occasioned by the first setting down, although he 
does not obtain the costs of the cause or matter. 


4976. Non-appearance of plaintiff’s solicitor.]— 
A bill having been dismissed with costs on the non- 
appearance of pltf.’s solicitor, the cause was upon 
a petition supported by affidavit, ordered, under 
the circumstances, to be set down again to be 
heard upon payment of costs by pltf.—II[Ane v. 
LEwIs (1838), 2 Keen, 318; 48 BE. R. 651. 

4977. Neglect of plaintiff’s solicitor—-Counsel 
not instructed.]-—A bill having been dismissed 
with costs owing to pltf.’s solicitor having neglected 
to instruct counsel or deliver papers, the case was, 
on motion supported by affidavit, under the 
circumstances ordered to be restored upon pay- 
ment of costs by pltf.’s_ solicitor.—BIRcH v. 
WILLIAMS (1876), 24 W. R. 700. 

4978. Unintentional absence of plaintiff.] 
Counsel applied to the court for permission to 
restore the action for trial. On Friday, Dec. 2, 
the case was in CAVE, J.’s, list for trial, & pltf., 
who was a material witness, came up from North- 
ampton, where he resided, & attended the court. 
The case was not reached, &, as he saw that it 
was not in Saturday’s list, he returned to North- 
ampton. On Monday morning, Dec. 5, he looked 
in the newspapers, & as he saw the case was not 
in CAVE, J.’s, list, he remained in Northampton 
until 12 o’clock, when he received a telegram from 
his solicitor saying that the case was on before 
DENMAN, J. He at once came to town, but only 
arrived after the case had becn decided against 
him. Application was made to DENMAN, J., to 
restore the case, on the ground of pltf.’s being 
ignorant that cases went from one judge to 
another, but he refused to do so. The Master of 
the Rolls said that as DENMAN, J., had given no 
reasons for his refusal it was difficult to know 
what to do, but as it seemed to have been a nuis- 
fortune on pltf.’s part, they would order that the 
case should be restored to the list. But, as it 
was a matter of indulgence, pltf. must pay all the 
costs both of the former hearing & of the applica- 
tion.— GREEN v. BARNES (1888), 4 T. L. R. 324, 





OO. Office Copics of Affidavits. 
(a) Where Original Can be Used. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (53) In cases in which an original 
affidavit can be used, and to which Order XXXVIITI., Rule 15, 
applies, it shall not be necessary to take an office copy. 


(b) Affidavit of Documents. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (54) It shall not be necessary to 
take an office copy of an affidavit of discovery of documents, 
and the copy delivered by the party filing it may be used as 
against such party. 


4979. Delivered copy must be in _ court.}— 
Rule 27 (54) of Order LXV. provides that ‘‘ it 
shall not be necessary to take an office copy of an 
affidavit of discovery of documents, & the copy 
delivered by the party filing it may be used as 
against such party.’’ When the case was first 
opened the copy of the deft.’s affidavit of docu- 
ments delivered by him to the pltf. was not in 
court, but the pltf.’s counsel were only furnished 
with a copy of the delivered copy. Although the 
deft.’s counsel admitted that that copy was an 
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Sect. 28.—Tazation of costa: Sub-sect. 15, OO. (6), 
PP. & QQ. (a) & (6) & RR. Part LXXXVII. 
Sects. 1, 2, 3,4,5 & 6: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 8, 9 & 10.] 


accurate copy of the delivered copy, NortTuH, J., 
declined to proceed with the hearing of the motion 
until he was furnished with the delivered copy.— 
LESLIE v. CAVE (1886), 31 Sol. Jo. 11. 


PP. Neglect or Delay before Taxing Officer. 


R. §. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (55) Where, in proceedings before 
the taxing officer, any party is guilty of ik ee or delay, or 
puts any other party to any unnecessary or improper expense 
relative to such proceedings, the taxing officer may direct such 
party or his solicitor to pay such costs as he may think proper, 
or deal with them under Kegulation (21). 


v» Bill of Costs. 
(a) Submission to Clients in Cerlain Cases. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXV.,r. 27. (56) Where in any cause or matter 
any bill of costs is directed to be taxed for the purpose of being 
paid or raised out of any fund or property, the taxing officer 
may, if he shall consider there is a reasonable ground for so doing, 
require the solicitor to deliver or send to his clients, or any of 
them, free ot charge, a copy of such bill, or any part thereof, 
previously to such officer completing the taxation thereof, 
accompanied by any statement such officer may direct, and by 
a letter informing such client that the bill ot costs has been 
referred to the taxing officer, giving his name and address for 
taxation, and will be proceeded with at the time the officer 
shall have appointed for this purpose, and such officer may 
suspend the taxation for such time as he may consider reasonable. 


(b) Name and Address of Solicitor. 


R. §. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (58) Every bill of costs which 
shall be left for taxation shall be endorsed with the name and 
address of the solicitor by whom it is so Ieft, and also the name 
and address of the solicitor, if any, for whom he is agent, 
including any solicitor who is entitled or intended to particfpate 
in the costs to be so taxed, 


PRACTICE. 


RR. Limitation of Eatension of Time by Taxing 
Officer. 

R. S. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27. (57) The taxing officer shall have 

ower to limit or extend the time for any procceding before 
him, and where, by any general order, or any order of the Court 
or a Judge, a time is appointed for any proceeding before or by u 
taxing officer, unless the Court or Judge shall otherwise direct, 
such officer shall have power from time to time to extend the 
time appointed upon such terms (if any) as the justice of the 
case may require, and although the application for the same is 
not made until after the expiration of the time appointed, it 
shall not be necessary to make a certificate or order for this 
purpose, unless required for any special purpose. 


4980. Application after appointed time.]—The 
common form of order for taxation of a bill of 
costs, when the order is made upon the applica- 
tion of the client after the expiration of one month 
but before the expiration of twelve months from 
the delivery of the bill. provides that the taxing 
master ‘is to make his certificate in a month 
(unless the said master shall extend the time to 
enable him to make his certificate), or this order 
is to be of no effect.’ 

By Ord. LXV., r. 27 (57), where a time is 
appointed for any proceeding before the taxing 
master, unless the court or judge shall ot herwise 
direct, the taxing master is empowered to extend 
the time, even though the application for eatension 
is made after the appointed time :— Held: upon 
the construction of the order for taxation read in 
conjunction with sub-r. 57, that the taxing inaster 
had power to grant an extension of the time after 
the expiration of the month appointed by the 
order for the making of his certificate. 

The power of the taxing master to extend the 
time under an order in this form ought not to be 
exercised as of course or freely (per CuR.).—-Re 
MAcInrosoH & Thomas, [1903] 2 Ch. 39453 sub nom. 
Re MAcINrosH, Dixon & Co., 72 1. J. Ch. 609; 88 
J. T. 820; 51 W. RR. 659; 47 Sol. Jo. 604, C. A. 





Part LXXXVII.—Notices, Printing, Paper, etc. 


Sitcr. 1.—NOTICES TO BE IN WRITING. 


R.S.C., Ord. LXVI.,r.1. All notices required by these Rules 
bhall be in writing, unless expressly authorised by the Court or 
a Judge to be given orally. 


Application of order to Crown side of King’s 
Bench Division.|—Sce It. S. C., Ord. LXVIII., 
r. 2 (h), p. 966, post. 

4981. Copy of petition—Quality of paper.] 
Where the copy of a petition supplied for the usc 
of the court was typewritten on such thin paper 
that the letters on the second page could be seen 
through the first page, full costs were not allowed. 
—PowELL v. HELLICAR, [1903] W. N. 154. 





SECT. 2.—-ACCOUNTS, COPIES, ETC., TO BE 
WRITTEN ON FOOLSCAP. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 2. All accounts, copi 
left at chambers, shall be written upon foolscap Baie bse ise: 
unless the nature of the document renders {it impracticable. , 


SECT. 3.—AFFIDAVITS PRINTED OR WRITTEN. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 4. Any affidavit may be sworn to 


nee on or in manuscript, or partly in print and partly in 


Ord : 
Vol. 


R. S. C5 
EVIDENCE, 


Evidence by affidavit.|— See 
AXXVIIT, Part XL... andes 
AXIL., pp. 516, Nos. 5484 ef seq. 


SECT. 4.--WRITTEN DEPOSITIONS WHICH HAVE 
BEEN FILED TO BE PRINTED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 5. 
& witness has been filed, such 
otherwise ordered. 


Where any written deposition of 
deposition shall be printed, unless 


Examination of witnesses.]—See hk. S. C., Ord. 
XXXVII., rr. 5-25, Part XXXIX., p. 578, ante; 
&, generally, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 457, Nos. 
4783 et seq. 


SECT. 5.—DEPOSITIONS AND AFFIDAVITS 
PREVIOUSLY USED. 
R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 6. The Rules of Court as to printing 
depositions and affidavits to be used on a trial shall not apply 


to depositions and affidavits.which have previously been used 
upon any proceeding without having been printed. 


Cf. R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 30, p. 590 
ante, 


Part LXXXVII.—Norticges, Printine, PAPER, ETC. 


SECT. 6.—REGULATIONS AS TO PRINTING AND 
COPIES. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 8. Proceedings required to be printed 
shall be printed on cream wove machine drawing foolscap folio 
paper, 19 lbs. per mill ream, or thereabouts, in pica type leaded, 
with an inner margin about three quarters of an inch wido, and 
an outer margin about two inches and a half wide. 


s—-—~----~ rp 8A. Where by any of the Rules of 
the Supreme Court any pleading, notice, attidavit, answer to 
interrogatories, deposition, evidence, special case, petition of 
right, or other proceeding or document is required or authorised 
to be printed, the same may be lithotyped instead of printed. 


4982. Paper slightly below regulation weight.] 
—-The margin of the printed pleadings should be 
of the size prescribed ; hut a pleading with a 
margin somewhat smaller may by order be filed.— 
CALTHROP v. RUMMENS (1871), 6 Ch. App. 151; 
19 W. BR. 837, L. C. 


— 





SUB-SECT. 2.—-PRINTING DEPOSITION OR 
AFFIDAVIT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r.. 7. Where, pus to thesc Kules, 
any peeing notice, special case, petition of right, deposition, 
or affidavit is to be printed, and where any printed or other 
office copy of any such document is to be taken, the following 
regulations shall be observed : 


(¢) The party on whose behalf the deposition or affidavit is 
taken and filed is to print the same in the manner 
provided by Rule 3 of this Order: 


Paper for printing.|—See R.S.C., Ord. LXVL., 
r. 3, Supra. 

Pleadings. |—See PLEADING, p. 10, ane. 

Special case.|—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., 
rv. 3, p. 523, ante. 

Affidavits.]—Sec RK. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIL, 
r. 30, p. 590, ante. 

Printing evidence for appeal.]—See Rt. S. (., Ord. 
LVIII., r. 12, p. 801, ante. 

Depositions.|—See R. S. U., Ord. LXVL, v. 5, 
p. 958, ante. 

Allowances to solicitors tor printing.}—WSee 
Appendix N., items 104-118, Yearly Supreme 
Court. Practice. 





SUB-SKCT. 3.—COPY TO BE DELIVERED FOR 
PRINTING. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7. (v) ‘lo enable the party printing. 
to print any deposition or affidavit, the officer with whom it is 
filed shall on demand deliver to such party a copy written on 
dratt paper on one side only : 

The party printing shall not be required to demand or take 
such copy but may bring in a copy or print of the depositions 
nade elsewhere than in the Central Office to be marked as an 
office copy. 


SUB-sSECT. 4.--~PRINTED Coprrs FURNISHED ‘TO 
OTHER PARTIES ON PAYMENT. 

R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7. (c) The party printing shall, on 

demand in writing, furnish to any other party any number of 


printed copies, not exceeding ten, upon payment therefor at the 
rate of L$d. per folio for every copy. 


Fees for taking copies of documents in possession 
of another.]—See R. 8. C., Ord. LXV., r. 27 (18), 
p- 940, ante. 


SuB-secT. 5.—CREDIT FOR PAYMENT. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXVI, r.7. (ad) As between a solicitor deliver- 
ing any printed copies and his client, credit shall be given by 
the solicitor for the whole amount payable by any other party 
for such printed copies, 
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SuB-sECT. 8.—WRITTEN COPIES NoT TO BE 
CHARGED FOR. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7. (e) The party entitled to be fur- 
nished with a print shall not be allowed any charge in respect 
of a written copy, unless the Court or a Judge shall otherwise 


direct. 


ee ee 


SuB-sECT. 7.—-MARKING OF OFFICE COPIES. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXVIL,r. 7. (ff) Except as provided by Order 
LV., Rule 50, the party by or on whose behalf any deposition, 
affidavit, or certificate is filed shall leave a copy with the officer 
with whom the sume is filed, who shall examine it with the 
original and mark {t as an office copy ; such copy shall be a copy 
printed as above provided where such deposition or aflidavit 
is to be printed. 


See R.S. C., Ord. LV., r. 50, p. 7438, ante. 

4983. Preparation of office copies. |—The practice 
in the office is that where an affidavit exceeds 
four folios in length a writer reads it out to 
another writer, who is paired with him, & the 
second writer compares it with & corrects the 
copy. Then both of them put their initials on 
the copy so that they may be responsible for its 
accuracy (BUCKLEY, J.).—---COLEMAN v. COLEMAN, 
[1905] W. N. 160; 50 Sol. Jo. 43. 


SUB-SECT. 8.— PRODUCTION OF OFFICE COPLES. 


R.S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7. (yg) The party or solicitor who has 
taken any printed or written office copy of any deposition or 
affidavit is fo produce the same upon every proceeding to which 
the same relates. 


4984. Which party to produce.|—The duty of 
producing the office copy of the affidavit in 
answer to pitf.’s interrogatories lies on deft., the 
party on whose behalf the affidavit is filed.- - 
MARSHALL v. NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK OF 
IEINGLAND (1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 465, 


SUB-SECT. §.—PARTY BY WHOM WRITTEN 
COPIES TO BE IURNISHED. 
R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7. (2h) Where any party is entitled to 
a copy of any deposition, affidavit, procecding, or document 
tiled or prepared by or on behalt of another party, which ts not 


required to be printcd, such copy shall be furnished by the 
party by or on whose behalf the same has been filed or prepared. 


Sup-sicr. 10.--DEMAND FOR AND HLURNISHING 
CoPiks. 

R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7. (i) The party requiring any such 
copy, or his solicitor, is to make a written epplice tion to the 
party by whom the copy is to be furnished, or his solicitor, with 
an undertaking to pay the proper charges, and thercupon such 
copy is to be made and ready to be delivered at the cxpiration 
of twenty-four hours after the receipt of such request and 
undertaking, or within such other time as the Court or a Judge 
may in any case direct, and is to be furnished accordingly upon 
demand and payment of the proper charges. 


Neglect to furnish.]—See R. 8. C., Ord. LXVL., 
r. 7 (n), p. 960, post. 

4985. Copies already in existence—-Cannot be 
charged for.}—A solicitor is not entitled to charge 
at the rate of fourpence per folio for documents 
existing in print prior to the institution of a suit, 
though those documents may have been properly 
used for the purposes of the suit.—-UNDERWOOD vt. 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA (1868), 19 L. T. 
270; 16 W. R. 926, C. A. 
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Sect. 6.—Regulations as to printing and copies: 
Sub-sects. 11, 12, 18, 14, 15 & 16. Sect. 7. 
Part LXXXVIII. Sects. 1 & 2.] 


SuB-SECT. 11.—CoPIES OF AFFIDAVITS ON 
EX PARTE APPLICATION FOR INJUNCTION, ETC. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7 (3) In the case of an ez parie 
application for an injunction or writ of ne exeat regno, the party 
making such application is to furnish copies of the affidavits 
upon which it is granted upon payment of the proper charges 
immediately upon the receipt of such written request and 
undertaking as aforesaid, or within such time as may be specified 
a euch request, or may have been directed by the Court or a 

udge. 


Ex parte applications for injunction. ]—See 
R. 8S. C., Ord. LII., r. 3, p. 673, ante. 

Writ of ne exeat regno.}|—See hi. S. C., Ord. 
LATX., rv. 1, p. 967, post. 





SUB-SECT. 12.—FOOTNOTE TO AFFIDAVIT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7. (k) It shall be stated in a note at 
the toot of every affidavit filed on whose behalf it is so filed, 
and such note shall be printed on every printed copy of an 
affidavit or set of affidavits, and copied on every office copy and 
copy furnished to a party. 


Compare R.8S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., r. 10, p. 588, 
unte, 


SUB-SECT. 13.—INDORSEMENT OF ADDRESS ON 
Copy. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7. (1) The name and address of the 
party or solicitor by whom any copy is furnished is to be en- 
dorsed thereon in like manner as upon proceedings in Court, 
and such party or solicitor is to be answerable for the same being 
a true copy of the hs Shap or of an office copy of the original, of 
which it purports to be a copy, as the case may be. 


See R. 8S. C., Ord. IV., Part V., ante. 


PRACTICE. 


SUB-SECT. 14.—FoLIOoS TO BE NUMBERED CON- 
SECUTIVELY—COPIES TO £-BE WRITTEN 
LEGIBLY. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXVL, r. 7. (m) The folios of all printed and 
written office copies, and copies delivered or furnished to a 
party, shall be numbered consecutively in the margin thereof, 
and such writtcn copies shall be written in a neat and legible 
manner on the same papcr as in the case of printed copies. 


SUB-SECT. 15.—NEGLECT TO FURNISH COPIES. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7. () In case any party or solicitor 
who shall be required to furnish any such written copy as afore- 
said shall either refuse or, for twenty-four hours from the time 
when the application for such copy has been made, neglect to 
furnish the same, the person by whom such application shall 
be made shall be at liberty to procure an office copy from the 
office from which the original shall have been filed, and in such 
case no costs shall be payable to the solicitor so making default 
in respect of the copy so applied for. 


SUB-SECT. 16.—CosT OF PRINTING DOCUMENTS 
ORDERED TO BE PRINTED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 7. (0) Where, by auy order of the 
Court (whether of appeal or otherwise) or a Judge, any pleading, 
evidence, or other document is ordered to be printed, the Court 
or Judge may order the expense of printing to be borne and 
allowed, and printed copies to be furnished by and to such 
parties and upon such terms as shall be thought fit. 


7.—FILING DOCUMENTS IN ADMIRALTY 
ACTIONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVI., r. 8. In Admiralty actions a record of 
all actions commenced and appcarances entered, of all instru- 
ments and documents filed, and of all orders of the Court, shall 
be entered in a book to be kept in the Admiralty registry, called 
a ‘* Minute Book.”’ 


Present & former practice of Admiralty Division, 
see ADMIRALTY, Vol. 1., pp. 158, Nos. 667 el seq. 


SECT. 


Part LXXXVIII1.—Service of Orders, etc. 


Sect. 1.—PRODUCTION OF ORIGINAL ORDER ON 
SERVICE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVIL, r. 4. Except in the case of an order 
for attachment, it shall not be necessary to the regular service 
of an order that the original order be shown if an office copy of 
it be exhibited. 


SECT. 2.—_SERVICE WHEN PERSONAL SERVICE 
NOT REQUIRED. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXVII., r. 2, All writs, notices, pleadings, 
orders, summonses, warrants, and other documents, proceed- 
ings, and written communications in ee of which personal 
service is not requisite shall be sufficiently served if left within 
the prescribed hours, at the address for service of the person to 
be served as defined by Orders IV. and XII., with any person 
resident at or belonging to such place, or if posted in a repaid 
registered envelope containing the document re aired to be 
served addressed to the person to be served at such address for 
service as aforesaid, provided that where service under this 
Rule is made by registered post the time at which the document 
so posted would be delivered in the ordinary course of post 
shall be considered as the time of service thereof. 


Service of writ of summons.}—See R. S. (.. Ord. 
1X., r. 2, p. 313, ante. als 


Substituted service.j—Scc R. S. (., 
Part XII., ante. 

Service out of the jurisdiction. | 
Ord. XI., Part XII1., ante. 

Service by filing.]—-Sce R. S. (., Ord. LXVIL., 
r. 4, p. 963, post. 

Hours of service.|—Sec R. S. (., Ord. LXIV., 
r. 11, p. 846, ante. 

Address for service.]—Sce Rh. S. C., Ord. XII1., 
rr. 10, 11, 12, Part XIV., Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

Contents of affidavit of service.}—Sec R. S. C., 
Ord. LXVIL., r. 9, p. 965, post. 

Order for attachment.|—See RK. S. C., Ond. 
XLIV., rr. 1 & 2, Part XLIX., ante; Ord. LXIL., 
r. 2 (2), Part XLVII., ante. 

Order to pay money or deliver up property. ]— 
See R. 8S. C., Ord. XLII, r. 1, p. 628, ante. 

Order to carry on proceedings.|—Sec RK. S. C., 
Ord. XVII., r. 5, p. 470, ante. 

Order for interrogatories, discovery, or inspec- 
tion.]J— See R. 8S. C., Ord. XXXT., r. 22, p. 514, 
ante. 

Memorandum to be endorsed wpon copy for 


Ord. X., 





Sec ht. S. C., 








Part LXXXVIII.—Servicr or ORDERS, ETC. 


service of order requiring act to be done.}—See 
R. 8. C., Ord. XLI., r. 5, p. 613, ante. 

Notice of motion.}—See R. S. C., Ord. LII., r. 3, 
p. 673, ante. 

4986. Service by letter—Under Public Health 
Act, 1875, s. 267.]}—Under above section in order 
to prove service of a notice by letter through the 
post, it is necessary to show that the letter was 
‘“‘ prepaid,” & an affidavit containing no state- 
ment to that effect is insufficient as evidence 
of service.—WALTHAMSTOW URBAN DiIstTRICT 
CoUNCIL v. HENWOOD, [1897] 1 Ch. 41; 66 L. J. Ch. 
31; 75 L. T. 875; 61J3.P.23; 45 W. R.124; 41 
Sol. Jo. 67. 

4987. Under Parliamentary Voters’ Regis- 
tration Act, 1843 (c. 18).]—Notices of objection to 
borough voters under above Act, s. 17, were 
posted in conformity with the provisions of 
sect. 100, addressed to barracks in which the 
voters resided. According to the military & 
postal regulations, letters thus addressed are not 
delivered at the barracks by postmen, but are 
taken from the post-office to the barracks by 
orderlies. The notices were brought from the 
post-office to the barracks by an orderly on Aug. 19, 
when the voters were absent in camp, & were by 
mistake not sent on till Aug. 21:—Held: the 
expression ‘‘ ordinary course of post’’ in above 
Act, s. 100, means the general course of post with 
regard to the delivery of letters to persons resident 
in the district; &, as in such course of post the 
notices would have been delivered by the post- 
office at the barracks on or before Aug. 20, but for 
the special arrangement made with regard to 
persons living in barracks, due service of the 
notices of objection was proved by the production 
of duplicate notices stamped by the post-office 
under sect. 100.—KEMpP v. WANKLYN, [1894] 1 
Q. B. 583; 63 L. J. Q. B. 520; 70 L. T. 478; 
58 J. P. 605; 42 W. R. 369; 10 T. L. R. 851; 38 
Sol. Jo. 8324; 9 R. 325, C. A. 

4988. ——— Under Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1857 (c. 43).}—Under sect. 2 of the above Act, 
where a case is stated by a magistrate, the 
appellant shall within three days after receiving 
the case transmit it to the Crown Office of the 
King’s Bench Division. A case was deposited 
in the letter-box at the Royal Courts of Justice 
on the third day, but at so late an hour that the 
case was not received at the Crown Office until 
the following day :—Held: sect. 2 had been 
complied with.—lIIoLLanp v. PEAcock, [1912] 1 
kK. B. 154; 81 1. J. K. B. 256; 105 L. T. 957; 
i * P. 68; 10 L. G. R. 123; 22 Cox, C. C. 636, 

4989. Under Taxes Management Act, 1880 
(c. 19).]——Sect. 16 (e) of the Taxes Management 
Act, 1880 (c. 19), provides that “all notices or 
forms required or allowed to be served on any 
aera may be either delivered to such person or 
eft at the usual or last-known place of abode of 
such person.”’ 

The pltf. was the manager of a limited company, 
the registered office of which was in the City of 
London. The company did no business, & the 
pitf. only attended at the company’s office on rare 
occasions. The Commissioners of Income Tax for 
the City of London made an additional assessment 
under Sched. E. of the Income Tax Acts upon the 
pltf. in respect of the salary paid to him as manager 
of the company. Notice of the assessment & a 
written demand for payment were left at the 
company’s office, but were not received by, & 
did not come to the knowledge of, the pltf. The 
ee not having paid the tax, a distress was 
evied in respect thereof at his dwelling-house :— 

P.P.——3] 
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Held: under the Income Tax Act, 1842 (c. 35), 
& the Taxes Management Act, 1880, notice 
of an additional assessment & a demand for pay- 
ment must be given to the person sought to be 
charged; the company’s office was not the 
pitf.’s ‘‘usual or last-known place of abode ”’ 
within sect. 16 (e) of the Taxes Management Act, 
1880.— BERRY v. FaRRoOw, [1914] 1 K. B. 632; 83 
L. J. K. B. 487; 110 L. T. 104; 30T. L. R. 129. 

4990. ——— Under Trustee Act, 1898 (c. 53).}— 
A request in writing to the trustee [under the 
above Act, s. 35] was made by sending to him a 
letter containing the request, addressed to his 
address, by registered post. On the petition 
coming on for hearing, the question arose whether 
there was sufficient evidence that the request had 
been served on the trustee :—Held: reported 
decisions clearly established that the posting of a 
letter was primd facie evidence of its delivery to 
the person to whom it was addressed.—Re STRUVE’S 
Trusts, [1912] W. N. 149; 56 Sol. Jo. 551. 
Foreign corporations & companies.]—See 
R.S. C., Ord. IX., r. 8, p. 317, ante. 

—— Distress for rent.}+—See DisTREss, Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 308, 337, Nos. 436, 719. 

4991. Service on solicitor on record.|—On the 
application of deft.’s counsel, a motion stood over. 
When it came on again, it appeared that the deft. 
had since changed his solicitor, but without orders, 
& no counsel then appeared for him. The motion 
was granted on an affidavit of service.—DAVIDSON 
v. LESLIE (1845), 9 Beav. 104; 50 K. KR. 282. 

4992. ——-.]—A party had some time since left 
home, & had not been heard of, & it was not known 
whether he was living or dead. His solicitor 
ceased to act for him, but no order had been made 
for changing solicitors:—Held: notices served 
on such solicitor were regular.—WRIGHT v. KING 
(1846), 9 Beav. 161; 15 L. J. Ch. 178; 6 L. T. 
O.S. 498; 50 E. R. 305. 

4993. ——-.]—By order on further considera- 
tion the deft. was ordered to pay money into court 
which was then to be carried to the credit of an 
action for administering the estate of a testator 
whose executrix was the pltf. in the present action. 
The deft. went abroad without complying with the 
order. On appeal the order was varied by order- 
ing the deft. to pay the money to the pltf., who 
was then to pay it into court in the administration 
action, such an order being capable of being better 
enforced against the deft.’s property than the order 
as originally framed. 

The notice of appeal was served on the deft.’s 
solicitors, who stated that they had ceased to act 
for him, but they were still his solicitors on the 
record :—Held: that as the order on further 
consideration had not been worked out, they still 
represented him, & that service of the notice on 
them was good service. 

Quere: whether the solicitors on the record do 
not continue to represent their client until the 
expiration of the time allowed for appealing.— 
Dr La PoLeE (LaDy) v. Dick (1885), 29 Ch. D. 351 ; 
54 L. J. Ch. 940; 52 L. T. 457; 33 W. R. 685, C. A. 

4994. ——.]—So long as any order made in the 
action is not worked out, or so long as anything 
remains for working out the judgment, the solicitor 
on the record remains the solicitor, & the trial 
of the action does not terminate that relation. 
Service on the solicitor on the record of the notice 
of motion to attach the deft. was sufficient. It was 
good service on the deft. (CuHitry, J.).—-CALLOW v. 
Youna (1886), 55 L. T. 543, 544. 

4995. -}—An application, ex parle, by the 
firm to have their names taken off the record as 
solicitors for defts. in the action, was made in 
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the vacation to CHARLES, J., & he made the order 
asked for. On Oct. 31, 1887, the solicitors of 
parties who had obtained liberty to attend the 
proceedings served notice upon the deft. J. J. C., 
addressed to him, his solicitors or agents, to the 
effect that the court would be moved on Nov. 4, 
1887, to discharge or vary an order made in the 
action in July, 1879, by delivering & leaving the 
saine with the firm of W. M. & L., who returned 
the notice with an intimation that they were not 
the solicitors on the record of either deft. The 
evidence showed that no notice of any change of 
solicitors had been served upon or received by the 
solicitors of the party moving, by or on behalf of 
the defts., but on searching the cause book at the 
central office it was found that an entry, dated 
Oct. 13, 1887, had been made, taking W. M. & L., 
as solicitors for the defts., off the record by order 
of CHARLES, J.:—Held: the service made of the 
notice of motion was sufficient.—DE Mora v. 
CONCHA, Ae WARD, MILLS, WITHAM & LAMBERT, 
(1887] W. N. 194. 

4996. -}+—At the trial of an action the 
pltf., who was a married woman, did not appear, 
& judgment was entered for the defts. with costs, 
which were to be payable out of her separate 
estate. The only property to which the pltf. was 
entitled was the income under her marriage settle- 
ment, which she was restrained from anticipating. 
The deft.’s solicitors thereafter wrote to the pltf.’s 
solicitors informing them that the taxing-master’s 
certificate had been obtained, & inquiring whether 
they had any instructions as to payment of the 
costs. The pltf.’s solicitors replied that they had 
no instructions in the matter, & that they did not 
know the pltf.’s whereabouts. Subsequently, & 
after the time for appealing from the judgment had 
expired, the defts. served notice on the pltf.’s 
solicitors that they intended to apply for payment 
of the defts.’ costs out of the income due to the 
pitf. under her marriage settlement, & for the 
appointment of a receiver of her income up to the 
amount of the costs :—Held: the notice of motion 
was properly served on the pltf.’s solicitors, who 
were the solicitors on the record.—BAGLEY v. 
MAPLE & Co., Lp. (1911), 27 T. L. R. 284. 

4997. Service in country in occupation of 
enemy.|-—-Notice of intention to disclaim the 
leases of premises in Belgium or Germany may be 
sent by ordinary post to the last-known addresses 
of the landlords of such premises, & should be 
twenty-eight days’ notices. Notices of intention 
to disclaim the leases of premises in Paris should 
be twenty-one days’ notices.—Re CURZON 
BROTHERS, La p. THE TRUSTEE (1915), 84 L. J. 
K. B. 1000; 59 Sol. Jo. 430; 31 T. L. R. 374; 
[1915] H. B. R. 77. 

4998. Notices to convene meeting to consider 
Scheme of arrangement.]—The costs of preparing 
& sending the numerous’ debenture-holders, 
creditors, & others concerned, notices of meetings 
ordered to be convened to consider a scheme 
of arrangement under Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908, 8. 120, are not covered (either expressly 
or by implication) by the R. S. C., 1883, relating 
to service of notices generally.—Re ComMmon- 
WEALTH O1L CORPN., Lrp., PEARSON v. COMMON- 
WEALTH O1L CoRPN., Irv., [1017] 1 Ch. 404; 86 
I. J. Ch. 348; 116 L. T. 402; 61 Sol. Jo. 315. 

4999. Order giving leave to sign judgment, |]— 
An order giving Icave to begin judgment unless a 
bun Js paid before a day named need not be 
served upon deft. before judgment is signed upon it. 
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The proposition in the text-books as to the 
necessity in certain cases of drawing up & serving 
the order does not apply where the party to be 
served himself has to take the next step under the 
order. It is where the other side may suppose 
that the order is abandoned that the necessity of 
service arises. Where, for instance, an order is 
made giving a party time to plead, it must be 
drawn up & served upon the other side. If an 
order is obtained upon terms which, limit the 
exercise of the applicant’s free action, !1t need not 
be drawn up, & he can then take the step which 
he would otherwise be entitled to do; & it is 
therefore necessary in such a case that the other 
side should know whether the order is to be acted 
on or not (FIELD, J.).—HOPptTon v. ROBERTSON, 
[1884] W. N. 77; 23 Q. B. D. 126, n.; Bitt. Rep. 
in Ch. 203. 

5000. —-—.]—Interrogatories for the examina- 
tion of the deft. were delivered by the pltfs. on 
Jan. 17. On Feb. 5, the deft. not having filed 
answers, an order was made that if he should not 
file answers within three days judgment might be 
signed against him. On Feb. 9, no affidavit hav- 
ing been filed by the deft., the pltfs. signed judg- 
ment under the order. On application by the 
deft. to set aside the judgment he stated on 
affidavit that on Feb. 9 a copy of the order of 
Feb. 5 had been left at his house & received by 
him, & that he in consequence filed on Feb. 11, 
& as he supposed within the three days named in 
the order, answers to interrogatories which he 
had sworn on Jan. 28. No affidavit showing that 
he had a defence on the merits was filed by the 
deft. :-—Held: the order did not require to be 
served, the judgment was therefore regular, & 
in the absence of an affidavit showing that he had 
a defence on the merits, the deft. was not entitled 
to have the judgment set aside.---FARDEN  v. 
RICHTER (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 124; 58 L. J. QB. 
244; 60 L. T. 304; 37 W. BR. 766, D. C. 

5001. Summons—Service through letter-box. |-— 
This was an ex parte application for leave to sign 
judgment. 

The deft. had appeared in person to the writ, 
& had given an address for service. The pltfs. 
thereupon took out a summons for judgment 
under Ord. XIV. At the address for service 
there was no one but a housekeeper, who refused 
to receive any documents. The summons was 
ultimately put in the letter-box. The pltfs. sub- 
sequently obtained an order for judgment in the 
absence of the deft., subject to an affidavit of 
service of the summons. 

The officer refused to allow judgment to be 
signed upon an affidavit sctting out the above 
facts. 

It was stated that the address was not a fictitious 
one :—Held: leaving the summons in the letter- 
box was not good service within Ord. LXVII., 
r. 2.—-JIMINEZ & SONS v. OWEN, [1883] W. N. 232 ; 
Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 201. 

Debtor’s summons,.|—Sce BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., pp. 98, Nos. 882-892. 





Sect. 3.—NOTICES SENT FROM COURT BY POST. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVII., r. 3. Notices sent from any oflice of 
the Supreme Court may be sent by post; and the time at which 
the notice so posted would be delivered in the ordinary course 
of post shall be considered as the time of service thereof, and 
the posting thereof shall be a sufficient service. 


5002. Delay in delivery.|—Where a notice was 
posted under Parliamentary Voters’ Registration 
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Act, 1843 (c. 18), s. 100, in sufficient time to reach 
the party, according to the ordinary course of post 
on Aug. 25:-—-Held: such service was sufficient 
notwithstanding that the actual delivery was 
accidentally delayed until the 27th.—BisHop v. 
HELPs, BisHorp v. Cox (1845), 2 C. B. 45; Bar. 
& Arn. 572; 1 Lut. Reg. Cas. 353; 15 L. J.C. P. 
48; 10 Jur. 16; 6L. T. O. 8. 298; 135 EB. R. 857. 

5008. —.}—Where a notice of objection, 
properly directed, is posted according to the 
provisions of Parliamentary Voters’ Registration 
Act, 1843 (c. 18), s. 100, the production of the 
stamped duplicate is sufficient evidence of the 
due service of the notice, although, in consequence 
of a delay (however caused) in the post-office, 
it does not reach the hands of the person objected 
to until after the time prescribed by the Act.— 
HORNSBY v. ROBSON (1856), 1 C. B. N. S. 63; 
K. & G. 66; 261. J.C. P. 55; 21 5. P. 87; 8 
Jur. N.S. 674; 140 EB. R. 26. 

5004. ‘‘ Ordinary course of the  post.’’?]—-A 
notice of objection sent by post, so that it would, 
in the ordinary course of the post, be delivered on 
a Sunday, is nevertheless well served.—CoLvILu v. 
LEwis (1846), 2 C. B. 60; Bar. & Arn. 608; Cox 
& Atk. 187; 135 FE. R. 863; sub nom. COLVILLE v. 
ROCHESTER TOWN C'LERK, 1 Lut. Reg. Cas. 380, n. ; 
15 L. J.C. P. 72, n. 

5005. -}—The place of abode of a county 
voter as described in the list of voters was W. To 
prove service of a notice of objection the duplicate 
addressed to the voter at W. was produced, & it 
was proved that the notice had been posted in 
time to reach K., which is the nearest post-town 
to W., on the morning of Aug. 19, by the ordinary 
course of post; but W. was two miles distant 
from E., & there was no delivery of letters at W., 
&, unless by some private accidental conveyance, 
the voter would not receive the notice :---Held: 
the above was no evidence, under Parliamentary 
Voters’ Registration Act, 1848 (c. 18), s. 100, 
of the notice having been given to the voter at 
W., in the ordinary course of post, on or before 
Aug. 20.—LEwIs v. Evans (1874), L. R. 10 ©. P. 
297; 2 Hop. & Colt. 279; 44 L. J. C. P. 41; 31 
I. T. 487; 39 J. P. 1385; 23 W. R. 244. 

5006. Conveyance other than by postal servant.] 
— KEMP v. WANKILYN, No. 4987, avite. 








SrEcT. 4.—SERVICE BY FILING. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVIL, r. 4 Where no appearance has been 
entered for a parts, or where a party or his solicitor, as the case 
may be, has omitte1 to give an address for service as required 
by Orders 1V. and XII., all writs, notices, pleadings, ordcrs, 
buMmMonses, Warrants, and other documents, proceedings, and 
written communications in respect of which personal service 
enoe requisite may be served by filing them with the proper 
officer. 


5007. Counterclaim.|]—I think that by reading 
Ord. XXI., r. 13, & Ord. XXVII., r. 1], by the 
light of Ord. LXVII., r. 4, the pltf. by counter- 
claim, as against the deft. by counterclaim, is in 
the same position as a pltf.in an original action 
& is entitled, if the new defts. do not appear, 
to take that course against the absent parties as is 
prescribed by the Rules. He is entitled to serve 
notice of motion by filing it with the proper 
officer at the central office, & then to proceed as 
against the absent parties (KEKEWICH, J.).— 
VERNEY v. THOMAS, THOMAS v. VERNEY (1888), 58 
L. T. 20; 36 W. R. 398. 

——.]—See, generally, Sret-orr & COUNTER- 
CLAIM, Vol. XL., pp. 420 et seg. 

5008. Notice of motion for judgment.}—A 
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notice of motion for judgment is a document which 
may be delivered, in case a deft. does not appear, 
by filing it with the proper officer.—DYMOND v. 
CRoFT (1876), as reported in 3 Ch. D. 512. 

5009. .}—A notice of motion for judgment 
is a document which may be delivered by filing it 
with the proper officer as against a deft. who has 
not appeared in the action.—MoRTON v. MILLER 
(1876), 8 Ch. D. 516; 45 L. J. Ch. 618; 24 W. R. 
723, C. A. 

5010. Notice of motion for leave to issue writ 
of attachment.]—A notice of motion for leave to 
issue a writ of attachment is sufficiently served 
where the party against whom the attachment 
is to be issued has not entered any appearance by 
filing with the proper officer, pursuant to Ord. 
LXVII., r. 4.--Re Morris, Morris v. FOWLER 
(1890), 44 Ch. D. 151; 591. J. Ch. 407; 62 L. T. 
758; 38 W. R. 522. 

5011. J}—A deft. to an administration 
action, who did not appear to the action, was 
ordered to attend before the examiner as a witness 
on the part of the pltf. on certain inquiries directed 
in the action. The deft. having disobeyed that 
order & also a further order to attend at his own 
expense, the pltf. moved for & obtained an order 
for leave to issue a writ of attachment, under which 
the deft. was imprisoned. The notice of motion 
on which the order was made was not served on the 
deft. personally, but was filed under Ord. LXVII., 
r. 4:-—JIeld: attachment & not committal was 
the proper course, & the filing of the notice of 
motion for attachment was sufficient without 
personal service.——Re MvaNns, Evans v. NotTon, 
[1893] 1 Ch. 252; 6217.. J. Ch. 418; 68 1. T. 271; 
41 W. R. 230; 9 T. lL. BR. 108; 37 Sol. Jo. 101 ; 
2 R. 216, C. A. 

5012. ——— Plaintiff knowing where to find 
defendant. ]|—On April 27 an order was made that 
the deft., who had not entered an appearance 
in the action, should, within fifteen days after 
service of the order, leave at the chambers of the 
judge certain accounts & statements. The order 
was served on the deft. personally on May 12. 
The deft. did not comply with the order, & on 
June 8 the pltf. gave notice of motion for leave to 
issue an attachment against him. The notice was 
not served on the deft., but was filed with the 
officer of the court pursuant to r. 4 of Ord. LXVII. : 
--Held: as the pltf. evidently knew where to find 
the deft., leave ought not to be given to issue an 
attachment unless notice of the motion was served 
on the deft.—Re BASSETT, BASSETT v. BASSETT, 
[1894] 2 Ch. 179; 63 L. J. Ch. 844; 38 Sol. Jo. 
564; 8 R. 474, 

5013. Notice of motion to  proceed.}—On 
Nov. 28, 1905, the pltfs., being unable to serve 
Telfer personally, owing to his disappearance, 
filed a notice of intention to proceed & move for 
judgment against him, & on Jan. 23, 1906, they 
filed 9 fresh notice of motion for judgment. 

I think, however, that the recent decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Jamaica Ry. Co. v. Colonial 
Bank, No. 5014, post, covers the point & alters the 
office practice in this respect, & that where a deft. 
has been duly served & has not appeared, & there 
has been no proceeding for a ycar against ‘him, 
the filing of a month’s notice to proceed is a 
sufficient compliance with Ord. LXIV., r. 13, & 
personal service is unnecessary (SWINFEN Eapy, 
J.).— Morison v. TELFER, [1906] W. N. 31, 32. 

5014 Writ of summons after amendment.}— 
There is no hard & fast rule that an amended writ, 
whatever be the nature of the amendment, must 
be re-served personally on a deft. who has not 
appeared to the original writ. 
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The Rules of the Supreme Court make no pro- 
vision for the personal service of an amended writ, 
& therefore r. 4 of Ord. LXVII. applies, & an 
amended writ may be served on a deft. who has 
not appeared by filing it with the proper officer. 
When this has been done the court has jurisdiction 
to proceed to try the action as against such a deft. 

But the court has a discretion in the matter, 
&, if it can see that there is any probability of 
injustice being otherwise done to the absent 
deft., it will require that he be served personally 
with the amended writ—e.g. if the indorsement 
on the writ has been amended in a such a way as 
substantially to enlarge the relief claimed against 
him, & to make the writ in effect a new writ. 

On granting leave to amend a writ the judge 
can, if he thinks it right to do so, impose the 
condition that the amended writ shall be served 
personally on a deft. who has not appeared to the 
original writ. 

An action was brought by a Colonial railway 
company & the then Governor of the Colony, who in 
the statement of claim was stated to be suing on 
behalf of the Government. One of the defts. 
did not appear to the writ. A change of Governor 
took place, &, in pursuance of leave given by the 
court, the writ was then amended by adding the 
name of the new Governor as a pltf., & the state- 
ment of claim was amended by stating that he was 
suing on behalf of the Government :—Held: the 
non-appearing deft. was sufficiently served by 
filing the amended writ in pursuance of r. 4 of 
Ord. LXVII. 

In most cases an amendment of the writ does 
substantially affect a deft., even if the amendment 
be only the addition of a pltf. There are many 
cases in which the effect of adding a pltf. to a writ 
will be to make substantially a different case 
against a deft., at any rate as regards the new pitt., 
& may make the action assume a substantially 
different form against that deft. I think, there- 
fore, that in the majority of cases—probably the 
great majority—a pltf. who amends his writ will 
be well advised in re-serving the amended writ 
personally on a deft. who has not appeared 
(RtomER, L.J.).—JAaMAICA Ry. Co. v. COLONIAL 
Bank, [1905] 1 Ch. 677, 692; 74 L. J. Ch. 410; 92 
i. T. 548; 53 W. R. 564, C. A. 

9015. Order of revivor.]}—Ord. LXVII., r. 4, 
does apply to an order of revivor, & therefore the 
filing of it in a case where the deft. has entered no 
appearance is sufficient (KEKEWICH, J.).—JACK- 
SON uv. KitHAM, [1891] W. N. 171. 

5016. Statement of claim filed before amend- 
ment of writ.J—A writ of summons issued on 
July 14, 1906, was indorsed with a claim for an 
injunction to restrain a breach of a restrictive 
covenant stated, through clerical error, to be con- 
tained in an indenture dated Oct. 26, 1891, instead 
of Oct. 26, 1901. The indenture was in other 
respects correctly described by the indorsement 
on the writ. On Aug. 8, 1906, a statement of 
claim was, the deft. not appearing, filed under 
Ord. LXVII., r. 4. Subsequently, on Nov. 21, 
1906, the indorsement on the writ having been 
duly amended by substituting ‘1901 for 

1891,” the writ as amended with a copy of the 
statement of claim was personally served on the 

deft., but the statement of claim, in which no 
alteration had been made, was not refiled :—Held : 
on motion for judgment, the statement of claim 
having been filed before the date of the amendment 
of the writ, the writ being the basis of everything 
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in the action, & the statement of claim as originally 
filed referring to a writ which was not the writ 
in the action, & although the amendment was 
unneces , the service of the writ after filing the 
statement of claim was of no avail, & that the 
pltfs. must file another statement of claim before 
moving for judgment in default of appearance.— 
SOUTHALL DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD. v. 
DuNSDON (1907), 96 L. T. 109; 61 Sol. Jo. 189. 

5017. Summons for appointment of receiver. }— 
Where a deft. has not appeared, & an application 
is made for the appointment of a receiver, it is 
not sufficient to file the summons at the Central 
Office, but it must be served on the deft., or leave 
must be obtained for substituted service.— 
TrLLine, Lrp. v. BLYTHE, [1899] 1 Q. B. 557; 
68 L. J. Q. B. 350; 80 L. T. 44; 47 W. R. 273; 
15 T. L. R. 205; 43 Sol. Jo. 258, C. A. 


Srct. 5.—PERSONAL SERVICE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVII., r. 5. Where personal service of any 
writ, notice, pleading, order, summons, warrant, or other 
document, proceeding, or written communication {is required 
by these Rules or otherwise, the service shall be effected as 
nearly as may be in the manner prescribed for the personal 
service of a writ of summons. 


Service of writ of summons.]—See R. S. C., Ord. 
IX., r. 2, p. 313, ante. 

Substituted service.]—Sec RK. S. C., Ord. X., Part 
XII., ante. 

Service out of jurisdiction.]|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XI., Part XIII., ante. 

5018. Service on lunatic not so found.J—A 
writ of sequestration will issue under Ord. XLIILI., 
r. 6, against the estate & effects of a person of 
unsound mind not so found by inquisition for nun- 
compliance with an order for payment of moneys 
made before such person became of unsound mind 
when such order been served as directed by 
Ord. LXVII., r. 5, & Ord. IX., r. 5.—ROBINSON v. 
GALLAND, [1889] W. N. 108; 5 T. L. R. 504. 


Sect. 6.—SUBSTITUTED SERVICE. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXVII., r. 6. Where personal service of any 
writ, notice, pleading, summons, order, warrant, or other 
document, proceeding, or written communication is required 
by these Rules or otherwise, and it is made to appear to the 
Court or a Judge that prompt personal service cannot be effected, 
the Court or Judge may make such order for substituted or 
other service, or for the substitution of notice for service by 
letter, public advertisement, or otherwise, as may be just. 


Substituted service of writ of summons. ]—See 
R.S. C., Ord. X., Part XII., ante. 

5019. Bankruptcy proceedings.J|—This was an 
ex parte application on behalf of the Board of 
Trade for leave to have substituted service of a 
notice of motion to commit H. B., a trustee in the 
bankruptcy of J. P., it having been found 
impossible, as asserted by the Board of Trade, to 
effect personal service in the case. 

Before I give leave for substituted service I 
must be satisfied that a man knows that an attempt 
is being made to effect service, & is intentionally 
keeping out of the way. There is a presumption 
that this is so in the present case, but there seems 
to have been no inquiry made at his place of 
residence. The man’s residence might doubtless 
be found without much trouble, & inquiry should 
be made there. I am not satisfied at present that 
it is a case where leave for substituted service 
should be given (CAVE, J.).—Re PHarce, Ex p. 
BOARD OF TRADE (1884), 1 Morr. 135, 186. 
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5020. -}—An application for leave for 
substituted service of a notice of motion for the 
committal of a trustee for contempt by reason of 
his non-compliance with an order of the court 
requiring him to furnish accounts must be made to 
the registrar & not to the judge in court.—Re 
CALDERWOOD, Ex p. BOARD OF TRADE (1890), 7 
Morr. 261. 

5021. ——— Service of notices in country under 
enemy occupation.]|—Re CURZON BROTHERS, Ez p. 
THE TRUSTEE, No. 4997, ante. 

«}—See, also, BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 187, 
Nos. 1263-1278. 

Divorce proceedings.|—-See HUSBAND & WIFE, 
he XXVII., pp. 3938-395, 544, Nos. 3884-3916, 
9] ° 

5022. Notice of appeal.]}—The Court of Appeal 
has jurisdiction to make an order for substituted 
service of a notice of appeal. 

Where the present address of one of the respon- 
dents to the appeal of the London County Council 
was unknown, so that it was impossible to serve 
him personally with the notice of appeal, the court 
made an order for substituted service upon him by 
posting a copy of the notice of appeal in a registered 
letter to his last-known address, &, if the letter 
should be returned through the dead-letter office, 
then by publication in Lloyd’s Weekly Newspaper. 
a LONDON CouNTY COUNCIL, [1901] W. N. 7, 
5028. Subpona to name a solicitor.]—This 
was an action against a sole trustee to compel 
restoration of trust funds. The writ had been 
served by leaving a copy, together with copy of 
the order for substituted service, with the deft.’s 
wife, & also by sending another copy through the 
post in a prepaid letter. The deft. appeared. 
Before the hearing the deft.’s solicitor was struck 
off the rolls, but his name remained as the deft.’s 
solicitor upon the record. The deft. could nat 
be served personally. 

Counsel applied for leave to make substituted 
service of a subpeena to name a solicitor together 
with a notice to the effect that in default of 
obedience to the subpoena, judgment would be 
moved for pursuant to accompanying notice of 
motion without further notice :—Held: such 
service to be made in the manner directed with 
respect to the writ of summons.—HAMILTON v. 
THOMAS, [1883] W. N. 31. 

5024. Writ of attachment.]—Issue of writ of 
attachment in respect of contempt of an order of 
which substituted service only had been effected.— 
WHYTE-MELVILLE v. WHYTE-MELVILLE (1888), 
4T. L. R. 491. 

5025. Charging order.J—A sum of money 
having been paid into court for the benefit of the 
deft., M., his solicitor, obtained a charging order 
for costs upon it under 23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, s. 28. 
The costs had been taxed ex parte. M. then took 
out a summons to show cause why the sum of 
money paid into court should not be paid out to 
him in part satisfaction of his taxed costs. This 
summons could not be served upon the deft., who 
appeared to be wilfully evading service of it. L. 
had acted for the deft. after M. had ceased to do so, 
& H. had introduced the deft. to M. :—Held: sub- 
stituted service of the summons should be allowed, 
that a notice calling upon the deft. to appear in one 
month should be put up as the master’s office, & 
served upon L. & H., & advertised in the Times 
newspaper, & thereupon, if the deft. did not appear, 
an order might be made on the summons.— 
Hunt v. Austin, Ex p. MASON (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 
598; 51 1L.J.Q. B. 455; 47 L. T. 300, O. A. 


AKnNeAa. —. 1_ An aammoanrad far 
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the execution of the trusts of a settlement. The 
pltfs. were one of the trustees of the settlement, 
the tenant for life, & three of the four beneficiaries 
interested in remainder. The other trustee was 
the sole deft. The fourth beneficiary was not a 
party to the action. In Feb. 1883, judgment was 
given for the execution of the trusts of the settle- 
ment. In March, 1883, the solicitor for the pltfs. 
obtained a charging order under 23 & 24 Vict. 
c. 127, s. 28, on the real estate comprised in the 
settlement for his taxed costs, & liberty was given 
to him to apply for a sale of the property to raise 
such costs. The fourth beneficiary was not a 
party to this order. The solicitor took out a 
summons for a sale of the property under the liberty 
to apply. The summons was not served on the 
fourth beneficiary, as her address was not known: 
—Held: (1) no order for a sale could be made 
without notice to the fourth beneficiary ; (2) sub- 
stituted service on her might be allowed, & 
by means of advertisements; a notice calling 
upon her to appear within a certain time should 
be advertised & thereupon, if she did not appear, 
an order might be made on the summons.— 
ROWLEY v. SOUTHWELL, SOUTHWELL Vv. ROWLEY 
(1889), 61 L. T. 805. 


SEcT. 7.—SERVICE ON SOLICITOR AUTHORISED 
TO ACT FOR PARTY WHO APPEARED IN 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVIL, r. 7. Where a party after having sued 
or appeared in person has given notice in writing to the opposite 
party or his solicitor, through a solicitor, that such solicitor is 
authorised to act in the cause or matter on his behalf, all writs, 
notices, pleadings, summonses, orders, warrants, and other 
documents, proceedings, and written communications which 
ought to be delivered to or served upon the party on whose 
behalf the notice is given shall thereafter be delivered to or 
served upon such solicitor. 


Change of solicitor.|—See R.S. C., Ord. VIT., r. 2, 
p. 310, ante. 


SEcT. 8.—SERVICE ON PERSON NOT A PARTY, 


R.S.C., Ord. LXVIL,r.8. Where a person who is not a party 
appears in any proceeding either before the Court or In chambers, 
service upon the solicitor in London by whom such person 
appears, whether such solicitor act as principal or agent, shall 
be deemed good service except in matters requiring personal 
service, 

As to persons served with notice of the Judgment 
in Chancery actions, see R. S. C., Ord. XVI., r. 40, 
p. 443, ante. 


er ee 


Sect. 9.—AFFIDAVITS OF SERVICE. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVII., r. 9. Affidavits of service shall state 
when, where, and how and by whom, such service was effected. 

See R. S. C., Ord. XITI., r. 2, p. 385, ante. 

Forms.]—See Appendix B., Nos. 22B-23e, 
Yearly Supreme Court Practice. 


Sect. 10.—ADMIRALTY ACTIONS. 


Nore.—For decisions on the present & former 
ractice of the Admiralty Division, see ADMIRALTY, 
Vol. I., pp. 158 et seq. 


SuB-SECT. 1.—INSTRUMENT UNDER SEAL OF 
CouRT. 


R. S. G., Ord. LXVIL, r. 10. Every instrument, under the 
seal of the Court, and prepared in the Admiralty registry, shall 
be issued on a notice filed ny the solicitor applying for the same, 
and chal) haar Aaata nn tha dav on which it is issued. 
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Sect. 10.—Admiralty actions: Sub-sects. 2, 3, 4 & 5. 
Part LXXXIX. Sects.1,2,3 &4. Part XC. 
Sect. Ts) 

SUB-SECT. 2.—SERVICE TO BE WITHIN 
TWELVE MONTHS. 
R. S. C., Ord. LXVII., v.11. Every instrument shall be served 


within twelve months from the day on which it bears date, 
otherwise the service thereof shall not be valid. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—NO SERVICE ON SUNDAY, ETC. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXVIL, r.12. No instrument except a warrant | 


shall be served on a Sunday, Good Friday, or Christmas Day. 


PRACTICE. 


SUB-SECT, 4.—-SERVICE BY MARSHAL. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVIL, r. 18. Every warrant or other instru- 
ment required to be served by the Marshal shall be left by the 
pollciter taking out the same with a notice in the Admiralty 
registry. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY 
MARSHAL. 

R. S. C., Ord. LXVIL, r. 14. The service of any instrument 
by the Marshal shall be verified by his certificate. The service 
of any instrument by a solicitor, his clerk or agent, shall be 
verified by an affidavit. 

Service by solicitor or his clerk—& not by 
marshal or his substitute—Valid.]—-See ANMIRALTY, 
Vol. T., p. 159, No. 677. 


Part LXXXIX.—Application of Rules in Crown, Revenue, 
and Matrimonial Causes. 


Sect. 1.—RULES NOT TO APPLY IN CERTAIN 
CASES. 


R.S.C., Ord. LXVITL, r. 1. Subject to the provisions of this 
Order, nothing in these Rules, save as expressly provided, shall 
affect the procedure or practice in any of the following causes or 
matters :— 

(a) Criminal proceedings ; 

(b) Proceedings on the Crown side of the King’s Bench 

Division ; 
(c) Proceedings on the Kevenue side of the King’s Bench 


Jivision ; 
(2) Proceedings for Divorce or other Matrimonial Causes, 


Criminal proceedings. |—See CRIMINAL LAW, Vol. 
XIV., pp. 29, 30, Nos. 9-19; Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31. 

Proceedings on Crown side of King’s Bench 
Division—-Return of unconditional compliance to 
writ of mandamus. ]—See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. 
XVI., pp. 343, 344, Nos. 1672, 1673. 

Proceedings on revenue side of King’s Bench 

Division.]|—See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI, 
pp. 235, 236, Nos. 301-316. 
Appeals in proceedings. ]— See R. S. C., Ord. 
LIX., r. 1 (a), p. 819, ante. 
From Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue under Licensing Consolidation Act, 1910 
(c. 24).]—See INTOXICATING LIQUOR, Vol. X XX., 
p. 55, Nos. 425, 426. 

~-—~ Trial on circult.}—See Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 71. 

5027. —~- Evidence—Oral.|—An information 
was filed on the Equity (Revenue) side of the 
exchequer Division to recover passenger duty from 
a railway company, the question in dispute being 
whether certain trains run by the company were 
cheap trains, within the meaning of the Act 
exempting from passenger duty the fares for the 
conveyance of passengers at fares not exceeding 
one penny per mile by cheap trains. The company 
applied to have the evidence taken orally :—Held : 
the evidence ought to be taken orally, as it was 
desirable that in such a case the court should be 
able to obtain immediate information & explana- 
tion by putting questions to the witnesses.—A.-G. 
v METROPOLITAN District Ry. Co. (1880), 6 
Ex. D. 218; 42 L. T. 842; 28 W. R. 376, C. A. 

Proceedings for divorce or other matrimonial 
causes.|—See HvusBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., 
pp. 263, 264, Nos. 2317-2825. 
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5028. Proceedings in Court of Appeal.]— 
At the present moment, subject to anything that 
may have been decided, it seems to me that Ord. 
LXVIII., r. 1, has no reference to proceedings in 
the Court of Appeal (ATKIN, L.J.).---RUTHERFORD 
v. RUTHERFORD, [1922] P. 144, 160, C. A.3 on 
appeal, 39 'T. L. R. 42, H. L. 





SicT. 2.—ORDERS TO APPLY TO PROCEEDINGS 
ON REVENUE SIDE OF KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVIII., r. 2. The following Orders shall, as 
far as they are applicable, apply to all proceedings on the 
Revenue side of the said Division; namely, 

(a) Order XXVIIL. (Amendment) ; 

(b) Order XXXIV (Spccial case) ; 

(c) Order X XXVIII. (Affidavits) ; 

(ad) Order LII. (Motions) ; 

(e) Order LVITT. Cappel) : 

(f) Order LXIV. (Time) ; 

(g) Order LXV. (Costs) ; 

(hk) Order LXVI. (Notices, etc ); 

(2) Order’ LAX. (Non-compliance) ; 

Provided, that Order LVIII. shall not upply to quo warranto. 


Order II, r. 8, shall apply to 
the Revenue side of the King’s Bench Division, 


See, also, KR. S. C., Ord. LXVITI., rr. 
p. 967, post. 

Proceedings by & against paupers.|—See 
RK. S. C., Ord. XVI., rr. 22-31, Part XTX, Sect. 18, 
ante; & Crown Office Rules, 1906, rr. 257, 258. 

Amendment.|— See R. S. C., Ord. XXVITII., 
Part XXIV., ante; PLEADING, Part VII., ante. 

Special case.|—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., 
Part XX XV., ante. 

Affidavits.|—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIII., 


SS Se a er 2A. 


3 & 4, 





Part XL., ante. 

imi ahi R. 8. C., Ord. LII., Part LIX., 
ante. 

Appeals.J—See R. S. C., Ord. LVIII., Part 
LXXVII., ante. 

Time.]—See R. S. C., Ord. LXIV., Part 
LXXXV., ante. 

ieee aaa R.S.C., Ord. LXV., Part LXXXVI., 
ante. 

Notices.|—See R. S. ©., Ord. LXVI., Part 
LXXXVII., ante. 

Non-compliance.|—See R. S, C., Ord. LXX., 
Part XCI., post, 


Part XC,.—ARREST OF DEBTORS. 


SECT. 3.—SERVICE OUT OF THE JURISDICTION. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXVIII., r. 3. Order XI. (which relates to 
service out of the jurisdiction) shall apply, as far as it is applic- 
able, to proceedings on the Crown side, and to proceedings on 
the Revenuc side, of the King’s Bench Division. (Added by 
R. S.C. (No 1), 1982, r. 6.) 
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Srct. 4.—CHANGE OF SOLICITOR. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXVIIL., r. 4. Order VIT., Rules 2, 3 and 4 
(which relate to change of solicitor) shall apply (so far as applic- 
able) to proceedings on the Crown side, and to proceedings on 
the Revenue side, of the King’s Bench Division, and to pro- 
ceedings for Divorce and other Matrimonial Causes. (Added 
by RR. S C (No 1), 1932,7 6) 


Part XC. —Arrest of Debtors. 


SEcT. 1.—ORDER FOR ARREST. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIX., r. 1. An crder to arrest under the 
6th section of the Debtors Act, 1869 (which shall be in the 
Form No. 31 of Appendix K , with such variations as circum- 
utances may require), shall be made upon affidavit and ex 
. ‘3 but the defendant may at any time after arrest apply 
to the Court or a Judge to rescind or vary the order or to be 
Si aes from custody, or for such other relief as may be 
ust. 


See Debtors Act, 1869 (c. 62), 5. 6. 
For Form 31, Appendix K., see Yearly Supreme 
Court Practice. 





Former practice.|—See Judgments Act, 1838 
(c. 110), 5. 3. 
5029. --— Exceptions — Actions for goods 


bargained & sold.J—A deft. cannot be held to 
special bail on an affidavit stating him to be 
indebted to the pltf. insomuch for goods bargained 
& sold, without also saying delivered._— HOPKINS 
v?. THORNE (1810), 12 East, 398 ; 104 E. R. 156. 

5030. ——— ~—.}+-A deft. cannot be 
holden to special bail on an affidavit, stating him 
tou be indebted to the pltf. in a certain sum for 
goods sold, unless it be also stated that they were 
delivered.— LASCAR v. MORIOSEPH (1823), 1 Bing. 
357; 21. J.0O.8.C. P. 14; 130 H.R. 144; sub 
nom. LOISADA v. MoRryOsRPH, & Moore, C. P. 366. 

5031. ——.}—Under Judgments 
Act, 1838 (c. 110), 8. 3, it is no objection to an 
affidavit made for the purpose of holding a party 
to bail that it is sworn before the summons, & is 
headed with the name of the court, & also described 
in the heading as “ between ”’ the parties, desig- 
nated in such heading as “‘ plitf.’’ & ‘‘ deft.” 

Nor that the party against whom the capias is 
demanded is stated to be indebted to the party 
demanding it, in a given sum of money, being the 
balance of account for railway stock & shares 
‘sold’? by the latter to the former, not adding 
‘* delivered.” 

Nor that, after stating facts to show that the 
party against whom the capias is demanded is 
likely to leave England speedily, the affidavit 
does not add ‘unless he be forthwith appre- 
hended.’’—ARGREAVES v. HAYES (1855), 5 EK. & 
B. 272; 24 L. J. Q. B. 281; 1 Jur. N.S. 521; 
119 BE. R. 483; sub nom. HARGREAVES v. HAINES, 
3C.L. R. 1886; 25 L. T. 0. S. 161; 3 W. R. 486. 

5032. —-— Bail bond.}|—Bail to the 
sheriff cannot be held to bail.—BRANDER uv. 
Rosson (1795), 6 Term Rep. 336; 101 E. R. 582. 

50338. -}—A deft. who has given 
a bail bond cannot be holden to bail in an action 
brought by the sheriff on that bond.—MELLISH v. 
OC aaa (1800), 8 Term Rep. 450; 101 E. R. 


50384. Action on penal statute. ]— 
This was an action brought for £50 penalty, given 
by Act of Parliament for deft.’s practising as an 
attorney, not being duly admitted ; wherein deft. 
was held to bail. Rule to show cause why 























common appearance, & supersedeas absolute. This 
is for a fine or amercianent, & is in the nature of 
a qui tam.- WHITTINGHAM 17. COGHLAN (1739), 
Barnes, 80; 91 E. R. 816. 

5035. --- - ---— —~--.}- Action on 26 Geo. 2, 
c. 21, s. 3, for a forfeiture of £200 for having un- 
sealed wrought silks found in his custody. 

Upon showing cause why the deft. should not 
be discharged on common bail, counsel, for the 
pltf., said, it had been objected ‘‘ that this was a 
popular ‘ action.’ ” 

But he answered, that 26 Geo. 2, c. 21, s. 8 
(on which this action was brought), expressly 
authorises to hold to special bail; it gives a capias 
in the first process, specifying the sum of the 
penalty sued for; & directs ‘‘ that the deft. shall 
be obliged to give sufficient bail, etc.” 

Counsel, for the deft., objected, that though the 
Act gives a capias, etc., yet it is not positively 
sworn in the pltf.’s affidavit, ‘‘ that the deft. has 
committed ‘the offence’ ’’; it is only, ‘‘ that he 
has cause of action against him for £200 forfeited 
by him for s0 much unsealed silk, etc., found in his 
custody.”? his is making the pltf. a judge of 
the offence. It ought to be positive, ‘‘ that the 
deft. had committed the offence described in the 
Act of Parliament.”’ 

It is positive enough; he swears ‘“ that he had 
cause of action against him for £200 forfeited by 
him, etc.’”’ The Act does not require an affidavit 
at all (per Cur.).—R. v. REBORD (1764), 3 Burr. 
1569; 97 EK. R. 985. 

5036. Application for order—Discretion of 
court to issue.|—Appeal from the refusal of the 
Divisional Court to make an order for the arrest 
of the deft. under the 6th section of the Debtors 
Act, 1869. 

There was no affidavit on the part of the pltf. 
to show anything which would satisfy the court 
that the pltf. would be prejudiced by the absence 
of the deft. :—Held: the court has a discretion 
to exercise as to issuing such an order against deft. 
under which he will be arrested.—HASLUCK 
(TRUSTEE OF BENZON) v. LEHMAN (1890), 6 T. L. R. 
435, ©. A. 

5087. Application for discharge—Abuse of 
process.]—In the present case the process of the 
court has been abused. The debtor, being a 
foreigner resident out of the jurisdiction, is by a 
concerted trick, amounting to a fraud, brought 
within it. I think that the pltfis., being parties 
to such a fraudulent abuse of our process, are 
prevented by a personal disability from availing 
themselves of the Act. I doubt much also 
whether a foreigner, brought into the country in 
this manner, can fairly be said to be about to quit 
England within the meaning of the Act. & the 
case is the stronger as the debt, debtor, residence, 
& everything is foreign. But this rule is absolute 
on the ground that our process is abused 
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Sect. 1.—Order for arrest. 
Part XCI. Sect. 1.) 


(CROMPTON, J.).— STEIN v. VALKENHUYSEN (1858), 
E. B. & E. 65, 68; 27 L. J. Q. B. 236; 31 L. T. 
O. S. 80; 4 Jur. N.S, 411; 120 E. R. 481; sub 
nom. STEYNE v. VALKENHUYZEN, 6 W. R. 444. 

5088. ——— After final Judgment signed.]}—A 
deft. who has been arrested & imprisoned under 
the Debtors Act, 1869 (c. 62), s. 6, on the ground 
that his absence from England will prejudice the 
pitf. ‘‘in the prosecution of his action’’ cannot be 
kept in prison after final judgment has been signed. 
——HuvuME v. DRUYFF (1873), L. R. 8 Exch. 214; 42 
L. J. Ex. 145; 29 L. T. 64. 

Arrest under Bankruptcy Act, 1914.]—-Sec BANK- 
RUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 1043, 1044, Nos. 8515-8522. 

Writ of ne exeat regno.|—See Equity, Vol. XX., 
pp. 542, Nos. 2595 et seq. 


Sects. 2, 8, 4, 5,6 & 7. 


SECT. 2.—INDORSEMENT OF PLAINTIFF’S ADDRESS 
FOR SERVICE—CONCURRENT ORDERS. 

R. S. C., Ord. LXIX., r. 2. An order to arrest shall before 
delivery to the sheriff be indorsed with the plaintiff’s address 
for service as required by Order IV., Rules] and 2. Concurrent 
orders may be issued for arrest In different counties The sheriff 
or other officer executing the order shall be entitled to the same 
fees as heretofore. 


50389. ——-.}There is no irregularity in issuing 
several writs of summons for the same cause of 
action, when there are several defts., if they are 
issued on the same pracipe, & dated the same day. 
—ANGUS v. COPPARD (1837), 3 M. & W. 57; 
Dowl. 187; Murp. & H. 325; 2 Jur. 18; 150 
K. R. 1055, 

5040. Concurrent orders.J—-The question is, 
whether the pltf. may issue concurrent writs into 
several counties; & I am of opinion he may. It 
was the practice, . . . & it would be unreasonable 
if the practice were otherwise ; for the pltf. may 
doubt in which of several counties the deft. is to 
be found; & if only one writ can be issued at a 
time, the deft. may escape over the borders & 
elude the process of the court. On the other 
hand, he is not injured by concurrent writs, for 
he can be arrested but once; & he is only liable to 
the costs of the writ on which he is arrested 
(TINDAL, C.J.).—DUNN v. HARDING (1834), 10 
Bing. 553, 555; 2 Dowl. 803; 4 Moo. & S. 450; 
3L. J.C, P. 186; 131 E. R. 1009. 


SECT. 3.—SECURITY BY DEFENDANT. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXIX., r. 8. The security to be given by the 
defendant may be a deposit in Court of the amount mentioned 
in the order, or a bond to the plaintiff by the defendant and two 
sufficlent sureties (or with the leave of the Court or a Judge 
either one surety or more than two), or, with the plaintiff’s 
consent, any other form of security. The plaintiff may, within 
four days after receiving particulars of the names and addresses 
of the proposed sureties, give notice that he objects thereto, 
ch i the notice the particulars of his objections. In such 
case the sufficiency of the security shall be determined by a 
Master who shall have power to award costs to either party. 


giving no 


PRACTICE, 


It shall be the duty of the plaintiff to obtain an appointment 
for that purpose and unless he do so within four days after 
ice of objection, the security shal] be deemed sufficient. 


Sect. 4.—-CONTROL OF THE COURT. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIX., r. 4. The money deposited, and the 
security, and all proceedings thereon, shall be subject to the 
order and control of the Court or a Judge. 


5041. Money paid in by deposit.]—- Money 
having been paid into the hands of the Protho- 
notary of this court, ‘‘ in lieu of bail, to satisfy the 
costs in error,”’ the court refused to retain any 
portion of the amount so paid in, to satisfy a 
demand made by the adverse party, for costs 
incurred in the cause antecedently to the writ of 
error being obtained.—GWyYNNE v. CoLLIns (1840), 
9 Dowl. 70; sub nom. CoLLINS v. GWYNNE, 1 
Man. & G. 938; 2 Scott, N.R. 85; 133 EK. R. 612. 

5042. ——.]}~Money deposited in court, in 
one action, pursuant to 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, 8. 2, & 
Imprisonment for Debt Act, 1827 (c. 71), 8. 2, 
cannot be paid out to an execution creditor in 
another action, in satisfaction of his claim, not- 
withstanding the provisions of Judgments Act, 
1838 (c. 110), s. 12, as that section does not give 
power to seize moncy in execution while in the 
hands of a third person as trustee for the deft.— 
FRANCE v. CAMPBELL, WINTER v. CAMPBELL (1841), 
9 Dowl. 914; 6 Jur. 105. 

5048. Incompetence of bail.}—Where bail have 
become incompetent after the recognisance has 
been completed, a party cannot be called upon to 
find fresh bail either in civil or criminal proceed- 
ings.—R. v. SHIRLEY (18438), 12 L. J. Q. B. 346; 
7J.P. 640; 7 Jur.1088; sub nom. R.v. JOHNSON, 
1 Dow. & IL. 1382. 


Srecr. 5.—COSTS. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXIX., r. 5. Unless otherwise ordered, the costs 
of and incidental to an order of arrest, shall be costs in the 
cause, 


Secr. 6.—COMPLETION OF SECURITY AND 
DISCHARGE FROM CUSTODY. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXIX., r. 6. Upon pes men into Court of the 
amount mentioned in the order, a recelpt shall be given; and 
upon receiving the bond or other security, a certificate to that 
effect shall be given, signed or attested by the plaintiff’s solicitor 
if he have one, or by the plaintiff, if he sue in person. The 
delivery of such receipt, or a certificate to the sheriff or other 
officer executing the order, shall entitle the defendant to be 
discharged out of custody. 


Sect. 7.—DATE OF ARREST TO BE INDORSED. 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXIX., r. 7. The sheriff or other officer named 
in an order to arrest shall, within two days after the arrest, 
indorse on the order the true date of such arrest. 


Part XCI.—Non-CoMPLIANCE WITH RULES—EFFECT OF. 
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Part XCI.—Non-Compliance with Rules——Effect of. 


Srcr. 1.—PROCEEDINGS NOT RENDERED VOID 
BY IRREGULARITY. 


R. S. C., Ord. UXX., r.1. Non-compliance with any of theso 
Rules, or with any rule of practice for the time being in force, 
shall not render any proceedings void unless the Court or a 
Judge shall so direct, but such proceedings may be set aside 
either wholly or in part as irregular, or amended, or otherwisc 
dealt with in such manner and upon such terms as the Court 
or Judge shall think fit. 

5044. Application of rule—No affidavit under 
R.S. C., Ord. XI., r. 4.J—A writ was issued against 
& served upon a sole deft., who was within the 
jurisdiction. He applied for leave to issue a third- 
party notice against D., who was out of the juris- 
diction. On the hearing of the application the 
judge directed that D. should be added as a deft., 
& gave the pltf. leave to add D. & to amend the 
writ, & to serve the amended writ upon D. out of 
the jurisdiction. No affidavit had been made, as 
required by r. 4 of Ord. XI., that the pltf. had a 
good cause of action, etc. The amended writ was 
served on D. out of the jurisdiction, but it did not 
bear the indorsement, prescribed by Form No. 5 
in Appendix A. to the R. S. C., for a writ to be 
served out of the jurisdiction:—Held: these 
omissions were mere irregularities & not matters 
of substance, & they did not entitle D. to have 
the amended writ & the service thereof upon him 
set aside.——DIcKSON v. LAw & DAvinsoN, [1895] 
2 Ch. 62; 64 1.1. J. Ch. 490; 72 L. T. 6803; 39 
Sol. Jo. 396; 43 W. R. 596; 13 R. 431. 

5045. Omission to copy order in notice. |— 
R., an American, residing in England for the 
purposes of his business, brought an action against 
(., an American resident in America, to enforce 
a contract by C., made in England, to transfer to 
Kt. shares in an English company. Bacon, V.-C., 
yvave leave to issue the writ, & serve notice of it in 
America. More than a year afterwards the deft., 
without giving any sufficient reason for his delay, 
applied to discharge the order for service on the 
ground that there were incorrect statements in the 
affidavit on which it was obtained ; that the order 
giving Icave, though noted on the writ, was not 
mentioned in the notice; & that there was no 
jurisdiction to order service abroad, as the con- 
tract was not one which according to its terms 
ought to be performed within the jurisdiction :~- 
Held: (1) the omission to copy in the notice the 
order giving leave to issue the writ & serve notice 
of it, was not such an informality as to make the 
service invalid; (2) after the lapse of a year deft. 
was too late to raise any objection to the order 
on the ground that the affidavit on which it was 
obtained did not fairly state the facts.—REYNOLDS 
v, COLEMAN (1887), 36 Ch. D. 453; 561L.J.Ch. 903 ; 
57 L. T. 588; 35 W. R. 8138, C. A. 

5046. ——- Memorandum of service incom- 
pletely indorsed.]—This was a foreclosure action, 
to which there were three defts., A., T., & B., 
neither of whom had appeared. The action pro- 
ceeded in default of appearance in the usual way, 
& was heard as a short cause. The usual judgment 
was Seba When the order was about to 
be wn up the registrar objected that the 
indorsement of service on the writ was defective, 
as it did not comply, as regarded two of the defts., 
with R. S. O., 1883, Ord. IX., r. 15, which required 
that the day of the week on which service was 
effected should be stated as well as the day of the 
month. The indorsement was as follows: ‘‘ This 
lee was served by me at Margate, in the county 
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of Kent, on the defts., A. & T., on July 25, & on 
B. on Thursday, July 26, 1888. Indorsed July 26, 
1888.—W. King.”’ 

STIRLING, J., said that the order might be drawn 
up, notwithstanding the objection.—FOAT vv. 
BASSET, [1888] W. N. 255. 

5047. Order for substituted service— 
Ordinary writ within jurisdiction—Defendant out 
of Jurisdiction.]—A writ was issued in the general 
form, without the leave of the court, against a 
person who at the date of the writ was out of the 
jurisdiction. The pltf. obtained an order for 
substituted service of the writ within the juris- 
diction, &, having served the writ in accordance 
with the order, signed judgment against the deft. 
for default of appearance. The deft. took out a 
summons asking that the judgment might be set 
aside, & that the pltf. might be ordered to deliver 
a statement of claim: --Held: the order for sub- 
stituted service was not void, but that it was only 
an irregularity which could be waived, & that by 
taking out the summons for the pltf. to deliver a 
statement of claim the deft. had waived the 
irregularity, & was not entitled to have the judg- 
ment set aside.—F ry v. Moone (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 
395; 58 L. J. Q. B. 382; 61 L. T. 5456; 37 W. R. 
565, C. A. 

5048, ———- -—_—- ————- ———. }/ ‘Where a writ 
was issued in the ordinary form for service within 
the jurisdiction against a person who shortly 
before the issue of the writ had left England, & 
had ever since remained out of the jurisdiction, & 
it did not appear that the deft. had gone out of the 
jurisdiction to avoid service of the writ :—Held 
(following Fry v Moore, No. 5047, anle): an order 
for substituted service of such writ could not be 
made.--WILDING v. BEAN, [1891] 1 Q. B. 100; 








60 lL. J. Q. B. 10; 64 1. T. 41; 39 W. R. 40, 
C. A. 
5049. — --- Writ of attachment—Copies of 


affidavits not served with notice of motion.}—An 
irregularity committed in the course of any pro- 
ceedings under the Itules of the Court does not 
necessarily render the proceedings void; under 
Ord. LXX., r. 1, the court has power to condone 
the irregularity. Therefore, where an order for 
attachment for contempt of court had been made 
against a deft. on a motion the affidavits in 
support of which had not been served with the 
notice of motion, as required by Ord. LII., r. 4, 
the court, being satisfied that a contempt had 
been committed, refused, in the exercise of the 
discretion conferred upon it by Ord. LXX., r. I, 
to set it aside; but under the circumstances the 
deft., who was in prison under the attachment, 
was ordered to be released. 

A summons or notice of motion to set aside 
proceedings for irregularity should state the 
several objections on which the applicant intends 
to insist: Ord. LXX., vr. 3.—PETry v. DANIEL 
(1886), 34 Ch. D. 172; 56 L. J. Ch. 192; 55 L. T. 
745; 35 W. R. 151. 

5050. -}—-This being an appli- 
cation for the discharge of a prisoner, it is right 
that there should be no doubt, not only as to my 
opinion, but as to the grounds of it. The deft., 

.. is in prison under an order made on April 29 
last because he had committed a contempt of 
court in not attending before the examiner 
appointed to take evidence in the action. 

It is said that the order for the writ of attach- 
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ment was made irregularly ; that is to say, that 
the service of the order was not personal, & was 
only effected by filing the notice of motion in the 
central office. Possibly that may have been 
wrong. That was called to my attention by 
counsel when he moved for the order. The deft. 
did not appear before me on the motion; it may 
have been because he was not aware that the 
motion was coming on, though there was the fact 
that he had deliberately disobeyed the order for 
his examination. But it is said that the order 
was irregular, & that without personal service of 
the notice of motion I ought not to have made the 
order. I will assume that there is much to be 
said in favour of that view; but no authority for 
that was cited on behalf of the applicant which 
appeared to be in point, & it has been already 
decided that an order once made is not void, but 
that it can be sct aside or otherwise dealt with at 
the discretion of the court; that is to say, if the 
court is satisfied, not only that the order ought 
not to have been made according to the strict 
practice, or that practically the man ought not to 
lave been in prison at all or that he should be 
released, then the court will exercise its discretion 
in his favour. The case I refer to is Petty v. 
Danicl, No. 5049, ante, in which Kay, J., reserved 
judgment to consider the practice; & it is clear 
he considered the point, for he said that the 
application in that case to discharge a prisoner 
for contempt was ‘‘ on the ground that the evidence 
used in support of the motion for attachment was 
never properly served.’’ ‘There is not} much 
distinction between that case & the one I have 
here. Kay, J., came to the conclusion that an 
irregularity had been committed, & he considered 
whether the court could condone the irregularity, 
& he came to the conclusion that it was competent 
to the court to condone an irregularity of that 
hind ; & in short he held that the order for attach- 
inent was not void, ‘‘but there has been an 
irregularity in obtaining it, & therefore under 
Ord. LXX., r. 1, the court may set it aside, or 
amend, or otherwise deal with it in such manner 
& upon such terms as the court shall think fit.” 
Acting on that power, he did not set aside the 
order, but exercised the discretion conferred upon 
him, & ordered the applicant’s release from prison. 
I hold, with Kay, J., that this order is not, void 
(KEKEWICH, J.).— Re Evans, Evans v. NOTON, 
apt 1 Ch. 252, 256; 68 I. T. 271; 2 R. 216, 

5051. —-— -J—On an application by 
the pltfs. at chambers for leave to issue a writ of 
attachment against the deft. for disobedience of 
an order of the court, the deft.’s solicitor took the 
objection that copies of affidavits, on which the 
application was founded, had not been served 
with the summons in accordance with Ord. LII., 
yr. 4. The judge thereupon offered to adjourn the 
further hearing until the following day in order 
that the deft. might have an opportunity of 
answering the affidavits: & it was adjourned 
accordingly, The affidavits were shown to the 
deft.’s solicitor, who subsequently attended at the 
adjourned hearing, & admitted that the deft. 
could not answer the affidavits. The judge then 
inade the order for an attachment :—Held: 
assuming that the provisions of Ord. LII., r. 4, 
applied & that there had been an irregularity, 
nevertheless, by reason of what subsequently 
happened, the deft., having accepted what was 
equivalent to the advantages intended to be con- 
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ferred by the provisions of the rule, was not 
entitled to insist on the irregularity, & the order 
for an attachment was rightly made.—RENDELL 
v. GRUNDY, [1895] 1Q.B.16; 64L.3.Q.B 135; 
71 L. T. 564; 43 W. R. 50; 39 Sol. Joe 26; 14 
R. 19, C. A. 

5052. ---— Short notice.J—In a case where 
short notice of a motion had been irregularly 
applied for & served, but the party served had not 
been injured by the irregularity, the court exercised 
its discretion under Ord. LIX., r. J], & disregarded 
the irregularity & heard the motion on the merits. 
—DAWSON v. BEESON (1882), 22 Ch. D. 504; 52 
L. J. Ch. 663; 48 L. TI. 407; 31 W. R. 637, C. A. 

5058. Notice of motion to set aside award 
—No copy of affidavit in support.J—A notice of 
motion to set aside an award, which would expire 
on the last day of the sittings next after such 
award, was served without any copy of the affidavit 
in support of the application :—Held: that thqugh 
the court may not have power to enlarge the time 
for making the application under Ord. LXIV., 
r. 7, there is power under Ord. LXX., r. 1, to hear 
the application, although the time has expired, 
if the court deem fit.—He WIGGESTON HosriTaL 
& STEPHENSON (1885), 54 L. J. Q. B. 248. 

5054. —-—- Notice of motion for day not in 
sittings.|—A notice of motion having been given 
for a day not in the sittings, the court amended 
the notice in this respect.—WILLIAMS v. DE 
BOINVILLE (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 180; 54 L. T. 732 ; 
34 W. R. 702. 

5055. —-— Petition presented instead of appli- 
cation by summons.]—When a judginent creditor 
in possession had proceeded by petition instead 
of originating summons under Judgments Act, 
1864 (c. 112), 8. 4, as amended by lt. S. C., Ord. 
LV., r. 98, the costs of proceedings initiated 
by summons were only allowed.—/te MARTIN & 
VARLOW (1891), 48 W. R. 247; 39 Sol. Jo. 151; 
13 IR. 189. 

5056. —-- Issue of writ in name of a firm— 
Firm consisting of one person.]—In an Admiralty 
action in rem for damage to cargo, the writ was 
issued in the name of a firm, & indorsed ‘ The 
pltfs., as owners of goods laden on board ”’ the 
carrying ship, claim compensation. The owners 
of the carrying ship appeared as defts., gave bail, 
&, on their demand for particulars of names & 
addresses, the pltfs. gave the name of a single 
individual residing in Paris, trading under the 
firm name at a Juondon address. The defts. 
applied for security for costs, &, on this applica- 
tion being refused, moved to set aside the writ on 
the ground that under Ord. XLVITIa., r. 1, the 
firm in the name of which the writ is issued niust 
consist of two or more persons :—Held: as the 
indorsement on the writ stated that the pltfs. sued 
as ‘‘owners” of the cargo, the practice in 
Admiralty would have been satisfied if the word 
‘‘ owners ”? had appeared on the face of the writ. 
The mistake was, therefore, a mere “ irregularity ”’ 
which could be cured by leave to amend under 
Ord. LXX., r. 1, &, further, as the defts. had, by 
applying for security for costs, taken a fresh step 
after knowledge of the irregularity, they were 
precluded by r. 2 of the same order from taking 
advantage of the irregularity.-THER ASSUNTA, 
[1902] P. 160; 71 L. J.P. 75; 861. T. 660; 50 
W. RK. 544; 18 T. L. R. 570; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 302. 

5057. Writ of inquiry—Omission to take 
out summons for leave to issue.|—The appeal did 
not come within the new trial jurisdiction of the 
Court of Appeal under the Judicature Act, 1890, 
s. 1, & Ord. XXXIX., r. 1, as the deft.’s real 
application was to set aside the writ of inquiry & 








Part XCI.—Non-CompLiANCE WITH RULES—EFFECT OF. 


all the proceedings thereunder as null & void; the 
proper procedure for that purpose was by an 
application to the King’s Bench Division from 
which the writ had issued; &, even if it were 
competent for the court to entertain the appeal, 
the omission to take out a summons for leave to 
issue the writ of inquiry, on which no other order 
would have been possible than that the writ should 
issue, Was & mere irregularity within Ord. LXX. 
which has been waived.—_SMYTHE v. WILES, [1921] 
2K. B. 66; 90 L. J. K. B. 1278; 124 L. T. 688; 
37 T. L. R. 256; 65 Sol. Jo. 258, C. A. 

50568. Marking notice of motion with 
name of wrong judge.}—This was a motion by the 
pltfs. to renew the issue of a writ of attachment 
against the deft. The notice of motion was 
marked before ‘‘ Mr. Justice KEKEWICH,” but 
ought to have been marked ‘“ before Mr. Justice 
STIRLING ’’ as the judge who had seisin of the action. 

It was objected on behalf of the deft., first, that 
the motion could not be made before KEKEWICH, 
J.; secondly, that the motion was bad for irregu- 
larity, because no affidavits were served with the 
original notice of motion, & the original notice of 
motion did not state the grounds of it. The deft. 
had seen copies of the affidavits, subsequently to 
the service of the notice of motion, & had answered 
them :—Held: the s Laeagtre was one of irregu- 
larity, & not of nullity, & it was one which 
STIRLING, J., if the matter was before him, would 
have power to remedy by giving leave to amend 
the notice of motion. SrimurmNe, J., having 
requested KEKEWICH, J., to hear the motion, 
Kexrwicu, J., sitting as STIRLING, J.’s vicegerent 
ad hoc, gave leave to amend the notice of motion 
by substituting, where necessary, ‘‘ Mr. Justice 
STIRLING ”’ for ‘‘ Mr. Justice KEKEWICH.”’ 

The court will not condone a direct non-com- 
pliance with the Rules upon an application affect- 
ing the liberty of the subject.—-TayLor v. ROE 
(1893), 68 L. TI. 218; 3 R. 259. 

5059. Joinder of causes of action without 
leave.|}—The joinder in one action of causes of 
auction with a claim for recovery of possession of 
land without leave having been obtained under 
Ord. XVIITI., r. 2, is an irregularity which may be 
waived under Ord. LXX.—LiLoyvp v. GREAT 
WESTERN Datnries Co., [1907] 2 K. B. 727; 76 
L. J. K. B. 924; 97 L. T. 384; 23 T. L. R. 570; 
51 Sol. Jo. 530, C. A. 

5060. Service of writ—-Memorandum en- 
dorsed on a sheet of paper attached. ]—Application 
on behalf of deft. to set aside judgment on the 
ground of irregularity. Applicant was served 
with the writ of summons in Pretoria. He did not 
enter an appearance, & judgment was entered 
against him in default of appearance. The 
irregularity alleged was: The writ was duly served 
on the applicant in Pretoria by the bailiff of 
the district, & within three days of that service 
it was returned with a sheet attached to it by 
a seal, on which sheet was cndorsed a statement 
that the writ was duly served on the applicant. 
A. question arose whether that could be said to be 
indorsement on the writ, & Master B. made an 
order, under Ord. IX., r. 15, further extending 
the time for making the indorsement, which was 
then made within the further time allowed. 
Applicant took no proceedings before the trial. 
But now, after judgment had been obtained— 
whether at suggestion of co-deft. or not, most 
certainly not bond fide—made this application 
to set aside the proceedings :—Held: that there 
was not a proper indorsement within Ord. IX., 
r. 15, but it was unnecessary to consider whether 
Master B. ‘was justified in making the order. 
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pp acone was trying to escape by the merest 
technicality. There was ample power, under 
Ord. LXX., r. 1, to dispense with strict com- 
pliance with the rules, & the court directed that 
such an order should be drawn up accordingly. 
The application was not made in good faith or 
within a reasonable time & was most improper, 
& must be dismissed.—STEEKS v. RoGERs (1891), 
77T. L. R. 188, 184. 

5061.—-—— Rule nisi against corporation—Failure 
to insert names of individual members— & service 
of affidavit.|—Two precepts were served upon & 
metropolitan borough council requiring them to 
pay certain sums or to levy rates for that purpose. 
The council having failed to do this, the precepting 
authorities obtained peremptory writs of man- 
damus against them. No return having been 
made to the writs, & the council having declined 
to make the rates, the precepting authorities 
obtained rules nisi for attachment against the 
council. The rules required the council to show 
cause why writs of attachment should not be 
issued ‘‘ against them or every of them.’ They 
were served upon some names of the persons 
sought to be attached. They were served upon 
some only of the members, together with affidavits 
of the precepting authorities in support, which 
were defective in that they did not specify the 
contempt with which each member was charged. 
Some twenty-seven of the members made a joint 
affidavit in reply, in which they stated their 
reasons for refusing to make the rates & persisted 
in their refusal. At the hearing of the application 
for rules absolute some eleven or twelve addressed 
the court in support of their refusal. The 
Divisional Court directed writs of attachment to 
issue both against the council & certain of the 
individual members. On appeal :—-Held: (1) the 
proceedings against the individual members of 
the council were irregular in that their names 
were not inserted in the rules nisi for attach- 
ment, & each member was not served with an 
affidavit specifying the nature of the contempt 
with which he was charged; (2) the irregularity 
was one that could be waived, & had in fact been 
waived by some of the members by their joining 
in the affidavits & by addressing the court to the 
effect that they intended to persevere in their 
disobedience to the writs of mandamus.—R. v. 
PoPpLAR BOROUGH COUNCIL (No. 2), [1922] 1 K. B. 
95; 91L. J. K. B.174; 126 L. T. 1388; 85 J. 72. 
259; 88 T. L. R.6; 19 1. G. R. 731, C. A. 

5062. —-- Order of reference—Indorsed with 
name of referee not in rotation. }—An action having . 
been commenced before a judge & jury, the judge 
ordered it to be tried before an official referee 
under Arbitration Act, 1889 (c. 49), s. 14, & 
refused to refer it to any one in particular of the 
official referees. The order was produced to the 
clerk of the senior official referee under Ord. 
XXXVI.,r. 46. The clerk, in breach of r. 45 of 
that order, endorsed the order of reference with 
the name of a referee who was not the referee in 
rotation. The case was heard & determined by 
the referee whose name had been indorsed on the 
order. The pltf. in the course of the hearing 
became aware of the irregularity, but allowed the 
case to proceed :—-Held: the irregularity did not 
render the trial a nullity, but was one which could 
be waived by the parties; & in the circumstances 
it had been waived by the pltf.—SHRAGER v. 
Basit DiegHTon, Lrp., [1924] 1 K. B. 274; 98 
L. J. K. B. 348; 180 L. T. 642; 68 Sol. Jo. 166; 
39 T. L. R. 705, C. A. 

5068. ———— Entry of plaint & issue of summons 
—Before obtaining leave under County Courts Act, 
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1888 (c. 48), 5s. 74.}-On Jan. 30, 1924, a tenant 
of a dwelling-house within the Rent Restrictions 
Acts lodged two plaints in the West London 
County Court, the one under sect. 12 (8) of the 
Act of 1920, for apportionment of rent, & the other 
under sect. 14 (1) of the same Act for certain 
sums paid by him in respect of rent which, as he 
alleged, was irrecoverable by his landlord. These 
sums were, by sect. 8 (2) of the Act of 1923, 
recoverable on or before Jan. 31, 1924, but not 
afterwards. The claim for apportionment could 
regularly be brought in the West London court, 
but the claim for repayment could not be brought 
in that court without the leave of the judge or 
registrar on an application supported by an 
affidavit. No affidavit was sworn until Feb. 5, 
1924. Notwithstanding this the plaint was 
entered, a plaint note under the seal of the court 
was given to the pltf., & a summons was issued, 
all bearing the date Jan. 30, 1924. By Ord. VII., 
r. 2, of the County Court Rules, a summons to 
appear to a plaint shall be dated of the day on 
which the plaint was entered, & the date thereof 
shall be the commencement of the action :—Held : 
the irregular entry of the plaint & issue of the 
summons before the necessary leave had been 
obtained did not deprive the county court of 
jurisdiction to hear the action, but that the 
irregularity could be waived by the deft. ; as the 
deft. had appeared to the summons & raised a 
defence in no way challenging the jurisdiction of 
the court, he had waived the irregularity ; the 
action must therefore be taken to have com- 
menced on Jan. 30, & the pltf. was entitled to 
recover.-—PRINGLE v. HALES, [1925] 1 K. B. 573; 
04L. J. K. B. 458; 182 L. T. 785, C. A. 

5064. Defendant appearing in person— 
Subsequently employing a _ solicitor—Failure to 
give notice.}—A deft., who had appeared in an 
action in person, subsequently employed a solicitor 
to conduct his defence, but failed tuo give notice 
thereof at the central office, & consequently no 
solicitor appeared on the record as acting for the 
deft. The pltf.’s solicitors were, however, aware 
that the deft.’s solicitor was acting for the deft., 
& had dealt with him as the deft.’s solicitor in 
the action. The action being subsequently dis- 
missed with costs for want of prosecution :— 
Held: though the failure to get the deft.’s 
solicitor’s name placed on the record was an 
uregularity, it ought not, under the circum- 
stances, to be treated as fatal to the deft.’s right 
to recover his solicitor’s charges.—MASON v. 
GricaG, [1908] 2 K. B. 341; 78 L. J. K. B. 819; 
101 L. T. 217, C. A. 

5065. Judgment irregularly obtained. }—Where 
a pitf. has obtained judgment irregularly, the 
deft. is entitled ex debito justitie to have such 
judgment set aside; & the court has only power 
to impose terms upon him as a condition of giving 
him his costs.—ANLABY v. PR@®TORIUS (1888), 
20 Q. B. D. 764; 57 L. J. Q. B. 287; 58 L. T. 
ae Boia. ; 47. L. R. 439, C. A. 

. Plaintiffs improperly Jjoined.}—Respon- 
dents contended that appellants’ ria even 
was virtually to strike out all except one of 
the causes of action, that to do so would be 
inconsistent with Ord. XVIII., r. 1, which is to 
prevent miscarriage of justice in consequence of 
misjoinder or non-joinder, & that in any case this 
was @ mere irregularity, & the application was not 
made within reasonable time within Ord. LXX.,, 
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IT cannot accede to the argument urged for the 
respondents, that even if the joinder of the pltfs. 
in one action was not warranted by the rule relied 
on, this was a mere irregularity of which the pltfs., 
by virtue of Ord. LXX., could not now take 
advantage. If unwarranted by any enactment 
or rule, it is, in my opinion, much more than an 
irregularity (Lorp HERSCHELL, C.).—SMURTH- 
WAITE v. HANNAY, [1894] A. C. 494; 68 L. J. Q. B. 
737; 71 L. T. 157; 48 W. R. 118; 10 T. L. BR. 
649; 7 Asp. M. L. C. 485; 6 R. 299, H. L. 

5067. Service of writ on foreigner out of juris- 
diction—Erroneous affidavit that defendant a 
British subject.]}—The pltfs. sued the deft., who 
was a foreigner residing in France, for goods sold 
& delivered to him in England, & obtained a 
judge’s order for the service upon him of the writ 
out of the jurisdiction, the order being obtained 
upon an affidavit which stated erroneously that 
the deft. was a British subject. The writ was 
served upon the deft. in France, & judgment 
signed against him in default of appearance :— 
Held: the service of the writ instead of a notice 
was a nullity, & not a mere irregularity, & the 
order for service of the writ & all subsequent pro- 
ceedings must be set aside.—HEWITSON v. FABRE 
(1888), 21 Q. B. D. 6; 57 L. J. Q. B. 449; 58 
L. T. 856; 36 W. R. 717; sub nom. HEWETSON 
v. FABRE, 4 T. L. R. 610, D.C. 

5068. Service of copy instead of original writ 
of habeas corpus.]—It is clear from them [Crown 
Office Rules as to habeas corpus] that the duty of 
the person served to return the writ cannot be 
performed unless the writ itself has been handed 
to him. That was not donc in the present case, 
& now an application to attach these people for 
contempt is made to us based upon an affidavit 
containing an untrue (I do not say intentionally 
untrue) statement to the effect that the man R. 
had been served with the writ, & his wife also. 
They were in fact never served with the writ, but 
only with copies. Then it is said that, as Mr. & 
Mrs. Rowe appeared & took a course then which 
looked as if the proper preliminarics had becn 
taken, they are estopped from denying the proper 
service of the writ, & we are referred to Ord. LXX., 
r. 1, of the R. S. C., which is made applicable by 
Crown Office, r. 308, to proceedings on the Crown 
side of the Queen’s Bench Division. It is said 
that what was done here was a mere irregularity 
within the meaning of Ord. LXX.; that, having 
regard to the conduct of the parties, we ought to 
say that they have waived a proper service of the 
writ. I think we ought not to throw any doubt 
upon the necessity of strict compliance with these 
rules (CHARLES, J.).—R. v. ROWE (1894), 71 L. T. 
578; 11 T. lL. R. 29; 15 R. 119, D. C. 

5069. Service on wrong person—Where service 
on right person possible.|—-Where a writ has been 
served on a wrong person, & service is possible on 
the right person, leave will not be given under 
Ord. LXX., r. 1, to amend the irregularity, but 
the faulty service will be discharged with costs 
upon the application of the person intended to be 
served.—NELSON v. PAaSTORINO & Co. (1883), 49 
L. T. 564. 

5070. Service of writ without producing original. | 
—Where a person serving a writ did not, though 
requested so to do, show the original writ to 
the deft., & the pltfs. signed judgment thereon : 
—Held: all the proceedings taken under the writ 
should be set aside, whether such proceedings were 
to be considered as irregular, or absolutely void.— 
PHILLIPSON & SON v. EMANUEL (1887), 56 L. T. 858. 

5071. Failure to comply with R. 8S. C., Ord. 
IX., r. 15.}—A writ of summons having been 
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served, the date of service was not indorsed thereon 
within three days as required by Ord. IX., r. 15. 
The pltf. subsequently signed judgment in default 
of appearance, & a- verdict for damages was given 
by a jury in the sheriff’s court :—Held: non- 
compliance with Ord. IX., r. 15, was not an 
irregularity which could be waived, & the pltf., 
not having complied with the rule, was not 
entitled to proceed by default, & that the judgment 
& verdict must, therefore, be set aside.— Hamr- 
ADAMS v. HALL, [1911] 2 K. B. 942; 80 L. J. K. B. 
1341; 105 L. T. 326; 55 Sol. Jo. 647; 27T.L. R. 
581, C. A. 

Bankruptcy notice.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
IV., pp. 99, 100, Nos. 893-900. 


Sect. 2.—APPLICATION TO SET ASIDE FOR 
TRREGULARITY 


e 


R. 8. C., Ord. LXX., r. 2. No epplcatlon to set aside any 
proceedings for irregularity shall be allowed unless made within 
reasonable time, nor if the party applying has taken any fresh 
step after knowledge of the frregularity. 


5072. Claim for recovery of land joined with 
other claims—Without leave.]—The pltf., without 
obtaining the leave of the court, joined a claim for 
recovery of land with other claims. By his state- 
ment of claim he altered his claim for relief by 
omitting the claim for recovery of land. The 
deft. by his defence raised the objection that the 
writ of summons was issued without leave of the 
court :—Semble: (1) that an objection that a 
writ of summons joining a claim to recover land 
with other claims has been issued without leave 
of the court, is properly pleaded in the defence ; 
(2) the pltf. cannot cure the irregularity in his 
writ by omitting the claim for recovery of land 
from his statement of claim; (3) that to cure 
the irregularity the writ of summons must be 
amended; & (4) that such amendment cannot be 
made without the consent of the deft.—WILMOTT 
v. FREEHOLD HOUSE PROPERTY Co. (1884), 51 
L. T. 552, C. A. 

5073. -]}—The pltf. claimed a declara- 
tion that an alleged mortgage of land to the deft. 
created no charge on the land comprised in it, & 
he claimed possession of the land. The piltf. 
claimed alternatively an account of what was 
due on the mortgage, & redemption. The pltf. 
was a judgment creditor of the mortgagor; he 
had obtained an order appointing him receiver 
of the rents of the land, & the order had been 
registered. Un a summons by the deft. to stay 
all proceedings in the action, on the ground that 
no leave of the court had been obtained to join 
another cause of action with the action for the 
recovery of the land :—Held: though the deft. 
had entered an appearance to the writ, it was not 
too late for him to take the objection. 

It seems to me that the decision in Mulckern v. 
Doerks, No. 5080, post, is inconsistent with what 
was done in Wilmott v. Freehold House Property 
Co., No. 5072, ante, & Smurthwaite v. Hannay, 
No. 5066, ante. I cannot, therefore, say that the 
deft. is too late in taking the objection (NoRTH, J.). 
—HUNT v. WORSFOLD, [1896] 2 Ch. 224, 227; 65 
L. J. Ch. 548; 741. T. 456; 44 W. R. 461; 40 
Sol. Jo. 458. 

5074. Plaintiff signing judgment for sum in 
excess of amount due.]—Where a ptf. signs judg- 
ment in default of appearance for a sum in excess 
of that which is due to him, the deft. is entitled to 
have that judgment set aside, subject to the right 
of the pltf., in a proper case, to apply to have the 
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amount of the judgment reduced. Delay on the 
part of the debtor will not necessarily deprive him 
of his right to have the judgment set aside.— 
Morr v. JENKS, [1913] 2 K. B. 412; 82 L. J. K. B. 
703; 108 L. T. 747; 57 Sol. Jo. 476, C. A. 

5075. Objection taken at trial.J}—An_ action 
was commenced against a trustee & the executors 
of his deceased co-trustee for the administration 
of the estate of a testatrix. The pltfs. subse- 
quently amended their statement of claim without 
the leave of the court, & asked that one of the 
executors of the deceased trustee might be ordered 
to give up possession of a certain inn belonging to 
the trust estate. It was pleaded by the defence 
& urged at the trial that this pleading was 
irregular, as joining two causes of action without 
leave :—Held: the deft. should have applied at 
once to have the pleadings set right, & the objec- 
tion was not untenable.—Re DERBON, DERBON 2. 
CoLuis (1888), 58 L. T. 519; 36 W. R. 667. 

5076. Objection made after one year.| — 
REYNOLDS v. COLEMAN, No. 5045, ante. 

5077. Objection made after judgment.]—The 
pitfs. are a company incorporated under the 
Companies Acts. They have obtained judgment 
against the defts. for £63 ls. 2d. & costs in the 
county court of Surrey, holden at Southwark. On 
July 19, 1917, the defts. applied to the county 
court judge to have the judgment set aside on 
the ground that in the proceedings in the county 
court the pltfs. did not appear by a solicitor but 
were represented by an ordinary agent. The 
county court judge dismissed this application & 
the Divisional Court has affirmed his decision. 
The defts. appealed. 

The application by the defts. was not made 
within a reasonable time after knowledge of the 
alleged irregularity, &, moreover, they had 
certainly taken a fresh step after such knowledge. 
Even if their application were otherwise well 
founded, it should have been refused on these 
grounds. The same rule obtains in the superior 
courts that a person complaining of an irregu- 
larity must come promptly & raise the point 
(SWINFEN Eapy, I..J.).—KINNELL (CHARLES P.) 
& Co. v. HARDING, WacE & Co., [1918] 1 K. B. 
405; 87 L. J. K.B. 342; 118 L. T. 429; 347.1. R. 
217; 62 Sol. Jo. 267, C. A. 

5078. Irregular order for service out of Jjuris- 
diction—Defendant not entering an appearance— 
Objection raised after case argued.|—-An order was 
made for substituted service in England, of a 
writ & notice of motion for injunction, on a person 
resident abroad. He did not enter an appearance, 
but appeared by counsel on the motion for the 
injunction, filed affidavits & argued the case on 
the merits :—Held: the proper course for the deft. 
to have taken was to have applied at once to the 
judge to whose court the cause was attached to 
discharge the order for service, & not having done 
so, out filed affidavits, appeared by counsel, & 
argued the case on the merits, he could not now 
complain of the order for service.—-BOYLE v. 
SACKER (1888), 39 Ch. D. 249; 58 L. J. Ch. 141, 
C. A. 

5079. Order for substituted service—Plaintiff 
by conduct waiving irregularity.}—FRY v. MOORE, 
No. 5047, ante. 

5080. Objection taken after appearance.}— 
Appearance to a writ is a “ fresh step’’ taken 

thin the meaning of Ord. LXX., r. 2, & a writ 
which is irregular to the knowledge of the deft. 
cannot be set aside on his application after 
appearance.—MULCKERN v. DoERKS (1884), 53 
L. J. Q. B. 5263; sub nom. MULKERN v. DOERKS, 
51 L. T. 429; 28 Sol. Jo. 688, D. C. 
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Sect. 2.—Application to set aside for irregularity. 
Secis. 8&4. Parte XCII.& XCIII. Sect. 1.) 


5081. ———-.}—Objection after appearance is 
too late.— Tozer +. FLAWKINS (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 
850; affd., 15 Q. B. D. 680. 

5082. -—-— Appearance under protest. |—This 
was an application to set aside the service of a 
writ under the following circumstances. The pltf., 
M., is the well-known theatrical manager, & the 
defts. are members of the committee of the 
Comédie Francaise. It appeared that perform- 
ances of the Comédie Francaise had been arranged 
for in london during last season, subject to the 
consent of the French Minister of Fine Arts, whose 
consent was necessary according to the constitu- 
tion of the Comédie Francaise. The Minister 
refused his consent, & in consequence the per- 
formances did not take place. The negotiations 
were carried on in Paris, & while the pltf. was in 
Paris he was informed of the fact that the Minister 
withheld his consent & treated the defts.’ refusal 
to act as a breach of contract. On May 23 this 
year the pltf. issued a writ here for £5,000 damages, 
& then obtained leave to serve it out of the juris- 
diction. The defts. appeared to the writ, but at 
the same time wrote to the pltf.’s solicitor pro- 
testing against the jurisdiction. They afterwards 
delivered a defence to save judgment, protcsting 
against being obliged to do so. The defts. now 
applied to set aside the writ. 

The application to set aside the writ must be 
yranted. ‘There was an arrangement between the 
pitf. & the Comédie Francaise for performances 
here. There could be no contract without the 
judicial sanction; & that was not given. The 
writ discloses nothing as to the nature of the 
action, & the defts. appeared under protest. The 
defts. are treated as personally liable in the state- 
ment of claim. The defts. from the first denied 
the jurisdiction, & only put in a defence under 
threats that judgment would be signed against 
them unless they did so. We do not deal with 
the question which was argued that the defts. 
are a branch of the French Government. We 
do not deal with the case on that footing. The 
contract was made abroad ; it has not been shown 
that the alleged breach was within the juris- 
diction though it was to be performed within the 
jurisdiction. As soon as C. [a deft.] knew that the 
conscnt was refused he told the pltf.; the pltf. 
then said C. selected to treat the contract as 
broken. The defts. appear; what else ought they 
to have done ? They could not enter a conditional 
appearance as there is no power under the rule to 
enter a conditional appearance. All they can do 
is to appear under protest. They are ignorant 
how the case will be put against them. There has 
been no waiver of the objection, & they have not 
attorned to the jurisdiction. The writ must be 
set aside: no costs (MATHEW, J.).—MAYER v, 
CLARETIE (1890), 7 T. L. R. 40, D. C. 

5083. -+—-A foreigner resident out 
of the jurisdiction, who had been served out of the 
jurisdiction with a notice of a writ of summons 
appeared under protest; in the margin of the 
wppearance was a Memorandum that it was 
cntered under protest in order to preserve the 
deft.’s right to object to the jurisdiction :—Held : 
that the deft. could properly enter an appearance 
under protest without losing his right to object to 
the jurisdiction. 

The only point on which I have felt any doubt 
during the argument is, whether by entering an 
appearance under protest the deft. is precluded 
from disputing the propriety of serving the notice 
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in lieu of writ upon him ; but I think the point is 
covered by the decision in Mayer v. Claretie, No. 
5082, ante (CHARLES, J.).—FmtTH & Sons v. DE 
Las Rivas, [1893] 1 Q. B. 768; 62 L. J. Q. B. 408 ; 
41 W. R. 493; 37 Sol. Jo. 456. 

5084. Defendant answering interrogatories in 
county court & High Court—Objection raised in 
both courts.}—Rule 23 of Ord. LI. of the County 
Court Rules, 1889, which relates to service out of 
the jurisdiction, though more extensive than any 
existing rule applicable to the High Court, is 
within the powers of making rules conferred by 
sect. 164 of the County Courts Act, 1888. 

Service having been effected in Scotland under 
Ord. LI., r. 23, of the County Court Rules, 1889, 
on a deft. in an administration action, the action 
was transferred to the High Court on the ground 
that the value of the estate exceeded the limit of 
the jurisdiction of the county court. The deft. 
answered interrogatories in the county court but 
objected to the order for service both in the county 
court & the High Court :—Held:; there had been 
no waiver by the deft. of the right to object to the 
service._-WoopD v. MIDDLETON, [1897] 1 Ch. 151; 
66 L. J. Ch. 149; 75 L. T. 480; 45 W. R. 184; 41 
Sol. Jo. 167. 

5085. What amounts to walver./—The pltfs. 
applied for leave to issue a writ against the deft. 
for service out of the jurisdiction. 

It seems to me that, in order to establish a 
waiver, you must show that the party alleged to 
have waived his objection has taken some step 
which is only necessary or only useful if the 
objection has been actually waived, or if the 
objection has never been entertained at all. Lf, 
for instance, after leave to issue a writ an ordinary 
appearance is entered, that is a matter which 
indicates that the deft. either never has enter- 
tained the notion, or, if he did entertain it, he 
abandoned it. Such a step would be unnecessary 
& useless if the intention of insisting on his 
objection still held good. 

With regard to the conditional appearance & 
with regard to obtaining time to put in a statement 
of defence, whatever that might amount to under 
ordinary circumstances, & where no notice of 
motion has been given, I think there is this: 
looking at what had been done, even assuming 
that those steps were not strictly necessary, yet 
looking at the position in which matters were, 
that a conditional appearance had been entered, 
that an application to strike out that conditional 
appearance had been resisted, & that on Dec. 5 
this summons was taken out to discharge the order 
for issuing the writ, it seems to me it would be 
quite an unfair inference to draw from what had 
been done that the deft. had abandoned his 
intention to object to the jurisdiction by applying 
to set aside this writ. On those grounds it seems 
to me that that objection cannot be supported 
(CAVE, J.).— REIN v. STEIN (1892), 66 L. T. 469, 
470, 471. 

Step in proceedings—Under Arbitration Act, 
1889 (c. 49), s. 4.]}—See ARBITRATION, Vol. I., pp. 
375, 376, Nos. 395-408. 

5086. Step in proceedings—After knowledge of 
irregularity.|—-THE ASsUNTA, No. 5056, ante. 





SEct. 3.—OBJECTIONS TO BE STATED IN 
SUMMONS OR NOTICE OF MOTION. 


R. §. ©., Ord. LXX., r. 8. Where an application is made to 
set aside proceedings for irregularity, the several objections 
intended to be insisted upon shall be stated in the summons or 
notice of motion, 


Part XCIIT.—Stay or PROCEEDINGS. 


5087. Failure to state objections.|—I shall set 
aside service of the writ, but without costs, partly 
because I think the defts. have contributed to the 
mistake by the heading they use for their note- 
paper, & by having their name on the office of 
their agent; but chiefly because they have not 
complied with Ord. L.XX., r. 3, & I am not dis- 
posed to say that parties should have costs who 
have not complied with the Rules (Norrn, J.).— 
BAILLIE v. GOODWIN & Co. (18886), 33 Ch. D. 604, 
608; 55 J. J. Ch. 849; 55 L. T. 56; 34 W. R. 787. 

5088. -]—In a foreclosure action brought 
by the public officer & estate trustees of an 
insurance society a final order for foreclosure 
absolute was made on Dec. 3, 1907. Two of the 
trustees died after that date. New trustees had 
been appointed in their places & the mortgaged 
estates vested in them. W., one of the defts., 
being desirous of making an application to open 
the foreclosure, presented a petition of course for 
an order of revivor, & an order was made in 
chambers that the action should for the future be 
carried on between W. as plitf. & the surviving 
defts. & the new trustees as defts.:—Held: on 
motion to discharge this order, that there could 
not be a revivor under the modern practice, & the 
right course would have been for W. to apply to 
the trustees for their consent to the new trustees 
being added as pltfs., &, if they refused, to apply 
under Ord. XVII., r. 4, to have them added as 
defts. The order was discharged. 

It was contended by the applicants that the 
strict order should be made, & that the respondent 
should pay the costs, but although the applicants 
are proceeding in a great measure on a technicality, 
{here was one little fact they had overlooked, 
namely, that under Ord. LXX., r. 3, on an applica- 
tion to set aside proceedings for irregularity, the 
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several objections intended to be insisted upon 
should be stated in the summons, or notice of 
motion. On perusing the notice of motion I do 
not find any such statement. I think the appli- 
cants are well advised in saying that they consent 
to the costs of this application Reing made costs in 
the intended application (SwWINFEN EaApy, J.).— 
PENNINGTON v. CAYLEY, [1912] 2 Ch. 236, 240; 81 
I. J. Ch. 522; 107 L. T. 116; 56 Sol. Jo. 550. 

5089. —-—.]-—T"he absence of objections in 
notices of motion is a mere formal irregularity, & 
is cured by affidavits filed & served the day after 
the notices of motion.—Re SANDERS (1919), 147 
day. Ton 2S. 

5080. Leave to amend by stating further 
objection.|—The defts. asked for leave to amend 
the summons so as to raise the further point that 
the service, being upon M., & not upon 8., the head 
representative of the defts., was not made on the 
right person under Ord. IX., r. 8, & was therefore 
irregular. The judge refused leave to amend the 
summons on the ground that, if the defts. had 
raised this objection distinctly at first, the defect 
might have been cured by serving S., which was 
no longer possible. JIe therefore dismissed the 
defts.’ application.—DUNLOP PNEUMATIC TYRE 
Co., LTD. v. ACTIEN-GESELLSCHAFT FUR MOTOR 
UND MOTORFAHRZEUGBAU VoRM. CUDELL & Co., 
[1902] 1 K. B. 348, C. A. 


SEctT. 4..-WHERE SUMMONS DISMISSED. 


R. S. C., Ord. LXX., r. 4. When oa summons ts taken out to 
act aside any process or proce: ding tor irregularity with costs, 
and the summons 15 dismissed generally without any special 
aecrien ay to costs, it is to be understood as dismissed with 
Costs, 


Part XCll—tInterpretation of Terms, General Rules, etc. 


See Part I., ante. 


Part XCII/.—Stay of Proceedings. 


SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Supreme Court of Judicature poneonee on Aot, 1926, s. 41. 
No cause or proceeding at ane time pouens n the High Court 
or the Court of Appeal shall be restrained by prohibition or 
injunction, but every matter of equity on which an injunction 
ngainst the prosecution of any such cause or procecding might 
formerly have been obtained, whether unconditionally or on 
any terms or conditions, may be relied on by way of defence 
thereto: 

Provided that— 


(a) Nothing in this Act shall disable either of the said 
courts, if it thinks fit so to do, from directing a stay 
a pioceoanes in any cause or matter pending before 

: an 

(b) Any person, whether a party or not to any such cause 
or matter, who would formerly have been entitled 
to apply to any court to restrain the prosecution 
thereof, or who may be entitled to enforce, by 
attachment or otherwise, any judgment, decree, 
rule or order, in contravention of which all or anv 
eke of the proceedings in the cause or matter have 
een taken, may apply to the High Court or the 
Court of Appeal, as the case may be, by motion in a 
summary way, for a stay of proceedings in the cause 
or matter, either generally, or so far as may be 
nécessary for the purposes of justice, and the court 
shall thereupon make such order as shall be just. 


5091. Jurisdiction to stay—Discretion of court.] 
~ The granting of a stay of proceedings is dis- 
cretionary, & the court can annex any conditions 
to such a grant that it thinks just (CaAvE, J.).— 
SAUNDERSON v. CONSOLIDATED CREDIT & MorrtT- 
GAGE CoRPN., LTp. (1890), 6 T. L. R. 404. 

5092. -+—In_ circumstances under 
which the court before the Judicature Act, 1873, 
would have granted an injunction to restrain 
an action, the court may by sect. 24 (85) 
[see, now, sect. 41 of 1925 Act], upon a motion, 
order the proceedings to be stayed.—WHITE v, 
Harrow, HARROW v. MARYLEBONE DISTRICT 
PROPERTY Co., Lip. (1901), 85 L. T. 677; 50 
W. R. 166; 18 T. L. R. 129; 46 Sol. Jo. 1085; 
on appeal (1902), 50 W. R. 259, C. A. 

5093. ——- Proceedings pending in another 
court.|—A deft. in an action at law having an 
equitable defence should obtain from the judge of 
the Common Law Division leave to plead that 
defence, & cannot obtain from a judge of the 
Chancery Division a direction to stay proceedings 








976 

Sect, 1.—In general. Sect. 2.] 

in the Common Law Division: & this prevails 
whether the action at law was commenced before 


or after the Judicature Acts came into operation. 
An action pending in one division will not be stayed 
by another division or judge unless the defence is 
on grounds unconnected with the cause of action. 

This application is made in an action com- 
menced after the Judicature Acts came _ into 
operation, & is to stay proceedings in an action 
commenced before that time. By the Judica- 
ture Act, 1873, 8s. 22, that action is to be continued 
& concluded in the High Court of Justice. We 
have, then, a cause commenced in the Court of 
Queen’s Bench & now pending in the High Court 
of Justice. Then, by the Judicature Act, 18738, 
s. 24 (5) [see, now, sect. 41 of 1925 Act], it is pro- 
vided that no cause or proceeding at any time 
pending in the High Court of Justice shall be 
restrained by injunction, & it is clear that no 
injustice can be done, because by the same sub- 
section power is reserved to the court to stay pro- 
ceedings; & from both Acts, especially from 
sect. 11 of the Act of 1875, it is clear that every 
such application must be made to the division of 
the High Court in which the proceedings are 
pending (BAGGALLAY, J. A.).—GARBUTT v. FAWCUS 
(1875), 1 Ch. D. 155, 158; 45 L. J. Ch. 133; 33 
1. T. 617; 24 W. R. 89, C. A. 

5094. ——.}+~-I am of opinion that if we 
were to sustain the order of the Vice-Chancellor 
we should in fact nullify one of the most salutary 
provisions of the Judicature Act, & interfere with 
the cardinal principle of that Act, which was that 
there should never be conflicting proceedings 
going on at the same time in two branches of the 
court. The 24th sect. of the Act of 1873, sub- 
sect. (5), puts an end to injunctions to restrain 
proceedings in other branches of the court by pro- 
viding that ‘‘ No cause or proceeding at any time 
pending in the High Court of Justice, or before 
the Court of Appeal, shall be restrained by pro- 
hibition or injunction.’’ These words are absolute, 
& are not qualified by anything that follows. The 
order here is an order restraining a proceeding in 
the Common Pleas Division. The order of that 
division directed the sheriff to sell these goods. 
The order of the Vice-Chancellor restrains him from 
selling them & from remaining in possession of 
them. The 24th sect., sub-sect. 5, goes on to 
provide what shall be done to prevent mischief 
arising from the abolition of injunctions of this 
kind. It allows any person, whether a party or 
not to the cause or matter, to apply to the court 
in which the proceedings are going on to restrain 
the prosecution of them. To make it quite certain 
that no harm would be done by the abolition of 
such injunctions, sub-sect. 7 gives to every 
division of the High Court pore to give all such 
remedies as any parties may be entitled to in respect 
of every legal or equitable claim properly brought 
before the court. Any cestui que trust who has an 
equitable claim to bring forward must bring it 
forward in the division which is seised of the sub- 





ject-matter, & third parties are not to be 
embarrassed in their proceedings because parties 
choose to create trusts. It was an evil that 


Courts of Equity had to interfere with proceed- 
ings in another court on equitable grounds 
(James, L.J.).—WRIGHT v. REDGRAVE (1879), 11 
Ch. D. 24, 32; 40 L. T. 206; 27 W. R. 662, C. A. 

5095. ~/~—Now, when we come to the 
24th sect. of the Judicature Act, 1878, we find 
that the 5th sub-section says this: ‘‘ No cause or 
proceeding at any time pending in the High Court 
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of Justice, or before the Court of Appeal, shall be 
restrained by prohibition or injunction.”’ What 
does that mean? The court never did by injunc- 
tion restrain a proceeding; what it did was to 
restrain a party to a cause from going on. There- 
fore, when the Act says, ‘‘ no cause or proceeding 
shall be restrained by injunction,” it means that 
no party shall be restrained from going on with his 
action. This is what the Act means; otherwise 
it would seem to imply that one branch of the 
High Court had power to restrain another branch. 
Then the sub-section says: ‘‘ Provided always, 
that nothing in this Act contained shall disable 
either of the said courts from directing a stay of 
proceedings in any cause or matter pending before 
it if it shall think fit; & any person, whether a 
party or not to any such cause or matter, who 
would have been entitled if this Act had not 
passed, to apply to any court to restrain the 
prosecution thereof, ... shall be at liberty to 
apply to the said courts respectively by motion 
in a summary way, for a stay of proceedings in 
such cause or matter either generally, or so far as 
may be necessary for the purposes of justice.’’ 
Therefore, to stay proceedings in any cause or 
matter you apply to the High Court of Justice, & 
then we find that under sect. 11 (1) of the Act 
of 1875, any such application must be made ‘“‘ in 
the division of the said High Court to which such 
cause or matter is for the time being attached ’’: 
thus, if the cause or matter is attached to the 
Exchequer Division, as it is here, the application 
must be made in that division & no other (JESSEL, 
M.R.).—Re ARTISTIC COLOUR PRINTING Co. (1880), 
14 Ch. D. 502, 505; 49 L. J. Ch. 526; 42 L. T. 
802; 28 W. R. 943. 

_ See, also, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., 
p. 444, Nos. 266, 267. 

Foreign or inferior courts.|—WSee 
Sect. 4, post. 
‘Court before which proceedings pending.] 

See Sect. 2, post. 

5096. Institution of proceedings.|—It 
must be remembered that you cannot restrain a 
pending motion, but you can restrain a person 
from instituting proceedings (JESSEL, M.R.).— 
BESANT v. WooD (1879), 12 Ch. D. 605, 630; 40 
L. T. 445, 452 ; 23 Sol. Jo. 443. 

5097. ———.}—T his is a motion to restrain 
defts., the H. C. Society, from enforcing calls 
of £80 & £75 respectively made on pltfs. as 
members of the society. There might be some 
difficulty in granting an injunction exactly in 
accordance with the notice of motion because it 
might appear to be restraining persons from apply- 
ing to the courts of law, including the King’s Bench 
Division of the High Court of Justice, for the 
purpose of enforcing their rights &, of course, that 
is not possible since the Judicature Acts (SAR- 
GANT, J.).—GALLOWAY v. HALLE CONCERTS 
Socrety, [1915] 2 Ch. 233, 238; 84 L. J. Ch. 728; 
nen L. T. 811; 659 Sol. Jo. 613; [1915] H. B. R. 

5098. —— Enforcement of allowance by 
wife.}—A wife who has an allowance under a 
separation deed which contains no provision for its 
termination in the event of a divorce, & has 
obtained a divorce, may on applying for an order 
for permanent maintenance be restrained by the 
order from taking any proceedings to enforce the 
allowance under the separation deed in addition 
to such allowance.—REIpD v. REID, [1926] P. 1; 
95 L. J. P. 30; 184 L. T. 24; 42 T. L. R. 30. 

—— -——— Winding up of company.]}—See Com- 
PANIHS, Vol. X., pp. 834, 959, 960, Nos. 5447- 
5452, 6571-6580. 
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5099. Intervention by the Crown.}]—On an 
application by the Attorney-General, on behalf 
of Her Majesty, to restrain an action brought in 
the Chancery Division & to remove it into the 
Exchequer Division, on the ground that the 
matters in question in the action concerned Her 
Majesty’s revenue & privileges:—Held: the 
prerogative of the Crown to intervene in actions 
affecting the rights or revenue of the Sovereign 
has not been affected by the Judicature Acts.— 
A.-G. v. CONSTABLE (1879), 4 Ex. D. 172; 48 
L. J. Q. B. 455; 27 W. R. 661. 

5100. Application by persons not  parties— 
Salvage action.]—-Where owners of a vessel not 
parties to an action ee for a stay of procced- 
ings by the owners of another vessel against the 
owners of the cargo on the first-mentioned vessel 
for salvage, on the ground that pltfs. had contracted 
with the applicants not to sue the owners of the 
cargo, a stay was refused & the applicants were 
ordered to be made parties.—THE LEON BLUM, 
eae - 290; 31 T. L. R. 582; 13 Asp. M. L. C. 


SEcT. 2.—INHERENT JURISDICTION OF COURT. 


5101. Proceedings in abuse of powers of court— 
Action by bankrupt for maliciously procuring 
bankruptcy.J]—A. bankrupt whose adjudication in 
bankruptcy has not been set aside cannot maintain 
an action for maliciously procuring the bank- 
ruptey; & such an action may be summarily 
dismissed upon summons as frivolous & vexatious. 

A bankrupt cannot maintain an action for 
maintenance on the ground that the deft. incited 
& ee bankruptcy proceedings in which 
he had no common interest. since the cause of 
action (if any) passed to the trustee in bankruptcy ; 
& such an action may be summarily dismissed 
upon summons as frivolous & vexatious :—Held : 
also, by the Earl of SELBORNE, L.C., that a 
corporation in liquidation, as distinct from the 
individual liquidator, is incapable of committing 
such an act of maintenance. 

The inherent jurisdiction of the court to protect 
itself from abuse is recognised & extended by Ord. 
XXV., r. 4, of the Judicature Rules of 1883.— 
METROPOLITAN BANK v. POOLEY (1885), 10 App. 
Cas. 210; 54 L. J. Q. B. 449; 53 L. T. 163; 49 
J.P. 756; 83 W. R. 709, H. L. 

5102. ——— Action against military board of 
inquiry—For acts done in course of duty.]— 
—Actions were brought, charging the defts. with 
conspiring to make, & making, false statements 
respecting the pltf., an officer in the army. to the 
commander-in-chief, whereby the pltf. was placed 
on half-pay. Upon application to stay the actions 
as frivolous & vexatious, & an abuse of the process 
of the court, it was stated in the defts.’ affidavits 
that the actions were for acts done by the defts. 
in the due course of their duty as members of a 
military court of inquiry, & this was not denied 
by the pltf.:—Held: that the actions ought to 
be stayed as an action under such circumstances 
would not lie—DAWKINS v. SAXxXEk WEIMAR 
(PRINCE EDWARD), DAWKINS v. WYNYARD, 
DAWKINS v, STEPHENSON (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 499; 
45 L. J. Q. B. 567; 35 L. T. 823; 24 W. R. 670. 

5103. ——— Action for revocation of letters of 
administration.}—An action was brought to obtain 
revocation of letters of administration granted in 
1798, the pitf. claiming to represent the next-of-kin 
of the intestate, & the defts. being the representa- 
tives of the deceased administrator :——Held : that, 
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having regard to the lapse of time, the fact that 
the defts. did not & could not succeed to the 
administration sought to be revoked, & the other 
circumstances of the case, the action was frivolous 
& vexatious, & must be dismissed. 

The Probate Division has, apart from Ord. 
XXV., r. 4, an inherent jurisdiction, in common 
with other courts, to stay proceedings which are 
frivolous & vexatious, & an abuse of the process 
of the court..—WILLIs v. BEAUCHAMP (EARL) 
(1886), 11 P.D.59; 55L.J.P.17; 54 L. T. 185; 
34 W. R. 357; 2 T. Tu. R. 270, C. A. 

5104. —-~—— Action barred by statute—General 
allegation of fraud.]—In a case of concealed fraud 
within sect. 26 of the Statute of Limitations 
(3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27), it is not enough to prove a 
concealed fraud; the pltf. must show that he or 
some person through whom he claims has been by 
such fraud deprived of the land sought to be 
recovered, & that the fraud could not with reason- 
able diligence have been known or discovered more 
than the statutory period before the action was 
brought. 

In such an action general averments of fraud are 
not sufficient: the statement of claim must con- 
tain precise & full allegations of facts & circum- 
stances leading to the reasonable inference that 
the fraud was the cause of the deprivation, & 
excluding other possible causes. In default of 
such allegations the court may, by virtue of its 
inherent jurisdiction, dismiss the action as an 
abuse of the procedure, where the claim is incap- 
able of proof & without any solid basis.—LAWRANCE 
v. NORREYS (LORD) (1890), 15 App. Cas. 210; 59 
L. J. Ch. 681; 62 L. T. 706; 54 J. P. 708; 38 
W.R. 753; 6 T. L. R. 285, H. L. 

5105. Action against Member of Parlia- 
ment-—For refusing to present petition.]—-There 
is no right in a person desirous of petitioning the 
House of Commons to compel any particular 
member of the House to present such petition, & 
no action will lie against any member of the House 
for refusing to present such a petition. 

These considerations would be sufficient to dis- 
pose of this appeal, but it is desirable that we 
should notice the other point raised by Mr. Chan- 
nell. It may arise either upon an application 
to the inherent jurisdiction of the court to prevent 
an abuse of its process, or upon an application 
made under the rule as to striking out pleadings 
as frivolous & vexatious, & it has an additional 
force if an application is being made to the court’s 
inherent jurisdiction. On such an application 
we are at liberty to listen to affidavits, & from those 
used in the: present case it appears that two 
petitions, not identical indeed with the present 
petition, but identical as to everything except 
the relief asked, had been rejected by the com- 
mittee of public petitions as not proper to be 
presented to the House; thereupon this petition 
was sent for presentation, differing from the 
others only in that it asks the House to vote an 
address for the removal of a judge, instead of 
asking for an inquiry. If the other petitions had 
been objectionable, the deft. would naturally 
suppose that a petition setting out the same facts, 
& only differing in the nature of the relief asked, 
was open to the same objection as they were. 
Acting as he did, on the judgment of the com- 
mittee of public petitions, how can the deft.’s 
conduct be said to have been malicious? If he 
made a mistake in applying the committee’s 
decision to a petition somewhat different in form, 
how can that be said to be malicious ? It is clear 
that the action will not lie for the breach of a 
common law right, & the charge of malice is cone 
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clusively disposed of by the deft.’s affidavit, which 
states temperately the steps taken by him in the 
matter. It would be to permit an abuse of the 
process of the court were we to allow the deft., 
under these circumstances, to be harassed by 
an action which cannot possibly succeed 
(WILLS, J.).—-CHAFFERS 1. GOLDSMID, [1894] 1 
Q. B. 186, 189; 63 L. J. Q. B. 59; 70 L. T. 24; 
58 J. P. 212; 42 W.R. 239; 10 T. LR. 14; 38 
Sol. Jo. 11; 10 R. 19, D. C. 

5106. —— Action against officer of state— 
Libel based on state communications.}—A com- 
munication relating to state matters made by the 
officer of state to another in the course of his 
official duty is absolutely privileged & cannot be 
made the subject of an action for libel. 

The Divisional Court affirmed the order dis- 
missing this action on the ground that they saw 
clearly that the action could not by any possi- 
bility be maintained, & therefore, in the exercise 
of the inherent jurisdiction of the court to prevent 
abuse of its process. they dismissed it as vexatious. 
It. seems to me that their decision was quite right 
(A. L. Smiru, L.J.).—CHATTERTON ¥. SECRETARY 
OF STATE FOR INDIA IN COUNCIL, [1895] 2 Q. B. 
189, 195; 64 L. J. Q. B. 676; 72 L. T. 858; 59 
J. P.596; 11 T. L. R. 462; 14 R. 504, C. A. 

5107. Action against solicitor in England 
—-For conduct of proceedings in India.]—In 1902 
a deed of separation was executed between a 
husband & wife, who were then resident in India, 
the husband being an American. A _ solicitor 
practising in India was the trustee under the deed. 
‘The husband having made default in paying the 
allowance due under the deed, the wife brought 
an action in England against the solicitor, alleging 
that he had so negligently conducted proceedings 
against her husband in India that she had been 
unable to recover the moneys due in respect of the 
allowance. The wife at the time when the writ 
was issued was temporarily staying at an hotel in 
England, & the solicitor was served with the writ 
when he happened to be in England. The wife 
knew of her alleged cause of action when she was 
resident in India. Upon an application by the 
solicitor to stay or dismiss Held: 





the action :— 
that the proper place for the action to be brought 
was India, the liability, if any, arising under the 
law of India; that the action was not brought 
bond fide in this country; & that there was such 
injustice to the solicitor in bringing the action in 
this country that the court would order it to be 
dismissed. 

This is an application by the deft. founded upon 
the inherent jurisdiction of the court to prevent 
an abuse of its process, asking that the present 
action may be dismissed on the ground that the 
same is frivolous & vexatious, & an abuse of the 
process of the court. It is not alleged that the 
action is frivolous & vexatious in the sense that 
the statement of claim discloses no reasonable cause 
of action ; but it is said that the action is an abuse 
of the process of the court owing to the oppression 
& injustice to the deft. which would result from 
allowing it to proceed. ...I1 think... that 
it is my duty to accede to the deft.’s application. 
. . » The proper order will be to dismiss the action 
& order the deft.’s costs to be paid out of the fund 
which has been paid into court as security for costs, 
& the balance of the fund to be paid to the plté, 
(WARRINGTON, J.).—EGBERT v. SHORT, [1907] 2 
Ch. 205; 76 L. J. Ch. 520; 23 T. L. R. 558, 559; 
a7 L. T. 90; 51 Sol. Jo. 499. 
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5108. ——— Action for damages based upon 
felonious act—-Defendant not prosecuted.]—An 
action for damages based upon a felonious act on 
the part of the deft. committed against the pltf. 
is not maintainable so long as the deft. has not 
been prosecuted or a reasonable excuse shown 
for his not having been prosecuted, & the proper 
course for the court to adopt in such a case is to 
stay further proceedings in the action until the deft. 
has been prosecuted.—SMiITH v. SELWYN, [1914] 8 
K.B.98; 83 L. J. K. B. 1889; 111 L. T. 195,C. A. 
’ §109. Non-payment of  costs.|—Non- 
payment of costs per ge is not a ground for staying 
proceedings ; but where it is shown that a person 
is acting vexatiously in not paying costs which he 
has been ordered to pay, the court has jurisdiction 
to stay proceedings. 

An application for stay of proceedings on the 
ground of non-payment of costs of an application 
in the action ought to be made by summons, & 
not upon the action coming on for trial. 

Where an action set down before one judge has 
been transferred for trial only to another judge, 
& there is a summons pending before the first 
judge to stay proceedings on the ground of non- 
payment of costs, & on the action coming on for 
trial an application to stay proceedings on the 
same mae is made to the second judge, he ought 
not to order a stay of proceedings until payment 
of costs, but only a stay of proceedings until the 
summons pending before the first judge has been 
disposed of. 

Undoubtedly in the Court of Chancery, before 
the Judicature Acts & Rules, when a party was in 
contempt for non-payment of costs, there was the 
practice of ordering all proceedings to be stayed 
until such costs should be paid; & I know of no 
rule which confined that practice to the costs of an 
application going to the root of the action. Where 
a@ party was in contempt the court on application 
properly made—but not at the hearing—inter- 
fered to stay the proceedings, on the ground that 
it would be unreasonable that a party in contempt 
should harass his opponent by further proceedings 
until he had paid what he had been ordered to pay. 
Then it was argued very strenuously that the old 
practice must be disregarded, & that the court 
does not treat parties as in contempt for mere non- 
payment of costs. I do not look upon it from the 
narrow view of contempt, if that was the founda- 
tion of the old practice, but in my opinion the 
principle that then existed subsists still; & if the 
court thinks if unreasonable that proceedings 
should be allowed to go on, then the jurisdiction 
still remains, & ought to be exercised in a proper 
case. Sect. 24 (5) of the Judicature Act, 1874 
[see, now, Sect. 41 of 1925 Act], reserves to all the 
courts generally the old power of restraining 
vexatious or unreasonable proceedings in any 
cause or matter before them, if they think fit. 
Then it was pressed upon us that this general 
power is limited by the Rules of Court to the 
case therein specified (Ord. XXVI., r. 4). But in 
my opinion it does not follow that the special 
power given rd the rules limite the inherent 
general jurisdiction in the court to stay proceedings 
in proper cases (COTTON, L.J.).—Re WICKHAM, 
MARONY v. TAYLOR (1887), 35 Ch. D. 272, 279; 
56 L. J. Ch. 748; 57 L. T. 468; 85 W. R. 525, C. A. 

——.]—See, also, PLEADING, pp. 85-92, Nos. 
707-777, ante. 

5110. Plaintiff maintained by third party.]— 
There was a preliminary objection b on the 
fact that His Majesty’s Government are providing 
the pea with means to prosecute this appeal 
in order to get the question of the validity of the 
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regulations finally settled. It is said that thia is 
maintenance; I doubt it; but, whether it be 
maintenance or not, I cannot see how a wrong 
committed by persons in the service of the Crown 
could justify this house in depriving the appellant 
of his right of appeal. I know no case in which 
an action has been stayed on the ground that the 
pltf. is being improperly maintained by a third 
party (Lonp PARKER OF WADDINGTON ).—MACKEY 
v. Monks (JAMES HENRY) (PRESTON), LTp., 
[1918] A. C. 59, 91; 87.3. P.C. 28; 118 7. T. 
65; 823. P.105; 34 7T. L. R. 34, H. L. 

Maintenance & champerty, see AcTION, Vol. I., 
pp. 86 et seq. 


Sect. 8._-"STAY UNDER PARTICULAR ORDERS. 


Appeal—Stay of proceedings pending.|]—See 
K.8.C., Ord. LVIIL, r. 16, p. 812, ante. 

Execution—Costs or money due under judgment. ] 
—See R.S. C., Ord. XLITI., r. 17, p. 631, ante. 
Facts arising too late to be pleaded. |]—WSee 
R. 8S. C., Ord. XLII., vr. 27, p. 686, ante. 

5111. Pleadings disclosing no reasonable cause 
of action.]—In an action against the Minister of 
Health as such, for breach of contract, deft. moved 
to strike out the claim under Ord. XXV., r. 4, on 
the ground that it disclosed no reasonable cause of 
action, & to dismiss the action with costs :— /leld: 
it is not the practice of the court to stop actions 
in limine under Ord. XXV., r. 4, unless satisfied 
that the action can under no possibility succeed.— 
GILLEGHAN v. MINISTER OF HEALTH, [1932] 1 Ch. 
86; 101 L. J. Ch. $1; 1461. T. 2381; 47 T. 1. BR. 
439. 

——.}—See, also, RK. S. C., Ord. XXV., r. 4, 
PLEADING, p. 71, ante. 

5112. Frivolous or vexatious action.]—Applica- 
tion by defts. to strike out the statement of claim 
& to stay all further proceedings in the present 
action as frivolous & vexatious. Pltfs. in their 
statement of claim alleged that an offer contained 
in a letter to the directors of deft. company to 
hand over at par certain shares, had been accepted 
by a letter of the agents of deft. company’s 
directors, purporting on behalf of the directors of 
the company to accept the offer to transfer the 
shares at par :—Held: the offer of defts. being 
open to two constructions, & pltfs. having construed 
it as being accepted on behalf of the surviving 
directors & the representatives of deceased 
directors, pltfs. as the directors in 1919 could not, 
in the circumstances, adopt by ratification the 
agency of the company’s agent & the action must 
be dismissed & further proceedings stayed.— 
ATHERTON v. REYNOLDS GIBSON (1922), 153 
L. T. Jo. 414. 

———,|—See, also, R. S. C., Ord. XXV., vr. 4, 
PLEADING, p. 82, ante. 

Interpleader.|—See R. S. C., Ord. LVII., r. 6, 
p. 757, ante. 

Non-payment of costs of discontinued action— 
Stay of subsequent action.|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXVI., r. 4, p. 504, ante. 

Partnership action—In firm name—Stay pending 
disclosure of partners’ names, etc.}—See R. 8. C., 
Ord. XLVIIIa., r. 2, p. 651, ante. 

Preliminary questions of law—Stay pending 
decision of.]—See R. S. C., Ord. XXXIV., r. 2, 
p. 522, ante. 

Writ issued in solicitor’s name—Use of name 
Semen ee R. 8S. C., Ord. VIL., r. 1, p. 809, 


$ 
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SrcT. 4.—PARTICULAR CASES. 


Administration proceedings.|—See ExECUTORS, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 774-779, Nos. 8042-8095. 

5113. Admiralty action in  personam.]—The 
foreign owners of a tug, sunk in collision in the 
English Channel with a British vessel, brought an 
Admiralty action in personam against the owners 
of the British vessel, who appeared, counter- 
claimed, & applied that all proceedings in the 
action might be ordered to be stayed until the 
foreign pltfs. gave security for damages under the 
counterclaim :—Held: there was no jurisdiction 
to make the order, either under the special powers 
conferred on the Admiralty Court by sect. 34 of the 
Admiralty Court Act, 1861, or under the general 
powers of the Courts of Law & Equity kept alive, 
& conferred on the High Court & the Court of 
Appeal, by sub-sects. (5), (7) of sect. 24 of the 
Judicature Act, 1878.—-THe JAMES WESTOLL, 
[1905] P. 47; 74L. J. P.9; 92 L. T. 150; 10 
Asp. M. L. C. 29, C. A. 

Appeal—Stay of execution, etc., pending. ]|—See 
R. S. C., Ord. LVITII., rr. 16, 17, pp. 182, 183, 
ante. 

——~ --—— Costs.]—See Nos. 4668-4670, ante. 

Arbitration—Action after consent to submission. ] 
— See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 361-877, Nos. 
311-411. 

Bankruptcy—-Proceedings against trustee.]|—See 
BAaNKRupPTcY, Vol. V., pp. 995, 996, Nos. 8123- 
8129. 

-—~-—— Attachment, etc., of debtor.]—See BANK- 
RupTcY, Vol. IV., pp. 166-168, Nos. 1561-1567. 
Actions pending at time of bankruptcy. ]— 
See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 1010-1016, Nos. 
8237-8294. 

——— Proceedings under receiving order. ]|—See 
nese Vol. IV., pp. 168, 169, Nos. 1572— 
1580. 

Compromise—Repudiation of.]- See Nos. 2596— 
2599, ante. 

Company in liquidation—-Proceedings against. | 
See Companies Act, 1929 (c. 23), ss. 172, 257, 260, 
336, 342. 

—-— Unregistered companies.|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 1096, 1097, Nos. 7685—7688. 
——- Winding up by the court.}—See 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 959-973, Nos. 6571-6711. 
—--— Voluntary winding up.]—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 1011-1015, Nos. 7012—7044. 
Winding up under supervision of 
court. |—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 1052, 1053, 
Nos. 7354-7364. 

Concurrent actions.]—See Test Action, infra. 

Costs—-Non-payment of.|—-See Part LXXXVIL., 
Sect. 28, ante. 

5114. Cross-actions.|—-When an order is made 
under the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 18738, 
8. 24 (7), to stay one of two cross-actions between 
the same parties arising out of the same matter, 
the action brought against the party on whom 
the burden of proof lies ought to be stayed & the 
action brought by him ought to be allowed to 

roceed, the other party to the litigation being at 
iberty to raise by defence, set-off, & counterclaim, 
all questions intended to be raised by him in the 
action which is stayed. 

In an action, commenced on Nov. 28, 1881, the 
pltfs., Messrs. T., claimed £7,000, the balance of 
the price of a steamship built by them for the defts., 
a railway company, & certain other sums as 
extras ; in a cross-action, commenced on Nov. 380, 
1881, the railway company as pltfs. claimed a 
return of all the moneys paid by them to Messrs. T. 
on account of the steamship & £15,000 damages, 
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& in the alternative £50,000 damages. Upon the 
facts the burden of proof lay upon the railway com- 
pany. The Queen’s Bench Division ordered that 
the action brought by the railway company 
should be stayed, with liberty to raise their claim 
by way of counterclaim in the action brought by 
Messrs. T., on the ground that Messrs. T. had been 
the first to commence legal proceedings :—Held : 
as the burden of proof lay upon the railway com- 
pany. the action brought by the railway company 
should be allowed to proceed, Messrs. T. being at 
liberty to raise all questions by counterclaim, & 
that the action brought by Messrs. T. should be 
stayed.—THOMSON v. SouTH EASTERN Ry. Co., 
SoutaH EASTERN Ry. Co. v. THOMSON (1882), 9 
Q. B. D. 320; 51 L. J. Q. B. 822; 46 L. T. 618; 
30 W. R. 537, C. A. 

5115. -}—In the former of these cross- 
actions the plitfs., who were shipowners, claimed 
against the shippers & consignees for detention 
at the port of loading & for freight of cattle 
shipped ; in the latter the pltfs. claimed a far 
larger sum for loss of the said cattle by the ship- 
owners’ negligence. The writs were issued the 
same day, but the statement of claim in the 
former action was delivered before the other. A 
master had stayed proceedings in the second 
action, the pltfs. in that action to be at liberty to 
set up their claim by way of counterclaim in the 
other; but a judge had rescinded the master’s 
order :—Held : although there was jurisdiction to 
make such an order as the master’s in cross-actions, 
yet it should be done only when the points at issue 
are the same; & that it would be unjust in the 
circumstances of these cases.—ADAMSON v. TUFF, 
Moore & Roserts; TUFF, MooRE & ROBERTS 
v1, ADAMSON (1881), 44 L. T. 420. 

5116. -+-R., a surgeon in Brecon, had 
attended L. in the neighbourhood of that place 
during 1882, 1883, 1884. R.’s charges not having 
been paid & L. in the meantime having moved into 
Hertfordshire, R. in Nov. 1887, brought an action 
against 1.. & laid his venue in Brecon. Ten days 
later IL. commenced an action against R. for 
negligence, laying his venue in Middlesex. On the 
application of R., L.’s action was stayed, L. being 
allewed to set up his complaint by way of counter- 
claim in R.’s action. 

There is no hard & fast rule as to which of two 
cross-actions should be stayed ; it must depend on 
the circumstances of each case, & in this case it 
is clear on the dates & circumstances that the order 
was right (HUDDLESTON, B.).— REES v. LUXMOORE, 
LUXMOORE v. REES (1888), 4 T. L. R. 355. 

5117. -+-A moneylender issued in the 
King’s Bench Division a specially indorsed writ 
claiming £450 on a promissory note signed by the 
deft. 

The borrower admitted the facts, but said that 
various transactions between him & the money- 
lender were harsh & unconscionable, & a week 
after the issue of the writ in the King’s Bench 
Division issued a writ against the moneylender 
in the Chancery Division asking that these trans- 
actions might be reopened & for an account. 

On a motion by the moneylender that the 
chancery action might be dismissed with costs, as 
an abuse of the process of the court, or stayed :-—— 
Held: the motion failed. es the money- 
lender’s proceedings in the yaa ench Division 
came first in point of time, & although the King’s 
Bench Division cowld decide all other questions 
between the parties on a counterclaim by the 
borrower, yet the Chancery Division had the better 
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accounts, which, moreover, 
were aasigned to it by the Judicature Act, 1873, 
s. 34 (8), & as a general rule it was preferable to 
allow that action to go on in which the burden of 
proof rested on the pltf. Both actions must 
continue, unless the King’s Bench transferred or 
stayed the King’s Bench action, or until the Court 
of Appeal, which controlled both divisions, had 
pronounced judgment.—RECHNITZER v. SAMUEL 
(1906), 95 L. T. 75. 

5118. -+-The deft., who had a number of 


machinery for taki 





‘transactions with the pltf., a registered money- 


lender, offered the pltf. just before the last sum 
he had borrowed had become due, the balance of 
the principal & a sum for interest which the money- 
lender declined. The borrower thereupon issued 
a writ in the Chancery Division claiming an account 
of all transactions between him & the money- 
lender, & a declaration that some of them were 
harsh & unconscionable, & for relief under the 
Moneylenders Act. The moneylender shortly 
thereafter issued a writ in the King’s Bench Division 
for the full amount said to be owing by the bor- 
rower. The borrower thereupon took out a 
summons asking for a stay of the proceedings in 
the King’s Bench Division on the ground that they 
were an abuse of the process of the court in view 
of the proceedings pending in the Chancery 
Division :—Held: in the circumstances of the 
case, the proceedings in the King’s Bench Division 
should be stayed.—TuMIN v. Levi (1911), 28 
T. L. R. 125, C. A. 
5119. ——.]—-S., an employee of a company, 
was the registered holder of 200 shares in the 
company. By an agreement between him & the 
company it was provided that if he left the 
mployment of the company he should transfer 
the shares as the company should direct, & that 
if there was not a quotation of the shares on the 
Manchester Stock Exchange the price should 
be par. S. left the employment of the company, 
& was required to transfer the shares at par. He 
refused, alleging that the agreement was void 
for want of consideration, & that in any event 
there was a quotation of the shares at a price con- 
siderably exceeding par. The company caused 
a transfer to be executed to their nominee & 
registered. While negotiations were proceeding 
& S. threatened an action, the company’s then 
solicitor at Manchester requested delay owing 
to the death of one of their partners. Meanwhile 
the company consulted solicitors in London, who, 
in ignorance of what had occurred at Manchester, 
on June 6 issued a writ in the High Court to 
establish the company’s contentions. On June 8, 
S. issued a writ in the Palatine Court to restrain 
the company from transferring the shares & for 
rectification of their register. The company 
moved to stay S.’s action, & S. made a counter- 
motion to stay the company’s action. It was 
stated that the costs of a trial in London would be 
about £70 more than those of a trial at Manchester : 
—Held: under the circumstances the action should 
be treated as if the writs had been issued con- 
temporaneously ; it was not a question as to whom 
the burden of proof was on, as in Thomson v. South 
Eastern Ry. Co., No. 5114, ante, & Rechnitzer v. 
Samuel, No. 5117, ante, but of the balance of 
convenience ; &, as the company’s domicil was in 
Manchester & the expense of a trial in London 
would be so much greater, & the questions at issue 
could be decided equally well in either action, the 
High Court action ought to be stayed.— 
THRUTCHLEY & Co., Lrp. v. SHARMAN, SHARMAN 
aaa & Co., Lp, (1917), 148 L. T. Jo. 


Part XCIII.—Sray or PrRocEEDINGS. 


5120. Discovery — Stay pending appeal.]— 
Where, in an action for recovery of land & dis- 
covery, the defence has been set up of possession & 
purchase for value without notice, the deft. is not 

rotected from production of documents by the 
atter defence. 

The defts. having applied for a stay of the order 
for production of documents pending their appeal 
to the House of Lords, their application was 
granted, on their undertaking to present their 
appeal within a week, & to duly prosecute it, & 
that the deeds should be deposited in court upon 
oath, on the ground that if the defts. produced 
their deeds their appeal would be useless. 

Order of Curry, J., varied.—EMMERSON vv. 
IND, COoOPE & Co. (1886), 55 lL. J. Ch. 903; sub 
nom. EMMERSON v. IND, CooPpE & ('o., EMMERSON 
v. RUSSELL, 55 L. T. 422; 34 W. R. 778, C. A.; 
affd. sub nom. IND, CoorE & Co. v. EMMERSON 
(1887), 12 App. Cas. 300, H. L. 

5121. Agent as plaintiff —- Principal 
abroad.]—Where the agent of a principal resident 
abroad brings an action in his own name, & on a 
contract made with him as agent, the deft. is 
entitled to discovery to the same extent as if the 
principal were a party to the action, & to have the 
action stayed till such discovery is made.— 
Wiriis & Co. v. BADDELEY, [1892] 2 Q. B. 324; 
61 L. J. Q. B. 769; 671. T. 206; 40 W. R. 577; 
36 Sol. Jo. 592, C. A. 

5122. Nominal plaintiff.]—Cargo owners 
sued shipowners for alleged breach of a warranty 
of seaworthiness contained in a bill of lading, by 
which the cargo was lost. The plt{s. were insured 
to the extent of three-fourths of the loss, & after 
the commencement of the action, the underwriters 
paid to the pltfs. the amount so insured, & the 
action was thenceforward conducted by their 
solictors. The underwriters had, during the loading 
of the ship, procured an inspection of her con- 
dition by a surveyor, who had made a report to 
them thereon, which was in the possession of their 
solicitors. The defts. claimed discovery of this 
document, & applied for a stay of the action until 
it should be produced :—Held: that they were not 
entitled to such discovery. 

Willis & Co. v. Baddeley, No. 5121, ante, dis- 
tinguished.—NELSON (JAMES) & Sons, Lrp. v. 
NELSON LINE (LIVERPOOL), Lrp., [1906] 2 K. B. 
217; 75 L. J. K. B. 895; 95 L. T. 180; 54 
W. RA. 546; 22 T. L. R. 630; 10 Asp. M. L. C. 
265 ; 11 Com. Cas. 228, C. A. 

Execution—County court.|—Sce County Courts 
Act, 1888 (c. 43), s. 157; Country Courts, Vol. 
XITI., pp. 515, 516, Nos. 651-653. 

igh Court.}+—Sce Part XLVII., Sect. 16, 
sats ; Part LXXVII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2,W. & X., 
ante. 

Foreign proceedings.|—Sec CoNFLIcT oF LAws, 
Vol. XI., pp. 477-486, Nos. 1310-1384. 

Inferior courts—Stay of proceedings by or in.}— 
See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 377-380, Nos. 412- 
427; BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., 3; 995, Nos. 8123, 
8124; Country Courts, Vol. XIII., pp. 472, 516, 
Nos. 210, 653; Courts, Vol. XVI., p. 196, Nos. 
1009-1014; Exrcurors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 779, 
780, Nos. 8091, 8098 ; INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII., 
pp. 365-371, Nos. 25, 27, 32, 34, 52, 54, 55. 

5123. Judgment—Stay of proceedings under-— 
Inquiries & accounts—Amount due exceeding 
value of property.}—There has been here a fore- 
closure decree, an ordinary summons to proceed 
with the accounts wae issued, & the chief clerk 
made a note that the pltfs. were to bring in their 
accounts by Nov. 1, 1882. The accounts were not 
proceeded with because an appeal from the decree 
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was pending, which made if natural that those 
accounts should not be prosecuted. The appeal 
having been decided in favour of the mortgagees, 
they say now, ‘‘ We do not want to go on to a 
foreclosure ; we are satisfied that the amount due 
to us so far exceeds the value of the property 
that it would only be throwing good money after 
bad, & we do not intend to go on.” The defts. 
contend that they must go on. I think that 
contention has been put a little too high. I 
cannot conceive that there is a want of power or 
jurisdiction in the court to stay proceedings upon 
a proper application & on proper materials. 
therefore accede to this, that whatever order we 
make now should be without prejudice to any 
application to stay those proceedings. It would 
be to my mind perfectly shocking, if, in a case 
in which it was clear that on taking the accounts 
£10,000 at least would be found due to the mort- 
gagees, & the property was only worth £5,000, the 
mortgagor could force the mortgagees to go on to 
take the accounts, which would be only adding to 
bad debt. There must be power in the court to 
deal with such a case as that. I do not say that 
any such case exists here. 

We discharge the order of the court below, & 
the defts. requiring these accounts to be brought 
in, order the pltfs. to bring them in within a time 
to be named, the order to be without prejudice to 
any application that may be made to stay pro- 
ceedings or discontinue the action so far as relates 
to the accounts, the costs of the application in 
the court below to be costs in the action, & the 
respondents being ordered to pay the costs of this 
appeal (LINDLEY, L.J.).—-TAYLoR v. MosTyNn 
(1883), 25 Ch. D. 48, 54; 53 L. J. Ch. 8935; 49 
J. T. 483; 32 W. R. 256, C. A. 

5124. i .}—Order made 
staying until further order, with liberty to apply, 
the prosecution of accounts & inquiries directed 
by a judgment in the nature of a foreclosure judg- 
ment (unless the defts. would give security for 
the costs of the proceedings), on the ground that 
it was shown to be highly probable that the 
amount due to the pltfs. would greatly exceed the 
value of the property, & that the costs of further 
proceedings would be thrown away.— EXCHANGE & 
Hop WAREHOUSES, LTD. v. ASSOCN. OF LAND 
FINANCIERS (1886), 34 Ch. D. 195; 56 L. J. Ch. 4; 
35 W. R. 120. 

5125. Order for execution of mort- 
gage—Security paid into court.]—In this case a 
question arose as to the power of the court to stay 
proceedings under an existing order, & to sub- 
stitute for it in effect a different order. Upon an 
originating summons relating to the administra- 
tion of the trusts of a will an order was made by 
Kay, J., in Dec. 1889, that W. & G., two of the 
defts., should enter into a covenant with A., 
another of the defts. to pay monthly into court a 
certain share of the profits of a business, to which 
& married woman was entitled, until Dec. 31, 
after the death of the testator’s widow (also a 
deft.), who was tenant for life under his will, & 
also that W. & G. should execute forthwith to A. 
a proper mortgage of certain freehold property 
belonging to them for securing the due payment 
of the monthly payment. Before the mortgage 
was completed the widow died, & the defts. W. 
& G. applied to Kay, J., to stay further proceed- 
ings under the order, on their paying into court a 
sufficient sum of money as security instead of 
executing the mortgage. Some of the other 
parties to the action would not consent to this, 
& Kay, J., held that without their consent he 
had no jurisdiction to stay proceedings. On the 
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appeal reliance was placed on He Si. Nazaire Cv., 
No. 3759, ante, as showing that the court had no 
jurisdiction to rehear an order which has been 
passed & entered. 

The court (Cotron, FRy, & LOPES, J..JJ.) held 
that, without altering the original order, they 
could stay proceedings under it, on being satisfied 
that a sufficient sum for the security would be paid 
into court by the defts. W. & G.—He STEVENS, 
VENN v. STEVENS (1890), 34 Sol. Jo. 603. 

5126. ——- Writ of elegit & inquisition. }— 
The pltf. brought an action against the defts., 
who were a rural sanitary authority, to restrain 
them from fouling a stream, & in 1885 recovered 
judgment against them with costs. The costs 
were not taxed until 1890. In 1891, the costs 
not having been paid, the pltf. sued out a writ of 
elegit under which an inquisition was taken & 
the sheriff delivered in execution to the pltf. certain 
lands which had been acquired by the defts. for 
the purpose of sewage works for the parish of N., 
a contributory place within their district, by means 
of money borrowed on the security of the separate 
rates of that parish. Upon motion by the defts. 
to set aside the writ & inquisition:- Held: 
(1) the lands in question were held by the defta. 
on trust for the parish of N., & could only be 
taken in execution for judgment debts exclusively 
chargeable against that place; the costs of the 
action were ‘‘ general expenses ’”’ not chargeable 
against that place or the separate rates levied 
within it, but against the common fund of the 
district; & the judgment could only be enforced 
against property which had been acquired by 
means of that common fund; (2) the writ & 
inquisition being quite regular, the motion to 
set them aside was wrong in form; but under the 
circumstances the court would in the exercise 
of its discretion under sect. 24 (5) of the Judicature 
Act, 1873, order all further proceedings under 
the writ & inquisition to be stayed.—J ERSEY 
(KARL) v. UXBRIDGE RURAI, SANITARY AUTHORITY, 
[1891] 3 Ch. 183; 60 L. J. Ch. 833; 64 L. T. 858 ; 
56 J. P. 165; 7T. L. R. 568. 

5127. ——— Judgment for specific per- 
formance-—- Default by purchaser.|—Form of order 
In a vendor’s action where judgment for specific 
performance with costs has been obtained &, the 
purchaser having subsequently failed to comply 
with the judgment, the vendor moves to rescind 
the contract & to stay further proceedings except 
for recovery of the costs of the action & motion. — 
OLDE v. OLDE, [1904] 1 Ch. 36; 73 L. J. Ch. 81; 
89 L. T. 604; 52 W. R. 260. 

5128, —_— —--— Proceedings made impossible by 
order of colonial court. ]— This was a motion to stay 
proceedings under an order made by the vacation 
judge on Sept. 19, 1906. This order was that 
the deft. company should pay into the Durban 
branch of the Standard Bank of South Africa, to 
be remitted to the joint account of the receiver 
appointed in an action against the pltf. company 
& of the deft. company, the proceeds of the sale 
of the property & assets of the pltf. company in 
Durban & elsewhere in South Africa, advertised 
for sale under a South African judgment obtained 
by the deft. company against the pltfs. On 
Sept. 8 an interim interdict had been made by the 
Supreme Court of the Colony of Natal restraining 
the deft. company from selling, disposing of, or 
otherwise dealing with the assets or other property 
of the pitf. company. The deft. company had no 
knowledge of this interdict until after the order 
of June 19 had been made. The goods, however, 
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meanwhile had been by arrangement sold in South 
Africa for £1,250. On Oct. 17, 1906, the vacation 
judge made an order that the operation of the order 
of Sept. 19 should be suspended until over the 
second motion day in this present sittings, if the 
injunction granted in South Africa continued. 
As the order of the Natal court rendered it im- 
possible for the deft. company to carry out the 
order of the court of Sept. 19, 1906, & as the order 
for the suspension of that order was about to 
terminate, & as that order was made without 
the knowledge of the previous order of the Natal 
court, it was now moved on behalf of the deft. com- 
pany that the proceedings under the order of 
Sept. 19 should be stayed under sect. 24 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873. 

I cannot interfere here. It is said that if the 
facts which have since become known to the deft. 
company had been within the knowledge of the 
vacation judge the order sought to be stayed would 
not have been made. I have no jurisdiction to set 
aside that order. J] think that I ought not to stay 
the execution of the order. Execution cannot 
issue without further proceedings. On those pro- 
ceedings the deft. company can put forward such 
reasons as they have why the order should not be 
enforced (WARRINGTON, J.). NAVAL, MILITARY, & 
CivIL SERVICE CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETY OF SOUTH 
eva LYpD. v. SERVICES, LTD. (1906), 51 Sol. Jo. 
13, 14. 

5129. Judgment debtor offering 
amount due in another action—-Second action by 
same judgment creditor.|—Thc pltf., who had 
obtained two judgments against the deft. for 
£32 & £41 respectively, served on the deft. a 
bankruptcy notice in respect of the judgment 
for £41. 

The deft. tendered to the pltf. the amount due 
on the judgment for £32, which the pltf. refused to 
accept. 

Upon the application of the deft., the judge at 
chambers made an order staying all proceedings 
on the judgment for £32 upon payment of that 
amount. When this order was made the deft. 
had committed an available act of bankruptcy, 
which was known to the pltf. & brought to the 
notice of the judge :—J/eld: (allowing the appeal), 
that if the judge had power to make such an order, 
he had not properly exercised his discretion, & the 
order ought not to have been made.—BxRook v. 
EMERSON (1906), 95 L. T. 821, C. A. 

Lunatics—Proceedings in respect of treatment 
of.]—See Lunatics, Vol. XXXIII., p. 272, Nos. 
1804-1896. 

5130. Parties—Joinder of.|—Deft., who seeks 
to make a pltf£. join a third party either as co-pltf. 
or co-deft., is not entitled to have the proceedings 
stayed until the pltf. obtains the consent in writing 
of the third party to be joined as co-pltf., or joins 
him as co-deft.— JACKSON v. KRUGER (1885), 54 
L. J. Q. B. 446; 62 L. T. 962. 

Striking out.]|—See Part X1X., Sect. 11, 








ante. 

Patent action.|—See Test action, infra. 

Payment—Indorsement of writ.]—See K.S. C., 
Ord. III., r. 7, p. 299, ante. 

Payment into court—Acceptance as satisfaction. ] 
—-See R. S. C., Ord. X XII1., r. 6, p. 489, ante. 

Probate, Divorce & Admiralty Division—Foreign 
proceedings.|— See CONFLICT, Vol. XI., pp. 480, 
Nos. 1331 et seq. 
Matrimonial causes.}|—See HuUsBAND & 
WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 278, 279, 441-443, 648, 
Nos. 2492, 2493, 45386-4560, 5092 ef seq. 

—-~ -.}—See, also, Executors, Vol. XXIII, p. 
281, Nos. 3479-3484. 





Part XCIII.—Stay or PrRocerpinas. 


Receiver——Proceedings against. }—Sec RECEIVERS, 
Vol. XXXIX., p. 78, Nos. 909-915. 

Res judicata. |}—See Country Courts, Vol. XIIT., 
pp. 805, 806, Nos. 556-565 ; Esrorprer, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 159, Nos. 218 et seq. 

5181. Second action for relief claimed in first.] 
—An action in which relief is claimed, which has 
been already claimed in another action, will 
be stayed except so far as it claims relief not 
included in the former action.—Re ArRD, MORTON 
v. QUICK (1878), 26 W. R. 441, O. A. 

5182. ———.]}—When an action has been brought 
by which pitf. can recover everything to which 
he is entitled, he ought not to bring another 
(KAY, L.J.).—Povu.retr (KARL) v. HInn (VISCOUNT), 
[1893] 1 Ch. 277, 282; 62 L. J. Ch. 466, 468; 
08 L. T. 476; 41 W. R. 503; 2 R. 288, C. A. 

5133. -+—The pltf., who had been aware 
of, & had taken steps in, administration proceedings 
in the Chancery Division in the year 1894, & who 
also had knowledge at the time that the claim 
of parties in those proceedings & her own claim 
(if any) depended upon the legitimacy or illegiti- 
macy of the mother of the intestate, took no steps 
until 1898 to prosecute her claim, as the alleged 
next-of-kin of the intestate. 

On April 21, 1896, an order was made for the 
balance of the estate to be distributed among the 
persons who were found, in the chancery pro- 
ceedings, to be the next-of-kin, & all further pro- 
ceedings therein were stayed ; & on June 7, 1898, 
the writ in the present action was issued by the 
pltf., claiming, as next-of-kin of the deceased, 
administration to his estate. 

Upon a summons to show cause why this action 
should not be dismissed :—Held: (1) although 
if was not necessary to determine whether the 
matter was res judicata, the pltf. had practically 
acquiesced in the chancery proceedings & had been 
guilty of such Jaches as to disentitle her to 
maintain, against those who had shared the estate 
under the orders in the chancery proceedings, a 
sult to compel them to refund their shares; &, 
as the only object of the present suit, which 
was, in form, to revoke letters of administration 
granted in 1892 & obtain a grant in her own 
favour, was to aid her in an attempt to recover 
the property which had been distributed, this 
court ought not to assist her attempt to obtain 
a grant, which, if obtained, would be useless 
to her. The suit must therefore be dismissed 
with costs——MOHAN v. BROUGHTON, [1899] P. 
211; 68 L.J.P.91; 81 L. T. 573 affd. on appeal, 
[1900] P. 66; 69 L. J. P. 20; 82 1. T. 29; 48 
W.R. 3871; 44 Sol. Jo. 210, C. A. 

5134. -}+—As a mortgagee who brings an 
action in the Chancery Division for an account 
of principal & interest due under the mortgage 
has a coinplete remedy by claiming in that action 
a personal order for payment, a second action 
brought in the King’s Bench Division, while the 
chancery action is pending, to recover principal 
& interest, is improper, & should be stayed.— 








WILLIAMS v. Hunt, [1905] 1 K. B. 612; 741. J. | 
Es- | 


K. B. 364; 92 L. T. 192, C. A. 
——.}]—See, also, Res judicata, supra; 
TOPPEL, Vol. XXI., p. 158, Nos. 205, 206. 
5135. Test action—Stay pending trial of.}]— 
Ord. LI., r. 4, of the Rules of Court, 1875, adopts 
the old practice at common law, & the court can 
only consolidate actions at the instance of defts., 
& not on the application of a number of different 
ltfs. against the same defts. But in such cases 
he court may, under the general jurisdiction, 
enlarge the time for taking the next step in several 
of a series of actions till one of them has been tried 
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as a test uction.—AMOSs v. CHADWICK, ROBINSON 
v. CHADWICK, SMirir vv. CHADWIOK (1877), 4 Oh. D. 
869 ; subsequent proceedings (1878), 7 Ch. D. 878 ; 
9 Ch. D. 459, C. A. 

5186. ——— ———.]}—One of a number of actions 
brought by different pltfs. against the same defts. 
in respect of an alleged misrepresentation in the 
prospectus of a company, was ordered to be a test 
action, the trial of which was to bind all the pltfs. 
but not to bind the defts. When the test action 
came on for trial the pltf. did not appear, & 
judgment was given for the defts.:—Held: 
though the order contained no express provision 
to that effect, the court had power to substitute 
another of the actions as the test action, & that, 
as the trial of the original test action had failed 
to be a real trial of the issue between the pltfs. & 
the defts. without any fault of the other pltfs., 
this substitution ought to be made. 

In the absence of agreement the pltf. in an action 
thus constituted a test action has no right to be 
indemnified against costs by the other pltfs. 

There were seventy-eight actions brought by 
different pltfs. against the same defts., for alleged 
fraudulent misrepresentation in respect of the 
affairs of the same company. All the actions raise 
substantially the same question. Of course, it 
would have been a scandal to the administration 
of justice if all the seventy-eight actions had been 
allowed to proceed, & in some way or other 
provision ought to have been made for the trial 
of the real question between the parties in a single 
action, if that was possible. Sometimes such a 
course is not possible, because people will not be 
reasonable & will not consent. In that case, I 
take it, the court could stay the proceedings in all 
the actions but one, & see what becomes of that 
one (JEssEL, M.R.).--AMOs v. CHADWICK (1878), 
9 Ch. D. 459, 462; 47 I. J. Ch. 871; 39 L. YF. 
50; 26 W. R. 840, C. A. 

5137, —— ——.}— Thirty-eight actions having 
been brought by different persons against the 
defts. as directors of an incorporated company, 
charging misappropriation of moneys advanced 
by the pltfs. in different amounts & at different 
times, but all under similar circumstances :— 
Held: upon the authority of Amos v. Chadwick, 
4 Ch. D. 869, & 9 Ch. D. 459, Nos. 5135, 51386, ante, 
that it was competent to a judge at chambers, upon 
the application of the pltfs., to stay the pro- 
ceedings in thirty-seven of the actions until after 
the trial of the thirty-eighth as a test action— 

roper provision being made in case that action 
did not satisfactorily dispose of the question in 
all.—_BENNETT v. Bury (Lorp) (1880), 5 C. P. D. 
339; 49 L. J. Q. B. 411; 42 L. T. 480. 

5138, ——- ——-.}-The pltf. having brought 
an action against the deft. Pike, a newspaper 
proprictor & publisher, for publishing a libel mm his 
newspaper, & having also at the same time brought 
a separate action against each of sixteen other 
different defts. for publishing the same _ libel 
in their several newspapers, POLLOCK, B., at 
chambers refused an application on the part of all 
the seventeen several defts. for an order that all 
further proceedings might be stayed in all the 
said actions except the above-mentioned action of 
Colledge v. Pike until the verdict should be given 
in such last-mentioned action; the said several 
defts. undertaking to be bound & concluded by the 
verdict in the said test action, provided such 
verdict should be to the satisfaction of the 
judge who might try the same. Thereupon the 
said defts. appealed from that decision of the 
learned judge to the Queen’s Bench Division 
on a motion that, notwithstanding such decision, 
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an order might be made in the terms of the above 
application ; or, in the alternative, that all the 
said actions might be consolidated ; or such order 
be made in the premises as to the court should seem 
just ; & on the hearing of that motion: 

The court (1) refused to make an order to con- 
solidate the said actions on the ground that, 
although the libel was the same in each case, yet 
the several publications & the circumstances 
attending them being different, the causes of 
action in the several cases were different; but 
(2) they made an order that all further proceed- 
ings in all the said actions, save one to be selected 
by the pltf., be stayed pending the trial of such 
selected action, the deft. therein to have seven days’ 
time to deliver his defence after notice to him of 
such selected action; & further, that, if the pltf. 
be dissatisfied with the verdict obtained on the 
trial of such action, he should be at liberty to select 
one other action for trial, the deft. therein having 
like time after notice to deliver his defence; & 
further, the defts. by their counsel undertahing 
to be bound by the verdict in the said selected 
first & second actions, that the pltf. be at liberty 
to sign judgment ayainst the defts. in all the 
remaining actions for the maximum amount of 
damayes found by the jury.—CoLLEDGE v. PIKE 
(1886), 56 L. T. 124; 3 T. L. R. 126. 

5139. Different defendants. }—The 
pltf. company had brought an action against two 
of their original directors to make them responsible 
for a sum of £13,000 alleged to have been 
unproperly obtained by them & others in con- 
nection with a sale to the company. 

This action was brought against the repre- 
sentatives of three deceased persons to make their 
estates liable for the same sum of £13,000. 

Each set of defts. had obtained an order that 
security for costs should be given. 

No security for costs had been given. 

This was a summons on the part of the pltf. 
company that all proceedings should be stayed 
till the trial of the other action, the pltfs. under- 
taking to be bound by the decision of that action. 

PEARSON, J., held that inasmuch as it was 
unnecessary that there should be two actions the 
reason for making the order in Amos v. Chadwick, 
No. 5136, ante, did not apply, & dismissed the 
summons with costs, & as security for costs had 
not been found he ordered the solicitors personally 
to pay the costs.—LADYWELL MINING Co. vw. 
HuaGaons, [1885] W. N. 55, 56. 

5140. ——— Liability for interest on judg- 
ment pending appeal.|—The pltf., who had insured 
a vessel, brought a test action on the policy 
against four of the companies taking part in the 
insurance, & the other underwriters, including 
the present defts., agreed that they would be 
bound by the result of the action & that if by any 
judgment the said four companies should become 
liable in the action to pay any sums for principal, 
interest, or otherwise, the other underwriters 
would pay their rateable proportion. Judgment 
was given for the pltf., & pending an appeal, the 
money due under the judgment was deposited in 
the joint names of the solicitors of the parties & it 
earned intcrest at 2 per cent. Ultimately the 
appeal was dismissed, & the four deft. companies 
paid to the pltf. interest at 4 per cent. under 
sect. 17 of the Judgments Act, 1838, but the 
present defts. refused to pay their proportionate 
part of such interest. In an action to recover it :— 
Held: as the present defts. had agreed to be bound 
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by the result of the test action, & as interest at 
4 per cent. was added to the amount of the judg- 
ment by the operation of the statute, the present 
defts. were liable for their share of such interest.— 
ZACHARIASSEN v. LONDON GENERAL INSURANCE 
Co., Lrp. (1925), 133 L. T. 604; 41 T. L. R. 468 ; 
sub nom. LACHARIASSEN v. LONDON GENERAL 
INSURANCE Co., LtD., 69 Sol. Jo. 542. 

5141. Patent action.]}—One hundred 
& thirty-four suits were instituted against as 
many defts. by a patentee for infringement of 
his patent, & interrogatories were served. Seventy- 
seven defts., combining together amongst them- 
selves so aS to make four bodies in all, moved, 
before putting in any answers, that the pltf. might 
be directed to procced with one suit only until it 
should have been determined or until the validity 
of the patent should have been finally decided, or 
until further order; & that the proceedings in 
the other suits might in the meantime be stayed, 
or that the time for answering & producing docu- 
ments might be enlarged, the moving defts. under- 
taking to be bound by the result of the selected 
suit so far as the question of the validity of the 
patent was concerned. The court, upon terms, & 
the pltf. not opposing, made an order with a view 
of trying before itself the question of validity in 
the first instance before entering upon the question 
of infringement.—FOXWELL v. WEBSTER (1863), 
4DeG. J. & Sm. 77; 91. T. 528; 10 Jur. N.S. 
137; 46 KK. RR. 844; sub nom. FOXWELL v. 

BURY, FOXWELL v. WEBSTER, 3 New Rep. 180; 
12 W. R. 186, L.. C. 

5142. -——,]—The pltf. company, 
being the exclusive licensees of Letters Patent 
No. 297,660 for an invention relating to apparatus 
for learning or practising games, manufactured, 
sold & advertised un apparatus made in accord- 
ance with the invention under the name of ‘* Kum- 
bak Tennis Traincr.’”’ On May 9, 1929, the pltfs. 
brought an action (hereinafter called the principal 
action) against British Games, Ltd., in which 
they charged those defts. with manufacturing, 
selling, & advertising an apparatus made in imita- 
tion of ‘‘ Kumbak Tennis Trainer,’’ under the 
name of ‘‘ Tutor Tennis,’’ & claimed an injunction 
to restrain them from infringing their patent & 
from advertising false & malicious statements as 
to the validity thereof, & consequential relief. 

Since the issue of the writ in the principal action 
the pltfs. commenced separate actions (including 
the present action against the deft. Souch) against 
various defts. who were retailers of the ‘‘ Tutor 
Tennis’’ apparatus manufactured & distributed 
by British Games, Lid., for infringement of their 
patent & for damages. 

Upon the hearing of the summons for directions 
issued in those respective actions it was contended 
before the masters in chambers that the actions 
should be stayed pending the trial of the principal 
action on the ground that the matters in issue in 
all those actions depended upon the result of the 
principal actions, &, accordingly, the summons 
in the present action was treated as a test summons 
& was adjourned into court for the determination 
of the question whether this action should be 
stayed pending the trial of the principal action. 


CLAUSON, J., made an order in the following 
terms: ‘ The deft. by his counsel stating that the 
defence in this action will be the same in all 
material respects as such part of the defence in 
the action, the Multiple Utilities Co., Ltd. v. 
British Games, Lid.. [1929] M. 1438, as relates to 
infringement & validity of Letters Patent No. 
297,660; & the deft. by his counsel undertaking 
to keep an account of the manufacture & sales by 
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him of all or any apparatus that may reasonably 
be alleged to infringe Letters Patent No. 297,660, 
& to submit to the same order, if any, as may be 
made in the said action against the defts. therein 
in respect of infringement of the said letters patent. 
This court doth order that all further proceedings 
in this action be stayed until seven days after 
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judgment in the said action. The costs of the 
said application to be costs in this action. & 
the parties are to be at liberty to apply.” 

The above order was subsequently confirmed by 
the Court of Appeal.—MuULTIPLE UTILITIES Co., 
Lrp. v. Soucn, [1929] W. N. 230; 46 R. P. C. 
402, 520, C. A. 


een, | ee ce ee 


Part XGIV.—New Procedure. 


Secr. 1.—SCOPE OF THE NEW PROCEDURE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIJIA., r. 1. (1) This Order applies to 
actions assigned to the King’s Bench Division, except as other- 
wise provided in this Rule. 


(2) This Order does not apply :— 


(a) to actions for libel, slander, malicious prosecution, false 
imprisonment, seduction, or breach of promise of 
marriage ; 


(4) to actions in which fraud is alleged by the plaintiff ; 


(c) to actions proceeding in any District Registry other 
than the District Registrics in Liverpool and 
Manchester ; or 


(d) to Peron commenced before the 24th day of May, 


5143. Moneylender’s action—Settlement after 
transfer to New Procedure List—Interest.]—Where 
an action by a moneylender for money lent has 
been transferred to the New Procedure List, & is 
subsequently settled, the court, before entering 
judgment by consent, will require the parties to 
satisfy a master that the interest charged is not 
excessive.— PRACTICE NOTE (1932), 173 L. T. Jo. 
479; 76 Sol. Jo. 464. 





Sect. 2.—NEW PROCEDURE LIST. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA.,r. 2. (1) A writ of summons in any 
action to which this Order applies may, at the option of the 
pee but subject to the provisions of Rule 3 of this Order, 
ye marked with the words ‘‘ New Procedure.”’ 

(2) An action in which the writ of summons has been so 
marked may be called a new procedure action, and the list of 
hew procedure actions may be called the New Procedure list. 

(3) For the purposes of this Order ‘‘ the ordinary list ’’ means 
the actions pending in the King’s Bench Division other than 
new procedure actions. 

(4) The Lord Chancellor may, after consultation with the 
Lord Chief Justice, arrange that the new procedure list shall be 
continuously taken by Judges who shall remain in London, 


Judge by whom action tried.]—See, also, R.S.C., 
Ord. XXXVITIaz., r. 9 (2), p. 986, post. 


Sect. 3.—CERTIFICATE OF FITNESS. 


R. §. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r. 8. The solicitor acting for the 
plaintiff in the action, may, if satisfied that the action is one to 
which this Order applies, and that it is not by reason of its 
complexity or other circumstances unsuitable for the procedure 
prescribed by this Order, indorse on the writ of summons a 
certificate that in his opinion the action is fit for the new pro- 
cedure, and no writ of summons marked with the words ‘‘ New 
Procedure *’ shall be issued, unless it is so indorsed. 


Sect. 4..-DELIVERY OF PLEADINGS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—STATEMENT OF CLAIM. 


R. 8. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r.4. The plaintiff may, at the time 
ot the service of the writ of summons, and shall, within seven 

ayé of the defendant's entry of appearance, deliver a statement 
of claim with all proper particulars, 


For Ordinary List procedure, see R. 9. C., Ord. 
X1X., r. 10, & Ord. XX., r. 1, PLEADING, pp. 54, 
130, ante. 


SuB-SECT. 2.—DEFENCE AND COUNTERCLAIM. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r. 5. (1) Within seven days of the 
delivery of the statement of claim or within four days of the 
defendant’s entry of appearance, whichever period shall last 
expire, the defendant shall, without asking for further or better 
particulars, deliver a defence with all proper particulars. 

(2) The defendant may, with his defence, set up a counter- 
claim with all proper particulars. 


For Ordinary List procedure, see R. S. C., Ord. 
XIX., rr. 2, 10, PLEADING, pp. 54, 149, ante; Ord. 
XXI., rr. 6-8, 14, ibid., pp. 150, 182, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—REPLY. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r. 6. Where the defendant has set 
up & counterclaim or a defence to which a reply is necessary, 
the plaintiff shall, within seven days of the delivery of the 
Tea deliver a reply including a defence to the counterclaim 
(if any). 


For Ordinary List procedure, see R. S. C., Ord. 
XIX., r. 10, PLEADING, p. 54, ante; Ord. XXTITL., 
ibid., p. 208, ante. 


Srct. 5.—SUMMONS FOR DIRECTIONS. 
SuB-sECT. 1.—SUMMONS. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., vr. 7. (1) Within seven days of the 
delivery of the defence, or of the reply (if any), the plaintiff 
shall take out a summons for dircctions returnable in not less 
ai four days before one of the Judges taking the new procedure 

st. 

(2) The plaiutiff shall, when taking out the summons, Jodge a 
copy of the pleadings for the use of the Judge. 


Fcr Ordinary List procedure, see R. S. C., Ord. 
XX., r. 1, Part XX XI., Sect. 1, ante. 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—POWERS OF JUDGE AT HEARING. 


R. S. ©., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r. 8. (1) On the hearing of the 
summons for directions or any adjournment thereof the Judge 
shall have the powers specified in this Rule. 

(2) The Judge may in his discretion— 

(a) where a plaintiff or defendant has failed to give sufficient 
particulars of his claim, defence or counterclaim, 
make such order for further and better particulars, 
and as to costs occasioned by such default, as he 
may think fit, or may, in Heu of ordering further 
particulars, order the action to be transferred to the 
ordinary list or the counterclaim to be excluded; 
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Sect. 5.—Summons for directions: Sub-sect.2. Sects. 
6&7: Sub-sect. 1, A. & B.; sub-sect. 2, A. & 
B. Sects, 8, 9,10 & 11.) 


(b) make such order for discovery and inspection of docu- 
ments, or with regard to admissions of fact and of 
documents, as he may think necessary or desirable 
having regard to the issues raised in the pleadings, 
und in particular may order lists of documents 
to be delivered in lieu of affidavits of documents ; 

(c) order the action to be set down for trial as a new 
procedure action ; 

(d) order the action to be transferred from the new pro- 
cedure list to the ordinary list ; 

(e) order the action to be removed from the new procedure 
list and to be set down for trial at Assizes ; 

(f) exercise any statutory power in force with regard to 
the transfer or remission of an action trom the High 
Court to a County Court ; 

(g) order the action or any issue therein to be tried with a 
jury or without ao Jury as, in his discretion, he may 
think fit ; 

(#) order that no more than a specified number of expert 
witnesses may be called ; 

(3) order that any particular fact or facts may be proved 
by affidavit or that the affidavit of any witness may 
be read at the trial on such conditions as the Judge 
may think reasonable or that any witness whose 
attendance in Court ought for some sufficient ground 
to be dispensed with be examined before a Com- 
missioncr or Examiner; provided that where it 
appears to the Judge that the other party reasonably 
desires the production of a witness for crosa- 
examination and that such witness can be produced, 
an order shall not be made authorising the evidence 
of such witness to be given by affidavit, but the 
expenses of such witness at the trial may be specially 
reserved ; 

(kK) record any consent of the parties either wholly excluding 
their right of appeal or limiting it to the Court of 
Appeal or limiting it to questions of law only. 


(3) The Judge may order that any question involving expert 
knowledge shall be referred to a spectal referee tor inquiry and 
report, and in particular and without promueuce to the general 
power, the Judge may refer to a special reteree for inquiry and 
report any question arising as to the nature, extent and perma- 
nence of any injury caused or alleged to have been caused by 
the negligence of a party on the terms (a) that the report when 
received shall be communicated to both parties with a view to 
ascertaining whether they are willing before further expense is 
incurred to agree to accept the report in whole or in part; 
(6) that in so far as the report is not accepted by both parties 
it shall be treated as information furnished to the Court, and 
shall be subject to the criticism of any expert witness called at 
the trial, and shall be given such weight in deciding any question 
of difference between the expert witnesses as the Court shall 
think fit; (¢) that the proper remuneration of the referee shall 
be fixed by the Judge after the receipt of the report, and that 
the parties shall be jointly and severally liable to pay the 
remuneration so fixed to the referec, and (d) that the costs of 
the reference, including the remuneration of the referee, unless 
otherwise ordered, shall be costs in the action. 

(4) In addition to the powers conferred by this Rule, the 
Judge shall have all the powers which a Court or Judge has in 
respect of an action In the ordinary list, and in exercising those 
powers he shall have special regard to the desirability of saving 
time and expense and to the power of transferring actions from 
the new procedure list to the ordinary list. 

(5) There shall be no appeal from a decision of the Judge 
under this Rule without the leave of the Judge. 


Application of above rule to Chancery action.]— 
See R.S.C., Ord. XXX., r. 2A, p. 507, ante. 

Ordinary List procedure.}|—See R. S. C., Ord. 
XXX., rr. 2-8, Part XX XI., Sects. 2-8, ante. 

Transfer or remission from High Court to 

county court.|—See County Courts Act, 1919 
(c. 73), ss. 1-4, 12; & County Courts, Vol. XIII., 
pp. 483-492, Nos. 328-420. 

—-—— Trial with or without jury.]—See R. 8S. C., 
Ord. XXXVI, r. 2, Part XXXVII., Sect. 2, ante. 

5144. Proceedings in chambers—Relaxation of 
rule as to privacy. |—Proceedings in chambers are 
held in private. No report as to facts or parties 
in particular cases nay be published. But ‘‘ New 
Procedure,”’ which is intended for the public 
benefit, must be understood by the profession & 
by the public. I have, therefore, requested the 
Judges taking these cases to allow any barrister in 
robes or any shorthand writer nominated by him, 
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& for whom he will be responsible, any svlicitor 
qualified to give a certificate or any person having 
& summons in the day’s list, to sit in chambers 
whilst the making of the appropriate order in all 
cases in the list is discussed. When a general 
principle is apparently evolved or a definite rule 
of procedure is seemingly being laid down, there is 
no objection to its publication by those who have 
been in chambers. But it must be clearly under- 
stood that this relaxation of the rule that pro- 
ceedings in chambers are private is only for the 
purpose of acquainting the public & the legal 
profession with the advantages of Ord. X XX VIIIA., 
& does not permit a public announcement or report 
of the pending issues or the facts relevant thereto 
in any particular case. Any infringement of the 
ordinary rule as read in the light of this notice will 
continue to be a contempt of court (LORD HEwarrT, 
C..).— PRACTICE Nots, [19382] W. N. 185. 


SEctT. 6. ~DAY FOR TRIAL. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r.9. (1) The Judge may fix a day 
tor the trial of any new procedure action, and the action shall, as 
far as possible, be tried on that day. 

(2) The action shall, a» far as possible, be tried by the Judge 
who heard the summons for directions. 


SECT. 7.— TRANSFER OF ACTION FROM AND TO 
NEW PROCEDURE LIST. 


SUB-SsECT. 1.—TRANSFER FROM NEW PROCEDURE 
Last. 


A. On Summons for Directions. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XXXVITIA., vr. 8 (2) (a). (d), 
(e), p. 985, ante, & supra. 


B. Allegation of Fraud. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r. 10. Where an action is com- 
menced as a new procedure action, and subsequently fraud is 
alleged in any of the pleadings against any party, the action may 
be transferred to the ordinary list, and, if any party aguinst 
whom fraud is alleged 80 desires, shall be so transferred, 


2.—TRANSFER TO NEW PROCEDURE 
LIst. 


A. Transfer at Instance of Defendant. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIJA., r. 11. Where an action is trans- 
ferred to the new procedure list under Order X1J1, Rule 174, at 
the instance of a defendant, the action shall become a new 

rocedure action, and the provisions of this Order shall apply co 
ar as applicable unless the Judge on the application of the 
plaintiff or a co-defendant otherwise directs, 


See R. 8. C., Ord. XII., r. 174, p. 379, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 


B. Transfer under R. S. C., Ord. XIV. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., rr. 12. (1) Where an action is trans- 
ferred to the new procedure list under Order XIV, Rule 8 (c), 
the action shall become a new procedure action, and the pro- 
visions of this Order shall apply so far as applicable. 

(2) Where it has been ordered that the affidavit filed by the 
defendant in the proceedings under Order XIV. shall serve in 
lieu of a defence, and the defendant desires to rely upon a 
defence or counterclaim not disclosed in the affidavit, he shall 
within four days from the date of the order deliver to the 
plaintiff particulars of such defence or counterclaim in writing, 
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and the time for the dellvery of the plaintiff's reply (if any) and 
for the summons for directions shall be enlarged accordingly. 


See R.S. C., Ord. XIV., r. 8 (c), p. 297, ante. 

5145. Transfer by master].—If a pltf., who has 
A atin indorsed his writ under Ord. III., r. 6, 
thinks there is no defence to his claim, his proper 
course is to proceed under Ord. XIV. & obtain 
summary judgment if possible. If it turns out on 
the hearing of the Ord. XIV. summons that there 
is a triable issuc, the master should, in a suitable 
case, transfer the action to the New Procedure 
List.—PRAcTICE Notrm (1932), 73 L. Jo. 429. 

5146. Judgment in default of appearance-- 
Acceptance of plaintiff’s affidavit—Without re- 
quiring oral evidence ].—PItf. claimed £150 as the 
price of work done as a publicity agent. The 
action was begun on a specially indorsed writ) & 
was transferred to the New Procedure List by the 
master under Ord. XIV. Deft. did not attend & 
was not represented. Swirt, J., without re- 
quiring oral evidence, accepted pltf.’s affidavit 
under Ord. XTV. as sufficient proof of his claim, 
& gave judgment for him with costs.—PRACTICE 
Note (1932), 173 1.. T. Jo. 479. 


SEcT. 8.—INTERLOCUTORY PROCEEDINGS 
BEFORE MASTER. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r. 13. (1) Lf, by reasou of the 
amount of business in the new procedure list or tor any other 
reason, the Judges taking the new procedure list cannot hear 
all the interlocutory proceedings without prejudice to the speedy 
trial of the actions in the list, any Judge taking that list may 
delegate to a Master ot the King’s Bench Division the juris- 
diction to hear any interlocutory proceedings under this Order, 
and may give gencral directions to such Master as to the exercise 
of the jurisdiction. 

(2) Any appeal from a decision of the Master exercising juris- 
diction under this Rule shall be heard by a Judge taking the 
new procedure list, and, so far as is possible, by the Judge who 
delegated the jurisdiction. 

(8) Where a Judge has decided an a from a Master 
exercising jurisdiction under this Rule, the decision shall be 
final unless the Judge gives leave to appeal. 
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SEcT. 9.—LIVERPOOL AND MANCHESTER 
DISTRICT REGISTRIES. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVITIA., r. 14. The list of new procedure 
actions proceeding in the Liverpool and Manchester District 
Registries shall be taken by a District Registrar in Liverpool 
and Manchester respectively, and with respect to those actions 
the provisions of Rules 7 and 8 of this Order shall be construed 
as if a District Registrar in Liverpool or Manchester were 
substituted for the Judge wherever the Judge is mentioned in 
those Rules: 

Provided that where a District Registrar has given leave to 
appeal from his decision under Rule 8 (5) of this Order the appeal 
shall be to a Judge taking the new procedure Hst in London 
and the decision of the Judge shall be final unless the Judge 
gives leave tu uppeal, 


For Ordinary List procedure, see R. 8, C., Ord. 
XXAV., Part XXXVL., ante. 

Transfer of action at instance of defendant.] — 
See RLS. C., Ord. XT1I., vp. 174, p. 379, ante. 


SECT. 10.—APPLICATION OF ORDINARY LIST 
PROCEDURE. 


R. S. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r. 15. The Rules applicable to an 
action in the ordinary list shall apply to new procedure actions 
ue so far as they are inconsistent with the provisions of this 
Order. 


5147. Judgment in default of appearance— 
Notice of motion.]--The proper procedure to 
obtain judgment in default of appearance in a New 
Procedure action is by a two days’ notice of 
motion in the ordinary way, the proceedings con- 
tinuing to be marked ‘‘ New’ Procedure.’’--- 
Pracrice Note (1932), 73 L. Jo. 455; 1738 LT. 
Jo. 479; 76 Sol. Jo. 464. 


SecT. 11. COMMERCIAL LIST. 


R.S. C., Ord. XXXVIIIA., r. 16. Nothing in this Order shall 
affect the practice as regards the trial of causes in the Com- 
mercial Last or the transter of Causes to or from the Commercial 
Just. 


Commercial causes.|— See Part VI., Sect 4, anfe. 
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